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HEARING ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

TUESDAY. JUNE 4, 1991

House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
ComMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:55 a.m., Room
2275, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. William D. Ford [Chair-
man) presiding. .

Members present: Representatives Ford, Ha Sawyer, Payne,
Andrews, Jefferson, Reed, Roemer, Kildee, Coleman, Petri, and

Staff present: Thomas Wolanin, staff director; Jack Jennings,
education counsel; Maureen Long, legislative associate/clerk;
Gloria Gray-Watson, administrative assistant; Jo-Marie St. Martin,
minority education counsel; Beth Buehlmann, minority education
cooglg?ator; and Rose DiNapoli, minority professional staff
member.

Mr. Reep. nesidinil Good morning. Mr. Ford has asked me to
convene this hearing. I am very pleased to do so.

This is the 16th ing in a series of 44 on the Reauthorization
of the Higher Education Act.

Today 18 our first of two hearings on the Pell Grant Program.
The Pell Grant program is the Foundation Program for Federal
and financial assistance. This is the largest student grant program,
receivi% $5.38 billion in funding during this fiscal year.

. The Pell Grant program provides needs-based assistance to low-
income undergraduates to attend the institution of their choice.
For this coming academiwear, 3.4 million students will receive
Pell Grants of up to $2,400 to help them pursue their education

The witnesses before us today represent all sectors of nd-
ary education~—presidents of institutions, students, teachers, finan-
cial aid administrators, even ‘guaranty agencies—all with e:ﬂes-
ﬁonsforchang'esinthePell_ranthgram.lamalsopl to
welcome Michael Farrell, the Acting Assistant Secretary for Post-
secon Education to present the administration’s position on
the Pell Grant Program.

I look forward to hearing the comment and suggestions of our
witnesses for ways to improve the foundation program for Federal
student assistance.

[The 1&re statements of Hon. William D. Ford and Hon.
Joseph M. Gaydos follow:]
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OPENING STATEMENT
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM D. FORD
OF MICHIGAN

TUESDAY, JUNE 4, 1991

1 AM PLEASED TOCQNVENE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION FOR THIS 16TH HEARING IN
A SERIES OF 44 ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER
EDUCATION ACT.

TODAY IS OUR FIRST OF TWO HEARINGS ON THE PELL
GRANT PROGRAM, THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR
FEDERAL STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE. THIS IS THE
LARGEST STUDENT GRANT PROGRAM, RECEIVING $5.38
BILLION IN FUNDING DURING THIS FISCAL YEAR.

THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM PROVIDES NEED-BASED
ASSISTANCE TO LOW-INCOME UNDERGRADUATES TO
ATTEND THE INSTITUTION OF THEIR CHOICE. FOR THIS
COMING ACADEMIC YEAR, 3.4 MILLION STUDENTS WILL
RECEIVE PELL GRANTS OF UP TO $2400 TO HELP THEM

PURSUE THEIR EDUCATION GOALS.

~J
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THE WITNESSES BEFORE US TODAY REPRESENT ALL
SECTORS OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION — PRESIDENTS
OF INSTITUTIONS, STUDENTS, TEACHERS, FINANCIAL AID
ADMINISTRATORS, EVEN GUARANTY AGENCIES — ALL
WITH SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGES IN THE PELL GRANT
PROGRAM. I AM ALSO PLEASED TO WELCOME MICHAEL
FARRELL, THE ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION TO PRESENT THE
ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION ON THE PELL GRANT
PROGRAM.

I LOOK FORWARD TO HEARING THE COMMENTS AND

SUGGESTIONS OF OUR WITNESSES FOR WAYS TO IMPROVE

THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM FOR FEDERAL STUDENT

ASSISTANCE.




Opening Statement
Joseph M. Oagdol
June 4, 1991
Postsecondary Education Hearing

The student assistance programs in the Righer Education
Act of 1965 were designed to foster access to and choice of
educational programs regardless of a student’s financial
circumstances.

Originally this was to be accomplished by providing
grants to the lowest income students and providing lecans to
students who were not in the lowest income categories but
still needed assistance to realize their educational dreams.

While this system has, for the most part, been hugely
successful, there has been increasing conCern over the past
several years about students accumulating excessive debt
burdens.

Today, even the most needy students have been forced to
take out loans to finance their educational dreams because
Pell grants have lost the buying power they once held. As
tuitions increased at s rate far above that of inflation,
student assistance appropriations were unable to even keep
pace with inflation.

Of all students receiving federal assistance during the
1989-1990 school year -- almost three percent of those
students with family incomes less than $12,000 received only
loans according to preliminary data from the Department of
fducation. An additional 34 percent of these low income
students received a combination of grants and loans.

-1 -
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For those students in this same income category who
received grants but still had to borrow, almost 59 percent of
them borrowsd more than $2,000 and more than ten percent of
these had to borrow more than $3,000.

Using conservative estimates, these students will owe at
least $8,000 and many will owe more than $12,000 over the
course of a four-year prograns.

The debt burden for middle income students is even
greater because fewer middle income students qualify for
grants, and, when they do qualify, they receive smaller
avards.

There are many issues that must be dealt with during this
reauthorization of the Bigher Education Act. But this issue
should be at the top of the list if we, as a nation, are to
continue to pride ourselves on having an educational system

that is accessible regardiess of a student’'s economic

situation,

10
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Mr. Reep. At this time, I would like to recognize Mr. Farrell for
his statement.
Mr. Farrell.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL FARRELL, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION, US. DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION, WASHINGTON. DC

Mr. FarreiL, Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. I appreciate this first opportunity to come before you to
testify on behalf of the administration’s plan for reauthorizing the
Higher Education Act.

T hope our proposals will contribute to the complete review
which you, Mr. Chairman and the members of the committee, have
planned during the reauthorization. The Secretary has previously
indicated his desire to reexamine policies that the Department put
forward particularly the minimum academic achievement require-
ment. In addition, we are examining a variety of ways to strength-
en the eligibility for a “gatekeepin%‘;system.

1 want to begin by putting our Pell Grant proposals in the con-
text of our plan designed to help achieve our national educational
goals. These goals include binthe year 2000, every adult American
will be literate, possess the knowledge and skills necessary to com-
pete in a global economy. A critical objective related to this goal is
to increase completion rates for the disadvantaged students. The
drive for higher education improvement is limited at the Federal
level, will provide—and by the necessarily disciplined proposed by
the 1990 budget summit agreement.

Another important goal of our plan is to restore integrity in our
aid programs by improving management and reducing waste of
taxpayer dollars.

With these in mind, I will talk about our proposals. The proposal
is to restore the purchasing power of the Pell Grants maximum
award to $3,700 and increase it 54 percent. We are also a simpéieg;
ing of the delivery of student aid by proposing a student n
analysis assessment of Title IV student aid programs.

The administration is also l;;)emposing what we believe to be an
important supplement of the Pell Grant, the Presidential National
Achievement Scholarship. It would reward academic excellence by
providing an additional to Pell Grant recipients who have met
top academic standards.

o receive an award in tha freshman year, high school students
must, for example, rank in the top 10 percent of their high school
class. Once in college, students must rank in the top 20 percent of
their class to receive an achievement scholarship. Those students
qualifying for this could thus receive a total of ,200 to formula-
based Federal grant assistance each year.

I would like to turn briefly to the issue of program integrity. We
are proposing several cross<cutting measures to protect taxpayers
and the students from schools that abuse our programs. One exam-
ple is the current statutory revision revoking GSL eligibility for
schools with three consecutive years of high default rates. We
would bar the participation of such schools in any Title IV student
aid programs.

i1
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To close, I just want to say that I feel confident that we are going
to restore the integrity of the student financial aid program. We
have a strong mandate from the Secretary and the President. This
committee and Congress are committed to building sound pro-

grams.

Finally, I believe the organizations involved in education—the
schools, the associations, the accrediting agencies, the banks, the
guarantee agencies—all recognize their obligations for more re-
sponsibility for the integrity of these programs. We at the Depart-
ment have a lot to do to make the system operate as it should.
These efforts will help achieve a better result to the ultimate bene-
fit of the student, which is what this program is all about.

I would just like to add one further comment for the benefit of
Chairman Ford. He expressed an interest in my last appearance
here for a list of six States that were mentioned in response to his
question concerning the States who shared in the expense of costs
of about 20 percent. Those six States that mentioned were basing
on fiscal year 1989—we are presently reviewing the current fiscal
year; therefore, we would request the Chairman to permit us to
finish our evaluation of that so that the list of States that we pro-
vide will be an accurate reflection of what is appropriately in-
volved.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Michael Farrell follows:]

o 12
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ADNINISTRATION PROFOSALS FOR REAUTHORIEING
THE PELL GRANT PROGRAN

Test imony By
Nichael J. Farrell
Acting Assistant Secretary
for Postsecondary Education
before the

House Subcommittee on Postsscondary Education

Tuasday, June 4, 1991
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Nr. Chairman and Mambers of the Committes:

I appreciate this first opportunity to testify on bahalf of
the Administration’s plan for reauthorising the Higher Bducation
Act of 1963 (HEA). I know your focus today is on the Pall Grant
program, and my remarks will be directsd primarily at our
Proposals for targsting Pell Grants on the poor, ravarding
academic sxcsllance, and sonitoring progras integrity.

I hope our proposals will contribute to the thorough review
vhich you, Mr. Chairman and the Mambers of the Comnittee; have
indicated will occur during the reauthoriszation process. The
Secrestary has previously sxpressed his desirs to re-exanine a few
policies that the Department put forward in its reauthorization
Proposal, particularly the minimum academic achisverent
requiremant for Federal student aid recipients. In addition, we
ars sxasining a varisty of ways to strengthen the institutional
sligibility *"gatekeeping™ system.

¥e intend to work closely with this committes and the Ssnate
to fashion a fundamental restructuring of the HEA that recognizes
and responds to the new challenges facing posteecondary
education.

Nr. Chairman, the Pell Grant program is clsarly ons of the
most important of our student financial aid programs. As
intesnded by the Congress whan ths program was cresated in 1972,
the Pell Grant has become a basic building block of Postssconiary
esducation access and choice for the financially disadvantaged,
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Its formula Naturs snsures equity in the trsatsent of students,
and its portability across institutions and programs promotes
sducational quality through institutional compatition.

But the program requires some major changes if it is to be
successful in the future. The Administration is proposing such
changes in this reauthorization. I want to begin by putting our
Pell Grant proposals in context, by describing the perspectivs
from which we have approached the challenge of reforming this
program.

First, our HEA reauthorization plan in designed to help
achisve our national education goals. As you know, these goals
include the commitment to ensure that by the year 2000, svery
adult American will be literate and possess ths knovledge and
sxills necessary to compste in a global sconomy, and to exercise
tl,e rights and responsibilitiss of citizenship. A critical
objective related to this goal is to increase persistence and
completion rates for disadvantaged students, including
sinoritiss. The Psll Grant changes, coupled with our proposals
to reform pra-college servicas, can ba 8 fundamental tool for
helping achisve this objective.

Second, student aid reform must be accomplished within the
tight budget discipline imposed by Congress in the 1990 Budget
Reconciliation Act. All of us in the Executive Branch, as well
as the Congress, must make the best use of the I'esources .
availabls, in Xeeping with the fiscal discipline that is our
shared responsibility.




1l

3

Third, Secrstary Alexander has put forward a far-rsaching,
comprehansiva plan for reavthorizing tha HEA. The literally
hundreds of proposed changes in this Plan ars designed to wvork
togather to improve access and quality in postsacondary
sducation.

Fourth, an important gosl of our Plan is to ensure integrity
in our student financial aid programs by improving manageamant at
all levels and resducing wasts and abuse of taxpayer dollars.
Although it is a big challenge, I am confident wa will succeed.
Im.aundatctmthcsmurytodomt is necessary, ana
I know there is a strong commitment to a sound Program in this
Committee and in the Congress.

Nith these four pointe in mind, let me turn to our proposals
to restructurs ths Pell Grant program.

HIGHER NMAXINUM PEXLL GRANT ANWARD

Ve propose in this resuthorization to restors the purchasing
Povar of Pell Grants by zalaing the maximum award to $3,700, an
increase of $1,300, or s percent, over the currant maximum of
$2,400. The new $3,700 maximus would pastly compensate for
rising collage costs and halp continus to achieve the basic mEA
objective of ensuring access to four-year public institutions for
all students. The higher maximum award would also preovide
students with incrsased choice among the vide variety of
postsecondary institutions and pPrograns, and would encourage
enrollment and persistance among financially disadvantaged
students.

16
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Students from lower-incoms families have been hit much
harder by rising college Costas than students frop middle-income
fapilies. For exanmpls, from 1975 to 31989, the proportion of
family income neaded to pay for a public collegs sducation only
increased from 10.5 to 12.4 percent for a family at the median
income level, compared to a Jjusp from 19.8 percent to 26.5
percent for a family in the bottom quintile. Raising the Pall
crant maxiopum will help ensura that a college sducation remains a
viable option for students from lower income families.

We would also xg;gg_;hg_gggxn_minimnm from $200 to $400.
Awards below $40D currently go disproportionately to the
relatively higher income recipients and have 1ittle impact on
student cholce of postsecondary progran.

KEM AWARD RULES

In addition to higher maximum and minipur awards, the
Administration is proposing new award and need analysis rules
that would promote targeting of funds to students from the
jowest-income families. Awards would be based on both the Cost
of attendance and the family's ability to pay. Under the new
award rule structure, a student 's award would be the lasser of
apounts determined by the currant nnximuanggxg_mingg_;hg
expected familvy coptribution (EFC) xule and a naw pexcent of need
rule.

These rules would eliminate current insquities by more
consistently takxing into sccount sach fapily's ability to

contribute to education costs and would fund, up to a maximum of

v
O
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$3,700, a variable parcentage of the student's financial need,
dafined as the costs of education minus the EFC. The percantage
of financial need met by the psll Grant would dacreasa as family
income increases, snsuring that funds are targeted on the lowest-~
income students. The maximum award minus EFC rule wvould interact
vith the variable percentage of need award Tula to ansure that
(1) the maximun award of $3,700 is Provided only to the lowest-
income students, and (2) thers is a limit on avards to relatively
higher income students attending mors expensive institutions.

SINPLIFICATION

We ars also proposing to simplify and reduce confusion in
tha delivery of student aid by using a single need analysis
systan for all Title IV student aid programs. As part of this
proposal, we would rempve hose aquity from the need determination
for families with incomas below $20,000; and we would expact a
sinisum student contribution for all aid applicants with famiiy
income above $12,000. We would also reduce the complexity of the
student aid application form by tightening and simplifying the
definition of an independent student.

If our proposals are implemented, under our 1992 budget
request the average Pell Grant will rise to $1,909, an increase
of $425, or nearly 29 pesrcent. Studants with family incomes
balov $10,000 wvould recsive an average grant of $2,191. Overall,
as compared to the 1991 current lawv distribution, the volume of

Pall Grants would increase for families below the $20,000 income
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l1evel and would be slightly reduced for relatively higher income
fanilies.
PRESIDENTIAL ACHIEVENENT SCHOLARSHIPS

The Adnministration is also proposing a critically impertant
new policy for the major Federal aid programs: recognition and
revard of academic excellsnce., Our proposed Presidential
Achievement Scholarships would resward academic sxcsllence by
providing up to an additional $500 to Pell Grant recipients who
have met high academic standards. To raceive an award in the
frashman year, high school students rust rank in the top 10
percent of their high school class or scors high on nationally
recognized standardizea tests. Once in collsge, students must
rank in the top 20 pesrcant of their college class to receive a
prasidential Achisvament Scholarship.

With initial funding set at $170 million in our proposed FY
1992 budget, this new progras would provide avards to an
estimated 340,000 high-achieving, disadvantaged studants. Thus
for the first time, the Fedsral government would make a clear
statement to recipiants of its most costly financial aid program
that academic sxcellsnce is a highly valued goal.

Students qualifying for ths maximum Peall Grant award could
therefors recsivs a total of §4,200 in formula~based Faderal
grant assistance each ysar. Additional campus-based Federal
grant aid would slso continus to be availabls under the
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant pProgras.
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7
REDUCING WASTE AND ABUSE
I want to conclude by raturning briefly to the issue of
program integrity. We are proposing several cross-cutting
Baasuras to reduce waste and to protect both taxpayers and
students from schools that abuse Title IV studsnt aid programs:

. We would eliminate the arbitrary statutory limitation
on the Department's ability to verify application data.
Inaccurate awards take money from thoss who deserve it
and weaken the progran's fairness.

. We would prohibit schools from paying commissions or
bonuses to racruiters or admissions officers that are
based directly or indirectly on obtaining student
enrollments. This would help protect disadvantaged
individuals from schools that use high pressure sales
tachniques and the lure of financial aid to attract
unqualified students to poor quality programs.

. Schools participating in Title IV programs would be
required to implement a pro rata tuition refund policy
for sid recipients who withdraw near the beginning of
their enrollment periods. Schools must not profit from
early dropouts.

. The Departsent would broaden the impact of the current
statutory provision revoking GSL eligibility for
schools with thres consecutive years of high default
rates by barring the participation of such institutions
in any Title IV student aid program. The Congress
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determined in the 1990 Reconciliation Act provision
affecting GSL that consistently high default rates are
an indicator of a school that probably should not ba
alloved to participats in that Fedexal program. The
waste of Federal grant funds is far =mors costly to the
taxpayer than the waste of lean funds. A gensral
institutional failure to adequately prepare students
for sither productive employment or furthsr education
should be a bar to participation in any Federal aid
program.

° our propesal to tie GSL guarantes agencies ®ore closely
to the States is intended to lead to much tougher State
licansing of schools seaking eligibility for all Title
IV aid. 1In addition, wa propose to giva the Secratary
the suthority to set minimum schoel licensure standards
for Title IV eligibility.

1 share the concerns so often expressed by members of this
committee over the continuing problems in our student financial
aid programs. I must add, however, after only a few wseks on the
job but after having talked to a great many pecpls connected to
these programs, that I feel confident ve will rastors public
faith in student financisl aid. The Department has a strong
mandate from the Secretary and the President. Tha Congrass and
this Compittese are likewise committed to bpuilding sound programs.

Finally, 1 believe the organizations involved in higher

education -- the schools, their associations, the accrediting

N
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agencies, the banks, the quarantee agencies -~ all recognize
their shared responsibility for the integrity of thess programs.
We will be working hard at the Department to put our housas in
order, but we will nesed the cooperation of all those involved in
Faderal student financial aid to make the system operate as it
should. These efforts will help achievs a better result to the
ultimate banefit of the student -- which s what this program is
all about.

I will be happy teo respond to any questions or comments that

you may have.
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Mr. Reep. Thank you, Mr. Farrell.
Mr. Watsun-Davis.

STATEMENT OF JULIUS WATSON-DAVIS. PRESIDENT, UNITED
STATES STUDENT ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Watson-Davis. I would like to thank the Chairman and the
subcommittee for this opportunity to testify. I am Julius Watson-
Davis and I am president of the United States Student Association,
the country’s oltfest and largest national student organization, rep-
resenting more than 3.5 million students.

USSA’s top priority for this year's reauthorization is the estab-
lishment of the Pell Grant program as an entitlement for our na-
tion’s students. A Pell Grant entitlement will go a long way in
making educational opportunities accessible and our nation strong.

First of all, the Pell Grant program was meant to be the corner-
stone of the government's student aid programs. Needy students
were to be given grants while middle-income students were to re-
ceive government-guaranteed but subsidized bank loans to ensure
their access. However, for the two major trends, this is no longer
the case.

First, the Federal student aid dropped in the early 1980s and
continues to lag behind skyrocketing college costs. Even though the
appropriations for Pell Grants have increased in real terms, they
have n outstripped by college costs increase. The purchasing
power of the Pell Grant Kas declined dramatically. Unfortunately,
these shortfalls of the Federal grant aid have helped force tuitions
upward as States and institutions scramble to fund need-based
grants themselves.

Second, as we all know, there is a tremendous imbalance be-
tween loans and grants. The Stafford Loan program has usurped
the Pell Grant as the primary form of financial aid even for low-
income students. Middle-income students are being squeezed out of
:iudent loan programs, which was originally designed to serve

em.

Unfortunately, this over-reliance on loans endangers the reten-
tion of the students. Knowing that half of all student loan defaults
are dror-outs of postsecondary programs, we should equip students
with all the resources, including grant aid that will enable them to
stay in school.

e loan/grant imbalance also deters many under-represented
students from pursuing higher education. Evidence exists that low-
income people, students of color and women are more reluctant to
borrow to finance their education than other students. In addition,
this imbalance further disadvantages low-income students who
want to borrow to go to school. After graduation, student loan bor-
rowers have to pay back their loans, and thus will collect less
assets than those graduates who did not have to borrow. Also,
many student loan borrowers must give up low-paying professions,
such as teaching, in order to pay off the loans.

USSA shares Congress’ concerns with the increasing costs of the
Stafford Loan program, which are related to the undercutting of
Pell Grants as the foundation of the student aid programs. It is
worthwhile to note that while total student loan volume has quad-

23
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rupled in the last decade, the percentage of students defaulting on
their loans have remained constant at about 10 percent. Thus, re-
storing the primacy of Pell Grants would go a long way toward re-
ducing the cost caused by Stafford Loan defaults.

USSA’s proposals for the Pell Grant program include a number
of parts. First of all, we propose that the maximum award be sig-
nificantly increased. A maximum award of $4,300 provided in the
academic year 1992-93 would restore the grant’s purchasing power
back to the 1980 levels. This would help ensure that the neediest
student will not have to take on huge loans.

In addition, an increase in the maximum award would increase
the eligibility of students from hard-pressed middle-income families
who have been disenfranchised from the Pell Grant program.

Second, USSA supports the idea advanced by Chairman Ford to
increase the Pell Grant assistance available to first and second-
year students. Such frontloading helps students persist and de-
Crease the amount of loan defaults resulting from student loan bor-
rowers dropping out in the first 2 years when attrition is the high-
est. USSA, however, cautions against any proposal that would
make first- and second-year students ineligible for borrowing which
would close off money to needy students.

Third, USSA calls on Congress to make Pell Grants a true enti-
tlement. It is ironic that the student loan program, which is not
supposed to be the primary form of aid, is an entitlement while the
level of funding for Pell Grants is subjective to the uncertainty of
many more appropriations processes. A Pell Grant entitlement
would eliminate this uncertainty and restore the loan/grant bal-
ance.

A Pell Grant entitlement, along with a serious public advertising
campaign on financial aid, would facilitate t hose students by allow-
ing these youth and their families to predict with much greater
certainty how much grant assistance they will be eligible for.

Fourth, USSA supports eliminating the overly limited period of
eligibility for Pell Grants.

Fifth, USSA proposes changes in the calculation of costs of at-
tendance. The cap on the costs of attendance should be changed
from 60 percent to 75 percent. This would decrease the amount of
needy students forced to rely on loans. This cap of 60 percent limits
the Pell Grant formula less tuition necessities,

USSA also proposes the cost of attendance to be adjusted to re-
flect student’s true costs. The yearly allowance for students living
at home should be increased from $1,700 to $2.200, a 30 percent in-
crease over 1986.

A 30 percent increase would raise the costs of attendance allow-
ance for students not living with their parents from $2,300 to
$3,000, a more realistic figure.

A more realistic calculation of child care costs is necessary to
ensure that parental status does not hinder a students’ access to
college. The national average for day care costs for just toddlers is
over $3,000; yet the 1986 allowance for child care was $1,000.

These costs of attendance figures should be allowed to increase
by $100 every year to keep pace with inflation.

' 24
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Sixth, USSA supports efforts to eliminate the use of home and
farm equity to determine aid for most middle-income families,
which ends up denying aid to many hard-pressed families.

Seventh, USSA urges you to ensure that students who work and
save money are not penalized when determining Pell Grant awards
and eliminate the double counting of students’ savings.

Eighth, USSA urges you to reauthorize Pell Grant eligibility for
less than half time students. Most of these students have to bal-
ance dependent care responsibilities, work and education, and have
no other choice than to go to school on a less-than-half-time basis.
While we recognize others’ concerns about the persistence and
graduation rates, we believe that their ineligibility for the largest
grant program leaves them unable to pay and thus, stay in school
until degree completion.

Ninth, USSA strongly urges this committee to reexamine the
definition of an independent student which currently excludes
many genuinely self-supporting students, as my written testimony
explains. USSA believes that the definition of an independent stu-
dent should be getting more flexible or student financial aid ad-
ministrators must be more willing to use their statutory discretion
to determine students as independent even if she or he does not
meet the regular criteria.

There is no magic transition in turning 24 or becoming a gradu-
ate student; why is it so hard for self-sufficient undergraduate stu-
dents to establish independent status.

In conclusion, 1 know that millions, including my mother, who
enrolled in college as a single parent with two children and I, have
benefitted from the Pell Grant program. And funding for the Fed-
eral student aid programs has decreased in real terms by 3 percent
over the last decade. A strengthened commitment to this program
means 50 much to the future well-being of our country. For every
dollar students get in financial aid, we return $4.30 to the Federal
Government in taxes. When we invest in student financial assist-
ance, students and our nation win.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify today. We are pleased
to answer any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Julius Watson-Davis follows:]

{9
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Iwouldﬁketothmktheﬂxairmanandthemmbasofﬂxe
subcommittee for this opportunity to testify on the Pell Grant program. I am
Julius Watson-Davis and I am president of the United States Student
Association (USSA), the country's oldest and largest national student
organization, representing more than 3.5 million students. USSA's top
priority for this year's Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act is the
establishment of t. e Pell Grant program as an entitlement for our Nation's
postsecondary students. An examination of the importance of this grant
assistance, the problems caused by its status as a discretionary program, and
the challenges facing our country will demonstrate how a Pell Grant
entitlement will go a long way in making educational opportunities accessible
and our Nation strong.

First of all, the purpose of Title IV Student Financial Assistance
programs is "to assist in making available the benefits of postsecondary
education to eligible students ... in institutions of higher education by (1)
providing basic educational opportunity grants to all eligible students
[Section 401 {a)]. The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant, now named the
Pell Grant, program was meant to be the cornerstone of the federal
government's student aid programs. Needy students were to be giver grants
to replace the family contributions they simply did not have, while middle-
income students were to receive government-guaranteed but minimally
subsidized private bank loans to ensure their access. Hence, the primary form
of student financial assistance were to be need-based grants However, in the
last 25 years, two major changes have occurred in federal finandal aid, both
with implications for educational access:

First, inflation-adjusted federal student aid dropped in the early 1980's

and continues to lag behind skyrocketing college costs, which are fueled by
shortfalls in federal student aid (Attachment #1).

federal student aid - adjusted for inflation - suffered a 14% drop
between 1980-81 and 85-86 after the termination of Social Security benefits for

&9
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students and a substantial decrease in student aid for veterans.! Thanks to
increases in state and institutional funding for grants, tiie overall drop in
student aid was held to 7%. However, as aid was declining, college costs? were
raising faster than inflation and real family incomes. These factors -
skyrocketing college costs, lagging family incomes, and slow growth in
student aid - have made postsecondary education increasingly inaccessible.
These trends in particular affected the college participation of students of
color (Attachment #2). Hence, between 1980-81 and 1989-90, federal financial
aid declined by 3% in real terms while costs at attendance at private four-year
schools jumped by 52.2% and at public four-year schools by 39.9%
(Attachment #3).

Even though appropriations for Pell Grants have increased in real
terms, they have been outstripped by skyrocketing college costs. These trends
mean that the purchasing power of student aid has declined dramatically. in
1979-80, the maximum Pell Grant a student could receive covered 50% of the
costs of attendance compared to less than 25% in 1989-90. Unfortunately,
these shortfalls in federal grant aid have helped force tuitions upward as
states, universities and colleges scramble to fund need-based grants
themselves by increasing tuition, among other fundraising mechanisms.

Second, the balance between types of student financial assistance has
become increasingly skewed toward loans over grants (Attachment #4). In
1975-76, grants constituted 80% of available financial assistance. However,
that proportion has dropped to 49% in 1989-90. At the same time, the
percentage of aid available in the form of loans has leapt from 17% to 487..
Thus, the Stafford Loan program has usurped the Pell Grant program as the
primary form of finandal aid available to needy students. Yet the federal
loan programs were not designed for low-income students but rather for
middle-income students. However, low-income students have had to
increasingly depend on loans to cover their college costs, and - as loans have
become increasingly subsidized and costly to the government - middle-

! After 1985, social secunty education benefits were terminated. Student aid had been awarded

thmughtheSocnlSecumypmgmmrosmdentswhowmdependumoffamiﬁes who were in
need because of the death or disability of the wage earner.

2 College costs, or “costs of attendance - includes tuition, fees, and room and board.
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income students are being squeezed out of eligibility for the student loan
program ... which was originally designed to serve them!

Unfortunately, this overdependence on loans has tremendously
impacted students’ ability to access higher educaticn. First, the overreliance
on loans endangers the retention and graduation of students, especially
disadvantaged students. A 1989 report’ revealed a "dramatic difference in
persistence between students receiving grants and those who have not
received them.” Out of the students who did pot receive a grant during their
first year, only 75% returned for the second semester; the percentage of
African-American students was even lower at 60%. However, 90% of ALL
students who received a grant during their first year were still enrolled
enrolled the second semester. These findings suggest that the availability of
grants is crucial to the retention and graduation of students. Since we know
that wﬁ@mummmm
programs, we should be equipping students with all of the resources -
including adequate grant assistance - that will enable them to stay in school.

Second, the overreliance on loans deters many traditionally
underrepresented students from pursuing higher education. Thereis
evidence that low-income people, students of color, and women are more
reluctant to borrow to finance their education than other students. That grant
assistance is key to the recruitment and retention of students of color and
Jow-income students can be seen in the fact that at the same time that grant
dollars were drying up in 1980's, we saw a huge decline in the enroliment ot
these populations.

Third, the displacement of grants by loans among available aid further
disadvantages low-income students who must borrow to go to school.  After
graduation, student loan borrowers have to pay back their loans and thus will
collect less assets than those graduates who did not have to borrow for coliege.
In addition, many student loan borrowers must give up low-paying
professions such as community service and teaching in order to pay off their

3 Porter, Oscar F. nand Persistence olleges and

el K 12110 O - g 3|
Univermities. The National Institute of Independent Collegys and Universiies, 1989
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loans, while other more fortunate students are not limited in this way. It is
our country as well as the individuals involved who lose out when students’
post-graduation choices are dictated by economics.

USSA shares Congress’ concerns with the increasing costs of the
Stafford Loan program, which are no doubt related to undercutting of Pell
Grants as the foundation of the federal government's efforts to make
Postsecondary education accessible. One illustration of this is the fact that
between 1975-76 and 1979-80, the maximum Pell Grant a low-income student
could receive covered 46% to 50% of the costs of attendance; the remainder
could have been financed by a student loan ranging from $1,385 in 1975-76
and $2,269 in 1979-80. After 1980, however, the percentage of costs covered by
a maximum Pell Grant fell to 35%, and the remainder of the costs could NOT
be covered by a maximum Stafford Loan of $2,500. Hence, many needy
students, especially those from middle-class families, have had to resort to
additional borrowing from more onerous student lnan programs. It is
worthwhile to note that while total student loan volume has quadrupled in
the last decade the percentage of students defaulting on their loans has
remained about constant at 10%.

Thus, restoring the primacy of Pell Grants would g0 a long way toward
reducing the costs caused by Stafford Loan defaults, and toward ensuring that
all students, particularly those from low-income, ethnic/radal minoritv, and
first-generation college backgrounds, can enroll in, stay in and graduate from
a postsecondary institution,

USSA'’s proposals for the Pell Grant program include a number of
parts. First of all, we propose that the maximum award be significantly
increased to make up for the effects of inflation, Adjusting for inflation, the
maximum Pell Grant for 1990-91 of $2,400 is actually about $500 less than the
maximum award for 1975-76 of $1,400. A maximum award of $4,300 for
academic year.1992-93 would restore the grant’s purchasing power back to
1980 levels (to about 73% of the average costs of attendance for public four-
year schools).4 This would help ensure that the neediest students will not

4 USSA is proposing the following Pell Grant mAXIMUMS: ( gee next page)

by
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have to take on huge loans, or work long hours and drop to part-time basis to
pay for a postsecondary education.

In addition, an increase in the maximum award would also increase
the access of students from hard-pressed middle-income families to the
program. In 1987-88, students with family incomes of less than $30,001
constituted 98.5% of all Pell Grant recipients, while those with family
incomes less than $20,001 made up 89.1% of the recipients. Middle-income
students have been effectively disenfranchised from the Pell Grant program.
Yet, according to the 1978 Middle Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA),
students with family incomes of $25,000 should have been eligible for a
minimum Pell Grant: the effects of inflation mean that a family making
about $48,000 today should be eligible. The fact that middle-income families
are finding it increasingly difficult to afford a college education can be seen in
a 1990 study® that found that fewer students from families with moderate
incomes are enrolling at colleges and universities, particularly at the most
selective independent and public institutions.

Second, USSA supports the idea advanced by Chairman Ford to
increase the Pell Grant assistance available to first- and second-year students.
Since the first-year of postsecondary study is the "greatest single point of loss
in persistence™® and the second-year also a dangerous year for retention, it
makes sense that we increase grant assistance during the first two years. Such
“frontloading” would help students stay in college and decrease the amount
of loan defaults resulting from student loan borrowers dropping out during
the first two years {(when attrition is the highest). USSA, however, cautions
against any proposal that would make first- and second-year students only
eligible for grant assistance and ineligible for borrowing; such a strict policy
would close off many public institutions and most independent institutions
to many needy students since the costs of attendance at these schools would

$4,300 for academnic year 1992-93

$4,500 for academic year 1993-94

$4,700 for academic year 1994-93

$4,900 for academic year 1995-9%

$5,000 for acadernic yesr 1996-97
S Shapiro, Martin O. for the Consortium on Financing Higher Education, 1990.
6 Porter, 1989.
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still require borrowing by many of them.

Third, USSA joins the National Education Association (NEA), United
Negro College Fund, Inc. (UNCF) and other organizations in calling on
Congress to make Pell Grants a true entitlement. It is ironic that the Stafford
Loan program - which was NOT suppose to be the primary form of aid - is an
entitlement while the level of funding for Pell Grants depends on the year-to-
year appropriations process. This means that the amount of Pell Grant aid
awarded every year depends not only on a student's financial need and costs
of attendance, but also on the funding leve! appropriated by Congress, which
adjusts awards upward or downward. This adds much uncertainty to needy
students’ lives: they cannot predict from year to year whether they will
receive a Pell Grant and if they do, how much it will be

When the appropriations level is inadequate to fund all eligible
applicants - i.e. a "shortfall” occurs - Congress can borrow from subsequent
years or find additional funding so that students can receive the award levels
they were eligible for without reducing the total amount of awards.
However, many times, students have been eliminated from the program. For
example in 1986-87, a Pell Grant funding shortfall led to a linear reduction,
which meant that grant amounts decreased as student's Student Aid Index
(SAD increased. A true Pell Grant entitlement would eliminate this year-to-
year uncertainty over the what the appropriated maximum, and leve! and
number of awards will be, and go a long way toward restoring the loan/grant
balance.

In addition, USSA supports Congress’ efforts to undertake garly
intervention programs that will encourage ALL youths to pursue
postsecondary opportunities. A Pell Grant entitlement would allow these
youth and their families to predict with much greater certainty how much
Pell Grant assistance they would be eligible for if they seriously pursued these
opportunities. This certainty of grant assistance for all eligible students,
coupled with a serious public advertising campaign on student financial
assistance, would go a long way to encouraging disadvantaged youth and
families, including students of color, low-income students, and first-
generation college students, to pursue a higher education and to see such an

-6—
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opportunity as within their reach.

Fourth, USSA supports modifying the overly limited period of
eligibility for Pell Grants. Currently, Pell Grani eligibility is limited for the
period required for the completion of the first undergraduate baccalaureate
course of study; this period, however, cannot exceed 5 academic years for
students enrolled in undergraduate programs requiring 4 years of study or
less, or 6 academic years if the program requires more than 4 years of study.
These artificial limits are not necessary since there exists a current
prerequisite of “satisfactory progress” for continued student financial
assistance eligibility.” The impact is that students who areon a degree track
who cannot graduate within 5 or 6 years are unfairly denied grang assistance
when they are so close to completing their degree. And there are many
reasons why serious students cannot graduate within 5 or 6 years, including
the fact that at many institutions necessary classes are offered very rarely,
which makes it difficult for students to graduate within a fixed period of time.

Fifth, USSA proposes changes in the calculation of costs of attendance.
Right now, a student’s P_u Grant is determined by looking at three
calculations: individual awards cannot exceed the smallest of the three:

(1) 60% of the costs of attendance (defined as tuition and fees,
room and board, books and supplies, transportation, and
other relevant expenses such as child care costs);

(2) Costs of attendance - expected family contribution (EFC); or

(3) Maximum Pell Grant award - EFC.

) USSA recommends changin e first calculat] [ce:
costs of attendance. This would help decrease the amount of very needy
students forced to rely on loans to cover their college costs; instead they rould
rely on family contributions and grant assistance. Also, the cap of 60% of the

>,

7 Acconding to Section 484c): (1) For the purpose of subsection (a)(2), a student is maintawning
if-CA) the institution at which the student is in attendance, reviews the

of the student at the end of each academic yesr, or its equivalent, as determined by
the institution, and (B) the student has a cumulative C average, or its equivalent or academic

standing consistent with the requirements for graduation, as determined by the institution, at
the end of the second such academic year.
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costs of attendance renders the Pell Grant formula less tuition-sensitive with
the unfortunate result in many cases of low-income students receiving the
same award amount as students with much higher family incomes.

mmmﬁﬂtﬂwmmnmmbeadmmdm

cover students' true costs today.

* For students who have no dependents and are living at home
with their parents, a "commuter allowance” of $1,700 is is
Suppose to cover room and board, boaks, supplies, transportation
and miscellaneous expenses. USSA proposes to raise this to
$2,200, just a 30% increase over the 1986 Reauthorization level.

* Likewise, 2 30% increase would raise the costs of attendance
allowance for students not living with their parents from $2,300 to
$3,000; a realistic figure when one considers that a November 1990

report v HENQT Laucation Institutions which revealed
that typical room and board chasges at a public college was $2,400
in 1989-90,

* Amorereausﬁccalculaﬁonofchﬂdcareoostsisnecessary to
ensure that parental status - especially for women - does not
hinder students' access to college. The 1986 Reauthorization
allowance for child care is $1,000, which is far short of true costs of
such care today. The national average for day care costs for just
toddlers is over $3,000 a year.

* USSA recommends that these costs of attendance figures be
allowed to increase by $100 every year to keep pace with inflation.

Sixth, the calculation of the net value of a student's family's home or
farm as an asset ends up denying aid to many hard-pressed middle-income
families. They should not be penalized for the huge leaps in housing prices
which have increased the value of their homes but necessarily their ability to
Pay for a postsecondary education. While these families have equity available
mhwwagainst,mnyhard-pmed families cannot afford to pay for home

-8
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equity loan paymenis. USSAmpponstheeﬁomdmyonms
submmimewenmimmmeuseofhomemdfmequitymdemudxﬁng

SemmUSSAmyoummmmumdenhmwoﬂ:mdun
mmymnotpmnudwhmdminhsmchnwuth. Under the
nmthw,ﬁamdentwmksmdsamaporﬂmof&maminss,me
enmingsmassessedmlee:omemﬁm res ome calculation - which
isusedmdmmineﬂ\emdmrsexpectedmxmm&ndndngmeawud
year-andonceinﬁ\eassetcouecﬁon. This "double counting” actually
discourages students from saving. Wepmposethnt“nocashonhandor
oﬂ\erpmpeny(orinmmmﬁn)cfadeyendentsmdemshaubemtedas
anassetofﬂxesmdent(orspome)fmpurposesdsecﬁonuw(l)exceptmme
mtﬂmsud\cashorpmpatyexceedstheamountmesmdmismquimd
to contribute from discretionary income under 4118(0)."

Eighth, USSA applauded the comsmittee's passage of an amendment in
1986 that authorized Pell Grant eligibility for less-than-half-time students.
The suspension of this amendment, however, has hurt the college access of
these students, who are mostly nontraditionally aged students and female.
Many of these students have to balance child and other dependent care
responsibilities, work and education, and so have no other choice than to go
to school on a less-than-half-time basis. While we recognize others’ concemns
about the persistence and graduation rates of this population, we pelieve that
their ineligibility for the largest grant and loan programs leaves too many
them unable to afford to pay for and thus stay in school till degree-
completion. We urge you t0 reauthorize this provision and work to ensure
the access of ALL part-time students to this important grant program. After
all, part-time students constitute 43.4% of postsecondary enrollment.

Ninth, USSA strongly urges this committee to examine the definition
of an independent student. The current definition excludes many genuinely
self-supporting students. See box for definition of an "independent student.
Under the existing definition, if you are a genuinely self-sufficient student
who does not fall into any of the automatic categories, you must fulfill two
conditional criteria if you are an undergraduate student. (1) Your parents

-9-
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{not counting parental support) during those two years. However, your
chances of being considered an independent student by the federal
Bovernment are sabotaged if:

(1) your parent(s) have

(2 your parent(s) refuse |- Hove teges

fo make the tax forms
available to you; or

(3) in certain areas, you
can and are surviving
on less than $4,000 a
year.

mammmmm

A slucient fofing Into heswe Ashuciont who dossnot fallinfo the outo-
oy of cote-
] considerect an matic st satisty the
gores i cnfomalically ccmh ey the
sderad s an sudens:
-Nymdwoolwu
-Muﬁmumammm A marmied, &m‘:
-A vrtenan of the (1S, Amed forces mat deckre he/w
dependents other thon a NOT be ciaimmd by Ne/hav pasent(s) for
faxpupoms for the fiet colenciar veor of
he aword yecr,
-AMWWW»
not be cloimed os o foax for
he fwo yeons prior 10 e aword yeor®
AND must hove ‘fotol resowrces’ of
Shident Fncncicl Ald Admintrotor 34000 or more (nat counting support
e o gy o e, e MhAe copea 1 e 2 e
shudent's dependency stahs ¥ he/she mmmrm”lmwum ";W

£oMed any land of Receras student ot

However,

unless she was financially

taxes when she was 16 and 17
when she was an 18 year-old
40 hours a week, went to school full-

here is the real catch: the way the regulations are written,
you must not be claimed by your
the two years prior to the first year

parents and have resources in excess of $4,00

self-sufficient and not claimed on her parents’

years old, since she first recelved finandial aid
freshman. This is ridiculous since she worked
time, and incurred over $8,000 worth of
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studemlonndebtha'_ﬁmmoyanofcouese...mddmmmadm
from her parents for college.

Clearly, the definition of an independent student must be made more
ﬂexibleORsmdmtﬁnmdalaidadnnnismmmustbemoszmm;muse
their statutory discretion to determine student as being independent even if
heorshedoesnotmeetmeregmarmm Unfortunately, because of a lack
of training or Jack of willingness, too many student financial aid
administrators are not giving these students a break. It is ironic that it is so
much easier to receive independent status if you are graduate student even if
you are under age 24 There is no magic transition in turning age 24o0r
becoming a graduate student; why should it be so hard for genuinely
independent undergraduate students to establish independent student status,
and receive the level of aid they need to access postsecondary education?

Lastly, there are a number of ways we can simplify the student aid
application and needs analysis system to facilitate students’ access to financial
aid and higher education. Among the ways include:

» One free simplified application form for all federal, state and
institutional aid;

+ A simplified updating process;

» Automatic eligibility for students from families with proven
need, such as eligibility for Aid for Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC);

* The integration of the Pell Grant and Congressional
Methodology need analysis models.

In conclusion, a Pell Grant entitlement and other structural changes
will help the federal government continue to fulfill the Higher Education
Act's promise of making higher education accessible to all Americans
regardless of finandal need. 1know that my mother, who enrolled in college
as a single parent with two children, as well as I have personally benefitted
greatly from the Pell Grant program. And our Nation must continue
opening similar doors for others: by the end of the century, a majority of jobs
in the U.S. will require postsecondary educations. This is a critical juncture
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fwourconnﬂy.whid:wmneedawen-um\edwmkfmmmdmuege

mdutaswhommtloq;leddownbyloamandabletoteach,bserveandto
volunteer,

At perhaps no other time has the need for an investment in education
meant 50 much to the future well-being of our country. Fewer middle-
income studen;s are enrolling in college. We are losing increasing numbers

of low- and middle-income students of color during the critical transition

funding for federal student aid programs has decreased in real terms by 3%
over the last decade. Yet we know that the federal government's
commitment to postsecondary financial assistance works: for every dollar we
put into the GI bill the country 80t back an estimated 40 dollars. And today
we know that for every dollar we students get in financial aid, we return $4.30
to the federal government in taxes.8 When we invest in student financial
assistance, particularly the grant programs, students - and our nation - win,

Thank you for this opportunity to testify today. [ am pleased to answer
any questions you might have.

8 Study authored by St. John, Edward P, and Charles L. Masten. s

published by the National Association of Student Financial Aid
Administrators, Fall 1990.
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In 1989-90, the maximum Pell Grant a seedy college student can receive covers
less than 25% of the cost of attendance compared to 50% of the cost in
1979-80. Omupmmmmntddpwmmmﬂmd
as well. Between 1979-80 and 1989-90, funding for
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants have
decreased by 18%; the College Work Study
program has been cut by 23%; and Perkins
Loan funding is down by $3%, after
accounting for inflation.

UP!
Collcge costs have increased
30% over the pas’ ten years, The cost
of artending all types of instinutions outpaced
inflation in the '80's. With the federal effort in
student aid eroding, the purchasing power of total aid from
all sources has increased little more than inflation. Thus, three
adverse trends - rapidly escalating college costs, Ingging family
incomes, and slow growth in stdent aid - have made financing post-
secondary education more difficult for families and students in the 1980's.

JOIN USSA IN FIGHTING FOR A QUALITY EDUCATION THAT IS ACCESSIBLE TO ALL.
For more informanon, write of call USSA ar:

1012 t4h St NW, #207
(202) 347-USSA
Sources: Comminee for Education Funding, The Coliege Boand
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Between 1977 and lmﬂnamgesmfoﬂ\ﬁiwr-ﬁmeﬂmsmdmts
takingtheSAThmedzlpoimsonmeverbalmdmpoimsonﬂw
tath portion. Forwhnes,itmemﬂyonepnknmmhlandmined
the same on math,

Two steps back...

m:mmxmhmofmm high school
pdmmuymwmngummmﬂamhdmmmnlm
omywdmﬂegedmppedﬁomds%to“i

Thenheofmﬂegemmdmformspmkyoummodmppedbemm
1975 and 1985 from 49% to 47%,

PhﬁwAM'MghmlmmnepaMansﬂn
lowestformyeduﬁcgmup. OxﬂySS%gmduatefmmNghsdmL 17% of
them go on to college.

mmmmm:smwmusofmmh@m
education enrollment.
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LACK OF EDUCATION HURTS

Maedian Anmusl Earnings of Heads of Young Families.
by Educational Attainment, 1973 and 1980

m
n -

We can see that the lack of education hurts, but how can people get education without
funding? College attendance by people of color was highest prior to the Reagan era,
when the education budget started to shrink. Unfortunately, our new "Education
President” has done little to right the wrongs of his predecessor. Grants are shrinking
in availability and size, as loans become more plentiful and more costly.

This is unacceptable. Our college campuses should reflect the diversity of our society
as a whole. Fight to increase the federal education budget! Fight to open the doors of
higher education to all, not just to the elite few!

EDUCATION IS A RIGHT!
e Eona Foomae o Color Shudent Conition
us write or call: 1012 14th St. NW, 8207

Washington, DC 20005
(202) 347-8772

Sources: Children's Duferse Pund, Amencan Council on Educanon, Change Maganine

United States Student Association
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A 0 pisms conference on NO-  come ot of TTIoN INCreCSes: UNITED STATES
yember 26, 1990, the former  hence. shortfals Iy fecen s STUDENT ASSOCIATION
Secretory of Fucotion nelecsed CINT It 581 LD © VICIOUS CYCH ACCESS CAMPAIGN 1991
Q Sy On 1EIND CONKS CONM  wher INOOSQUCTSTeceraifung: ORGANIZING MANVAL
Ot was Qs whethes fadieras ing for gronts forces fultions {January 1997)

WIRCHINCTECINs. Hethenclied fo And gronts v needy st
@ Colmge Boord shudly ondg oy ety AsChart A shows, ALl he
Sarteg thot fedens sucend oig NCracsss in grants over ihe oSt
INCracsed 23%  detween 1080 SOcacie hOVe COMa from ingtiy-
and 1989, ofter acgasting for in- Honsond startes, aNANONe. over
figlion. ™ octual Colege aol. from the federa! govem-
Soont e was 24%. Dut ths men!.

from o number of possidie re- Chan + : Changes in Tots
500593 1hot Gre found in the  Grants Awarded $0 Students by
Colege Boorg moon. A com- Sact0¢ (150001 10 1960-09)

:
g
§
g
7
3
PP

cation Hrough Veterans. Sociol
Securtly. Micry ond cther ce- hid
parfments RS fyounciuoeAlt o o8
hase fypes of tecem shusent
oid. youl g that  (nfigtion- '
foiol fecerat aiuciert Fecornt Sun L
:m:g-a -4 {3 Usng Me
1 and §9-90
e 1o ochust shucient oo
(23 Loons andgronts cra NOT Ihe AIaoN s Inoccurate,
10Ma: gronis oscrecse the he CPi roflects & marke! bosiaet

Slinag Dy 3TN, whils federal  O°® MUCH More drestic thon ore
Rinding for loosw Inciacmag by ~ FOUNT WSNG M CPY. Hence, o
32% T™hese shorffols in foderat /MOM® OCCUIte

grant funging have forced cok- ng mechanism showy T the
10088 onct urvensities 10 fingt - 190 vl of feciarat grant ald fo

omounts
their own bugdgets to fund PO IS mare Than two-ice

42
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



38

LOANS ARE UP AND GRANTS ARE DOWN;
FORGET ABOUT THAT CAP AND GOWN !

mmn,mnmwmmummuum:

Work 2.5%
Loans 16.9%

Grants 80.3%

In 1988-89, It looks like this:

Grants 48.5%

Inthe Higher Education Act of 1965, the U.S govemment axplicitly commited itseif to the squalizing
of coltege opportunities for traditionally undemepresentad groups in higher sducation. Programs were
sat up to faciiiate the accass of iow-ncome individuals with @0ls to replace the famity contnbutions
they dxi not have. Yat, inthe 1ast decads, two trends have thraatensd this aCCess:

First, student aid in constant dollars dropped sharply and continues to lag behind
skyrocketing college costs, which have outpaced Infiation and real family
incomes.

Secand, the shifting balance of grants over ioans means that more and more
needy studants are forced to take on increasingly targe toan burdens to finance
their sducatipn. Are we mortgaging the future of generstions of disadvantaged
students? And is the U.S government encouraging the pursuit of higher
education or seiting up obsiacies?

JOWMUMTHSTAESSWDENTAWHON’SEFFORTSWRM
THIS YEAH’SEEAUMMWOFWEHWWWACTTO
MAKE EDUCATION A RIGNT FOR ALL, INS/EAD OF A PRIVILEGE OF A FEW.
Contact USSA, 1012 14th 5t. NW, #207, Washington, DC. 20005 (202) 347-USSA.
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Mr. Reep. Thank you very much, Mr. Watson-Davis.

I understand that Dr. Saunders and Dr. Elmendorf and Dr.
Thrift have a joint statement. So at this time, I would recognize
you to make your statement.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES B, SAUNDERS, SENIOR VICE PRESI-
DENT, AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION; EDWARD M. EL-
MENDORF, VICE PRESIDENT FOR GOVERNMENT RELATIONS,
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERS]-
TIES; AND JULIANNE STILL THRIFT, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES

Mr. Saunpees. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee. You have our statement. We will attempt to
summarize it. My colleagues, Ed Elmendorf, is vice president of the
American Association of the Sate Colleges and Universities. Ju-
lianne Thrift is the executive vice president of the National Asso-
ciation of Independent Colleges and Universities. I should add that
she is the newly appointed president of Salem College in North
Carolina. She will be beginning those duties in April.

We are here this morning to express a broad consensus of higher
education that are not simply of our three associations, but more
than a dozen associations listed on our statement.

Our recommendations address two issues that have been identi-
fied as the top priority for dealing with the Pell Grant program;
namely, taking steps to significantly increase awards to the needier
students, and, thus, reduce their reliance on borrowing. Secondly,
to expand eligibility to more middle income students.

We would do this by increasing the Pell Grant award to $4,500.
This, I should add, is an increase over the $4,000 maximum re-
quested in our original submission in April to the subcommittee,
but we have reestimated our pro and find that that we can
recommend a $4,500 maximize. We would tie it to the consumer
price index in future years so that the award would not corrode
with inflation. We would require the Department to borrow from
the next year, instead of reducing awards, when appropriations are
msufficient. Identical 1 to this was included, as you recall,
in the Education Act recorded by this subcommittee, audy passed by
the House last year.

I should also say we s;rﬁrt the concept of a simple needs analy-
sis, which will be outlin ter this morning by Dallas Martin. But
what I would like to em})hasize most strongly this morning is the
most critical element of our proposal is the change in the Pell
Grant formula. If you subetantially do increase the Pell Grant
award using the present formula, this would compound serious in-
equities in the program, which we identified primarily as two. One
is the 60 percent cost limitation, which prevents the needier stu-
dents from receiving the full amount of their award, so that they
receive, in effect, a smaller proportion of their need than do fellow
students with larger family incomes,

The second inequity is the lack of tuition sensitivity of the award
whereby students with the same :;:(rected family contributions get
essentially the same award regardless of what institution they
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attend. Thus, students in baccalaureate programs receive far less
and have far less of their educational costs met than do students in
2 year program or short-term vocational programs.

Our proposed formula would apply a single test to all students.
Instead of the complex three-part compensation that is now re-
quired for every individual award, it would eliminate the 60 per-
cent cost limitation, and make the awards more tuition sensitive. It
would extend eligibility to families with incomes up to $44,000 com-
pared to the current effective cut-off of about $35,000. It would not
only be more equitable, but it would be far less costly if we estimat-
ed that a $4,500 maximum under current law would cost over $11
billion. A $4,500 maximum under our proposed formula would cost
under $9 billion. That is quite a difference.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn to Ed Elmen-
dorf for a description of the principals that underlay our new pro-
posal for a formula.

Mr. ELMeNDorF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, my
purpose for being here today is to explain the Pell Grant formula,
and more on the technical side of the formula. But 1 would state
that we could spend some time with staff of the committee, and we
are prepared to do so at your request. This is a complex formula. It
takes a great deal of time to understand. If not, we think the back-
ground charts, some of which are included in the statement, and
tables which we would like to make available to you and myself
available as well.

There are two substantial problems that we believe need to be
addressed. The first one is a funding problem and the second is a
distribution formula for that funding when it is achieved. The
funding problem, I am concerned—well, it's very clear we just
don’t have enough money in that program. We must restore the
legislative measures that would prevent a reoccurrence of the un-
derfunding of the program.

Secondly, this we believe a distribution formula of money has to
be carried out under some degree of sound policy; and we have get
some principals we would like to propose here today that we have
used and discussed over the last 18 months to put forth in this tes-
timony.

The funding problems—we are now addressing that. Chairman
Ford has done a commendable job of putting forward a budget initi-
ative. He also has taken it upon himself to meet with both budget
and appropriations committees to carry forward that message. The
message I'd like to leave on funding is in that building a funding
foundation now in fiscal year 1992 allows us to use the next two
funding cycles to make t{ne Pell Program funding charters being
called for in our proposals reachable. The additional $5.3 billion of
this year to $8.7 billion in 1994 is reachable, we believe, if we con-
timlxe to attend to the problem of funding for the next two funding
cycles.

What we need to do, however, is making a very obvious u-turn in
student aid funding; we find ourselves almost 180 degrees out of
synch with our intent to make grants our major student aid pro-
gram. The Pell Program has been improperly displaced by the
Guaranteed Student n Program, where it has been displaced as
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a centerpiece in the foundation of the student ajd programs. That
is not what I think Congress has in mind,

Just to give you a few examples: If you were to add the CPI to
the income levels set back in 1976 for $25,000 eligibility in this pro-
gram, right now students from families earning $49, would be
eligible for this program. The cap on eligibility right now is
$35,000. The second example is in 1976, the maximum Pell Grant
award, which covered around 48 percent of the average cost of a 4
year college, about 29 percent of the costs of the independent insti-
tutions, were allowed to move up by a CPI. Today, we find that a
maximum of $2,400 on the award of Pell under 2 percent of the av-
erage cost of a school like Johnson State, where I was president, or
15 percent of the cost of independent similar to what Julianne
would be taking over as president.

What is happening is the vast majority of our students can only
afford to pay for higher education after all the grants have been
taken out and after the family contributions have been made by
borrowing. What is really scary is the fact that our students at-
tending institutions that cost no more than $1,878 on the average
are borrowing at the rate of six out of every ten. They are borrow-
ing as freshmen an average of $1,800. It is a very disturbing fact to
find low-income students attending low-priced institutions requir-
ing a need to borrow.

The program that we have put forward is a Pell Grant institu-
tion formula that corrects what we think is a flaw in a complex
and a foundationally-unsound current Pell Grant formula. The four
criteria we put in place and tested, our formula basically against
the current formula are these:

The first one—and if you look at the tables that we provided and
the three graphs in your packet, you will see that we have outlined
8 comparison of the proposed Pell with the current Pell at three
different income levels and at three tuition levels. The first is a
community average tuition of around $796; a 4 year public of about
$1,870; and a private 4 year of around $8,800,

Looking at those three tables, the rules that we followed are ba-
sically that the Pell Grant award should decrease, always decrease
as families’ ability to pay increases. The current formula does not
meet that test. The proposed Pell does you'll see it in virtually the
first chart, a dip that you see in the current Pell Grant p .
That makes the effect in a graphic representation of what happens
when you put a 60 percent tap on the cost of attendance for stu-
de:xts who are the lowest income families going to low-priced insti-
tutions.

The second criteria is the Pell Grant to try to meet the highest
percent of need at the lowest price. That could be access criteria.
That is how we get students in the higher education. It fails that
test as well.

The third is that we tried to recognize some needy students at-
tending higher-priced institutions, and provide some degree of
modest tuition sensitivity. We do that as you begin to look at the
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people up to around $44,000 in contrast to those that are now cut
out rather arbitrarily at $35,000.

In the last program, we try to reach students from moderate-
income families. The tables and the charts together will show you
that we can now reach almost where the formula eligibility estab-
lished in 1976 would have taken CPI to put on that.

The formula is as follows: $4,500 funding level, represented by
Mr. Saunders in the testimony that we have all endorsed, if we put
a living expense of $2,750, that living expense represents approxi-
mately 45 percent of what it really costs for any student in any
segment to attend an institution o higher education, just for the
outside non-tuition cost. To that, add a quarter or 25 percent of any
tuition up to a maximum of $4,500 minus what the family can con-
tribute. The maximum amount that we can reach is about $7,000
on this formula at this maximum award.

The other part of the formula is that we never bid a maximum
award that was in excess of what the family could contribute.

The figures, I think, point out how the criteria when applied to
the new Pell Grant formula contradicts the current Pell Grant for-
mula at every one and four. The price level from a beauty co'llege,
independent to the 4 year State college fail to be satisfied under
the current formula. They are satisfied quite nicely under the al-
ternative formula. I would like to just leave it off there, and let Ju-
lianne talk about the impact of the middle income student, but also
let the panel hear—for those of you who don’t know, we also have
additional information that would portray how much more this
would cost funding at $4,500 under the current Pell Grant pro-
gram, and to show you what some of the averages would be.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Reep. Thank you, Dr. Elmendorf.

Dr. Thrift.

Ms. Tuarier. Thank you so much. It is especially satisfying to be
here this morning sharing with my colleagues, for the first that 1
can remember, all testifying on one proposal for a Pell Grant for-
mula. It would have been best perhaps coming together than we
could ever do separately.

Of all the hearings that we have had, two of those always sur-
face. We go to the lower bent version, that got to the very needy
students, but also to go to recognize the struggle of middle-income
families. We have been able, in our formula, to recognize both ver-
sions.

1 am going to ask Linda—what we have done here, and it looks
more complicated than it is. This is the way we propose the Pell
Grant work. Linda is going to draw for you the way the current
formula works.

It shows you the graph, if you look on the far left of the chart, of
the way that dips down versus the very low income student attend-
ing the lowest-griced college. None of us in higher education want
you to do that. It is simply unfair.

Also, you could see how very quickly the line dips. You find that
a family that is very needy attends a college, a 4 year parochial
college or a 4 year private college, any baccalaureate to go to col-
lege, are not &oing to get the kind of assistance they need to attend
the college. We believe we have come up with the kind of formula
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that solves both of those problems. So they won’t have a debt
burden of the very needy.

We also recognize the true struggle of working class familics. A
lot of the—all the struggle among ourselves. It really didn’t hit
home to me so clearly until I accepted the challenge, 2 weeks ago
today, to head a private college in North Carolina. I'll tell you that
the impact of this kind of formula on the needy will have a very
profound impact than when we were first students. If 1 can go to
the high schools in North Carolina, and tell the needy families that
the Federal Government is willing to help you half your living
costs and a quarter of your tuition, I could guarantee you that I
could find the neediest people in the State, the ones from my col-
lege, to pick up some of those expenses, and ask the State legisla-
ture for maybe another quarter of tuition, and we could put it to-
gether for students.

But I can tell you right now it is very difficult to give any kind of
assurance to a low-income person. But let me tell you, too, that 1
am one of the recipients of your generosity in the past. I am one of
the original Pell Grant students from tge late 1960s. Because—
more than that kind of opportunity to other students. Today we
can't do it. The kind of formula that we are talking about that can
do that. And I will tell you, too, that from the guidance I have had
in the last month, things just haven’t changed that much. When I
was a kid at the high school, the typical family was an industrial
father and the mother worked in the textile mills. The things that
changed the most are that the textile mills have closed, and these
mothers are now in service industries. But we're not limited to
high school. A much greater need we see they need to help for
their kids the same the parents did. Most of them are in the same
kind of lifestyles that their parents had. With this kind of formula,
I can guarantee you that the recruiting will change in the way col-
leges recruit. Our ability to offer opportunities without more junior
colleges will vastly improve. It would be able to balance the things
we have to do to keep our colleges strong, and to also reproduce
students in the high schools.

I cheer you on and I know your hearts are with us. We think
funding is possible. We think we have given you a formula that
alsohappenstobeqtﬁtemalistic.Andlguaranteeyouinthe
future, we can again get ourselves back to school.

Thank you.

[The jogl?t prepared statement of Charles B. Saunders, Edward
M. Elmendorf and Julianne Still Thrift follows:)
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Mr. Chalrman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Wemp!ensedmpmsemremmmendaﬁomfmmnjwd\mhd\em
G:mtpmgrmucimnguw!uchmpmmubrmdmmofmﬂnmgw
education. The dozen sssociations joining in this testimony include public and
independent, two-year and four-year colleges, and universities.

Our recommendations are designed to restore Pell Grants as the foundation
ofMenlsmdmtﬂdpouq.Ommepntdudetheyhavemtkeytpmewim the
needs of students, and have been overshadowad by the Guaranteed Student Loan
program, which was never intended to provide low-income educational assistance,
but to help middle-income students who did not meet the eligibility requirements
for gr.nt assistance. As a result, low-income students today face increasing debt
burdens to obtain a higher education.

Since 1976, when the Pell program was expanded to cover all four c.asses of
undergraduates, the maximum award has not increased sufficiently to keep pace
with either the Consumer Price Index or college costs. In seven out of the last twelve
years, the maximum either decreased or remained level. As a result, awards for both
the poor and the middle-income have declined in value.

In 1978, Congress passed the Middle Income Student Assistance Act which
extended eligibility to students from families earning $25,000 by moderating the
Expected Family Contribution (EFC). In 1982, however, the ERC was increased to help
curtail the federal deficit, and several hundred thousand middle-income students
were eliminated from Pell eligibility. Many families cannot possibly meet the
contribution the federal government expects of them.

If the maximum award had kept pace with the CPI since 1976, it would be
$3300 in FY 91: in actuality, it is only $2400. In 1976, the maximum award covered
48% of the average cost of  four-year public college, 29 percent of the cost of a four-
year independent institution, and 57 percent of the cost of a two-year public
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public institution,15 percent of the cost of an independent institution, and 39
pemmtofﬂuwslcfﬂwo—ymrimﬁtuﬁmlﬁﬂmmvdmmawudh&dbm
inmsedmmmdﬁmﬂtmdmtbeenmmwd,fmnesarMmmaswm
wmdumimrmmkmmwmmmzmedfxﬂvemmﬁfcu
minimum $200 award is $33,000.

The Recammendations:

Thus, our recommendations address the two overriding priositles for
munmmﬁmdﬂm&ncmlpmgmmurgamwmsrmtmm
toﬂ\eneedleﬁsmdentsmdredumthdrmnmeemmudmmdwm
eligtbmrymmoredepudmuo!wmgpm and moderate-income families. The
nmmdnmmos&kmimpmvethemnmmtymdeqnltyoimepmgnmm
all eligible students.

‘Clurly,ﬂuﬂdmnwnywmmhmﬁabﬂtydﬁu?dlcmtum
m&mdﬁmxm%hmmwmmmﬁm.
Hm.ithmtaypammwu:howﬂdsmbedommdaﬁn'hyp‘
mﬂdmofﬁwsudsﬂhhmtAmwmmﬂntmymm
mﬁﬁmﬂmﬁnmﬂnmmmﬂhmw:dmtnw\smn
wmmminumWehopeﬂmﬂnSuhmmmuanﬁndawlumwﬂm
dilemma.

In the meantime, we recommend that:

'mwmmmmaummnm,mmw
mmmmm@mmmummmmdm
mng\mdehnmynmmlymupakthemam:mrdwmd\m
omurdm&tpﬂdeudemd»mmmmhﬁmmm,mmw
mumnmmmymmwmummmn

spectal risk of dropping out of postsecondary education.
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* The Education Department should be required to borrow from the
following year whenever Pell Grant appropriations are insufficient. Such language
was passed by the House in its version of the Educational Excellence Act, which
failed of enactment last year. The Department now has authority fo issue a reduced
payment schedule if it estimates that appropriations may be insufficient to provide
the maximum intended by Congress. Revocation of this authority would permit
students to make their educational Plans in full confidence that they will receive the
amount of Pell Grant assistance for which they are eligible.

These changes would bring the Pell Grant program as close to an entitlement

2s may be possible without providing offsetting spending cuts or tax increases.

* The current, complex formula for determining individual awards should be
replaced with a simpler, more equitable formula under which the award would
equal:

mmmmmmmmmm
Future increases would be split equally dollar for dollar between the living cost and
tuition components of the formula.

The proposed formula would eliminate several inequities in the current
formula, which requires three computations, with the award equalling the lesser of
Maximum - ERC; Cost - EFC: or 60 % of cost, The 60 percent-of-cost limitation
reduces awards for very needy students at low-tuition institutions, so that
classmates with higher family incomes receive a larger percentage of their need. The
formula also lacks any significant tuition sensitivity, so that students with the same
Expected Family Contribuifons generally receive the same awards regardless of their

educational costs. Consequently, the program provides a significantly larger share of
sdcational costs for students attending two-year and short-term vocational
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| R



programe than for those enrolled in baccalaureate programs, who are_receiving 2
declining proportion of Pell Grant assistance. '

To improve the equity of the distribution of Pell Grant funds, we identified
five tests which the current formula fails:

Our proposed formula meets these tests. It would:

* Significantly increase awards to all low-income Pell recipients, and expand
eligibility for at least a minimum award to families with incomes up to $44,000
{somewhat below the 1979 eligibility jevel adjusted for inflation). This would

increase the participation of working-class families and students in baccalaureate
programs. As the program serves students better, the public's support of the
program will increase.

¢ Provide a more realistic living allowance {about half the average cost of
room, board, and books).

* Increase the tuition-sensitivity of the sward in recognition of the needs of
students in degree programs who pay higher direct educational expenses. The
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formula would take into account one quarter of the tuition paid up to §2,000. This
will not provide an incentive for institutions to raise their tuitions, because $7,000 is
less than the average tuition at independent colleges and only 25 percent of tuition
dollars are covered.

* Simplify the formula for determining awards, and apply the same, single
test to all students,

Simplification, however, is not the most important attribute of our proposed

To illustrate this point, Table A included in our testimony compares the
distribution of awards under the current and propr-~d formulas.
Effects of the Proyosed Changes;

The table shows that a student from a family earning $13,000 or less attending
an institution with a tuition of $500 receives an award of only $1,740 now, because
the award is reduced by the 60 percent of cost rule. Our proposal would substantially
increase that student’s award, to $2,875. Of this amount $2,750 would help defray
living expenses, and $125 would cover 25 percent of tuition.

If that student from the $13,000 family attended an institution with a tuition
of $5,200, our proposal would provide an even larger award of $4,050: $2,750 for
living expenses, plus $1,300 (25 percent of $5,200) for tuition. Tuition sensitivity
under the formula would only extend up to §7,000: that is, the tuition component of
the awand could not be greater that $1,750 or 25 percent of $7,000.

Under current law, a student from a family making $24,000 would receive an
award of $1,400 no matter what the tuition of the institution attended. Our proposal
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would give the student an award of:

$1,575 at an institution with a tuition of $500;

$2,150 at an institution with a tuition of $1,600; and

$3,500 at an institution with & tuition of $7,700.

Thus, our formula would award aid with much greater equity for all eligible
students, targetting more substantial grant assistance to the neediest while extending
eligibility for a minimum grant to families with incomes up t0 $44,000. Three
charts appended momtesﬁnmympmtheeffmdﬂtepmpcud formula with
current Jaw at community colleges, four-ye" * jublic, and four-year private
institutions. Additionally, it would do so at significantly lower cost than the
existing formula. Ammuimumunderlhemmtfmmuhmuklmtmsu
billion, and at the same time compound the existing inequities in the distribution of
awards. We estimate that a $4500 maximum under our propased formula would
cost approximately $8.7 billion.

We would be glad to answer any questions.

91
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TABLE A
COMPARISON OF CURRENT LAW AND PELL GRANT PROPOSAL 984,500

PELL PROPOSAL: Formuia: (25% of Tuition NTE $1,750 + $2,750) . EFC

Awands under Proposal
IB0TION
(APPROXIMATE FAMILY INCOME) »
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N 2750 20 $1,7%0 $1.250 TS0 8250 % L O 50
00§ Q800 230 §1.M0 $1.300 $800 5X0 50 LY LY 4]
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207 3425 295 52425 $1925 1425 925 $425 0 S0 $
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Except for low-income students in fow-tuttion institutions, mest students receive the same awand
regardiess of educational coste.
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based on academic year 1992-93 EFC,
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Comparison of Proposed and Current Pell
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Comparison of Proposed and Current Pell
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Comparison of Proposed and Current Pell '
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Mr. Reep. Thank you.

We l\11vi11 hear all the testimony on the table, and then I will allow
my colleagues to ask questions.

{)r. Albright.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. ALBRIGHT, JR., PH.D., PRESIDENT OF
JOHNSON C. SMITH UNIVERSITY, CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLI-
NA, REPRESENTING THE UNITED NEGRO COLLEGE FUND

Mr. ALBrIGHT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. My name
is Robert Albright. I am president of Johnson C. Smith University
in Charlotte, North Carolina. I am very pleased to be here today to
represent the United Negro College Fund. I am especially pleased
to be on the panel with so many of my friends and colleagues from
higher education; although I may take a slightly different tact than
they are taking today, I hope we will remain together after this
testimony is over.

Mr. Chairman and friends, I am not going to try to bask you in
charts and statistics because I know that your fine staffs have ade-
quatel{vgr;epared you, and you have studied these things very care-
fully. t I would rather do today is share with you some very
keen concerns and observations that we at United Negro College
Fund happen to have. Speaking more broadly for the needs of low-
income students, I simply say this very important issue of higher
education reauthorizstion, especially with regard to Title IV(a), stu-
dent financial aid is perhaps the single most important issue this
Congress will consider as we approach the year 2000.

As you know, we are a consortium of 41 institutions representing
some 50,000 students in all 48 States and man foreign countries.
At the present time, the United Negro College i‘;‘und has been able
to take advantage, as well as perhaps as many other institutions to
help student financial aid to enhance opportunities for genuinely
low-income, academically at-risk students. At present, approximate-
ly 61 percent of our students receive Pell Grants. About 33 percent
receive supplemental education opportunity grants. About 37 per-
cent of our students participate in the college work study program,
and roughly 51 percent of our students recejve Stafford loans. We,
of course, are very much concerned about this, because a number
of our low-income students who are advised each year to take out
Stafford loans to defray the cost of education has increased dra-
matically. In fact, in 1982 and 1983, only about 11,000 were re-

uired to take out Stafford loans due to the cost of education.
oday, that has doubled to over 22,000.

We think this shift, the fundamental shift and focus on student
aid and increasing need for our students to fall heavily into debt to
finance the cost of higher education has had pretty dramatic ef-
fects which we think the market should not allow to go continually
unchecked.

First, we believe this process of vast student loans where most of
our students come to us with families with income of less than
$16,000, we believe—needy students are unable to complete college;
therefore, leaving owing loans.

Secondly, we believe it has a negative effect on and is key to re-
tention and the average success of our students.

»ry
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Third, the burden of havms to borrow substantially in order to
fund the costs of education indeed pose today, we believe, a barrier
to access for higher education for many minority groups. Therefore,
needy United Negro College Fund families, speaking specifically
for our constituents, but perhaps even more broadly for low-income
students throughout the Nation, we believe strongly we ought to
return to basic princiglhes as we consider the reauthorization of
Titles for student aid. There are three or four principles we would
like to share with you.

First, we think that loans should be eliminated. The guaranteed
loans should be eliminated for very low-income and low-income stu-
dents who come from families with income of $15,000 per year.
Second, we urge that lending for all students from families with in-
comes between $30,000 and $35,000 should be deemphasized until
an academic “track record" indicates the success of such students.
Third, the United Negro College Fund feels very strongly that the
Pell Grant must be made an entitlement for the reasons that my
colleague from the United States Student Aid Association has
spoken to very, very eloquently. Finally, we believe that it is im-

rative that the Pell Grant be restored in its proper place as the
oundation program in the financial aid packaging.

Now you might ask: How will we accomplish these things? We
have several implementation strategies for you, We believe and
support an increase to Pell Grant awards to a minimum of $4,100.
We think that such a maximum award would compensate the stu-
dent need and the declining value of the purchasing power of the
Pell Grant, and also continue to provide an access function.

We urge you to remember that in 1975, the Pell Grant award
was $1,400. Since that time, college rates have increased almost 3
E:xggt;tm per year, and yet the maximum Pell in 1991-92 will only

We ask you to consider that if the Pell Grant maximum is set at
the rate of inflation, the maximum award in 1991-92 would be over
$4,000, rather than $2,400.

Finally, with respect to the importance of the declining value of
the Pell Grant. In 1980, the Pell grant maximum of $1,750 covered
almost 41 percent of college costs. But in 1989, the $2,300 maxi-
mum will cover only approximately 23 percent of the college costs.
We have lost dramatically with the Pell Grant.

Secondly, we would urge you to consider the frontloading con-
cept. I realize there has been several pieces of le%islation concern-
ing this. I know that some of you are not entirely convinced, but
we would simply urge your consideration of emphasizing Pell
Grants in freshman and sophomore years with a phase-in of loans
in the junior and senior years. We do not think they need more of
a student loan process.

We also think such process would encourage college attendance
by more of the academically at-risk and facilitate retention to
reduce the overall debt burden of low income. I must tell you,
ladies and gentlemen, that I represent a historically black college
of about 1,200 students. The average student at Johnson C. Smith
University today with family incomes of about $15,000 per year
leave our university owing some $13,000. That has several negative
effects. One, many of the students who come to the Johnson C.

s
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Smith University for a relatively low-cost private institutions with
total fees of about $8,000 per year. Many of our students change
career goals, because they no longer feel that they can afford to go
to the helping—1 call them the helping professions, teaching, nurs-
ing, social work, some of those other vea important things which
are so important to our society, because they are faced with having
to pay back massive loans of $13,000 or more when faced with
maﬁng only $15,000, $16,000 in these areas.

Secondly, we witness the notion that many youngsters are opting
not to go into higher education because of the fear of having to be
responsible for such high loans. So we think it is very important
that we provide as much money as possible for these youngsters
who have the ability and the motivation, but perhaps not the
wherewithal to attend college.

Third, and 1 know this is somewhat controversial, we really urge
you to consider making the Pell Grant an entitlement. We believe
the only way to address the credit problems of an institutional
grant and an excessive student body of the low-income students is
to enact entitlements. We recognize, of course, the Pell Grant enti-
tlement costs money. We recognize that there is a budget strain of
new entitlement. But members of this subcommittee, as we ap-
g:oach the year 2000, at a time when one-third of our nation may

the products of minority communities, we may be facing our last
real chance to educate and train a work force for international
commerce in the future if this nation is to remain competitive. We
may as well be approaching our last chance to fulfill the dream of
equal opportunity and higher education. Perhaps most important,
we may be facing our last genuine opportunity to address the
issues which loom so far in our society today. To remove blachs,
Hispanics, and Native Americans from the shelves of idleness, ;m-
prisonment and hopelessness. Again, I recognize the cost is an
issue. But gentlemen and ladies, I hope that you will not make it
the issue. I am convinced that we must ask for entitlement. And
somehow, this committee and Congress of the United States, you
will find a way of getting entitlement a reality. But we can't afford
to let this opportunity as we approach reauthorization slip by again
without entitlement.

Let me summarize. One, we are recommending the Pell Grant
become a true entitlement with a maximum award of $4,400.
Second, the United Negro College Fund urges that you simplify the
Federal student aid application process by doing two things: by pro-
viding a revised, simplified, Federal form; families with incomes
below $15,000 with only six or seven aid elements; require appli-
cants to supply 1040 or 1040A forms or other evidence that they
are receiving AFDC or food stamps or subsidized housing.

Secondly, we urge that you require students applying for aid
beyond their freshman year, who receive financial aid, to supply
updated information only rather than having them submit a wﬁole
new application. You may not be aware, but on many coliege cam-
puses, the simple application process is enough to discourage stu-
dents from applying to receive any applications for financial aid.

Third, we urge you to reduce the paperwork burdens for institu-
tions with large numbers of aid recipients. We find that number as
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large as over 50 percent for schools with 3 year record of no audit
exceptions.

Let me conclude by expressing my deep appreciation to this com-
mittee for the opportunity to testify. We urge this committee to
exert strong bi-partisan leadership in support of a Pell Grant enti-
tlement. We also remind you, in the words of a very wise man who
once said, “The landscape of history was littered with the skeleton
of fine ideas, which died from absence of courage.”

I trust this committee will be bold, visionary and courageous as
you address the issues, the philosophy and delivery of our impor-
tant entitlement for the student financial programs.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to testify. I should be
pleased to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Robert L. Albright, Jr. follows:]
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MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY
FDUCATION, I AM ROBERT L. ALBRIGHT, PRESIDENT OF JOHNSON C. SNKITH
UNIVERSITY IN CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA. I APPEAR TODAY ON BEHALF
OF THE FORTY~ONE MEMBER INSTITUTIONS OF THE YNITED NEGRO COLLEGE
FUND (UNCF), OUR AILMOST 50,000 STUDENTS FROM 48 OF THE FIFTY
STATES, 30 FOREIGN COUNTRIES AND U.S. POSSESSIONS, AND THE MEN AND
WQMEN WHO SERVE THESE STUDENTS AS CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND
OTHER ADMINISTRATORS, FACULTY, STAFF AND TRUSTEES.

UNCF MEMBER INSTITUTIONS HAVE TAKEN SERIOUSLY, OVER THE YEARS,
THE GOVERNMENT 'S STATED COMMITMENT TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 1IN
HIGHER EDUCATION AND WE HAVE PROVIDED ®*ACCESS,™ "CHOICE,™ AND
WQUALITY® TO BACCALAUREATE-DEGREE SEEKING YOUNG PEOPLE WITH THE
INTEREST, DESIRE, AND ACADEMIC POTENTIAL TO SUCCEED IN COLLEGE.
SIXTY-ONE PERCENT OF ALL UNCF STUDENTS RECEIVE PELL GRANTS, 33
PERCENT RECEIVE SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANIS
(SEOGs), 37 PERCENT RECEIVE COLLEGE WORK STUDY (CWS), AND 51
PERCENT RECEIVE STAFFORD (GUARANTEED STUDENT) LOANS, WITH MOST OF
THEM RECEIVING MULTIPLE FORMS OF FEDERAL STUDENT AID AS WELL AS
INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT AND STATE GRANT ASSISTANCE. ALTOGETHER, 90
PERCENT OF UNCF STUDENTS RECEIVE FEDERAL STUDENT AID. THIS FEDERAL
AID HAS SPURRED ENROLLMENTS AMONG TRADITIONAL COLLEGE AGE AFRICAN
AMFRICAN STUDENTS. DURING THE PAST FOUR YEARS, 31 OF OUR 41 MEMBER
INSTITUTIONS HAVE EXPERIENCED ENROLIMENT GAINS OF 16 PERCENT -- AND
THE SAME NUMBER REPORT TWO PERCENT INCREASFS FOR AY 198% OVER AY
1988.

IT IS THE 51 PERCENT FIGURE -- THE DRAMATIC GROWTH IN STUDENT
BORKOWING -- THAT MAKES THE SUBJECT OF TODAY'S HEARING SO CRITICAL-
MY UNCF PRESIDENTIAL COLLEAGUES AND I, VIEW WITH ALARM AND
TREPIDATION, THE FACT THAT THE NUMBER OF STUDENT BORROWERS IN THE
GSL PROGRAM AT UNCF INSTITUTIONS HAS ALMOST DOUBLED FROM 11,000 IN
1982-83 TO ALMOST 22,000 IN 1588-89. INCREASINGLY, UNCF STUDENTS -
- LIKE MANY OTHER LOW AND MIDDLE INCOME STUDENTS THROUGHOUT MIGHER
EDUCATION -~ ARE BECOMING INDENTURED SERVANTS, VIRTUAL SLAVES TO
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S FAILURE TO KEEP FAITH WITH OUR NATIONAL
COMMITMENT TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITY. THAT COMMITMENT WAS FIRST
ARTICULATED BY PRESIDENT DWIGHT D. “ISENHOWER WHEN HE SUBMITTED THE
NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT TO CONGRESS: *...WE MUST INCREASE
OUR EFFORTS To IDENTIFY AND EDUCATE MORE OF THE TALENT OF THE
NATION. THIS REQUIRES PROGRAMS THAT WILL GIVE ASSURANCE THAT NO
STUDENT Of ASBILITY WILL BE DENIED AN OPPORTUNITY FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION BECAUSE OF FINANCIAL NEED.” SINCE THAT TIME EVERY
PRESIDENT, EXCEPT RONALD REAGAN, HAS WORKED WITH CONGRESS TO
PRESERVE AND ENHANCE "ACCESS"™ AND SOME H“EASURE OF "CHOICE" 1IN
HIGHER EDUCATION.

WHILE PRESIDENT FEISENHOWER COULD NOT HAVE ANTICIPATED
CONGRESS® ACTION IN 1972 CREATING THE EDUCATION OPPORTUNITY GRANT
PROGRAM, LATER THE BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT (NOW THE
PELL CRANT} PROGRAM, HIS STATEMENT LAID THE GROUNDWORK FOR TODAY'S
FEDERAL PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO ELIMINATE COLLEGE COSTS AND FAMILY
FINANCIAL CIRCUMSTANCES AS BARRIERS TO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION.
IN A SENSE, ALTHOUGH WE HAVE SUCCEEDED 1IN FROVIDING ACCESS TO SOME,
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WE ARE FAR SHORT OF OUR GOAL. EXCESSIVE RELIANCE ON LOANS IS PART
OF THE LOAN DEFAULT PROBLEM, PART OF THE RETENTION OR ACADEMIC
“SUCCESS®" PROBLEM, AND MOST IMPORTANTLY -- A BARRIER TO ACCESS TO
HIGHER EDUCATION, ESPECIALLY FOR MINORITIES.

THE EXCESSIVE RELIANCE OF STUDENT BORROWERS ON LOANS IS SELF-
EVIDENT. CUMULATIVE LOAN VOLUME HAS GROWN FROM $21.2 BILLION IN
1980 TO S101.6 BILLION IN 19891 ONE CLEAR CONSEQUENCE OF THIS
GROWTH IN STUDENT BORROWING IS THE INCREASE IN STUDENT LOAN
DEPAULTS -- WHILE THE PERCENTAGE OF DEFAULTS HAS REMAINED VIRTUALLY
STATIC (10.1. PERCENT IN 1980, 12.4 PERCENT IN 1965, AND 14.%
PERCENT IN 1989) -- THOSE PERCENTAGES REPRESENT A RELATIVELY STABLE
PORTION OF AN INCREASING VOLUME OF OUTSTANDING LOANS. WE ARE
ENGAGED IN A MAJOR ENTERPRISE. MORE THAN 10,00 LENDERS PARTICIPATE
IN THE GSL PROGRAM; 4.7 MILLION STUDENT LOANS ARE MADE EACHK YEAR;
ACCOUNTING FOR $12.7 BILLION IN ACCESS CAPITAL FOR STUDENTS; WITH
AVERAGE IOANS OF $2,425 FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AND $5,747 FOR
GRADUATE STUDENTS. HIGHER EDUCATION IS A DEBTOR NATION AND OUR
STUDENTS ~- WHO ARE THOUGHT TO BE INVESTMENTS IN FACT ARE
INDIVIDUALS WITH MORTGAGED FUTURES -- SOME WITH NO REAL HOPE OF
REALIZING THEIR DREAMS WHICH HAVE BEEN SACRIFICED ON THE ALTAR oOF
THE NATION'S UNBALANCED BUDGET. WE HAVE SHIFTED FROM RELYING ON
GRANTS FOR LOWER INCOME STUDENTS TO RELIANCE ON LOANS.

THE #ROBLEM, IN MY VIEW, IS BEST UNDERSTOOD BY FOCUSING ON THE
LOAN VEWICLE AS THE OPERATIVE MECHANISM FOR A STUDENT'S FINANCIAL
AID PACKAGE. A CHEMISTRY MAJOR WHO IS A PRE-ENGINEERING STUDENT AT
JOHNSON C. SMITH, FOR EXAMPLE, WILL INCUR THE SAME LEVEL oOFf
INDEBTEDNESS AS A SIMILARLY SITUATED LOW-INCOML STUDENT WHO PLANS
TO BECOME A TEACHER IN NORTH CAROLINA -~ YET THEIR INCOME
EXPECTATIONS ARE QUITE DIFFERENT AFPTER THEY GRADUATE. A TRUCK
DRIVING STUDENT AT TOM'S TRUCK INSTITUTE MAY PAY THE SAME $5,500
FOR A SIX-WEEK COURSE (WITH AN ANTICIPATED STARTING SALARY OF
$16,000 DELIVERING NORTH CAROLINA FURNITURE TO THE NATION), WHILE
A STUDENT A BETSY'S BEAUTY ACADEMY WILL PAY THE SAME $5,000 FOR A
NINE-MONTH BASIC COSMETOLOGY COURSE. T AM RELIABLY ADVISED THAT
A PIRST-YEAR LICENSED COSMETOLOGIST WILL EARN FAR LESS THAN $1s,000
TO START.

THE POINT IS THE SAME IN BOTH EXAMPLES -- THE STUDENT HAS TO
BORROW THE SAME AMOUNT IN ORDER TO DEVELOP THE EARNING CAPACITY
UPON WHICH THE LOAN WAS MADE IN THE FIRST PLACE, ALTHOUGH THE
BORROWER'S ABILITY TO REPAY IS GOVERNED BY A PREDETERMINED SET OF
FACTORS (WHICH ARE UNRELATED TO THE AMOUNT LOANED) !

MY POINT IS SIMPLE. IN THE PROCESS OF DESIGNING AND REFINING
FEDERAL STUDENT AID, WE NEED TO GET BACK TO SOME BASIC PRINCIPLES
THAT GUIDED THEIR DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL IMPLEMENTATION. FIRST,
LOANS NEED TO BE ELIMINATED FOR VERY LOW INCOME AND LOWER INCOME
STURENTS (THOSE FROM FAMILIES WITH INCOMES OF $15,000 OR LESS).
SECOND, LENDING FOR ALL STUDENTS ¥ROM FAMILIES WITH INCOMES BELOW
$30-$35,000 SHOULD BE DE-EMPHASIZED UNTIL AN ACADEMIC “TRACK
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RECORD® INDICATES THAT THEY ARE LIKELY TO SUCCEED IN POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION. THIRD, AND MOST IMPORTANTLY FOR ME AND FOR UNCF, THE
PELL GRANT MUST BE MADE AN ENTITLEMENT.

1 COME TO THESE CONCLUSIONS AFTER 1ONG, CAREFUL AND THOUGHTFUL
STUDY AND OUT OF THE EXPERIENCE OF ENGAGING IN POLICY FORMULATION
WITH RESFECT TO THESE PROGRAMS AT HEW, AFTER ADMINISTERING THESE
PROGRAMS AT A TRADITIONALLY WHITE FOUR-YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTION AND
AT A POUR-YEAR, PRIVATE HISTORICALLY BLACK INSTITUTION. I AN
CONVINCED THAT THE NATION'S CURRENT PUBLIC POLICY POSTURE OF --
FORCING LOWER INCOME STUDENTS TO BORROW EXTENSIVELY FOR UNCERTAIN
EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL FUTURES -~ IS PART OF THE PROBLENM.
WE ARE THEN, IN A SENSE, FACING A REAL CHOICE BETWEEN 'PAYING NOW
OR PAYING LATER' WHEN WE CHOOSE TO MARE STUDENT LOANS TO LOWER
INCOME, EDUCATIONALLY ‘AT-RISK’ STUDENTS ENTERING POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION. THE SAME IS TRUE FOR THOSE PLANNING TO BEGIN CAREERS
IN LOWER PAYING OCCUPATIONS. WE EITHER ADD $2.7 BILLION TO THE
PELL GRANT PROGRAM, OR WE PAY THAT AMOUNT IN LOAN DEFAULT COSTS,
OR WE CURTAIL ACCESS!

- Iz 10 IN

STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS HAVE PREOCCUPIED BOTH THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH
AND THE CONGRESS AS A SOLUTION IS SOUGHT TO A PROBLEM PRIMARILY
DRIVEN BY FEDERAL POLICY AND THE FAILURE TO APPROPRIATE ADEQUATE
FUNDS FOR THE PELL GRANT AND SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY
GRANT (SEOG) PROGRAMS. THE PIECEMEAL SOLUTIONS OFFERED IN MOST OF
THE LEGISLATION DEBATED IN CONGRESS OR INCORPORATED IN THE JUNE 5,
1989 FINAL REGULATION ON STUDENT LOAN DEFAULT PREVENTION TREAT THE
SYMPTOMS, NOT THE PROBLEMS WHICH CAUSE DEFAULT IN THE FIRST PLACE,
REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT REPRESENTS AN
OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS THESE CONCERNS FORTHRIGHTLY.

THE PROBLEM OF STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS IN THE STAFFORD STUDENT LOAN
{FORMERLY THE GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN) PROGRAM CRYSTALLIIED WHEN
THE CONGRESS APPROPRIATED $1.9 BILLION IN FY 1990 TO PAY DEFAULTED
LOAN COSTS- STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS, HOWEVER, DID NOT EMERGE
OVERNIGHT AND ARE MORE A PRODUCT OF FEDERAL POLICY-MAKING AND
REDUCED APPROPRIATIONS FOR GRANT PROGRAMS RESULTING FROM THE BUDGET
DEFICIT, THAN ANY SINGLE FACTOR ASSOCIATED WITH POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS. STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS ARE ESPECIALLY
PROBLEMATICAL FOR THE NATION'S HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES BECAUSE OF THE "HIGH RISK,” ECONOMICALLY DEPRESSED
STUDENTS WE SERVE. WE ARE NOT ALONE IN THAT REGARD -~ COMMUNITY
COLLEGES, PRIVATE CAREER SCHOOLS, AND URBAN FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS
FACE THE SAME SITUATION.

FIRST, THE DRAMATIC EXPANSION OF STUDENT BORROWING TO PAY FOR
COLLEGE PARALLELS HIGHER THAN THE COST OF LIVING INCREASES IN
COLLEGE TUITION OVER THE LAST DECADE. SPIRALING COLLEGE COSTS AND
STUDENT BORROWING HAVE MORTGAGED THE FUTURES OF N WHOLE GENERATION
OF COLLEGE STUDENTS AND GRADUATES. :OLLEGE DEBT AFFECTS THE
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DECISION TO ATTEND COLLEGE (AND WHAT TYPE OF COLLEGE); IT AFFECTS
PERSISTENCE THROUGH THE ACADEMIC PROGRAM; AND IT AFFECTS CAREER
CHOICE AND POST-BACCALAUREATE EDUCATION. RESTORING THE PELL GRANT
TO ITS PROPER PLACE AS THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM IN FINANCIAL AID
PACKAGING IS ESSENTIAL.

WE ALSO TEND TO OVERIOOK THE DECLINING VALUE OR PURCHASING POWER
OF THE PELL GRANT AND ITS IMPACT ON ACCESS AND COLLEGE CHOICE. 1IN
1975, WHEN THE PELL GRANT (THEN REFERRED TO AS THE BASIC GRANT) WAS
FIRST FULLY-FUNDED, THE MAXIMUN AWARD WAS $1400. SINCE THAT TIME,
COLLEGE COSTS HAVE RISEN APPROXIMATELY 8 PERCENT BACH YEAR, FASTER
THAN THE RATE OF INFLATION. IF THE PELL GRANT MAXIMUM HAD SIMPLY
RISEN AT THE RATE OF INFLATION, THE MAXIMUM AWARD SHOULD BE
SLIGHTLY MORE THAN $4,000, INSTEAD OF THE $2,400 MAXIMUM AWARD FOR
AY 15991-92 THAT STUDENTS MUST TRY AND STRETCH TO PAY COLLEGE COSTS
TODAY, OR RISK GOING INTO DEBT. THE PELL GRANT MAXIMUM (S$1750),
IN 1980 COVERED 41 PERCENT OF COLLEGE COSTS; IN 1983 THE $2100
MAXIMUM WOULD pAY FOR 12 PERCENT OF COLLEGE COSTS: AND IN 1989 THE
$2,300 MAXIMUM PA1D FOR 26 PERCENT OF COLLEGE COSTS.

WHILE I AM NOT HERE TO ADVOCATE A MINIMUM PELL GRANT FOR SOMEONE
WHOSE INCOME IS $4%,615, I DO BELIEVE THAT THE $3,700 MAXIMUM PELL
RECCMMENDED FOR THE VERY POOR BY THE ADMINISTRATION, IS ALSO
APPROPRIATE FOR THE NEAR POOR. IN FACT, THE MAXIMUM SHOULD BE
$4,400 AND OUGHT TO BE AVAILABLE TO THOSE WITH INCOMES UP TO
$10,000. MINIMUM AWARDS OF $400 SHOULD EXTEND -- IN MY PERSONAL
VIEW ~~ TO FAMILY INCOMES THROUGH $35,000.

THE_FRONTLORDING CONCEPT AS AN ALIERNATIVE TQ FRESHMAN BORROWING

A NUMBER OF CREDIBLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE CURRENT 'BORROW NOW, PAY
LATER' FEDERAL POLICY MAVE BEEN OFFERED, DUE TO THE INABILITY OF
THE PRESENT DISCRETIONARY PELL GRANT PROGRAM TO KEEP FAITH WITH
ITS INTENDED BENEFICIARIES. MANY LOW AND MIDDLE INCOME STUDENTS,
WHO DEPEND ON GRANT AID TO GAIN ACCESS TO AMERICA'S COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES, HAVE BEEN FORCED TO BORROW EXTENSIVELY TO PAY COLLEGE
COSTS. CHARIRMAN FORD AND SENATOR PAUL SIMON INTRODUCED COMPANION
BILLS IN THE HOUSE AND SENATE DURING THE 101ST CONGRESS,
RESPECTIVELY, TO "FRONTLOAD" GRANT AID IN THE FIRST TWO YEARS OF
ACADEMIC STUDY, TO RESTRICT STUDENT BORROWING TO THE JUNIOR AND
SENIOR YEARS OF SCHOOL (WHEN THEY WILL HAVE DEMONSTRATED ACADEMIC
PERSISTENCE), AND TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM PELL GRANT AWARD
SIGNIFICANTLY. UNCF BELIEVES THAT "FRONTLOADING®™ CAN ENCOURAGE
COLLEGE ENROLLMENT, REDUCE OR ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR ACADEMICALLY
AT-RISK STUDENTS TO BORROW SIGNIFICANT SUMS UNTIL THEY HAVE MADE
THE ACADEMIC AND SOCIAL TRANSITION TO COLLEGE LIFE, AND COULD
REDUCE THE OVERALL INDEBTEDNESS OF 1OW INCOME STUDENTS.  WE
BELIEVE, HOWEVER, THAT NO HARD AND FAST RULE RESTRICTING FRESHMEN
AND SOPHOMORES TO GRANT AID ONLY, AND FORCING JUNIORS AND SENIORS
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TO USE LOANS TO PAY FOR THE LATTER YEARS OF THEIR COLLEGE CAREERS
1S WORKABLE. THEREFORE, UNCF RECOMMENDS ENPHASIZING PELL GRANTS
IN THE FRESHMAN AND SOPHOMORE YEARS WITH A PHASE~IN OF EMPHASIZING
LOANS IN THE JUNIOR AND SENIOR YEARS.

THE "FRONTLOADING" CONCEPT HAS BEEN ENDORSED BY THE BUSINESS AND
HIGHER EDUCATION FORUM IN ITS JUNE 1990 REPORT THREE REALITIES -~
MINORITY LIFE IN THE UNITED STATES -~ "REPLACING LOANS WITH GRANTS
DURING THE FIRST TWO YEARS OF COLLEGE WILL ENCOURAGE LOW INCOME
STUDENTS TO FORGE AMEAD WITH THEIR EDUCATION. STUDENTS FROM MANY
POOR FAMILIES, CONCERNED ABOUT LARGE LOAN BURDENS, AND ANXIOUS,
—— LIKE ALL STUDENTS -- ABOUT THEIR ABILITY TO SURVIVE IN COLLEGE,
NOW NEVER CONSIDER COLLEGE ATTENDANCE AS A SERI0US POSSIPILITY.
BUT WITH TWO SUCCESSFUL YEARS BEHIND THEM, AND THE NEWLY REALISTIC
PROSPECT OF GRADUATION AND EMPLOYMENT AHEAD OF THEM, LOANS LOSE
MUCH OF THEIR INTIMIDATION."™ ACE PRESIDENT ROBERT ATWELL, AS WELL
AS UNCF PRESIDENT BENJAMIN PAYTON OF TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY SERVED ON
THIS PANEL OF DISTINGUISHED EDUCATORS.

THR ONLY REAL SOLUTION -- A PELL GRANT ENTITLEMENT

THE ONLY WAY TO ADDRESS THE TWIN PROBLEMS OF INSUFFICIENT GRANT AID
AND BXCESSIVE STUDENT BORROWING AMONG LOWER INCOME STUDENTS IS TO
ENACT A PELL GRANT ENTITLEMENT. THE CURRENT SCHEME ENSURES THAT
WE EITHER 'PAY NOW OR PAY LATER!' THE HIGHER EDUCATION COMMUNITY
—— WHICH HAS DANCED AROUND THE QUESTION OF A PELL GRANT ENTITLEMENT
IN ITS HIGHER EDUCATION ACT REAUTHORIZATION PROPOSALS ~~ MUST
REALTZE THAT IF YOU GIVE A PARTY, YOU HAVE TO PAY THE BAND! YES
A PELL ENTITLEMENT COST MONEY, YES WE HAVE A BUDGET AGREEMENT THAT
CONSTRAINS THE CREATION OF NEW ENTITLEMENTS, AND YES WE HAVE A
SECRETARY WHO APPEARS DISTRACTED BY THE POLITICAL ATTRACTIVENESS
OF AN ISSUE -- "CHOICE™ IN PRIMARY EDUCATION, WHICH IS NO CHOICE
FOR THE URBAN POOR AND FOR MINORITIES ~- AND MAY NOT BE FOCUSING
ON THE MOST IMPORTANT REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT
SINCE 1965. WE NEED THE SECRETARY AND THE PRESIDENT'S IQ PAX
ATTENTION TO THE COMMUNITY AND THE CONGRESS, BUT WE ALSO NEED TO
TAKE OURSELVES SERIOUSLY AND OUR STUDENT'S NEEDS SERIQUSLY. WE
MUST 1OOK BEYOND THE POLITICS OF NOW, AND THE POLITICS OF THE 19%2
PRESIDENTIAL RE-ELECTION. AS THE LATE COACH GEORGE ALLEN WAS FOND
OF SAYING "THE FUTURE IS NOW."

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, IT 18 ALSO OUR LAST
CHANCE TO EDUCATE AND TRAIN AMCRICA'S WORK FORCE BEFORE THE YEAR
2000; IT IS ALSO AMERICA’S LAST CHANCE TO FULFILL IT'S COMMITMENT
TO EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION AND TO LIVE OUT ITS CREED
»_..THAT ALL MEN ARE CREATED EQUAL, THAT THEY ARE ENDOWED BY THEIR
CREATOR WITH CERTAIN INALIENABLE RIGHTS, THAT AMONG THESE ARE LIFE
LIBERTY AND THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS:"™ AND IT ALSO OUR LAST CHANCE
TO REMOVE BLACK AND HISPANIC AMERICANS FROM THE SHELF OF IDLENESS
AND IMPRISONMENT -- AS PART OF THE UNDERCLASS -- AND PLACE THEM IN
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THE WORK-PLACE WERE THEY CAN BE PROUD OF THEMSELVES, LEAD THEIR
HOUSEHOLDS, AND CONTRIBUTE IN A MEANINGFUL WAY TO THE GROWTH AND
DEVELOPMENT OF OUR SOCIETY. I WANT THEM TO PAY SOCIAL SECURITY AND
INCOME TAXES; NOT DRAW WELFARE OR RECEIVE UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION!

IT MAY BE TOO MUCH TO ASK (FOR A PELL GRANT ENTITLEMENT): BUT I AM
SURE THAT IF WE DON'T ASK FOR IT -- WE CERTAINLY WON'T GET IT. THE
NATION'S LOW AND MIDDLE INCOME STUDENTS NEED TO HAVE US ASK FOR
WHAT THEY NEED, IF THE PRESIDENT AND THE CONGRESS CANNOT FIND A WAY
TO PAY FOR THE ENTITLEMENT -- I WILL BE BOTH DISAFPOINTED AND
SURPRISED!

ONE FINAL POINT DESERVES MENTIONING. THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
HAS FOCUSED ITS ENTIRE STUDENT LOAN DEFAULT PREVENTION EFFORT ON
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES AND PRIVATE CAREER SCHOOLS WITH HIGH
DEFAULT RATES. BECAUSE BLACK COLLEGES, COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND
URBAN FUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS TEND TO COST LESS AND ENROLL
THE MOST SIGNIFICANT NUMBERS OF LOW INCOME STUDENTS: { INCLUDING
BLACK AMERICANS), STUDENT LOAN DEFAULT FPREVENTION SEEMS TO BE
TARGETED TOWARD POOR, MINORITY STUDENTS. FOR EXAMPLE, THRE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT  ENCOURAGES INSTITUTIONS TO EXPAND EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITIES FOR 1OW INCOME STUDENTS, ESPECIALLY MINORITIES. THIS
MEANS TAKING SOME RISKS WITH SOME STUDENTS WHO MAY ENTER AN
INSTITUTION WITH ACADEMIC DEFICIENCIES. BECAUSE STUDENT AID IS NOW
PRIMARILY LOAN AID RATHER THAN GRANT AID, THE CONSEQUENCE OF
STUDENT FAILURE IN AN UNDERTAKING THE GOVERNMENT HAS ENCOURAGED IS
A HIGH DEFAULT RATE! THE INSTITUTION IS THEN THE VICTIM OF THE
GOVERNMENT'S "ACCESS" POLICY. FURTHER, WHEN DEFAULT RATES ARE
INACCURATE AND INCOMPLETE, BUT PUBLISHED BY THE DEFARTMENT OF
EDUCATION ANYWAY, LASTING DAMAGE IS DONE TO THE INSTITUTION IN THE
LOCAL COMMUNITY.

ALL OF THESE FACTORS, LEAD UNCF MEMBER INSTITUTIONS TO RECOMMEND
THE FOLLOWING:

* MAKE THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM A TRUE ENTITLEMENT WITH A
$4,000 MAXINUM AWARD BEGINNING IN FY 1994, THE BUDGETARY
IMPACT OF THIS PROPOSAL MIGHT BE PHASED IN BY APPLYING
THE ENTITLEMENT TO FRESHMEN STUDENTS ONLY IN THE FIRST
YEAR, THEN ADDING A CLASs OF STUDENTS EACH YEAR
THEREAFTER.

* SIMPLIFY THE FEDERAL STUDENT AID APPLICATION PROCESS.
TWO THINGS COULD BE DONE IMMEDIATEL" TO MAKE IT EASIER
FOR 1OW INCOME STUDENTS TO APPLY FOR AND RECEIVE TITLE
IV ASSISTANCE, WHILE PRESERVING THE INTEGRITY OF THE AID
PROGRAMS: (1) PROVIDE A REVISED SIMPLIFIED FEDERAL FORM
FOR FAMILIES WITH INCOMES BELOW $15,000, WITH SIX OR
SEVEN DATA ELEMENTS, AND REQUIRE APPLICANTS TO SUBMIT
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THEIR 1040 OR 1040A FORM OR OTHER EVIDENCE THAT THEY
RECEIVE AFDC OR FOOD STAMPS, LIVE IN FEDERALLY-SUBSIDIZED
HOUSING, ETC. (THOSE STUDENTS WITH INCOMES BELOW $10,000
SHOULD RECEIVE THE MAXIMUM AWARD); AND (2) REQUIRE
STUDENTS APPLYING FOR AID FOR THEIR SOPRNMORE, JUNIOR OR
SENIOR YEAR (WHO PREVIOUSLY RECEIVED ‘/ITLE IV AID AS
FRESHMEN) TO SUPPLY UPDATED INFORMATION ONLY AND THE MOST
RECENT PARENTAL/STUDENT TAX RETURN INSTEAD OF A WHOLE NEW
APPLICATION.

* REDUCE PAPERWORK BURDENS IN THE FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS,
ESPECIALLY FOR INSTITUTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT NUMBERS OF
AID RECIPIENTS IN THEIR STUDENT POPULATION (I.E. 50% OR
GREATER), BY ELIMINATING THE VALIDATION REQUIREMENT FOR
THOSE SCHOOLS WITH A THREF-YEAR UNBLEMISHED RECORD OF
PERFORMANCE AND NO AUDIT EXCEPTIONS.

» ELIMINATE THE INCOME CONTINGENT LOAN (ICL) PROGRAM. THIS
PROGRAM REPRESENTS A SERIOUS PITFALL FOR LOW INCOME
STUDENTS BECAUSE IT APPEARS ATTRACTIVE YET IS LIKELY TO
TRAP STUDENTS WITH LESSER EARNINGS GROWTH IN SERIOUS
LONG-TERM DEBT. FOR EXAMPLE: A STUDENT WHO BORROWED
$13,000 (UNDER THE ICL PROGRAM) WOULD BE REQUIRED TO
REPAY OVER 548,000 IN PRINCIPAL AND ACCUMULATED INTEREST
(USING THE PROGRAM'S ASSUMPTIONS AS TO INCOME AND
FROJECTED MINIMUM PAYMENTS) IF HE OR SME BEGAN AN
EMPLOYMENT CAREER WITH A SALARY OF $10,800.00, OR WOULD
BE REQUIRED TO REPAY $25,700 IN PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST
OVER TEN YEARS IF THE STARTING SALARY WAS $23,100. 1IN
CONTRAST, THAT SAME STUDENT WOULD PFAY BACK ABOUT $18,925
OVER TEN YEARS IN THE STAFFORD LOAN PROGRAM.

» MERGE THE ICL CONCEPT INTO A TOTALLY CAMPUS-BASED PERKINS
LOAN FROGRAM. FEDERAL CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS {FCC) FOR
THE PERKINS PROGRAM WOULD CEASE AT THE END OF FY 1994 AND
CAMPUSES WOULD ADMINISTER THE PROGRAM SOLELY BASED ON
EFFECTIVELY COLLECTING FROM STUDENTS WHO HAVE BORROWED
FROM THE PROGRAM. INSTITUTIONS MIGHT RE PERMITTED, AT
THEIR DISCRETION, TO ALLOW UP TO TEN PERCENT OF THEIR
PERKINS LOANS TO BE SUBJECT TO INCOME CONTINGENT
REPAYMENT. THE FY 1890 FCC WAS $135,129,000 AND WAS
ALLOCATED TO 1,559 INSTITUTIONS, INCLUDING ONLY 15 UNCF
INSTITUTIONS. TWENTY=SIX OTHER UNCF INSTITUTIONS DO
PARTICIPATE IN THE PERKINS PROGRAM. TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY
AND XAVIER UNIVERSITY, AS WELL AS MOREHOUSE COLLEGE
RECEIVE THE BULK OF THE $1.3 MILLION IN FCC MADE
AVAILABLE TO UNCF MEMBFR COLLEGES THROUGH THE FY 1990
APPROPRIATION. THE TOTAL OUTSTANDING LOAN BALANCE IS
$4.9 BILLION.
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* ELIMINATE THE EXCLUSIVE AND ARBITRARY USE OF STUDENT 1OAN
DEFAULT RATES TO EXCLUDE INSTITUTIONS FROM PARTICIFATION
IN TITLE IV PROGRAMS. UNCF CERTAINLY UNDERSTANDS THE
DEPARTMENT'S DESIRE TO REDUCE STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS. KE
SHARE THAT CONCERN. HOWEVER, THE CRITERIA USED TO TARGET
INSTITUTIONS FOR SPECIAL ATTENTION OR EXCLUSION FROM THE
PROGRAM MUST BE SENSITIVE TO THE MISSION AND PURPOSE OF
AN INSTITUTION, AS WELL AS THE INSTITUTION'S ROLE IN
CREATING AND SOLVING THE 1OAN DEFAULT PROBLEM.

THE INSTITUTION'S ROLE IN STUDENT LENDING WAS LIMITED, PRIOR TO
1986, TO CERTIFYING TO THE LENDER THAT THE STUDENT WAS ENROLLED ON
AT LEAST A HALF-TIME BASIS. A COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY'S ROLE IN
COUNSELLING THE STUDENT OR ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY FOR TITLE
IV FUNDS PLACES THE COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY IN A SECONDARY OR
TERTIARY ROLE IN THE STUDENT LOAN DEFAULT CHAIN OF COMMAND. YET,
FOR THE PAST TWO YEARS THE DEPARTMENT USING INACCURATE AND
INCOMPLETE DATA HAS FUBLISHED DEFAULT RATES WHICH MALIGN AND CAST
ASPERSIONS UPON A COLLEGE'S GOOD NAME IN THE ACADEMIC AND ITS OWN
LOCAL COMMUNITY. WHAT ROLE DOES THE INSTITUTION REALLY HAVE IN
MAKING OR COLLECTING THE LOAN? COLLEGES ARE THIRD-PARTY
BENEFICIARIES WITH A SMALL ROLE IN THE PROCESS, THAT NOW ARE
PUBLICLY DENIGRATED WHEN A STUDENT WE ARE ENCOURAGED TO ADMIT
SUBSEQUENTLY DEFAULTS.

UNCF ALSO HAS SERIOUS RESERVATIONS ABOUT THE USE OF ARBITRARY LOAN
DEFAULT RATE THRESHOLDS TO DETERMINE INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION
IN THE VARIOUS PROGRAMS ESPECIALLY INASMUCH LOAN DEFAULT RATES ARE
MISLEADING ANYWAY. SMALLER INSTITUTIONS, WHICH PURPOSEFULLY KEEP
COSTS LOW, ARE ESPECIALLY DISADVANTAGED BY THIS METHOD OF VIEWING
LOAN DEFAULTS. MORE IMPORTANTLY, USING DEFAULT RATES AS A TOOL
DEFLECTS ATTENTION AWAY FROM THE REAL PROBLEM. FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE
JULY, 1989 REPORT, THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE (GAO), FROM THE
GAO ENTITLED "GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS -- ANALYSIS OF STUDENT
DEFAULT RATES AT 7,800 POSTSECONDARY SCHOOLS®™ NOTED THE DEFAULT
RATES AND DOLLARS IN DEFAULT AT ALL INSTITUTIONS SURVEYED. THE
MISLEADING NATURE OF LOAN DEFAULT RATES IS READILY EVIDENT,

A GOOD EXAMPLE WOULD BE INSTITUTIONS WITH DEFAULT RATES BETWEEN 3
AND 6 PERCENT. BLUEFIELD COLLEGE IN VIRGINIA HAS A BORROWER
DEFAULT RATE OF 3.13 PERCENT AND HAS $1,250 IN DEFAULT, WHILE
BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVERSITY IN OHIO HAS A BORROWER DEFAULT RATE
OF 3.38 PERCENT AND HAS A $448,000 IN DEFAULT. OR, ITT TECHNICAL
INSTITUTE IN DAYTON, OHID HAS A DEFAULT RATE OF 5.04 PERCENT AND
$66,777 IN DEFAULT, WHILE THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA HAS A 5.96
DEFAULT RATE WITH $1,178,964 IN DEFAULT.

ELIMINATING THE ARBITRARY USE OF LOAN DEFAULT RATES TO PENALIZE
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION FOR STUDENT BEHAVIOR IS THE WRONG
POLICY AND IS WRONG-HEADED. WHILE WE SUFPORT A COMPREMENSIVE
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PROGRAM TO ENSURE PROGRAM INTEGRITY -- THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION'S RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS AREA WON'T SOLVE THE PROBLEM
AND THEY PUNISH INNOCENT INSTITUTIONS IN THE PROCESS. UNCF SCHOOLS
DO NOT ORIGINATE GSL LOANS, THEY DO NOR GUARANTY THE LOANS AND THEY
ARE NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR COLLECTING THEM. WE ARE SIMPLY THIRD-PARTY
BENEFICIARIES FOR THE STUDENTS WHO QUALIFY AND BRING THE PROCEEDS
OF THE LOAN TO US. WE ARE EDUCATORS, NOT BANKERS. THAT'S ALL WE
WANT TO BE.

WE URGE THIS COMMITTEE TO EXERT STRONG PBI-PARTISAN LEADERSHIP IN
SUPPORT OF A PELL GRANT ENTITLEMENT. UNCF BELIEVES THE BUDGETARY
IMPACT OF THIS NECESSARY STEP CAN BE FASED BY "PHASING-IN" THE
ENTITLEMENT OVER FOUR YEARS ~-- FRESHMEN FIRST, THEN SOPHOMORES,
JUNIORS AND SENIORS -- IN MUCH THE SAME WAY THE ORIGINAL BASIC
GRANT WAS PHASED IN. WE MUST START NOW, TOMORROW IS TOO LATE FOR
THE NATION AND HER CHILDREN!
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Chairman Forp. Thank you.
Mr. Gieger.

STATEMENT OF KEITH GEIGER, PRESIDENT. NATIONAL
EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. Gricer. Thank you, Congressman Ford and members of the
subcommittee. I am Keith Geiger, president of the National Educa-
tion Association, which represents 2 million education employees.
Furthermbre, for this year, representing over 80,000 higher educa-
tion members.

The Higher Education Act is the cornerstone of our national

ndary education policy. In 1965, enactment of the Act
marked a typical chapter in our nation’s history. It meant that,
henceforth, academic ability rather than income shall be the key
factor in whether or not an individual has access to postsecondary
education.

NEA believes that no qualified student should be denied access
to postsecondary education opportunities because of income. Yet,
over the past decade, appropriations for postsecondary student
grant programs have not kept pace with the escalating cost of at-
tendance. Our postsecondary faculty members unquestionably see
what economic constraints do to a student’s academic career. If
they are working long hours, they cannot concentrate on their
studies. Limited access to financial assistance can adversely influ-
enc. their choice of an appropriate institution. They frequently
made academic and career choices that would avoid an overwhelm-
ing debt burden, or prevent them from pursuing careers, such as
teaching, that would make it virtually impossible to pay off that
college debt.

Moreover, any members in elementary and secondary ranks have
a strong interest in the issue of access to postsecondary education.
In working to achieve the national goal of increasing the high
school completion rate, secondary teachers must be able to assure
successive students will have access to postsecondary education op-
portunities. If we are going to have national goals, we must have
national incentives to meet those goals. More than ever, access to
postsecondary education is a necessary component to economic se-
curity and upward mobility.

In 1971, median earnings for working males with a high school
diploma were 81 percent of the earnings of a college graguate. By
1987, median income for those with only a high school diploma was
less than 69 percent of the earnings of a college grad. Despite the
resources devoted to Federal postsecondary grant and loan pro-
fmms. college attendance rates are still directly linked to income
evels. Individuals from upper income levels are four times as
likely to enroll in ?ostsecondary programs as are individuals with
the lowest income levels. These income disparities are also reflect-
ed in enrollment according to racial and ethnic background. Some
36 percent of college age whites in the higher education institution
in 1989 compared to 24 percent of black and 29 percent Hispanics.
The percentage of blacks and Hispanic high school graduates going
on to college declined between 1976 and 1988.

o'
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Moreover, middle income families are increasingly hard-pressed
in these spiralling tuitions. College costs skyrocketed by 75 percent
tgnégs the increase in median family income between 1980 and
1988,

How does the Federal Government respond to this triple threat?
College costs out-stripping family income, declining college attend-
ance for minorities, and a widening income gap between college
and non-college graduates? They have done it very simply. By re-
ducing Federal support for higher education, especially for the
grant programs. In the last decade, total Federal spending for post-
secondary education plummeted by 24.3 percent after inflation.

Reduced Federal funding has made deficit spending a fact of life
for most postsecondary students. As we said earlier, six of 10 Feder-
al grant recipients at public institutions must supplement this as-
sistance to borrowing. Median debt levels of college graduates in-
creased by 33 percent in constant dollars between 1977 and 1986.
The poorer students have the largest cumulative indebtedness. For
low-income students, the Pell Grant program is no longer viable.
For middle income students, the Pell Grant program is no longer
available.

NEA recommends that the Pell Grant program be made an enti-
tlement. That the maximum Pell Grant be restored to its 1980
value by setting it at $4,300, or we'll take $4,400, or we’ll take
$4,500. This shows that we didn’t put our testimony together to-
gether for the 1992-93 academic year. Moreover, we recommend
that the Pell Grant maximum be increased by $200 in each subse-
quent year of the authorization.

By every measure available, the value of Pell Grant has declined
between 1979 and 1989, the value of the average Pell Grant de-
clined from about 23 percent of the cost of attending to about 18
percent. Over that same period, the percentage of college freshmen
who received a Pell Grant declined from 32 percent to 22 percent.
The eligibility standards for middle income students is out of kilter
with present economic realities.

Further, NEA recommends raising the limit of Pell Grant from
60 percent of the students’ cost of attendance to at least 75 percent
of the cost. Additionally, the current limits on expenses for room
and board are arbitrarily and artificially low. Raising these limits
will help the lowest-income students attending lower-cost colleges.
NEA also recommends a variety of changes to reduce fraud and
abuse and to tighten up on institutional eligibility.

In conclusion, the budget squeeze facing students is getting
worse. As State governments struggle to close record State budget
deficits, 30 States who have deficits at least right now, public col-
lege tuition will increase between 10 and 15 percent this fall with
some States raising tuition to over 20 percent. Without substantial
increases in Pell Grant for low income students and respiration of
middle-income eligibility, too many academically capable students
will be shut out of postsecondary education, while others will be
priced out of the institution that best serves their academic goals.
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needed to restore Pell Grants as thg

A renewed commitment is
's goals of equal education opportunt-

true foundation of our nation
ty

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Keith Geiger follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittse:

| am Keith Geiger, President of the Nstional Education
Association, which represents the largest number of higher education
personne! in the nation, with approximately 80,000 higher education
members included in 500 higher education locals. This membership
inclucies both two and four-year institutions and ssveral statewide
university systems including those in California, Florida, and Hawall.

NEA's diverse membersnip ~ 2.1 million in public elementary and
secondary, vocational, and posisecondary schools, including
educational support staff, higher education facully, retirees, and staff,
and college students in teacher education programs—gives NEA a
unique perspective for commenting on the programs in the Higher
Education Act.

As students sesking to complete teacher preparation programs,
as professionals seeking continuing education opportunities, as
professors devoted fo the ideal of equity, as veteran K-12 practitioners
determined to see their studants continue their studies, and as middle-
class parents planning for their own children's posisecondary
education, NEA members have a unique commitment to the goal of

Before providing our specific comments on the Pell Grant
program, | would like to briefly review the overall problem of access to

Si
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postsacondary sducation. Unfortunately, sven after two decades of
federal studént assistance, coliege attendance rates are siill directly
linked to income level. The General Accounting Office reports that
individuals from upper income levels ars four times as likely to enroli in
postsacondary programs as are individuals from the lowest-income
lavels. Recent data from the Congressional Resesrch Service
demonstrate a simiiar pattern with about 18 percent of 18-24 year-olds
from families with incomes below $15,000 enrolled in higher education
in Octobar 1989, as compared to over 55 percent of these from incomes
over $50,000.

When enroliment figures are broken down by iace, additional
disturbing facts appear, namely that Blacks still attend college at a
significantly lower rate than whites. Only 24 percent of Black 18-24 year
olds attended a higher education institttan in 1989, compared to 36
percent of whites. In fact, the percents  of both Biack and Hispanic
high schoo! graduates going on to college actually declined between
1976 and 1988.

i Is a shocking and appalling situation, Mr. Chairman, when the
number of young Black males in prison, on parole, or on probation
(609,690) exceeds the number enrolled in college (436,000).

Hispanic enroliment rates are sven lower thasr, Jhat of Blacks,
dropping ‘o 28.7 percent in 1989, compared to 30.8 percent for Black
and 38.8 percant for whites, according to the American Council on
Education.
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Not only low-income and minority students find it difficult to pay
for college costs. Middis-income familles are increasingly hard-pressed
to meet spiraling tuitions. According to College Board data, median
family income increasad by only 8.7 percent after inflation from 1980 to
1988, while 4-year public collsge costs want up 33.8 percent and private
4-year college costs skyrocketed by 44.7 percent abovs inflation for this
same period. An eariler focus on meeting the needs of those middie-
income familles, the 1978 Middle Iincome Student Assistance Act,
aliowed families earning up to $25,000 to receive a Pell grant. This
income would correspond fo aimost $49,000 today after inflation.

Mr. Chalrman, more than ever, sccess fo postisecondary
education is a necessary component to economic security and upward
mobliity in today's society. According to Frank Levy of the University of
Maryland, an expert in Incoms distribution in the United Siates, &
considerable gap cpened up in the 19808 between the sarning power of
coliege gradustes and those with high school diplomas. Says Levy, “it
is much harder for 8 male high schoul graduate to be in the middie
class today than it was 10 years ago.” In 1971, median eamings for
working males with & high school diploma were $24,581 compared to
$30,377 for cullege graduates, expressed in constant 1989 dollars. By
1979 the gap had deciined with the high school graduate making
$23,939 and the college graduate down to $28,598. But by 1987, the
trend reverved. College graduates’ incomes rose 10 percent during the
1980s to $29,299, but high school graduates saw their real wages drop
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almost 18 percent to $20,210--barely two-thirds as much as the more
hig"ly educated group.

How has the federal government responded to this is triple threat
of coliege costs out-stripping family income, declining college
attendance for minorities, and a widening income gap between college
and non-college graduates? Very simply-by reducing federal support
for higher aducation, especially for grant programs. According to the
Collage Board, between 1980 and 1989, total federal postsecondary
student aid declined by 3 percent after adjusting for Inflation. Even
more startling is a just released report from the Education Department's
National Center for Education Statistics, which found that total federal
spending for postsecondary education plummeted by 24.3 percent after
infiation in the last decade.

NEA belleves there are two primary reasons for declining access
to postsecondary education. First, the eroding value of grant aid in
relation to Iincreasad college costs is clearly a major part of the problem.
And second, the mixture of grants and loans in federal financial
assistance is weighted heavily toward ropayable loans.

Reduced federal funding has made deficit spending a fact of Iife
for most postsecondary students. For others, who want to attend
college but do not wish fo risk substantial personal debt, reduced
federal funding is the primary reason they choose not to attend.
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was in the form of grants and 10 percent in foans. For the 1987-1988
ldiooiym;matproporﬂonh&dmﬂynnmd,wiﬂ\mpcmmof
hduﬂaldlnbammdonlyzspomnﬁngmm.

PELL GRANT BECOMMENDATIONS

NEA strongly balieves the purpose of student financial aid
programs has been perverted and literally turned upside down. The
Stafford loan program, originally concelved as a program to assist
middle-income families in spreading out college costs over a longer
period of time, Is now a major component of financing for even the
poorest students. Pell grants, which should serve as the foundation for
all ald programs, are subject fo the vagaries and uncertainties of the
yearly appropriations process while the loan program Is an entitiement
and the fastest growing program. The only way to resolve this
dlchobmyandmomﬁndwﬂmlnmfornﬂnorﬂy and. low-
income students is to provide for substantial increases in the Pell
maximum award and to establi h the program as a true entitiement.

Specifically, NEA recommends that the Psll maximum be set at
$4300 for the 1992-83 academic year and increass $200 for each
subsequent year. Not only will raising the maximum award help the
poorest students, it will also result In increasing Pell grants for
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moderate-income students and providing Peil grants eligibliity for
student from Tamilies with incomes over $30,000.

By every measure, the value of Pell grants has declined. The
actual Pell Grant maximum, while rising from $1800 to $2400 betwesn
FY79 and FY91, declined as a percentage of average college costs from
46 percent to 25 percent. In constant dollars (after accounting for
infiation), the Pell maximum decreased by 28 percent. Even the
average award covered only about one-fifth of total costs for a four-year
public institution in 1889, down from about one-fourth of the cost in
1980, according to CRS.

Pell grants now serve only about 25 percent of all students.
Indeed, according to the Higher Education Research institute, in 1979
nearly 32 percent of all freshman received a Pell grant, while by 1989,
this percentage was less than 22 percent.

Another result of the srosion of Pell funding is the virtual
abandonment of middle-income students. The Middle-income Student
Assistant Act in 1979 established $25,000 as the income cut-off for Pell
oligibllity. if this cutoff had kept pace with infiation, not the sven larger
increass in college costs, it would be aimost $49,000. Yet the effective
cut-off today is about $38,000, a drop after accounting for inflation of
over $13,000 from the eligibiiity leve! established twelve years ago.

The $4300 amount Is proposed because, based on Coilege Board
data for average costs of attendance for public four-ysar schools, a

n
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$4300 maximum would equal the same percentage (72 percent) of such
cosis (projected to be $5919 In Academic Year 1892-93, assuming 8
percant increases per year from 1989-90 costs) as the actual $1750
maximum In AYS0 did of the then $2422 four-ysar public cost, thereby
fullyrntorlngmcvalmoﬂhohugmntmaxknumblh1mmvd.

Unfortunately, the Administration proposes to pay for increased
Pell awards for the very poorest students by cutting back on awards for
those from familiss with incomes above $10,000! This leve! is below the
$12,675 poverly level for a family of four in 1989. Over 400,000
students would compietely lose their Pell grants. NEA strongly urges

you to reject this proposal.

Mr. Chairman, NEA also recommends a $10600 higher maximum
award for first year students. Since most students who drop out do so
in the first year, and if they have loans are likely to default, low-income
first year students should be discouraged from borrowing. In addition,
a recent study found that while 90 percent of students who receive a
grent during the first yesr were still enrolled during the second
semester, only 75 percent of those not receiving grants return. A higher
first-ysar maximum Pell should help lower defaults, while improving
student retention rates.

NEA strongly belisves that Pell Grants must be made an
entittement. 1t defies logic that the largest loan program should be an
entitiement while Pell Grants remain subjact to the yearly uncertainty of
the appropriations process. In order to restore the appropriste
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grant/loan balance and assure that the maximum award will be fully
funded, we strongly urge the creation of an entitiement. if new revenues
are needed to cover the incresssd costs of an entitiement, NEA
recommends that Congress consider ralsing the top corporate income
tax rate, creating an income tax surcharge on the wealthiest taxpayers,
or limiting tax lonpholes.

in addition, an entittement will ald in encouraging low-Income and
minority students In Junior and senlor high school to go on to college by
cresting stability and predictability s» that they know what their Pell
Grant awards would be If they enroll in college.

The current discretionary nature of Pell Grants has resuited in the
statutory maximum being funded only three times in 18 years.
Currently, the actual Pell maximum award of $2400 is 5700 below the
authorized level of $3100.

Another crucial aspect of improving the Pell Grant Program relates
to how the award relates to a students costs of attendance. Current law
has two factors that both singly and In combination artificlally reduce
Pell Grants for the poorest students at lower-cost institutions.

First, current law mandates that a Pell grant cannot exceed 60

percent of a student's costs of attendance. NEA recommends ralsing
this percentage to at least 75 percent of cost.
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his/her Peli calculated using a total cost of $2900 ($2400 cost of
attendance plus $500 tuition) and the Pell grant could be no more than
60 percent of this amount, or $1740.

Utilizing NEA's proposad figures of a $3000 cost of attendancs, the
total cost for this student would be set at $3500 and if a Pell grant could
pay up to 75 percent of cost, the award would be $2625, aimost a $800
increase.

A related proposal relates to allowabls child care costs. Current
law sats a celling of $1000 on such costs. Under NEA's propossl, the
child care allowance would be raised to a maximum of $3000 per minor
dependent. The national average for day care costs Is over $3000 per
year for toddlers, with infant care being even higher. Establishing this
more realistic child care component for inclusion in cost of attendance
will help ensure that an aduit with young children will not be deterred
from pursuing postsecondary education because of child care
oxpenses.

The discussion of child care costs points to the need to ensure
that Pell Grants adequately serve the needs of today's students. More
than 5 million students, over 40 percent of all college students, are over
24 years of age. And over 70 percent of thess students work at least
pari ims. Many of these older students are struggling to balance work,
family, and education responsibilities. In fact, two-thirds of students
over 34 years of age are women and 80 percent of these attend part
tims. NEA therefore urges you to retain Pell Grant sligibility for less

v -~
e
Pots



12

-

than half-time students (LTHT). While the 192, amendments authorized
ald for LTHT students, the provision has been suspended since FY90.
Of the LTHT students who did receive Peli Grants, over 40 percent of
them were over 30 years old. Our proposal continuss eligibllity for only
the neediest students who are making satisfactory progress toward a
degres.

I note, Mr. Chairman, that Rep. Mink (D-HI) and 13 other members
of this committes introduced HR 2331 which would retain LTHT student

eligibility.

Ancther aspect of Pell Grants that must be addressed is the
unceriainty about a family's home or farm equity in calculating the
expected family contribution. NEA belleves that the net value of a
student's family's home or family farm should not be considered as an
assst for modserate income families. Toc many working clsss families
have had the value of their homes soar in the past decads due to the
jump in housing pricas; however, even though thess families have
eqully avaliable for borrowing against, many may not be sble to afford
honte equity ioan payments. By sstting an incoms csiling of $30,000 for
exclusion of home or farm equity, weaithier families would stiil be
expacted to tap into such equily to help finsnce their children's
education.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we havs two specific recommendations for
simplification of the Pell Grant application proces:..
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First, NEA belisves that students from families who are receiving
welfare benefits have aiready demonsirated that they are poor, and
should not be required to navigate the maze of financial ald spplications
to prove again that they are nsedy. Thersfore we recommend, in order
to simpiify the process for poor familles, that AFDC recipients be
automaticaliy eligible for the maximum Pell Grant award.

In order to simplify the application process for othsr students,
NEA recommends that the Secretary develop a procedure so that those
students who have recelved s Pell grant and who are applying for an
award In the subsequent year, and whose family's financial
circumstances havent changsd, can simply certify this fact and not
have to resubmit the entire range of income and assst data.

Just this March, the Advisory Commiitee on Student Financial
Assistance found, "Reapplication for continuing students represente
perhaps the most significant redundancy in the current system. For
example, Depariment of Education data show that over 50 percent of
the students eligible for Pell Grants In 1988-89 reapplied in 1989-90,
with caiculated contributions changing minimally for students across
income ranges. Most low-income students, AFDC recipients, non-
federal tax filers, and filers of simple federal tax returns experienced
virtuslly no change. Streamliining reapplication~that is, permitting
continuing students to updste existing data—would have a8 powerful
eoffect on simplifying the delivery system for all students, especially for
low-income populations.”

0
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Secondly, NEA recognizes that our recommendations will

substantially’ increase Pell Grant funding leveis. Thersfore, we have
recommended a variety of changes to reduce fraud and abuse and
tighten up on institutional eligibliity, in order to reduce other costs. The
foliowing is a brisf summary of thess proposals.

o

NEA shares the concerns that have been expressed by many
about the need to reduce fraud and abuse in the Title IV programs.
There have been far too many instances of for-profit schools
victimizing students by not providing the training that was
promised, of schools going out of business, and of oufright
criminal activities. Current law places too much smphasis on
accreditation as the basis for institutional eligibility for financial
ald programs.

We recommend, therefore, that before an accrediting agency
can be recognized by the Secretary, it must meet specified criteria
such as reviewing the adminisirative and financial capablility of an
institution; pesforming periodic reviews and Inspections with
emphasis on loan default rates, dropout rates, and job placement
rates; and promptly reporting to the Secreiary any negative
actions regarding an institution’s accreditation. In addition, state
sgencies which license or accredit schools shouid also be subject
to certaln criteria, focusing ~n consumer protection, before the
Secretary recognizes them.

B



1s

mmmumwwm.mamum

, tultion and fess to students who withdraw before completing 50

percent of the courss. Refunds would be firet credited to pay off
student loans. Thbehangowﬂlhoﬂtndu«dduuﬂeo&md
protect students who withdraw from a school if they sre
dmﬁmdwlmmodmﬂmwlm,uformﬂaﬂdnm

Those Institutions thst advestise job placement rates should be
muhdhmakomhbhbwmﬂwmmmnmdng
nwlnmnhmmo}obmpropoudwninglsmwm.
Thhwmhdpdudonhmluahwhcﬂmmeoum of instruction
is relevant to licensing requirements.

NEAMWMIMWM:MUM“MMMMW
commission-basis ssles persons for purposes for promoting the
institution. or for detarmining that 8 prospective student qualifiss
for aid. Toomanymdonbhanbunvicummdbymmabm
mmmmMMbymm. in these
cases, unscrupulous confractors may provide false orf
exsggerated claims to students.

All institutions should be required to submit revenue, expenditure,
mmmmmwmmmmsdm. NEA
belleves this information is useful for institutional comparisons
mmmmmmmdmwum



16

O  Courses of instruction which comprise solely of correspondence
mndmndmbng.rm.uwbhmmwmmm Too
muahpobnﬂalfwabuuulshlnsuchpmwamslmeoum
loength halmoﬂlmpoulbbbnﬂfy. This change alone has the
potential to save hundreds of millions of dollars. The proprietary
school whose students receivec i~ most federal aid was a
correspondence truck-driving school.  This one institution
recelved almost $250 million from 1987-1989. The schoo!
recslving the second largest amount of .itle IV aid-$160 million—
was aiso a correspondence truck-driving school.

in conclusion , Mr. Chairman, the budget Squeeze facing students,
particularly in the public sector, is getting worse as state governments
struggle to closs record state budget deficits, Public college tuitions
wili increase between 10 and 1s percent this fall, with some states
raising tultion over 20 percent.

Without substantlal Increases in Pell Grants for low-income
students and restoration of middie-income eligibility, too many
academically capable students will be shut out of postsecondary
education while others will be priced out of the institution that best
serves their academic goa's.

A renewed commitment is needed to restore Pell Grants as the
true foundation of our nation's goal of equat education opportunity.

Thank you.
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Chairman Forp. Thank you.
Mr. Martin.

STATEMENT OF DALLAS MARTIN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL. ASSO-
CIATION OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 1
am Dallas Martin, president of the National Association of Student
Financial Aid Administrators, representing over 3,300 institutions
of postsecondary education. I am pleased today to have the oppor-
tunity to share with you our recommendations on how we would
improve the Pell Grant program.

In anticipation of these reauthorization hearings, our association
held a series of public hearings across the country in conjunction
with our regional and State associations. During the course of
those hearings, one of the most frequently stated concerns by our
members was the need to address the growing imbalance of avail-
able funding between the grant and loan programs. Repeatedly, aid
administrators from all types of institutions across the country told
us that the Pell Grant program is simply not serving as a viable
foundation program for students with demonstrated financial need.
They also told us that, based upon their data, that Pell Grant fund-
ing for the institutions had declined between one-third and one-half
of what it vas in 1979.

By comparison, they noted that the current national Pell Grant
award of $2,400 does not even begin to cover the same percentages
of these student educational costs as they did 10 years ago.

They also told us that many of the students who come from mod-
erate and middle-income families no longer qualify for the Pell
Grant program.

From their experiences, the Pell Grant program no longer pro-
vides either the certainty nor the adequate level of support to
make it the foundation programs it was designed to be. In turn,
these aid administrators are forced to provide increasing numbers
of very needy low-income students at the start of their academic
careers, not only with a Perkins Loan, but also the maximum Staf-
ford Loan as well. The result is that some of these higher need stu-
dents are simply choosing not to pursue postsecondary education,
or are becoming so indebted earlier in their undergraduate degrees
that it is affecting their education choices and decisions to consider
graduate studies.

Research has also shown that loans are negatively associated
with incentives to encourage low-income minority students to

ursue higher education. Therefore, today, when the percentage of

oans is increasing as a part of the student’s overall financial aid
package it is not surprising that the overall percentage of minori
ndary school enrollment is declining during the time wit

which the percentage of minority high school graduates is increas-

m% we hope to provide all of our citizens with an opportunity to
obtain the fullest measure of education that will enable them to
participate equally within our society, then it is essential that we
restructure the Pell Grant program to insure adequate and predict-
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able funding from year to tieem' To help insure this is accomplished,
our association proposes that the Pell Grant maximum award be
funded at $4,400 for the 1992-93 award year, and then automatical-
ly indexed to rise at least $200 each year thereafter, but in no case,
less than the consumer price index.

Further the poligsv goal of the Pell Grant program is that it
should cover up to 60 percent of a student’s cost of attendance. Qur
projections sggxest that the average annual cost of a 4 year public
colfege in 1992-93 will be approximately $7,400. Therefore, 60 per-
cent of that cost would be $£440. Further, we are proposing legisla-
tion which would insure full funding of the maximum award each
year, thereby giving assurance to current and future generations of
students that they can count on the Pell Grant program to be the
foundation program that it must be. This committee, in 1988, rec-

ized the necessity to change the funding structure of the Pell

rant Program from a discretionary to a mandatory account when
H.R. 4986 was cleared for floor action. As you recall, the committee
at that time endorsed making the Pell Grant Program an entitle-
ment. In our association, the majority of our members supported
that recommendation.

We also propose imposing some further restrictions, however,
upon the program. These changes would include:

I&cggamng the Pell grant minimum award from its current $200
to ,

We would also propose eliminating correspondence study credit
on p of study that do not have at least two semester of resi-
dential component from being considered eligible programs under
the Pell Grant p am.

Third, we would recommend eliminating the awarding of Pell
Grants to students who are enrolled for less than half-time.

Fourth, we would limit Pell Grant eligibility for students who
are incarcerated to only include direct educational costs associated
withl_their course of study, i.e., tuition, required fees, books and
supplies.

n addition to these eligibility limitations, our association would
also recommend three additional to the program. First, we
would recommend that the b year ergraduate limitation found
in Section 411(c) be eliminated. While we support the concept that
the ¥rulgmm should be restricted to unde uate students, we do
not feel that this profession is necessary. on 484(c), which de-
fines the conditions that all Title IV students must meet in order
to make satisfactory progress provides adequate protection; there-
tore, this additional time restriction is not necessary and only re-
sults in unn paperwork and duplicative monitoring.

Second, we would recommend that the Student Aid Report which
is currently required by the Department of Education be eliminat-
ed, and that the output documents that are gamvided to the student
by the Department of Education’s multiple data entry processor be
utilized instead as the official eligibility notification to both the
student and to the institution. The SARA is a creation of the De-
partment and is not required law. As such, it is a duplicative,
and we could reduce paperwork by its elimination.

Third, we are proposing the implementation of a single need
analysis system and a single cost-of-attendance for all Title IV pro-

a3
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grams. Ms. Natala Har, who serves as our NASFAA Commissioner
for Government Affairs, presented this subcommittee with a de-
tailed overview of our proposal for those changes on May 14th.

So in the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, let me just say that we
encourage you to incorporate these changes along with the pro-
grammatic modifications that you have suggested today to help re-
store the Pell Grant programs to its proper role as the foundation
of the Federal student assistance,

This concludes my testimony, but I'll be happy to respond to
questions later on.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dallas Martin follows:]

f)!)
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Chairman Ford and Members of the Subcommittee, it is indeed a pleasure to
have the opportunity to appear before you today to express the views of the
Nafional Association of Studens Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA) and its
more than 3,300 members, on changes that we believe should be made to the Pell
Grant Program during this reauthorization.

In anticipation of these hearings and the reauthorization of the Higher Education
Act, NASFAA, in the fall of 1989, embarked upon a systematic action plan to
enable the Association 1o develop a set of recommendations that would reflect the
views and address the concems of our diverse membership. To insure that cveryone
had an opportunity to provide input during our development process, we not only
solicited wrirten comments for over 18 months, but we held a series of six formal
hearings in conjunction with each of our regional associations’ annusl meetings.
The feedback thst was received from this process was then carefully reviewed by a
special ten-member Reauthorizarion Task Force. The recommendations developed
by that Task Force were then circulated to our entire membership for further
comment, and finally, after some adjustments, approved by our 27-member Board of
Directors. Therefore, we feel confident that the recommendations which we will be
proposing during this reauthorization represent a consensus of the views of the
nnjomyoftbeﬁnancialaidamnhﬂmmﬁvmmssthenadmwhomwmking
at institutions representing all sectors of postsecondary education.

Throughout our deliberations we obmined numerous suggestions on how o
improve all phases of the student aid delivery process, as well as suggestions on
what needs to be done to strengthen each of the individual federal Title IV student
aid programs. Today, however, I would like to specifically present our
recommendations on how 1o improve the Pell Grant Program.

During the course of our hearings, one of the most frequently-stated concems
was the need 10 address the growing imbalance of available funding berween the
grant and loan programs. Repeatedly, aid administrators from all types of schools
across the country told us that something needs to be done to restore the purchasing
pomcfﬂnknomthogsmmmatkmminmuambkfoundaﬁm
program for students with demonstrated financial nced. Witness after witness told
us that changes to the eligibility formula accompanied by inadequate funding levels
over the past decade have severely eroded the effectivencss of the program for
students 8t their schools. Many of these witnesses presented daa which showed
that the percentage of Pell Grant funding at their insttutions has declined to one-
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thind or one-half of what it was in 1979. By comparison, they noted that the
cwrent maximum Pell Grant award of $2,400 does not begin 1o cover the same
percentage of a student’s educational cost as it did ten years ago. Similarly, they
told us that many of the sudents who come from moderats middle income families
no longer qualify for even a modest Pell Grant.

From their experiences, the Pell Grant Program no longer provides the cerinty
nor an adequate level of support to make it the foundation program it once was. In
tum, these aid sdministrators are forced to provide increasing numbers of very
needy students at the start of their academic careers with not only a Perkins Loan,
but & maximum Stafford Loan as well. The result is that some of these higher need
students are simply choosing not to pursue postsecondary education, or are
becoming so indebted earlier in their undergraduate degrees that it is affecting their
education choices and decisions to consider graduate studies.

Research has also shown loans to be negatively associated with incentives to
encourage low-income minority students to pursue higher education. Therefore,
today, whea the percentage of loans is increasing as a pant of a student’s overall
financial aid package, it is not surprising the overall percentage of minority
postsecondary school enrollment is declining durirg a time in which the percentage
of minority high school graduates is incressing.

If we hope to provid: all of our citizens with an opportunity to obtain the
fullest measure of education that will enable them to participate equally within our
socicty, then it is essential that we restructure the Pell Grant Program to insure
adequate and predictable funding from year to year. To help insure this is
accomplished, we would propose that the Pell Grant maximum award be funded at
$4,400 for the 1992.93 awand year, and then sutomatically indexed 1o rise at least
$200 each year thereafter, but not less than the Consumer Price Index.

Our reason for establishing the maximum award at $4,400 is an attempr 10 bring
it back in line with where it was following the passage of the Middle Income
Student Assistance Act of 1978, In the first award year following that Act, the
maximum Pell Grant was $1,800. Therefore, had the maximum award been indexed
in such 3 manner at that time, increasing it by a modest $200 per year, we would
have a $4,200 maximum award for the upcoming 1991-92 awand year as opposed to
a $2,400 maximum award, and 2 $4,400 maximum for the 1992-93 award year.
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Further, the policy goal of the Pell Grant Program is that it should cover up 10 60%
of a student’s cost-of-anendance. Our projections suggest that the average annual
cost at a four-year public college in 1992-93 will be $7,400. Therefore, 60 percent
of that cost would be $4,440. Further, we propose legislation which would insure
full funding of the maximum award cach year, thereby giving assurance to current
and futare gencrations of students that they can count on the Pell Grant Program to
be the foundation program that it must be. This Commistee, in 1988, recognized

the necessity to change the funding structure of the Pell Grant Program from a

discretionary to a mandatory account when HLR.4986 was cleared for floor action.

As you recall, the Committee at that time endorsed making the Pell Grant Program

an entitlernent and NASFAA strongly urges that this modification again be approved

in this Resuthorization of the Higher Education Act

Obviously these changes will increase the overall costs of the program and,
therefor, belp insure that the Pell Grant dollars are being targeted to the most
needy students and reduce borrowing by such studeats.

We would also propose imposing some further restrictions upon the current
program. These changes would include the following:

1. Increasing the Pell Grant minimuym award from its current $200 amount to $400.
While we realize that this change will impact & small number of less needy
students, we feel that the limited funds muss first be used io increase the
maximum award 10 8 more realistic level and target the program upon those
with the greatest need. We would favor increasing the minimum award,
however, only if there is a significant increase in the maximum awand.

2. Eliminate comespondence study credit—on programs of study that do not have at
least a two semester residential component—{rom being considered eligible
Programs.

3. Eliminax the awarding of Pell Grants 1o students who are enrolled for less than
baif-time. While opinions on this issue were more divided than on others, a
majority of our members supported the concept of restricting Pell Grants 10
students who sre ewolled half-time or more. Budgetary limitations and a belief
that it is more important to first fund dissdvantaged students who are enrolied
on at least & half-ime basis, were the two reasons most frequently cited by
those in the majority who supposted this recommendation.
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4. Limit Pell Grant eligibility for students who are incarcerated 10 only include
direct educational costs associated with their course of study (i.c. tuition,
required fees, and books and supplies).

In addition to these eligibility limitations, NASFAA would also propose three
additional changes to the program. First, we would recommend that the five-year
undergraduate limitation found in Section 411(c) be eliminated While we support
the concept that the program be limited to undergraduate students, the time
restrictions included in this section are administratively burdensome and unnecessary,
Secrion 484(c) defines the conditions that all Title IV swudent recipients must meet
in order to be making satisfactory progress coasistent with the institutions’
graduation requirements. Therefore, this additional time restriction is not necessary,
and only results in unnecessary paper work and duplicative monitoring.

Second, we recommend that the Student Aid Report (SAR) cumrently required by
the Education Department be eliminated, and that the ouput dr sument provided 10
the student by the Department’s multiple data entry processor be utilized instead as
the official eligibility notification to both the student and the school. The SAR is a
creation of the Department and not required by law. As such, it is a duplicative
output form for most students that could be eliminated.

Third, we are proposing the implementation of a single need analysis system and
a single cost-of-anendance for all Title IV programs. Ms. Natala Hart, who serves
as NASFAA Commissioner for Governmental Affairs, presented the Subcommittee
with an overview of our proposal for these changes on May 14. In keeping with
our goal to simplify the whole student aid applicarion and delivery process. we feel
that these changes must be made. Therefore, 1 encourage you to incorporate those
changes, along with the programmaric modifications we have made today, o help
restore the Pell Grant Program to its proper role as the foundation of the federal
student assistance programs.

This concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman, but | would be happy to respond
to any questions that you or the Subcommittee have reganding our proposals.
Again, thank you for providing us the opportunity to present our recommendations.
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Chairman Forrp. Thank you.
Mr. Friedheim.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN B. FRIEDHEIM CHAIRMAN OF THE
BOARD OF THE ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES
AND SCHOOLS, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF TRADE AND TECHNICAL SCHOOLS

Mr. FrigpuemM. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit-
tee, my name is Stephen B. Friedheim. I serve as the chairman of
the Board of the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools,
AICS. I am also the president of the Executive Secretarial School
in Dallas, Texas.

Executive Secretarial School enrolls more than 600 students
drawn from all over the State of Texas, and several bordering
States. Qur institution has participated in the Title IV programs
for more than 25 years. Today, 95 percent of our student body re-
ceive some form of student financial aid.

Today, I am here representing not only AICS, but also the Na-
tional Association of Trade and Technical Schools, NATTS. AICS
and NATTS are the Nation's two largest organizations that repre-
sent private career colleges and schools. Together we represent
2.200 institutions that are educating nearly 1.5 million students in
130 different career-specific fields. I appreciate this opportunity to
share my thoughts about the future of the Pell Grant program as
you consider the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.

Congress, and especially this committee, deserve great praise and
recognition for your support for the Pell Grant program. Pell
Grants have played a major role in helping people with very low
incomes get the assistance they need to make education a reality.
The number of the poorest, the very poorest who have received Pell
Grants has doubled during the 1980s. Grants play a very important
part in helping student successfully complete an educational pro-
gram The data shows that the Pell Grant recipients are more
likely to complete a program than non-recipients. Private career
school students receiving Pell Grants have a much higher gradua-
tion rate than Pell Grant recipients in other kinds of institutions.
AICS and NATTS have submitted a legislative proposal to this
committee.

I would like to briefly describe our recommendations concerning
the Pell Grants. We do not want to dramatically change the pro-
gram. Rather, we believe that we should build on its past successes.
Number one, increase the grant dollars. As you know, during the
1980s, there has been a major shift from grants to loans within the
total Federal aid package as the share of the average tuition cov-
ered by the maximum Pell Grants fell from 41 to 26 percent. Our
proposal would restore a better balance between grants and loans
by increasing the dollars available from Pell Grants.

Number two, frontload grants. We believe aid packages should be
weighted so that students receive more grant assistance early in
their academic program. The grant/loan mix would shift to a
greater reliance on loans as students progress through the academ-
ic program. We believe this change would help improve student re-
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tention, because many low-income students are reluctant to borrow
heavily to pursue a postsecondary education.

The concept of frontloadixll;g grant assistance is not a new one for
this committee. Chairman Ford, you sn'esented a similar pro
to this committee in the 100th and 101st Congresses. ile draw-
ing from your basic ideas, our proposal differs from the SARA bill
in that it does not absolutg‘lg deny students access to loans during
the earlier part to their academic program. Our proposal builds on
the belief that grants should be the basis of any student aid pack-
age, but also makes loans on campus-based assistance available for
those students who need more than just a grant to cover their edu-
cational costs. Attached to my testimony is a chart that outlines
how our frontloading proposal would work.

Number three, increase the maximum grant to restore purchas-
ing power. AICS and NATTS believe that the maximum Pell Grant
award should be increased to $5,000 for the neediest students in
their first undergraduate year. As we restore a better balance be-
tween grants and loans, this $5,000 would be roughly the same as
the combined amount of Fants and loans that are currentli; avail-
able. The increase would also restore t e real value of the Pell
maximum that has not kept up with inflation since the middle
income student assistance act.

Number four, expand eligibility to students from higher income
families. In 1978, the minimum Pell Grant was available to stu-
dents from families with incomes of approximately $23,000 per
year. Today, Pell Grant eligibility is approximately at the same
income level in current dollars. In real dollars, in order to provide
%}rant eligibility to similarly situated students, the minimum Pell

rant program should be available to students from families with
annual incomes of approximately $40,000 per year. Thus, we pro-
pose that the needs anal{,is be modified to provide for the mini-
mum Pell eligibility for the first year students from families with
an adjusted gross income of $38,000.

Number five, make the Pell Grant program an entitlement. We
also believe that the Pell Grant program should be made an enti-
tlement, as you have heard from other speakers this morning. As
you know, Pell Grants are now only appropriated 1 year in ad-
vance. Only once since 1986 has the program been funded to the
authorized level. Making Pell Grants an entitlement would also im-
prove the predictability of the aid package. This would help stu-
dents and parents plan for educational expenses earlier with a
clearer understanding of how much Federal help will be available.

Number six, pay for the grant increases from current loan subsi-
dies. I am sure that most ple would ideally like to see the Pell
Grant program expanded, but the tough question and the difficult
issue facing you is how to pay for this expansion. In our AICS and
NATTS legislative proposal, we make a recommendation that
would pay for increasing funding for Pell Grants. At the same
time, our proposal would clarify the distinction between grants and
. loans. We accomplish both of these goals by proposing the elimina-
tion of the in-school and grace period subsidies in the Stafford Loan

program.
Today, the highest cost of the Stafford Loan program is the in-
school and grace-period subsidies. Last year, these subsidies cost
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$2.3 billion. These subsidies constitute implicit grants, because the
government pays the interest on the loan, while the student is in
school, for 6 months after the student finishes school, and during
all deferment periods.

By eliminating the loan subsidy paid by the Federal Govern-
ment, we would make grants grants and loans loans. We would
make these savings and pay for the significant increases in the Pell
Grant programs. That would help ensure that more young people
would benefit from greater assistance from the program.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, we would like to say that we are in-
trigued by the Pell need analysis formula presented by our col-
leagues from AICS and others, and its basic principals are similar
to the ones presented in our proposal. We look forward to working
with our other associations in developing such a formula.

AICS and NATTS believe that the changes that you make must
recognize the vital roles in the programs as they play a very defini-
tive role in the quality of the Nation’s workforce. Today, more than
ever, we need to devote our resources to ensuring that we have the
kind of skilled workforce that our economy needs to remain com-
petitive. The important decision that you make in the months
ahead will determine whether these doors remain open for all of
our citizens.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Stephen B. Friedheim follows:]
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Testimony befors the
Subcommittes on Postsecondary Education
Comnittee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
by
Stephen B. Friedheim
Chairman of the Board
Association of Independent Colleges and Schools
June 4., 1991 -- 9:30 a.m.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. My name
is Stephen B. Friedhelim and I serve as the Chairman of the
Board of the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools
(AICS). I am also the President of the Executive Secretarial
School in Dallas, Texas.

The Executive Secretarial School enzolls more than 600
students drawn from all over the state cf Texas and several
bordering states. Our institution has participated in the
Title IV progranms for more than 25 years and today 95 percent
of our student body recwive some form of fedseral student aild.

Today I am here reprasenting not only AICS, but also the
National Association of Trade and Technical Schools (NATTS).
AICS and NATTS are the nation's twvo largest organizations that
reprasent private caresr colleges and schools. Together ve
represent 2,200 institutions that are educating nearly 1.5 millien
students in 130 different career-spscific fields. I appraciate

this opportunity to share my thoughts about the future of the

Pell Grant program as You consider the reauthorication of the
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Higher Education Act.

Gra ro n

Congress -- and especially this Committes and your
tolleague across the Hill, Senator Pall -~ deserve jreat praise
and recognition for your sweport for the Pell Grant program.
Certainiy you hive the hsartfelt thanks of the millions of
people vho have banefited from the program. And it has been
tremendously successful in opening doors of opportunity for
miliions of lower-income psople.

As you Xnov, it was not too long ago that only those with
sufficient wealth could pursuc 3 postsacondary education. But,
through the Migher Education Act programs, va have made great
strides in alloving people from even the bottom of the economic
1adder get an sducation.

Pell Grants have played a major role in helping pecple
wvith very lov incomes get the assistance they need to make
education a Teality. The number of the Very poorast vho have
received Pell Grants has doubled during the 198Ds. Ffrom 1980 to
1988, the percentage of Pell Grants going to students from
famiiies vhose income prevanted them from contributing anything
to the costs of college vent from 16 to 32 percent. This fact
underscores just hov ipportant the program has been in helping
those vho need the help the most.

Grants play a very important part {n helping students

successfully coaplets an sducational program. Nev analysis of

17y



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

102

Dapartment of fducation data verifies howv Pell Grants increase
the likelihood of completing a program. The data shows that
Pell Grant reciplents are more likely to compilete a program
thar non-recipients. This fact is even pore significant when
You fesmember that atudents who do not receive Peil Grants have
signiricantly higher incomes than recipients.

The Education Department data also showvs how important
Pell Grants are to students in our sector of postsccondary
education. Private career school students receiving Pell Grants
have a much higher graduation rate than Pell Grant recipients in
other kinds of institutions. More than 64 per:gnc of private
career 3chool students wvho received Pell Grants graduate, compared
to 49 Percent of those attending community colieges and 57 percent

of those attending four-year colleges.

AICS/NATTS Pell Grant Proposal

AICS and NATTS have submitted our legislative proposal to
this Committee and I would 1ike to briefly describs our recom-
mendations concerning Pell Grants. We do not vant to dramaticaily
change the program. Rather ve believe ve should bduild on {ts
past success and reinforce some of the dasic principles embodied
in the original purposes of the Prograns.

1. Increase grant dollars.

As you knov, during the 1980s, there vas a major shift
from grants to loans vithin the total federal aid package as
the share of the average tuition covered by the maximus Pell
Grant fell from 41 to 26 percent. At my own sChool, ve have

experienced first hand the effect that increased dorrowing has
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had on students. Many students choose not to enroll Simply
because they are afraid of the amount of money they must borrow
to obtain an sducation. Our proposal vould restore a better
balance Detveen grants and lcans by increasing the dollars
available from Pell Grants, This vould help snsure that even

the poorest students do not lsave college under a.crushinq burden
of debdt.

2. Front-load grants.

We also believe aid packages shouild bde veighted so
students Feceive more grant assistance €arly in their academic
program. The grant-loan mix wvould shift to a grpater reliance
on loans as students progress through the acadenic program. We
believe this change vould help improve student retenticn because
pany lov-income students are reluctant to dorrov heavily to
pursue a postsecondary education.

The concept of front-icading grant assistance is not a
nev ona for this Committee. Chairman Ford, you presented a
similar proposal to this Committee in the 100th and 101st
Congresses. While draving from your basic ideas, our proposal
differs from the SARA biil in that it does not absolutely deny
students access to loans during the earlier part of their acadesic
progras. Our proposal buiids on the delief that grants should
be the bDasis of any student aid package, but also pakes loans
on campus~-based assistance available for those students vhe need
more than just a grant to cover their educational costs. Attached

to my testimony is a chart that outlines hov our froat-loading
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proposal would work.
3. Increase the n}xinnn grant to rc:eorc'purchasinq pover.

AICS and NATTS Delieve that the maximum Pell Grant award
should be incraeased to $5.000 for the asediest students in their
first undergraduate Year. As Ve restore a better bdalance batvaen
grants and loans. this $5,000 would be roughly the same as the
combined amount of grants and loans that are currently availadle.
The increase would also restors the real value of the Pell
maximum vhich has not kspt up with infiation since tha Middle
Income Student Assistance Act.

4. Expand eligibility to students from higher ipcont families,

In 1978, the minimum Pell Grant vas available to students
from families with incomes of approximately $23,000 per year.
Today. Pell Grant eligidility is at approximately tha same annual
income level--in current dollars. In real dollars. in order to
provide grant eligibility to similarly-situated students, the
minimum Pell Grant should be availabie to students from families
with annual incomes of approximately $40,000 per ysar.

Thus. ve Propose that the need analysis be modif.ed to
provide for Pell eligidility to similarly-situated students =s
vas originally intended. First-year students from families with
an adjusted gross income of $38,000 would be eligible for &
pinisum grant.

S. Makas the Pell Program an entitlement.
¥We 23130 believe that the Pell Grant pProgram should de

sade an entitlement. As you know, Pall Grants are nov only
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sppropriate one Year in advance. Only once since 1986 has

the program been funded to the authorized level. That has
forced students to rely more heavily on loans. And, in face,

an individual student's grant award can be reduced even after he
or she is enrolled.

T can tell you from my OWn experience that 3 Pell Grant
does make a difference to our students at the Executive Secretarial
School. More than one-third of our sStudents ars fortunate enough
to receive a Pell Grant and 1 suspect that very fav of these
studants vould be on their vay to a career if they had not daen
able to benefit from a Pell Grant. ,

Making Pell Grants an entitlement would improve the
predictability of the aid package. This would help students and
parents plan for education expenses earlier vith a clearer under-
standing of hov much federal help will be available. This
greatesr predictability vould encourage young peocpls to complete
their high school education and pursue whatever type of post-
secondary education they cheose.

6. Pay for the grant i{ncreases from the current loan subsidies.

1 am suyre most people vould ideally like to see the Pell
Grant program expanded. But the tough guestion =-- and the
difricult issue facing you -~ is hov do ve pay for this expansion.

In our AICS and NATTS legisiative proposal ve make 3
recommendation that would pay for increasing funding for Pell
Grants. At the same time, our proposal vould clarify the

distinction betwveen grants and loans. ¥e accomplish both of
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these goals by proposing the elimination of the in-school and
grace-pariod subsidies in the Stafford Student Loan Program.

Today, the highest cost of the Stafford Loan Program is
the in-school and grace-period subsidies. Last year, these
subsidies cost $2.3 dillion. These subsidies constitute implicit
grants, because the government pays *he interest on the loan
vhile the student is in school, for six months after the student
finishes school, and during all deferment periods.

By eliminating the loan sudsidy paid by the federal
government, ve would make grants grants and 1oans l0ans. We
could take these savings and pay for significant increases in the
Pell Grant program. And that wvould help cnsnrclﬂhnt more young

People could benefit from greater assistance from the program.

SONCLUSTON

Mr. Chairman: in closing I would like to emphasize vhat
I think should be some general guiding principles as you
determine the future of federal financial aid prograss.

AICS and NATTS believe the changss you make must recognize
:hc’vieal roles these Programs play in determining the quality of
the nation's wvorkforce. Today, more than ever. ve need to
devote our rescurces to ensuring that we have the kind of
skilled vorkforce our economy needs to ramain competitive.

Private caresr colleges and schools are an isportant
slement in the educstion Of the American workforce. Our schools

provide the type of job-specific, technical educstion that

American businesses demand.
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I also uIge You to remember the {mpact student aid has on
helping millions of Americans achiave their version of the
American dream. For 25 years. the Nigher Education Act has
opened doors of opportunity for individuals and their families.
The important decision that you will make in the Qonths ahead vill
detersine wvhether these doors remain open for all of our citizens.

Thank you.
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aPTiom A
muAcKs of At sTOEMT Aloe
IRIN. L0 INISLAIR . 1§ MEC-ETRY » LOAN
FrexT YEAR
3,000 12,000 1,000 7,000
5,001-10,700 12,000 4,500 7,500
10,001, 12,000 12,000 4,000 2,000
12,001+ 16,500 12,000 3,50 5,300
,009-19,000 12,000 3,000 9,000
16,001- 18,000 12,000 2,30 9,50
18,001-20, 800 12,000 1,000 10,000
,00-22,00 12,000 1,500 10,500
£2,001-24,000 12,000 ¥,00 14,000 *
25, 001-30, 000 12,000 m 11,290
,001-34, 000 12,00 300 11,50
34,007-38,000 12,000 oo 11,790
O TEA

9-3,000 13,000 4,50 2,50
$,001-10,000 13,000 4,000 », 000
18,001 -12, 000 13,000 3,300 .50
¥2,001- 14,000 13,000 3,000 10,000
14,001~ 14,500 13,000 230 30,450
18,001- 18,000 13,000~ 1,000 11,000
18,001+ 29,000 13,000 1,500 11,50
29,001-12, 000 13,000 1,000 12,000
,001-28,000 13,000 ™ 12,180
20,001-39,000 13,000 %0 12,500
20,000-34, 000 13,00 m 12,70




A (OO Al mi MEL-INRT » LON
. I YRR
05,000 %, 008 5,0 19,000
3,001,000 ,008 3,500 19,500
19,001-12,000 *,00 3,00 11,000
12,000+ 14,000 1,0 1,30 11,50
14,001-19,000 1,000 2,00 12,000
18,001~ 10,000 14,000 1,50 12,500
18,001-29, 000 16,000 1,00 13,000
20,001-22,500 4,000 ™ 13,280
2,501-28,300 15,000 559 13,500
20,001-30,000 14,000 = 110
FOETE TEMR

A.g,000 . 15,000 1 3,508 11,50 .
5,001 10,000 73,000 3,00 12,0
19,001+ 12,00 13,000 1,50 12,500
12,0015, 000 15,000 7,00 13,000
14,001-16,000 13,00 ' 1,500 13,560
18,001-18, 000 13, 000 1,00 14,000
18,001- 20,000 13,000 ™ 14,350
20,001-22,000 15,000 50 16,500
12,001-24,000 15,000 ™ 1,750

e This table applie# only to students enrolled in prograss of at
c year. MNaximum eligibility for studants anrolled

least one a
in shortsr programs would be as follovs:

£LOCK HOURS

QR EQUIVALENT IQTAL AID PELL WORK-STURY + LOAN
600 > 2 2 300 7,000 o 7.000

200 > z 2 00 10,000 3.333 © 5,000 $.000 to 7,000
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Chairman Forp. Thank you.
Mr. Matejka.

STATEMENT OF LARRY E. MATEJKA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, IL.
LINOIS STUDENT ASSISTANCE COMMISSION, REPRESENTING
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM

Mr. MATEIRA. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
my name is Larry Matejka, and I am the executive director of the
Illinois Student Assistance Commission.

I am very pleased to be here with such a harmonious group. 1
think we may be a choir, although I would like to see a few more
mfranos and altos, rather than so many baritones and bassists.

am here today representin% the National Council of Higher
Education Loan Program as well as the Illinois Student Assistance
Commission. You are familiar with NCHELP and the many organi-
zations it represents in conjunction with the guaran student
loan program. You have already received N 's reauthoriza-
tion paper from Jean Frohlicher in a prior hearing. I was pleased
to serve as chair of the committee which drafted that paper, and
believe it contains suggestions which will not only improve the
guarann teed student loan program, but other Title programs as
well.

You have also received under separate cover ISAC’s own reau-
thorization paper.

The Ilinois Student Assistance Commission serves not only as
the designated guarantor for the State of Illinois, but also is unique
in that it administers scholarship and grant programs for Illinois
higher education and operates the State secondary market for stu-
dent loans. Our perspective from this vantage point is comprehen-
give as we are able to view the effectiveness of the Federal, State,
institutional, and famil ership in financing higher education.
tl}ﬁy mmarhi kt.}xmthy Mds;atem on the Pell G?glt , its p:;nis

onship with other grant programs an s pro
{or its reorientation and coordination for the guaranceeg student
oan.

1 must first comment that in more than 20 years of professional
student aid work, I have been pleased to see the evolution of the
Federal-State-institutional partnership and the leadership, which
has been demonstrated b, the Federal Government, especially

the Pell Grant program.

Although the system has its shortfalls, it still has provided op-
portunity for millions of students to pursue a postsecondary educa-
tion. The current reauthorization process provides us with the op-
[ . vnity to reexamine, modify, and refine Title IV programs and
proeeasestoimprovetheachievementofourgonlofaweestoqual-

ity E:staecondary education.

. Chairman, this country is blessed with an abundance of nat-
ural resources. Unfortunately, many of them have been squandered
and we are not able to replace them. Yet our most important natu-
ral resource is still with us in abundance and continues to be un-
derdeveloped. The development of human capital to its fullest po-
tential must remain a national priority. The most effective vehicle
for doing that, that 1 know of, is our system of elementary, second-
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ary, and postsecondary education. A key element in this process is
access to postsecondary education through comprehensive student
aid rmgrams and the foundation of such financial assistance
should be grant aid through the Pel(l_:ﬁrorram.

The first principle adopted by NCHELP as part of its reauthor-
ization paper is that the foundation of financial assistance to low-
income student should be grant aid. These programs need to be
greatly expanded, especially for first-time students in undergradu-
ate programs who should receive primarily grants and scholarships
during the first portion of their study.

NCHELP urges the Congress to restructure grant and loan pro-
grams fundamentally to provide for substantially increased grants
to students during the beginning of their postsecondary education
with significantly greater loan availability as they ﬁarogress
through the institution. We heartily endorse the concept that you,
Mr. Chairman, put forth in prior Congresses—that Pell Grants
focus on entering students with guaranteed loans going primarily
to those who have shown some level of persistence in their educa-
tional endeavors.

A student entering postsecondary education is making a substan-
tial transition from high school life. They should be able to make
this transition predominantly through grant assistance, and not
have their lives complicated by substantial debt burden. Once they
have adapted to college life, tf;ey are better suited to undertake a
loan obligation and better able to repay the obligation.

By concentrating Pell Grant funds on the early period, a signifi-
cant Pell Grant could be achieved without eliminating needy stu-
dents from eligibility and within the context of current budget re-
quirements. The NCHELP proposal is not specific about what por-
tion of a student’s curriculum should be covered by Pell Grants,
gince this may have to be governed by budget constrictures and in-
stitutional costs. However, we believe that if possible, grant aid
should cover one-half of a student’s educational program. Three
months in a 6 month program or 2 years of a 4 year college educa-
tion. This would allow for a transition relative to the student'’s in-
dividual program. Since the student would probably not be borrow-
ing during this period, the Federal subsidies which would have
been paid on his GSL could be attributed to the coordinated Pell
Grant Program. It is NCHELP's hope that by combining these pro-
grams, Pell Grants can be converted to entitlement through
merger with GSL's entitlement.

The front-loading of Pell Grants would also significantly reduce
defaults in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, which would,
under current budget rules, make even more entitlement funds
available for Pell Grants. As you know from the recent GAO
survey of default literature, one significant characteristic of de-
faulters is that they are dropouts. Under current law, a student
forced to borrow because of the unavailability of grant aid is
almost certain to default if he leaves schoul early in his or her
career. After all, they have not received the training or c{gree they
initially sought and will not receive the salary antici against
which they borrowed. By the time a student has completed half the
curriculum, they have great promise of completing their course,
getting the job, and being able to repay the loan.

1id
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NCHELP is convinced that coordinating Pell Grants and guaran-
teed loans through a combined entitlement would benefit and focus
both programs. eareinthe&rocessofdevelopingamodelto
prove that it can be done and under ing bu strictures.

A substantial increase in the maximum Pell Grant is needed to
address the erosion of grant coverage of educationa! expenses
during the past 10-15 years. For example, during the decade of the
1980s, in spite of a 58 percent increase in the amount of the aver-
age Pell Grant to Illinois public university students the average
grant, which at the beginning of the decade, coverd an amount

ual to tuition and fees now only covers 66 percent of those costs.

n compared with the total costs of attendance at an Illinois
public college or university, that figure drops to 25 percent.

I have attached a couple of tables to my testimony which empha-
sizes the erosion of student purchasing power during the 1970s and
1980s. I won’t bother to go into detail in those.

In addition to adjusting the mix of loan and grant dollars to be-
ginning low-income students, it is important to increase the maxi-
mums in both the Pell and GSL programs. The current maximums
are outdated. For instance, baseti_ d on CPI with 1980 as a base, the
1990 Pell Grant maximum would be $2,800, not $2,400. If we based
the comparison on the Higher Education Price Index, the maxi-
mum would be in excess of $3,300. 1 suggest that the committee
consider increasing the Pell Grant maximum grant annually, based
on an index tied to the CPI, and that those increases be at $100
increments.

The previously-mentioned $4,400 ﬁgure is appropriate when you
cor&pare the original percentages to the earlier 1970 costs.

e in Nlinois have been fortunate to have State grant programs
which have been generously funded to help ease this mng im-
balance. However, even with the second largest need- tate
grant program in the Nation, we have been unable to address ade-
quately the increasing gai) between escalating costs of postsecond-
ary education and available grant assistance.

uthorization must revisit the mix of grant and loan dollars
and the maximum amounts available to n students.

In order to be successful, a Pell Grant/GSL continuum must co-
exist with an increased emrhasis on accountability and quality in
the offerings of educational institutions which participate in both
programs. This committee and the Coniress have taken significant
steps to clean up the worst program abuses through amendments
to the GSL p m in recent years. Dr. Sam Kipp of the Califor-
nia Student Aid Commission presented testimony to this subcom-
mittee last week on NCHELP's further proposals to insure integri-
ty of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. If these proposals are
not adopted, elimination of eligibility for correspondence courses;
raising the minimum eligible educational offering for GSL to 600
clock hours; uirements for equitable refunds, effective disclo-
sures and truthful advertising, as well as increased attention to the
administrative and financial capability of all new institutions seek-
ing to participate in Title IV, we can all expect to spend the next
decade reading about abuses in the Pell program as we have in the
GSL program for the past several years. None of us wants that sce-
nario to occur.



113

NCHELP believes that coordination of the Pell and GSL
grams in the manner outlined will redress the grant/loan imbal-
ance and improve the operations of both programs. I would urge
the subcommittee to take this dramatic step for the next decade.

A wise philosopher once said history is a race between education
and catastrophe. ] think we are right in the middle of that race. I
don’t think we can afford to see the latter win.

Thank you for your opportunity to testify this morning, Mr.
E:airman. I would be pleased to respond to questions you might

Ve,

[The prepared statement of Larry E. Matejka follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Mombers of the Susbcommittes.

My name is Lary Matefks, and | am Fxecutive Duector of the flinols Student
Assistance Commission {ISAC). lmﬁmm&ymﬂmﬂw%@&m&ld
Migher Echucation Loan Programs {NCHELP), as well as ISAC. You are famiiar with
NCHELP andi the many organizntions &t represents in conjunction with the Guaranteed
Studtent Loan Program. You have already received NCHELP's Reauthorization #aper
from sean Frohlicher &t an aarfer hearing. | was pleased to serve as Chair of the
committes which drafted that paper, andi believe it contains suggestions witich will
improve not only the Gusrantned Student Loan Program but other Title IV programs as
well.

The [linois Student Assutance Commission sarves not cnly as the designated
guarantoy for the State of finois, but also is uniqus in that it administers scholarship ang
grart programs for finois higher sducation and eperates the State secondary market for
stuclent loans. Owr perspectiva from this vantage point is comprahsensive, as we are able
to view the effectivenass of the Federnl, State, institutional, and family partnarship in
financing higher education. My remarks today will focus on the Peft Grant Program, its
relationships with other Stats prani programs, and NCHELP's prooosals for is
recrientation and coordination with the Guarantesd Student Loan Program.

I must first comment that ir. more than 20 years of professional student aid work,
1 have beon pieased i ses the evolution of the Federal-State-institutionat partnership and
the lsadership which has been demonstrated by the Fadarar government, espacially

f)r
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through the Pell Grant Program. Although this system has its shortfalls, it stil has
Medoppwhuﬂtybrmi%mofsmdmmpmpmmwarymuon. The
current reauthorization process provides us with the opportunity to reexamine, modify,
and refine Title IV programs and processes to improve the achievemsant of our goal of
gccess to quallly postsecondary education.

Mr. Chairman, this country is blessed with an abundance of natural resources.
Unfortunately, many of them have been squandered, and we are not able to replace
them. Yet our most important natural resource is stil with us in abundance, and
continues to be undsrdeveloped. The development of human capital to its fullest
potential must remain a national priority, and the most sffective method of doing so that
1 know is through our system of elementary, secondary, and postsecondary education.
A key slement in this process is access 10 postsecondary educstion through comprehen-
sive student aid programs, and the foundation of such financial assistance should be
grant aid through the Pell Grant Program.

The first principle adopted by NCHELP as part of its reauthorization paper is that
the foundation of financlal assistance to low-income students should be grant aid.
These programs need to be greatly expanded, especially for first-time students in
undergraduate programs, who should recelve primarily grants and scholarships during
the first portion of their study. NCHELP urges the Congress to restructure grant and loan
programs fundamentally to provide for substantially increased grants to students during
the beginning of their postsecondary education, with significantly greater loan avallability
as they progress through the institution. We heartlly endorse the concept that you, Mr.

124
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Chairman, put forth-In prior Congresses — that Psll Grants focus on entering students,
with Guaranteed Loans going primarily to those who have shown scme level of
persistence in their educational endaavors,

A student sntering postsaecondary education is making a substantial transition from
high school ifs, He should be able to make this transition pradominantly through grant
assistance, and not have his iife compilicated by a substantial dabt burden. Once he has
adapted to college life, he is better suited to undertaking a ioan obligation, and better
able to repay that obligation,

By concentrating Pell Grant funds on the early period, a significant Peii Grant could
be achieved without eliminating needy students from eligibility and within the context of
current budgst requirements. The NCHELP proposal is not specific about what portion
of a student’s curriculum should be covered by Pell Grants, since this may have to be
governsd by budget strictures. However, we befieve that, if possible, grant aid should
cover one-half of a student’s educational program--3 months in a -month program, or
2 ywars of a 4-year coflege education. This would allow for a transition relevant to the
studant’s Individual program. Since the student would probably not be borrowing during
this period, the Federal subsidies which would have been paid on his GSL could be
attributed to the coordinated Pell Grant Program. Ris NCHELP's hope that by combining
the programs, Psll Grants can be converted to entitiements through merger with GSL's
entitement.

The frontdoading of Pell Grants would also significantly reduce defaults in the
QGuaranteed Student Loan Program, which would, under current budget rules, make sven

, 125
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more entitiement funds available for Pell Grants. As you know from the recent GAO
survey of default fiterature, one significant characteristic of defaulters is that they are
dropouts. Under current law, a student forced to borrow because of the unavailability of
grant aid is aimost certain to default if he leaves school early In his career. After all, he
has not received the training or degree he initially sought, and wifl not receive the salary
he anticipated and against which h » borrowed, By the time a student has completed half
of the curriculum, he has great promise of compisting his course, getting a job, and being
able to repay his loan.

NCHELP Is convinced that coordinating Pell Grants and Guaranteed Student
Loms.ﬂwoughammbinedenﬁﬁememwouldbensﬁ!mdmmWograms. We are
in the process of developing 8 modal to prove that it can be done, and done under
existing budget strictures,

A substantial increase in the maximum Pell Grant is needed to address the erosion
of grant coverage of educational expenses during the past 10 to 15 years. For example,
during the decade of the 80's, in spite of a 58% increase in the amount of the averags
Peil Grant to {linols public university students, the average grant - which at the beginning
of the decadle covered an amount equal to tuition and fees — now only covers 66% of
those costs. When compared with the total cost of attendance at an liinois public college
or universily, the figure drops to 25%. | have attached to my testimony a chart which
shows the changes during the past few years, which | believe documents the erosion of
student purchasing power.
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In addition to adjusting the mix of loan and grant-dofiars to beginning low-incoms
students, it is important to Increase the maximums in both the Pell and GSL Programs.
The current maximums are outdated. For instance, based on CPl with 1980 as a base,
the 1990 Pell Grant maximum would be $2,800, not §2,300. if we based the comparison
on the Higher Education Price Index, the maximum would be $3,300. 1suggest that the
Committee consider increasing the Pell Grant maximum annually, based on an index tied
to the CPI, and that those increases be in $100 increments.

We in linois have been fortunate to have State grant programs which have been
generously funded to help sase this growing imbalance. Howsver, even with the second
largest need-based State grant program in the nation, we have bean unable o address
adequately the increasing gap between escalating costs of postsecondary education and
available grant assistance.

Reauthorization must revisit the mix of grant and loan dollars and the maximum
amounts available to needy students.

in order to be successful, a Pell Grant/GSL continuum must coexist with an
increased emphasis on accountabilty and quality in the cflerings of educational
institutions wiich participate in both programs. This Committee and the Congress have
taken significant steps to clean up the worst program abuses through amendments to
the GSL Program In the past few years, Dr. Kipp of the Califomnia Student Aid
Commission presented testimony to this Subcommittee last week on NCHELP's further
proposals to insure integrity in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program. If these proposals

are not adopted -- elimination of elfigibility for correspondence courses; raising the
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minimum eligibie scucational offsring for GSL to 600 dock hours; requirements for
squitable refunds, effective disclosurss, and truthful advertising; and increased attention
to the acministrative and financial capabilily of all new institutions sesking efigibiity to
participate in Title IV programs ~ we can all expect to spend the next decade reading
about abuses in the Pefl Program, as we have about the GSL Program in the past several
years. None of us wants that scenario to occur.

NCHELP belisves that coordination of the Pell and GSL Programs in the manner
outlinedt will redress the grantloan imbalance and improve the operations of both
programs. 1 urge the Subcommittes 1o take this dramatic step for the next decade,

| would be happy to answer any questions you might havs.

ot
9
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MAXIMUM PELL AWARDS VS UNDERGRAD BUDGET

(A CONPARINON FROM 1979 TERGUCH ;90Q)

>
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mas
O MAXINUM PELL AWARD < UNDENGRAD BUDCEY

CONPARISON OF FELYL GRANT YEBARLY MAXINUNS
WITH UNDERGRADATE STUDENT COSTS, 1973-78 THRCUGH 1991-92

PRLL U3 BUDGET & or NGT
MAX ANT
YEAR

1973~-74 $482.00 §2,601.00 17.380%
1974~75 $1,050.00 82,740,000 38.32%
19758~76 $1,400.00 $2,966.00 47.20%
1976~77 $1,400.00 $3,160.00 44.30%
1977=-78 $1,400,00 $3,360.00 41.67%
1978~79 $1,800.00 $3,540.00 48.20%
197980 $1,800.00 §3,824.00 47.07%
1980-81 $1,750.00 §4,301,00 40.69%
1981-82 $1,670.00 §4,800.00 34.79%
1982-83 $1,800.00 §5,456,00 32.998%
1983~04 $1,200.00 $6,110,00 39.46%
1984-05 $1,900.00 §,538.00 29, 06%
1985-86 $2,100.00 + 596,00 30.45%
1986-97 $2,100.00 §7,235.00 29.08%
1987-88 $2,100.00 47,726.00 27.138%
1908-99 $2,200.00 $9,406,00 26.17%
1989-90 © §3,300.00 §8,706.00 26.42%
1990-91 §3,300.00 $9,090.00 25.30%
1991-92 $2,400.00 $9,323.00 25.19%
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Chairman Forp. Thank you very much. I want to apologize earli-
er to the people on the panel. Inzeed, I was faced, as the Chair of
this committee, with what some people think is a worthy cause and
others do not think is a worthy cause; but I couldn’t be here. I a
preciate Mr. Reed’s taking over for us. Obviously, some people
think he should Chair all the time.

If it wasn’t done, I want the reporter to take note that, without
qwlﬂection, the prepared testimony submitted to the subcommittee

i1l be inserted immediately following each of the speakers that
spoke today.

Congressman Gaydos also had an opening statement, which will
be inserted in the record.

I have a number of questions, but first, I want to compliment all
of you. This is very helpful to have so many perspectives. I appreci-
ate the observation that you are almost like a chorus. It usuall
takes a lot more pain and suffering before we can agree on the Pe

program.

I want to particularly thank you, Charlie Saunders, Ed Elmen-
dorf and Julianne Thrift, for your joint presentation. 1 do not re-
member any reauthorizations since the Act was origin alli written
when public or private schools would be seen sitting here and
agreeing on anything. We usually have to blackjack them into the
room to even talk ther. I think it is an indication that the edu-
cation community takes this reauthorization very seriously and has
put forth their best effort in getting something together.

I would like to ask one question on the Pell formula chart. If I
understand you correctly, the lines, the boxes, the crosses and so on
are distinguished b}' cross-institutions. Is that right?

Ms. Turirr. That's right, Chairman Ford. )

Chairman Forp. And all of the black lines, no matter what their
cost of education identification, represent what the new formula
:ou!;i do while the red line represents what the present formula

oes’

Ms. THrIFT. Yes. I think what you'll see there if you look at the
far left side of the chart, where the red line dips, that is just an
impact of 60 percent cost where the lowest income student in the
lowst tuition college really doesn’t get a fair break. We solve that
problem.

Chairman Forp. You show that.

Ms. THrIFT. Yes, sir. If you look at the far right side, you see the
problem we have when the curve stops sort of abruptly no matter
your fees and tuition increase, if you want to attend the University
of Michigan or another 4 year college or a 4 l)’uem irivate college.
You just don't get andy extra help for doing that we think we
have solved both the debt burden for very low-income students and
we recognize the real stmﬁle of what working families are feeling
when they tr{_to attend college.

Chairman Forp. Now are you familiar with the administration’s
?roposal that we got in last week for the corporate low-income fund
or the Pell?

Ms. THrirr. Yes, sir, we have studied that.

Chairman Forp. Can anybo&ifr ive me an idea of where a blue
line for the administration would %:t in that picture over there?

Ms. TuriFr. Well, Linda, do you?
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Ms. BerxsHirg. | happen to have a blue pen, Mr. Chairman.

This is approximate; if ] were being totally fair and had the time,
I could draw a series of these lines.

Chairman Forp. Well, you don’t have to be totally fair; just mini-
mize.

Ms. BeaksHIRE. The percentage of needs being met even for the
lowest income students in their pro are around 79 percent. So
it would start here, but the drop-off in terms of the level of family
income that it reaches and the level of tuition being reached is
much sharger than this proposal that the community has agreed
upon, which, on average, would take it down something like that.

Ms. TuriFr. Mr. Chairman, Linda is being kind. What happens is
it drops like a rock.

Mr. SaunDpERrs. If 1 could tr¥ it another way, Mr. Chairman? The
administration agrees with all of us at the table, I think, that sub-
stantially increased grants go to the ve;fv needy students. However,
there is no disagreement on that at all. The administration also
agrees that the award should be more than tuition-sensitive; and
thus, their formula is similar to ours. But they cut it off at such a
short point, that they would drop 400,000 out of the current pro-
gram whereas our student body has 800,000 more awards than the
administration’s formula.

Chairman Foro. Thank you. I first met you, Charlie, when you
were explaining, I believe in the Nixon administration, future pre-
dictions of education. It doesn’t surprise me that you are trying to
explain this to me now.

r. Coleman.

Mr. CoLEMAN. I, too, want to thank the groups that have come
together for this very thoughtful function. I think it is one of sever-
al aspects in play today. I appreciate the opportunity to listen to
you as well,

As I understand the current law, our budgets for expenditures
for Pell Grants is about $5.3 billion. Under the administration’s
proposal, they are suggesting $5.775 billion. Under the proposal
that ACA has put forward, it is about $9 billion. If we were to
allow current law to stand, it would increase the Pell Grant to
$4,500. It would cost about $11 billion. Everybody is nodding yes to
all of that.

Of course, we are faced with budget considerations and really we
are creating the budget. As we discuss these options, we don’t have
the luxury of taking forth and writing intc law entirely what we
would like. We have to write the law, but in the confines of the
budgetary strictures. That is going to be most difficult when we try
to get the amounts of monegawe are talking about here.

1 want to say, though, that regarding the administration’s pro-
posal, Mr. Saunders, I want to follow-up on something, there are
400,000 fewer Pell Grant recipients under the proposal. Although I
know the administration’s attempt is to try to help the low-income,
a laudable goal, the 1 number of Pell Grant recipients actual-
lme[l)gginated are, in fact, receiving the lowest income, zero to

Could you explain that? And also, if those figures are consistent
with your understanding, how does that happen under the adminis-
tration’s proposal?
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Mr. Saunpers. Yes. I think you've got that right. About 400,000
is eliminated; approximately 200,000 of that 400,000 do come from
low-income families. I suspect it comes from the administration’s
proposal of new provisions on eliminating Pell Grants, the ability-
to-benefit provision that was 6put in in last Co and that new
separation glus the age of 26 criteria would affect unfairly, 1 be-
lieve, a high proportion of low-income students who—8$3,700 maxi-
mum awards that need help.

Mr. CoLemMaN. Mr. Farrell, do you have any information, differ-
ent than mine, about the number of people being reduced from Pell
Grant recipient rolls. Is that } chunk of the bottom, zero to
$10,000, from which 158,000 would be eliminated, is that a result of
cutting 10 percent off of the lowest traits in your proposal? Do you
know why this might occur?

Mr. FARRELL. Thank you, Congressman. Our figures indicate that
400,000 less students that result from this formula come about
from two primary areas of typing. One is a reclassification of the
status, the definition of an independent student. Increasing the
minimum Pell Grant from $200 to $400 would also indicate that
that comes primarily from higher-income students, because the
way the formula was designed, the smaller grants go to the higher-
income and the larger grants go to the lower-income. If I look at
the intent of our formula, and of course, if you take the largest
amount of allocated to Pell Grants in the history of the program.
Part of that increase to these families can provide approximately
the same distribution of dollars in the remaining income families.
We'll be sending some charts to support that—simple pie charts;
nothing quite as s cular as that chart.

The intent of the administration’s proposal is that the increase
in monthly allocated Pell Grants go to the neediest with the other
income brackets receiving approximately the same amount of
money.

Mr. CoLEMAN. Mr. Farrell, if {,2“ could supply us with informa-
tion regarding how many would be dropped because of your 9 or 10
percent grade and academic standing proposal. Something that
shows how many would be dropped off use of your independent
student definition, which I assume would come to the total. Just
give us an idea.

At the same time, let me be fair, and say that I think you have a
couple of very good points. I want to note them. 1 think Mr. Ma-
tejka also referred to them. That is, if you have got programs in
the loan programs for integrity, the same students in the same in-
stitutions are utilizing the Pell Grants as well. In your statement,
you sngfest that we carry over forms, that you and we come to-
gether, 1 think, to tg to émt in Ylace the GSL, that would also be
put in place for the Pell Granta. I think that is a very good 8
tion and one of the reforms we need to make in this reauthoriza-
tion.

We spoke about middle income. Some of us have suggested elimi-
nating home equity from the formula for eligibility. I note again
that you have supported this, but in a very limited way; where you
would cut off families at a $20,000 income from taking into account
home equity. I think that to make it realistic and to make it worth-
while, it certainly is going to have to be a higher cap than $20,000.
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I would like to see some of your budget figures as to why you might
have placed a $20,000 calp.

Mr. Friedheim, I was looking at your attached charts. I note that
even though you want to frontload, your frontloading still provides
a sreat exposure to work-study amg loans, even in the first year
and second year. I wonder how you—what your response is when it
looks like your loan amounts are going to be up in the $8,000 to
$10,000 range in some cases, for the first year. How is that going to
solve our Pell problems and things to do with that when you are
actually increasing the exposure problems? I know it says work-
study loans. I don't know how you can work and still be in school,
so most of that is going to-have to be loans.

Mr. FrigpHEIM, A ﬁlood portion of our student population does
work, Congressman. They spend a good deal of time working. Man
of them go to school in the evenings, for example, and have full
time jobs in the daytime. So it is not unusual for our student popu-
lation to be working while they are going to school.

We also think that the number of modifications that have been
made in the guaranteed student loan program as well as the other
kinds of ovemight elements that are being put into place will bring
an awful lot of pressure to bear on a variety of the elements that
have created problems for the GSL rrogram So we anticipate that
much of that will be in place and will improve the situation.

Mr. CoLemaN. Well, I can understand you bringing forth the pro-
posal which tracks your own student clientele, but I think it is un-
reasonable to suggest that most people would view earning $8,000
and $10,000 a year or even perhaps half of that, as being in the
more traditional setting.

As I understand it, the recipient groups, let's put it this way, the
public and proprietaries under this proposal have been brought for-
warctih Pr';oprietary schools are not necessary negatively impacted,
are they?

Mr. l'gmxnnxm. 1 don't think so, no.

Mr. Saunpers. Mr. Coleman, our runs by sector show that the
proprietary sector would increase their total share of grant dollars.

r. CoLeMaN. Even with reforms in place?

Mr. SAUNDERS. We can't—sg:ak to other proposals.

Mr. CoLeEMAN. Yes. Right. Mr. Farrell, you come into the situa-
tion with the view from the department. I wonder if you might be
able to comment and evaluate the ability of this department to ad-
minister student aid; and what do you see and what have you dis-
covered?

Mr. FarreLL. Yes, sir. Thank you. I would like to make just one
comment concerning the 90-10 formula that has been originally
proposed to remove the bottom 10 percent from eligibility Secre-
tary Alexander has already said that he does not like that. If that
is the case, that's out. We are looking at other possibilities to
present for the committee's consideration. '

When 1 arrived in April, I was presented with a joint report from
the Department of Education and the Office of Management and
Budget. 1t was very critical of the department; it was very direct.

Since I have arrived, I have also had an opYOnunity to read in
great detail the report by the Ins r Genera!l of our department,
the General Accounting Office, Senator Helms' report. There is a
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huge amount of resources indicating the scope of some of the prob-
lems that we face. However, 1 am very confident that we are going
to turn this around.

Why is that? For several basic reasons. We have good leadership
in the department now. We have got a strong backing from the
President. I would have to say in the time I have been here also,
that it has had a very strong commitment on the part of this com-
mittee and the Congress to shape up the program.

The people I am sitting here with can also be key to identifying
the good parts of the program and the unsatisfactory problems.
One area where ] have seen input from the students, and 1 was
struck by dpmam reviews. A number of our program reviewers
will sit an to the students. The students are the very valuable
resource for this agroﬁm grﬁcipation. Ultimately, thefr are what
the programs is all about. So I can tell you that we will be paying
far more attention to and going out and seeking input from stu-
dents that participate in this program.

Mr. CoLEMAN. ‘Iiﬁank you,

Chairman Forp. Mr, Coleman and 1 are not in disagreement at
this point. I say that to sreface the comment with his statement
about the budget. I intend to do my level best to do the job of the
authorizing committee, which is to write the law the way it ought
to beb:not the way the bean counters say they want to reduce the
numbers.

It is our job to identify the needs, the priorities and what we
need in law. Then it is our job to try to get a budget adopted that
would accommodate any increases in expenditures. Then the next
step, all of which I am very much involved in in this Con(fress——we
produced about $2.5 billion more than the Controller said we were
going to get in January.

We are talking about something that is going to start in fiscal
% 1994. By fiscal year 1994, we will either have helped this

ident become the education President or we will all have fallen
flat on our faces. So I want to soar with the eagles and take Presi-
dent Bush right up there with us; and do what ought to be done
with the reauthorization. if we authorize $9 billion for Pell Grants,
we are still not going to get any more, and the appropriations com-
mittees will appropriate a budget process.

Well, when they come back to us for reconciliation, that is when
this committee starts paying attention to budget fi . Reauthor-
ization is not and should not be in any way involved with some-
body's idea of what the budget is ‘soing to be for b starting in
fiscal year 1994. We ought to be identifying what the need for edu-
cation is going to be in fiscal year 1994 and 5 forward. I want
to make it very clear, because we sound a little different, but there
is no disagreeing. I hope that it is going to stay this way all the
way through the process. I am just seeing it a little differently than
we have been looking at it in recent years.

1 remember going into conference with 700 differences between
the House and the Senate the last reauthorization, and being told
that we couldn’t settle a single difference until I agreed to a
number, as if we were writing a budget and not a reauthorization
bill. We never settled a thing until the Chairman of the full com-
mittee, Mr. Hawkins and I agreed to the numbers. From that point
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on, all the policy issues were budgeted. They were not driven out of
any sorts—and the portions got all skewed. Obviously, I could use a
tougher word.

I don’t think we are going to find ourselves under that same set.
There is nobody in this town, who I could detect who will even
mutter a peep that they are not for education. That is where we
are at the moment. 1 have never seen this kind of harmony. This is
going to be the Education Committee. I hope that we can say that
to the Secretary and to the President that we are together. We are
going to draw up plans for the future. Then we will have a House
where George Bush can be the Education President. The Education
President can’t claim that title if he is loaning money to other
countries and increasing it from previous presidents. Charlie, you
and I served in an administration that I frequently refer to as the
real education administration. During the Nixon years 90 percent
of these education programs saw larger annual increases than at
any other time during the history of these programs. Now Nixon
didn’t ask for all that money, but he didn’t impede the appropria-
tions, either.

Mr. Saunpkrs. He also asked for considerably more in authoriza-
tions than Congress was willing to give.

Chairman Forp. That’s true. I guess that tends to be the part of
why I want to return to the good old days of Richard Nixon.

Mr. CoLemMaN. Mr. Chairman, before you cause any more trouble,
let me answer. I, too, recall from discussions about authorization
and funding, that you and I have had with others in the past, and
we talked to the other side of this issue. But during the 1980s, I
remember that the Republicans wanted certain figures plugged in
for authorizing business. Somehow, by the end of the 1980s, we
were getting with such sums the amount you wanted in the early
part of the 1980s. So each one of us thought we were going to get
the right amount of funding appropriations.

Chairman Forp. Does that mean the sums in the first period?

Mr. CoLeman. Well, 1 was going to say, I don’t know whether it
is still in vogue or not on my side. But I do want to point out that
it is certainly the way you look at it. I think to a certain extent, we
don’t want to mislead people. If we are going to create programs
that are for the service of the state of our society, we ought not get
the people all h -up and turned-on about something that is not
going to occur. I think that is why we are always a little more hesi-
tant to use unwarranted figures. That is to what I was referring.
Of course, we are going to continue working together in the spirit
of cooperation.

you.

Mr. SAunDErs. Mr. Coleman, if I could comment on the fiscal re-
alities. It seems to me that the administration is asking, as of today
reporting a $200 maximum, if you include their $ bonus. The
rest of us are all in that ballpark between $4,000 and $4,500. So
that is one reality test that is night there. .

The other iéy test is that by the end of this year, I would
assume that Pell Grant appropriation will be approximately $6 bil-
lion now. In recent years, the Pell Grant appropriation has in-
creased from a third of that over a billion a year. We are talking,
as Chairman Ford said, about fiscal year 1994 to be the first year

130



129

that the reauthorization would be implemented. So assuming that
in over 2 years, the economy has improved as it is expected to, and
the administration is willing to make a commitment to higher edu-
cation. after some of the reforms and proposals have been enacted,
I certainly don’t feel that our pro are unrealistic whether we
are talking about going from a $6 billion appropriation to some-
where between $8 and $9 billion. As a matter of fact, if our formula
were funded at as low a level as $3,600 maximum, that would
mean the total cost would be $7.2 billion.

So I think we are talking about reality levels here. I don't think
it is pie in the sky that anybody is asking for.

Mr. Acsricur. Mr. Chairman, 1 would also egree with Charlie,
and ask the committee to recall as well that we believe that there
is a direct correlation between increased Pell Grant and decrease
loan defaults. Currently, we are spending about $2.7 billion in loan
defaults. So Charlie’s analysis is correct when we shift some of
those dollars from defaults and making them available for Pell
Grants, it seems to me we are a lot closer than we might be at first
thought.

Chairman Forp. I would observe that the first time I put in a
frontloading proposal was an attempt to link the budget process to
cut the loan default cost. We were told by the Congressional
Budget Office that if we knocked out the loans in the first 2 years
and turned Pell into an entitlement during the first 2 years, that
in 5 years, we would solve 75 percent of the loan defaults. That is
real big bucks. That could pay for the whole thing. Now this town
works hard to mske people take things on faith, but the CBO is
courting that, not me and my staff. That is—entitlement being
knocked out by Gramm-Rudman. It is pretty heavy for us to deal
with and accept. If we did some frontloading and traded some enti-
tlement for another, I am not so sure it would be a violation issue.

So we get new entitlement out of the program, but we can trade
off. It is possible to consider certain things that haven't been con-
sidered in the past. | am not asking them to be considered. Respect-
ed parties are going to sit down and write a bill. That is the way
the process works. All I wanted to do was reinforce the idea that 1
have been preaching since the beginning of the year. There is no
limit to opportunity to where we want to take the education in this
country.

Mr. .

Mr. Reep. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There is some skepticism
about the administration’s proposal to focus attention to the low-
income students. 1 guess iooking over these proposals rekindled
memories of a brief time I taught economics at West Point. I think
all I could say was that it was good they were going to be soldiers
and not economists,

But 1 have a question, and that is when you go ahead and start
shifting priorities instead of decreasing the cost of education to low-
income students; what is the elasticity of demand? Do you antici-
pate that more ple. more low-income people, will have access
now to higher education, particularly with the other reforms that
you propose, includirﬁ more stringent requirements in the type of

e

schools that are eligible?
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My fear is that we might create a system in which it appears on

paper that there are more opportunities for low-income students to

o to school, but the reality is that the demand will not be there

use of other reforms you are proposing, not just the fact that

the pool of students is not there to substantiate that. I hate to shift

resources and programmatic weight from other categories of stu-
dents if that demand is not there.

I wonder if you could comment, Mr. Farrell, and Dr. Elmendorf
perhaps, or Mrs. Thrift?

Mr. FarreLL. Yes, sir. Thank you. The pu of the way the
formula is drawn is to do what I indicated before. That is, to take
the major portion of the increase allocated to Pell Grants and aim
that toward the lower-income students, keeping the money avail-
able to the entire income brackets about the same.

The proposals we have in our reauthorizations are intended to

revent fraud and abuse; not to permit categories of students by
income brackets or anything else. The only driving force behind
these proposals are to eliminate from the program schools that are
not providing the service to the student; that are not providing the

uality education. Those kinds of—removing those elements from
the program are a plus, because they ultimately—they bring back
down the default rate and make more money available to all stu-
dents than the situation we have right now, where the increases up
to $2.5 billion, allocated out of the budget, to take some of the
costs. It is really not acceptable.

Mr. Reep. Just a follow-up question. Do you have a projection or
an analysis that will show an increase in the number of low-income
students, those that stay in the Pell Grant program? Or do you
have analysis which shows simply the current number of assisted
students, who although the individuals will change, the same cur-
rent number will have access to higher awards?

Mr. FARReLL. I'm sorry, Congressman. I didn’t catch one of the
words in the first part of your sentence? )

Mr. Reep. Essentially, do you have any analysis or projections
which would show that there would be an increased number of stu-
dents under your plan for low-income students qualifying for Pell
Grants? Or, simply, will this increase in targeting lead to the same
number of students receiving higher dollar awards? Do you have
ang{ feel on that in terms of analysis?

r. FARRELL. 1 am sure we could provide that, and we would be

ha&)y to.
r. Regp. Thank you, Mr. Farrell.

I wonder if Dr. Elmendorf, you could comment?

Mr. ELMENDORF. Yes. I would be happy to answer that question.
Let me just say very quickly, though: If one could take the $3,700
maximum award and prolposed l‘)‘y the administration, not taking
the current formula, just let it ride on the same parameters or the
same three rules, you would put 4.1 million students in the pro-
gram as op to four on the 3 million that 1 propose. It would
cost $9.2 billion to do that. That probably would reflect give the ad-
ministration some special price tag.

If you ran the same numbers through the alternative proposal
that we have with the maximum award of $3,600, the cost on that
would be a little over $7 billion. That is $1.2 billion away from
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what the administration was willing to put on the line this gar
with the administration gggroul on top of the maximum Pell.
That is a very reasonable for that kind of award formuia.

The distribution would be under—let’s say that $3,600 maximum
award we have over 66 percent of those recipients coming from
families with less than $15,000 in family income, and over 75 per-
cent of all that money would go basically to those students who
come from under $15,000. We would not be losing people to low-
income—distributions.

Ms. THriFT. Mr. Reed, there is absolutely no doubt that the way
to reach the $3,700 maximum is by cutting out working-class
people. Otherwise, we simply could not fund it at that level. So
what has happened is that low-income people will do well, very
low-income people, anyone who is working for a living has to
b;:rrow money, gets 8 loan. That is the only thing they’ll get out of
this.

Mr. GeiGer. Mr. Reed, I thick this is consistent with what they
have got in the child nutrition program and the aid for education
program. It is really defining poverty. There are people in this
country that no longer are going to be eligible for any Federal dol-
lars, and we are just goégg to redefine it from $20,000, or whatever
you want, down to $10,000. So any family that makes over $10,000
a year isn’t going to be eligible. So those that are very, very poor
are going to get more money, but we are going to cut right out of
the pie the upper lower-income families and the middle-income
families. That, I think, is the decision that Con, has to make.

Mr. Reep. Well, I agree, I think. We condu a joint House and
Senate hearing in Rhode Island, and we had an opportunity to take
testimony. One of the most compelling stories was from a mother
whose daughter was graduating from Salve Re%ilx’l\a College in New-
gort, Rhode Island. The parents earn $41,000. e{ar;ever owned a

ome. They only had a few hundred dollars in the k. The young
woman saved $3,000 for her education. Her need was calculated at
about $14,000. She never received a Pell Grant. She graduated
from college. She owed $17,500 the day she walked out of the ivy
halls. Her parents borrowed $20,000 to an for her tuition. She re-
ceived some money from the State of Rhode Island, some from the
college. She took out Perkins loans, Stafford loans, commercial
loans, any type of a loan. But she never qualified for a Pell Grant.

The result is that her parents now are unable to make the same
kind of commitment to a younger child. So one of my great fears is
not only we are pitting middle-income or working ple against
low-income people; we are pitting sibling against sibling; mothers
and fathers trying to m terrible decisions about who they
reward and who they help in their own families.

That is not the way ‘t was when I was at the university when we
had government and capability and the right opportunities as divi-
sive and mean-spirited, in some respects, as we are now. I would
like to help s up distribution process and help them. I under-
stand the realities and the budget realities. I also understand the
administration is dealing with this difficult process of trying to
come up with a solution. But I think we can reach 8 higher goal
But, in effect, without any change in the formula, rega of the
administration proposals, we are weeding out working Americans
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and we are reneging on one of the great programs, of my lifetime
and before, the opportunity to go on to higher education; not only
with individual benefit, but so that this country can benefit from
those skills and talents. I hope we can address that problem.

Mr. SAuNDERS. Mr. Reed, 1 would just like to say that, in effect,
compounded the administration’s budget recommendations. Not
only would they cut 400,000 eligible students out of the Pell Grant
program, but they would seriously cut a reduced number of awards
to the campus-based programs. So it is our estimate overall as we
have studied the administration’s budget proposal, §1.1 million
awards would be cut out. And that, of course, would all be in
middle-income levels. It’s a more serious problem looking at the ad-
ministration’s proposal than just looking at the Pell Grant pro-

gram.

Mr. Reep. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Petri.

Mr. Perri. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to thank all of you for putting so much effort into
resenting testimony on this important program. I certainly would
ike to say that I agree with Mr. Friedheim.

Your general thrust, as I understand it, is to try to restructure
the student loan program to make as much money as possible
available to students, with fewer government expenses because of
fewer defaults and less subsidy, and reapply that money toward a
Pell Grant credit.

1 worry about work-study, too, and how to keep some of this
money in light of the Pell Grant increases that you talk about.

I have two specific questions to Dr. Elmendorf, I think, on this: If
we are thinking about moving in the direction of entitlement, does
it make any sense to have a cap on the total amount of the Pell
Grar.;xt; and should the awards for each year be indexed for infla-
tion?

In other words, if we move to make Pell Grants an entitlement,
could it be reasonable to cap the amount that the individual could
receive under the Pell Grant program at a 2 year or 3 year figure,
so we don’t open up an unexpectedly large spending flow?

Mr. ELmMenporr. That's a good question. My sense is that there
are a couple of provisions in the formula that serve as checks and
balances on that. The first one is that the percent allowed of open
tuition is pluiged into the formula as only 25 percent. So there is
no way we should reach the fullest of that. The second is that
under the proposal, we would make any increases in CPl, when
there is fraud brought in and divided equally between the tuition
component and the living cost component, we still have every 5
years a reauthorization cycle. I think that is included in the way to
take a look at the changes and not what we are going to in this
reauthorization compared to what we do in 1997.

Mr. Petri. When you talk about indexing, you are relating that
to the rate of inflation, I assume?

Mr. ELMENDORF. Yes.

Mr. Perr. Is that only for the grants, or are you also indexing
the tuition figure, I hope not to the rate of——

Mr. ELMENDORF. Just the maximum award.
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Mr. Petri. You don’t need the other input. So then, in effect, we
}mvelsa program that would gradually kick in at lower tuition
evels.

Mr. ErmMeNnDoORF. If these institutions are out there increasi:dg
their tuition costs by more than the CPI, they don’t get rewarded.

Mr. Perri. Well, if you leave the number at a constant for tui-
tion, and you increase the Pell Grant gradually——

Mr. ELMENDORF. We are not leaving it constant. The point I am
making is that if you tell me that CPI is going to increase by $300,
the cost for the program, we would divide that 150 added to $2,750
living allowance, and making it 2,900. We would, therefore, also in-
crease the allowance under the tuition making it essentially 1,900
difference or 7,600 maximum tuition at which you could still get
eligibility at the Pell Grant merams. So it is figured into the for-
mula and broken down equally between tuition and living ex-

penses.

Mr. PeTri. Family income would be indexed?

Mr. ELMENDORF. Would continue to go—they would go up as the
consequence of the maximum award going up. As it goes up, it very
well includes the reach of beyond $49, to $50,000, which is
where it should be with the CPI on the family income that was ini-
tially derived in 1978, I think it was, at $25,000.

Mr. Perri. Parents come to me and complain because the IRS
takes the dependant student’s stipend and prorates it between tui-
tion, books, and room and board, and attributes the room and
board portion to the parent who is taking the child as a deduction.

If you are expanding this so that it will affect people who are
taxable, is the Pell Grant, or any portion of it, subject to tax.

Mr. ELMENDORF. It is not at this point, and 1 wouldn’t recom-
mend it. One thing that I must keep in mind is that the living ex-
g%nses that we put into this formula is a number that is derived

m—it is less than 50 percent of what it would really cost a stu-
dent to attend a public 4 year institution. In terms of non-living
costs, measured g&)the Census Bureau, documented non-tuition
costs of about $6,000 for students. That is at a to? tuition. We are
_onltx allowing $2,750 against that total cost even fo
ization.

Mr. Perri. So it is your best estimate that grants from the gov-
ernment are different from grants from non-governmental sources.

Mr. MARTIN. They are. The issue which we get to, Mr, Petri, is
part of a changing state of taxation of scholarships, and scholar-
ships is part of the tax reform act. That is different than the—

Mr. Perr1. We obviously would——

Mr. MarTIN. We would like to see that change as well. The way
the people on the Ways and Means Committee would, we would
like 1t very much.

Mr. Petri. I would, too.

Mr. MagTIN. Let me say one other thing, Mr. Petri. We were
talking about some kind of maximum perhaps in your entitlement
programs. It seems to us that there are certain safeguard in the
pmfmm now that protect students. One of these is obviously essen-
tially the progress.

It seems to me that if we have a student who has high needs and
begins this as an undergraduate, and moving through a loop; while

r this reauthor-
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we want to help that student to be as successful as they can all the
way along, I would hate to see us necessarily pull the support away
from that student later on in their career and make it difficult.
Right now, the evidence is that most students who are not assisted
to make a choice or if circumstances earlier, we change anything
around, we would increase the areas that come later. So we would
plan to maintain support of these students all the way through. I
think we've got other safeguards to do that, but obviously we could
structure it in several ways in terms of whether it is a cost factor.
Again, these schemes, I think you are exactly right. Mr. Friedheim
just mentioned on the loan proposals, which we are not here to dis-
cuss today, but there is a lot of changes that I think most of these
associations are representing on the table today with regards on
the loans that are reforms as well, that will make additional dol-
lars available and help provide the kind of balance we need in
terms of grant funding versus loan funding, so that these are all
ways of finding assistance.

Mr. Perri. Thank you. 1 won’t bother you as to who says this is
determined by the institution, which doesn’t provide a track on the
student, but——

Mr. MarTIN. | would say that institution that is adhering to the
guidelines of the directive in terms of those that we endorse along
with PCP and others. I mean the Department of Education—pro-
gram abusers, there is no reason whgtsoever, Mr. Petri, that those
should not be adequate safeguards for students. If somebody is ma-
nipulating that at a certain institution, I can assure that I can go
and find that out very quickly by visiting that institution.

Ms. TuriFr. Mr. Petri, those joint proposals in the community
left by your original programs, some people believe that should be
removed. We felt that should remain.

Mr. Perri. Thank you. 1 am just concerned that if we increase
the dollars in the program, at some point, it might make sense to
have a Title on it because we seem to be manipulated by some
schools. This part of the program has a better safeguard than the
loan program due to the nature of its design. But still, people are
struggling for students revenue. And schools like to get their stu-
dent count, because sometimes, if they are getting other mone{
based on the number of students, if it is a State-supported school,
for example; they get some money from program A and some from
the State treasury. Suddenly, you start having problems when they
start recruiting people not to provide an education, but because of
the money that person brings in.

Chairman Forp. Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Hayes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief. I
want to first apologize for not being here at the beginning of this
hearing. 1 want to commend you for calling together such an ex-
pansive panel. At the same time, however, I must recognize that I
was at a meeting this morning, getting together on where we are
on the issues we are discussing today. There is a direct correlation
between education and the question of applying for loans and the
Civil Rights Act of 1991 that comes up today on the floor of the
tl-(l)c(;usc'-e. In fact, that is the only issue, nguess, that we will debate

ay.
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There is one question I want to raise, which comes, I guess, as a
result of the hearing, at least, that I had in Chicago where we had
a very adverse panel of people testifying. They seemed to have
many grievances about trying to increase the access on opportunity
{,or iducation for people, particularly those in the lower-income

rackets. '

I heard some of the testimony from the National Education Asso-
ciation, and the United Negro College Fund here. I read that the
United States Student Association, as described in their testimony,
are in favor, too, of Pell grants becoming entitlement programs.

I don’t know if that is true of the rest of the panelists, or if it is
just limited to those three. I had the feeling that came out of the

earing that we had to see if there was consensus, if you all think
that the Pell Grant program should become an entitlement and
this would benefit more of the lower-income students without being
denied access to education.

The second point of that: Won't increasing the Pell Grant go a
long way to addressing the default problem? There is one question
in two parts, if I could get your answer and reaction to that briefly
before we get to the notice.

Mr. FARRELL. Yes, sir. Mr. Hayes, if I could respond? First of all,
on the question of abuse: What we have to do is remove the waste
from the program completely, because the prc:gram was established
merely to pass out the money with no regard for the student. So
our goal is to get the fraud and abuse out of all aspects of the pro-

gram.

The other point you raised, the administration proposal for Pell
Grants this year, represents our effort to direct the increase in
funding that we made available on the very substantial increase in
number available to the lowest-income levels for participating in
the program. Then for the higher-income levels that participate in
the program, the amount of dollars remains about the same as the
previous years.

The question of entitlement, I would remove some of the budget
controls. Personally—I known the administration believes that it is
better to have the Congress consider the circumstances as it reau-
thorizes and appropriates and considers the circumstances and
issues of the time, rather than to hook the student to the CPI
index, which history goes back to show that they have a tendency
to get out of control.

Mr. AusriguT. Mr. Hayes, let me speak for 2 moment before you
call on colleagues to step up to the plate.

I think it is very important to this committee, because I have
heard this on several occasions, not to confuse the institutions with
higher default rates as institutions which are practicing fraud and
abuse. The fact of the matter is that many institutions that are his-
torically black colleges, other minority institutions, community col-
leges and many of our State colleges serve large segments of low-
income, academically at-risk students. The fact of the matter is
that at present, most of those students, some of whom may come to
us not quite as well prepared as they should, are required to take
out guaranteed student loans in order to meet the cost of educa-
tion. Many of those students flunk out or become discouraged be-
cause of the high cost of borrowing and drop out earlier. Therefore,
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most of those students end up becoming students who are engaﬁed
in default. That should not be confused, because Con as
asked us to serve students of that exact type. We thin%: we are
doing a national service by taking them. We are going to lose some.
There is no question about that. But I think our track record on
balance would indicate that we do a far better job of educating
those who others in society will not educate. Therefore, 1 as one in-
stitution representative, rather resent the notion that somebody
would accuse us of being an institution practicing fraud and abuse
simply because we take risks on students whom end up not being
able to make it out of the institutions. I hope the Congress really is
able to discern the difference between and among that 20 percent,
there is a very, very important point to make.

Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Hayes, on the question of entitlement, I don't
think there is a major substantive difference among us here. We
have been before this committee in the past urging entitlement. 1
remember | came before the committee, I think it was 1976, to
make the point that the only way to provide stabilitg. which every-
body agrees that that is what tl-}:ey needed in the Pell Grant pro-
gram is entitlement.

Mr. Hayves. Mr. Saunders, it is hard for me to understand why
we could forgive a debt of $7 billion to Egypt and can't forgive any-
bogg else. Let’s try it with our students.

r. SAUNDERS. We looked at the problems. The Chairman had
asked us to make legislative recommendations for everything that
we felt we were proposing. We simply didn’t see how you could run
an entitlement under the take-over provisions the budget is coordi-
nated on. I would point out that my testimony notes that clearly
the ultimate way to insure the reliability of the program is the
foundation of student assistance, would be to make the program an
entitlement. But because we are unable to identify any particular
increase in taxes or spending cuts, which must be made under the
budget, a point of fact to provide entitlement, we took the route
this time of trying to get as close to entitlement as ible while
t‘\;in the maximum to the consumer price index and taking away
the rtment’s authority to reduce awards.

Mr. Watson-Dawvis. And 1 think it is also important to note that
when looking at the difference between loans and grants is that,
first of all, people feel better gettin% a grant. It has since been
shown that peor!ic are more successful when they get grants. They
are in a bette: state of mind. They don't have to work. They have
more time for their studies and are more successful.

If grants were an entitlement, if we turn the balance of loans to
Erants, we will be in a better position to educate more people and

eep more people in school; and therefore, make more education
more accessible.

I just want to relate really quickly a situation that happened
with me in particular. I j ot married 2 weeks ago. My wite has
student loans. She has got a $4,000 GSL loan. We just got the state-
ment back, saying that by the time we pay back interest, it will be
$9,100 on a $4,000 loan.

This is a verf' successful student. She has done really well. She
comes from a low-income backgro.nd. However, she had to take
out the loans, for one, because she wasn’t able to get erough from
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Pell Grant. Also, the fact that she wasn’t able to contribute what
they said she should be able to contribute. That leaves us in a pecu-
liar predicament right now when we have a ton of loans to pay
back. That is just one of the loans she has taken out. Now I have to
decide whether to go—you know, continue with the work that I am
doing, or try to get a job at IBM, even though my heart is in doing
this type of work. That is the position the students are put into
;when they have to make a decision on whether or not to get these
oans.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Hayes, let me say something else about the
question you raised on entitlement. When you go back—and I
think if you look at the history of the Pell Grant program, the Pell
Grant program is really, as everybody has said, is the foundation of
financial aid. Because these programs, we have said to students,
really are not the kind for earlier on.

Saying this program is available to make sure that the govern-
ment is going to provide some support for students. It is very im-
portant that we have some stability and some predictability on
what that amount of support is going to be. It comes to students
very early on. I am talking about even junior high and early career
professionals.

I my memory serves me correctly, since the Pell Grant program
has been enacted in 1972, there are only three times in the history
of the program that the appropriations have matched for the au-
thorized level for it. That doesn’t give a program a lot of stability,
but we are trying to make a point that this is a full entitlement.
We refer to it as entitlement with a little ‘e’. We need to have a
program that provides some assurance that what we are saying to
a young person today, who is starting off from the 8th or 9th grade,
if you do the following things, by the time you complete school and
you have done things that mean you are responsible, your govern-
ment will be there to give you that form of assistance to insure
that you have a chance to pursue your postsecondary education.

I cannot say with full assurance with the commitment that I
would like to, to a needy student today, that that is what we are
talking about here today.

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a call waiting deal-
ing with the geography for reapportionment in the State of Illinois.
I have to go answer a call.

Chairman Forp. That is called protecting your seat. 1 want to
thank this panel. Seeing how much common understanding there is
among the diverse interests represented here speaks well for where
we are going. I trust that you and the Secretary will make sure
that we spend some time on the testimony that all of you prepared
today. The Secretary impresses me as somebody who wants to un-
derstand what is happening in the state of education today.

Mr. FarreLL. Your leadership, Mr. Chairman, itself helps us to
come to the realization that we need to get together. Thank you
very much for that.

Chairman Forp. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 12:12 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]
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HEARING ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

WEDNESDAY. JUNE 5, 1991

Housg OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 am., Room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. William D. Ford [Chair-
man]) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Hayes, Sawyer, Payne, An-
drews, Jefferson, Reed, Roemer, Kildee, Coleman, Molinari, Petri,
Barrett, and Hen%.m

Staff present: mas Wolanin, staff director; Jack Jennings,
education counsel; Msureen Long, legislative associate; Gloria
Gray-Watson, administrative assistant; Jo-Marie St. Martin, minor-
ity education counsel; and Rose DiNapoli, minority professional
staff member.

Mr. ANpREWs. Ladies and gentlemen, we are ready to begin. 1
note the absence of many of our colleagues on this committee, but
their absence today is not an indication of their lack of interest in
the process. I assume as the hearing goes on, we will be joined by
many of our colleagues. I will call, at this time, on Mr. Reed for his

openinﬁzgtement.
Mr. . How about someone even less distinguished than Jay
Leno chairing? I just want to say that yesterday's hearing on Pell
Grants was very productive. I am looking forward to continuing
these hearings.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANpREWS. I don’t know if I should call you Mr. Reed or Ed
McMahon after that. Thank you very much.

There is a statement in the record which, without objection, will
be submitted for Mr. Gaydos.

Without objection, so ordered.

We will call upon our colleague, Mr. Barrett, for any opening
statement he may have.

Mr. BARRETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I will simply
ask the Chair to have a statement inserted into the record.

Mr. Anprews. Without objection, so ordered.

[The prepared statements of Hon. William D. Ford, Hon. Joseph
M. Gaydos, and Hon. Bill Barrett follow:]
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Sratement oF Hon. WirLiam D. Forp, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
State oFr MicHIGAN

Today is our second of two hearings on the Pell Grant Program, the foundation
program for Federal student financial assistance. This is the largest student grant
program, receiving $5.38 billion in funding during this fiscal year. For this coming
academic year, 3.4 million students will receive Pell Grants of up to $2,400 to help
them pursue their education goals.

Yesterday, we heard testimony from witnesses representing all sectors of postsec-
ondary education—the ndministration, presidents of institutions, students, teachers,
financial aid administrators, even guaranty agencies—all with suggestions for
changes in the Pell Grant Program.

Today. we will hear further testimony on changes to the Pell Grant Program; but
we will also focus on one of the criteria established for receipt of Federal student
financial assistance—the so-calied ability-to-benefit criteria.

In order for a student to be eligible for Federal student aid, the student must be a
high school gradusate, possess a high school equivalency diploma or be determined to
have the “ability-to-benefit” from the postsecendary education.

1 am pleased that a very distinguished member of this subcommittee, Paul Henry,
of Michigan, is presenting his bill, H.R. 3387, to us this morning. We will also hear
testimony in support of H.R. 907, introduced by another distinguished member of
this subcommittee—George Miller of California. Representative Ron Coleman's leg-
islation, H.R. 553, is also before us this morning.

While the “ability-to-benefit” provision is a very important part of the Higher
Education Act, I would like to point out that only 2 percent of all Title IV recipients
are admitted using the ability-to-benefit criteria. Also 35 percent of all undergradu-
ates receive Federa!l student financial aid, while 37 percent of ability-to-benefit stu-
dents receive Federal aid. 1 have put 8 mema in the members packets prepared for
me by the Congressional Research Service addressing the subject of ability-to-benefit
students and Stafford loan defaults.

I look forward to hearing the comments and suggestions of our witnesses for ways
to improve the Higher Education Act.
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Opening Statement
Joseph M. Gaydos
Postsecondary EBducation Hearing
June 5, 1991

AS we all know, there was no eligibility provision for
students who had not received a high school diploma or General
Equivalency Development certificate in the original text of
the Higher Education Act of 1965. That provision was added
vhen the 1976 amendments to the act became law.

Since that tinme, many students who did not have a diploma
or GED but had the ability to benefit have successfully
completed their pPrograms of study and gone on to better and
higher paying jobs.

The nusber of ability to benefit students is very small
-— about 2.5 percent of all students currently in higher
education programs.

Further, these students Fepresent a very small percentage
of those students feceiving ;. ancial assistance. During the
1989-1990 school year, accourding to preliminary estimates from
the Department of Education, oniy 1.8 percent of all students
teceiving Title four assistance were ability to benefit.

These students are also heavily concentrated in programs
that take less than two years to complete.

In tax-supported institutions during 1989-1990, ATB
students represented only one tenth of pne percent of the
enrollment at public four-year schools, and only 1.3 percent
at community colleges, bhut 8ccounted for 2.9 percent of all
students in public vocational programs.

In private non-profit institutions in the same year, ATB
students comprised less than two percent of the enrollment at

-1 -
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four-year schools, and not even one tenth of one percent at
two-year schools, but accounted for 7.8 percent of all
students in private non-profit schools that offer less than
two year programs.

In the for-profit caresr training schools, the
percentages of ability to benefit students follow the same
pattern -~ a larger percentage are enrolled in the shorter,
l1ess than two year pPrograms as compared to the percentage in
longer programs.

Thus it is clear that students who have the ability to
benefit are moge interested in shorter programs and less
jnterested in long-term, academic programs. And, this would
include going back to high school or taking refresher courses
in order to pass the GED test.

Judging by the Department’s figures, these students only
want to learn what they need to know to participate more fully
in our workforce. They want to learn the skills they need to
get a first job, perform a job better, of get a better job.

1 don’t know if it is wise to exclude these Americans
from the student assistance programs --— especially since most
smployers don’t put much stock in our high school diplomas.
We have heard time and time again that & high school diploma
in no way guarantees that a student can even read.

Hopefully, we will keep this in mind when we make final
decisions about which students will receive assistance when
attempting to broaden their horizons and which students will

not.

-2 -
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COMMZNTS OF THE HONORARLE BILL BAXRETT
FOSTRECONDARY EDUCATION EEARING
JUNE 5, 1991

Thank you Nr. Chairman

Today’s hearing tcgtm-—m Pell arant program and the
controversial issua of muey-e.o-muss tasts--bring us, I think, to
the heart of cur federal higher sdusatian polisy.

That polioy in has foousad on 1ifisd
individuals the Mm ty to go to uumml':mmw
studants, the $2,400 n.u grant avard raprasents the Xey for
thas to m a sollega diploma

m;i%:'e? nl!.:-m.:ouuo mﬂm'.nm-::r;twg
. a
mmmmum&y

mzo:'nmmsnuzm‘ would lika to sea that amount incrsassd
umpwvﬂﬂmm tion, and to make ths Psll Grant an
santitiazant. While those goals are laudable, 1’4 havs sericus concerns
if we procssdad in that dirsction.

Pirst, we’'d have to asend last ysar’s budget agrsament. JIvan
:m'emmmemu, I74 have saricus ressrvations

mandatory spending wvhils still
mppnng vm a "o&mnm fedaral budgat ztlcu. I knov sany of
ny collsaguss Ahars

One vould have to dsocide that providing food sadioine,
mnulﬁmummmuwunmnhclml dagrse.
I’a surs sany would agres vith that assassmsnt, I would just have a
prodles with {t.

The Fadsral Sovernmant should help m finanoial assistanve to
attain a o011 degrss or cartificate. it is the Sndividual who
makes the tasnt, fisancially asd ethmiu, not the Pederal
Governnent .

fFinally, I’am concarnad tha progran iteelf surpass,
as a msans of primary ginancial mtlm m‘g‘mm Loan

(m}.'mu :mtummninummuuunehu
our highar ellucation systam, and prasently at least, that
nsans the GSL progran.

Daspits ths fact t tha GSL is being rackad by
dafaults, 1t is neverthalsss a meritorious concspt and ans that should
be prassrvad and raforxed.

Ons of my major is getting control of this 02 piilion
defsult hn, and I xnow that ona of our efforts in th
reauthorisation will bs to addrass that prchul.
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Mr. ANDREwS. ] see Ms. Molinari is here. She has no opening
statement.

Ms. MoLinaARri. | have no opening statement.

Mr. AnprEws. Thank you.

Ms. MouiNARI. Thank you.

Mr. Anprews. With us this morning is a distinguished member
of our full committee, Representative Henry, from Illinois. He has
some—Michigan, excuse me. We moved him. I apologize. He is still
distinguished.

Mr. HENRy. | was born in Chicago, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANpREWS. ] knew that. Yes.

He is here to make a contribution this morning on some
thoughts he has on the Pell Grant.

Welcome. 1 know that you have to get right to the floor to
engage in colloquy on H.R. 1. We encourage you to take as much
time as you like.

Mr. Henry. Do we have a vote pending, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. ANDREwS. Pardon me?

Mr. HeEnRY. Do we have a quorum call pending?

Mr. Anprews. Do we have a quorum call pending? Yes, we do.

Mr. HENRy. Maybe we should just push our button and come
back. Will that be okay?

Mr. Anprews. We will adjourn for as much time as that takes,
and reconvene very shortly.

[Recess.] .

Mr. ANDREws. Ladies and gentlemen, we are now ready to con-
tinue.

Mr. Henry.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL B. HENRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Henry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I do have
a prepared statement. I am going to skip through it in the interest
of brevity, but I ask that it be entered in the record.

Mr. ANprews. Without objection.

Mr. Hengry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify in support of my bill, H.R.
337, on the so-called “ability to benefit” issue.

Just to be sure that there is no misunderstanding or confusion,
let me explain to my colleagues that H.R. 337 would eliminate the
ability to benefit provisions from the Higher Education Act, mean-
ing, therefore, that in order to be eligible to receive Federal finan-
cial aid under the Higher Education Act, a student must actually
have completed high school or received a GED, which is recognized
as the equivalent by all States. Other legislation which will be dis-
cussed today would actually go in the opposite direction, and would
loosen the existing ‘“ability to benefit” criteria, which Congress
passed last year in the Budget Reconciliation bill.

So we have a very clear diversity of opinion in terms of which
way we ought to go on this question. It might be helpful to review
a brief history on the issue. Prior to 1976, there was no ability to
benefit provision in the criteria for eligibility for Federal postsec-
ondary aid. In other words, prior to 1976, one had to have either a
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high school degree or a GED certificate in order to %anicipate in
these programs. The ability to benefit provision, which opens it up
for alternative entre into the Higher Education Assistance grants
pro%ram was first added in the Higher Education amendments of
}gs; and then expanded to include proprietary institutions in

The initial legislation allowing non-high school graduates to be
eligible for Federal aid left it to the institution to determine the
student’s ability to benefit from the educational programs. Within
a few years, however, it became very, very clear that this was an
area of considerable abuse. Over the years, Congress has tried vari-
ous formulations to limit the institutions’ discretion. Beginning in
1986, Congress required the institution to either use a standardized
test to show ability to benefit, or provide remedial counseling to
the student. Two years later, Congress changed that and required
both testing and counseling.

Yet the stories, such as those related by Representative Waters
before the subcommittee a couple of weeks ago continued. Similar-
ly, the Inspector General of the Department of Education has high-
lighted improper practices bg institutions in documenting ability to
benefit as a prime area of abuse in the higher education programs.

Last fall, in the Budget Reconciliation Act, Congress adopted new
language intended to further reduce the control of the institution
in making the determination. The current language provides that
in order to be eligible for Federal financial aid as an ability to ben-
efit student, the student must pass an independently administered
examination approved by the Secretary.

The Department has implemented this language by approving a
list of national tests, initially 14 tests, and su uently six others.
The tests range from the ACT and SAT and other well-known tests,
to a test which was develo%ed for the purpose of evaluating non-
E'nilish speaking students’ English language competency to attend
high school, an area of particular concern to Mr. Coleman who w':!
be before the committee shortly.

I might add that the GED is also on the alx')sroved list. However,
the Department also established the standard for passingl the ap-
proved test. Since the individual States generally set their own
passing scores for the GED, passing for purposes of Federal aid
does not necessarily mean * ing* for pu of receiving certi-
fication of high school completion from the gtate.

T suspect that our subsequent witnesses will say that the current
situation is confusing and the Department of Education’s actions
somewhat arbitrary. With that, I would obviously agree.

Our response, however, should not be to t hack and again
loosen the discretion of institutions to make their own determina-
tion about students’ abilit[\;eto benefit when they have not complet-
ed high school. Ability to benefit students are not huge numbers in
gostseconda education. Estimates that I have seen are that about
2.5 percent of all students in rgostsecondary education do not have a
high school diploma or a GED. 1 don’t think it is surprising, howev-
er, that the small amount of students are amongst the most risky
borrowers of student loans. In 1987, the Department of Education
found that 2 percent of non-defaulting borrowers were admitted
under this category, while 9 percent of defaulters did not have a

153




147

high schoo! degree or GED. For no other high risk factor was the
spread so great. That is from a 1987 report on Postsecondary Stu-
dent Aid Survey, Mr. Chairman.

Even if that were not the case, however, it is the wrong message
for us to send about the importance of completing high school or its

uivalent, when we allow those who have not gone through that
effort to be eligible for postsecondary aid. And I do not believe, Mr.
Chairman, that in the 1990s, we do any favor for any student when
we encourage them, by giving them Federal loans, to attend a post-
secondary institution without having achieve minimum high school
competency in reading, writing and math.

Let me add that many, if not most, of the good proprietary
schools already have a policy of not accepting students on the basis
of ability to benefit. That surprises many members of the commit-
tee. In my district, we have a proprietary school, for example,
which prepares students for careers in cosmetology. That school
has required a high school diploma or GED for many years. The
sall:)e is true for the business career schools in my area, and many
others.

Obviously, the problem of whether students are adequately pre-
ggred to benefit—which I think is a better ghrase than ability to

nefit—from postsecondary education is a broader one than just
focussing on those who are admitted without a high school diplo-
ma. Unfortunately, in too many cases a high school diploma itself
is no longer a good indicator or proxy for being prepared to benefit
in postsecondary education, whether it be a traditional college or a
vocation/technical education. I hope this committee will move in
the direction of demanding more from our secondary schools and
our secondary school students. One of the ways, of course, to effect
that would be to adopt the President’s proposal for a national as-
sessment of students, a step towards which we took earlier this
morning in the full committee.

Until we are ready to move in that direction, however, a high
school diploma is the best, most fair, proxy we have. I think it is
time to make the Higher Education Act reflect that.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out what is happening in pri-
vate sector matches and adoptions of high schools with high de-
grees of students that are not graduating from high school or have
educational deficiencies. In the city of Detroit, for example, in the
Greater Detroit Metropolitan area, many of our major corporations
are sponsoring school adoption p s in which they are invest-
ing time and tutoring and stre ening the educational curricu-
lum in helping the students; and also promising to them that any
student who completes high school will, in fact, have the economic
;abil;'ty to get a higher education. We ought to make that opportuni-

y there.

But there, where the private sector has moved in to address this
problem, they have, too, themselves set the criteria. The high
school diploma is the step for eligibility to participate in this pro-
ﬁram. Bé, in fact, opening ur ability to benefit to those who don’t

ave a GED or a high school diploma, we are really denying eligi-
bility to others who have taken the disciplines and made the good
faith effort to get the high school t‘ii'svloma. So I hope we consider
very carefully the dangers associated with opening up this provi-
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sion and also give some consideration to not only the economic
saving, but the educational message associated with our current
policy on ability to benefit.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Paul B. Henry, along with ref-
erenced documents, follows:}
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Nr. Chairman and sy collsaguas on ths Postsecondary Subcommitteas,

I appreciate the opportunity to testify in support of my bill,
H.R. 337, and on the so-called “ability to benefit® fssue.

Just so thers is no confusion at the ocutsat, let == explain to my
collesgues thet H.R. 337 would slipinate the "apility to benefit*
provisions froo the Higher Education Act, meaning that {n order to
be eligible to receive fedsral Iinancial aid under tha Higher
Education Act & student must Actuslly have cosplated high school or
received a G.E.D., which is recognited as the eguivalent by all
states. Other legiplation which will be discussed today would go
in the opposite direction, and would loosen the sxisting “ability
to benefit® criteris which Congress passed last Year in the Budget
Reconciliation bili.

It might be helpful to review a brief history on thig issue. As
you know, Mr. Chairman, prior to 1976 thare was no "ability to
benafit® provision in the criteria for eligibility for federal
postsecondary aid. The provision was first added in the Higher
Educstion Amendments of 1976 and then expanded to include
proprietary institutions in 1978.

The initisl legislation allowing non-high schoecl graduates to be
eligidble for federasl sid left it to the institution to determine
the student’s "ability to benefit”™ froo the educational program.
Within a fev Years, howeaver, it became clear that this was zn arsa
©f considerable sbuss, and over the years Congrgss has tried
various formulations to limit the institutions’ discrstien.

Baginning in 1986, Congress reguired the institution to either use
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a "standardized® test to mhow ability to benefit, or provide
vemedial counseling to tha student. 7Two ysars latar Congrass
changed thet and raquired both testing and counseling.

¥st the stories such as thoss related by Rep. Waters before the
Subcommittee ® couPle of wesaks ego continued. Similarly, the
Inspector General of the Departsant of Education has highlighted
improper practices by institutions in documenting ™ability to
banefit® as a prime arsa of abuse in the higher sducetion programs.

Last fall in thse Budget Reconciliation Act, Congrsss adopted new
langr»ge intended to further reduce the contrel of the institution
in making the determination. The currsnt langusge provides that in
order to be sligible for foderal financisl aid ae an "ability to
benefit" student, the student mpust "pass an indepsndently

adsinistered examination approved by the Secrstary.”

The Departoent has implamented this language by approving a list of
national teets, initially 14 tests, and subsequsntly & others. The
tests range from the ACT and SAT and other well-Xnown tasts, to s
test which was developed for the purpose of evaluating non-English
spesking students’ English language competency to attand high
school.

I might add that the G.E.D. is also on ths approved list. HNovsver,
the Department also astablished ths standard for "paseing" ths
spproved tests. Since the individual states generally set their
own passing scores for the G.E.D, "passing™ for purposes of fedsral

aid does not Necessarily mean "passing” for pur~- ses of receiving
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certification of high school completion from the state.

I suspect that ocur subsaguant witnasses will say that the current
situation is confusing and the Dspartment of Education’s actions

somevhat arditrery. 1 sgres.

Our response, howsver, should not be to turn back and again loosen
the discretion of institutions to make their own determinations
about students’ "ability to benefit®™ when they hava not completed
high school. ™Ability to benefit™ students ars not hugs numbers in
postsecondary sducation ~ estimates I have seen are that adout 2.5%
of all studente in postsscondary sducation 40 not heve & high
school diplosa or ¢ G.E.D. I don't think it is surprising,
howvever, that thesa students ars apongst the most risky borrowsre
of studant loans. In 1987 the Department of Education found that
2% of non~defaulting borrowers wers Admitted under this CTategory,
while 9% of defaulters did not have a high school degree or GED.
For no other *high rsk"* factor was the spread so great. (from 1987

National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey, U.S. DePt. of Ed.)

Even if that wers not the cass, howsver, it is the wrong message
for ue ¢o send about the importance of complating high school, or
its eguivalant, vhen we allow those who have not gone through that
effort to be eligible for postsecondary aid. And I do not belisve,
Mr. Chairman, that in the 1950’s, we do any favor for any student
vhen we encourage them, by giving ther federal loans. to attend a
postsecondary institution without having achieved minimum high

school competenciss in reading and writing and math.

Let me add that many, if not most, of the good proprietary schools
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already have a policy of not accspting students on tha basis of
*ability to banefit.® 1In my district, we have a proprietary school
vhich prspares students for caresrs in cosmatology. That school
has requirsd a high scheol diplomsa or G.E.D. for sany ysars. The

same iz trus for the business cAresrr schools and othsrs.

Obviously, the problem of whathsr students ars adeguataly "preparad
to banefit®~-which I think is s better phrase than “ability to
benefit*~-~from postsecondary education is a broader ones than just
focusing on those who are admitted without a high school diploma.
Unfortunatsly, in too many cases a high school diplooa is itself no
longer a good indicator or “proxy® for being "prepared to bensfit®
from postsecondary education, whather it be a traditional college
or vocationsl-technical education. I hope that this Comnittes will
mova in the direction of demanding nors from our sscondary schools
and students. One ©f the ways to effect that would be to adopt the

Frasident’s proposal for a national assesspent of studonts,
Until we are ready to move in that direction, however, a high
school diploma is the best, most fair, proxy we have, and I think

it is tice to make ths Highar fducation Act reflect that.

Thank you/
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1020 CONGRESS
22 H,R. 337

To amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 10 require a high school diploma or
recognized equivalent as a prerequisite for Federa! student finanecial assistance.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JaNvARY 3, 1991

Mr. HENRY introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor

A BILL

To amend the Higher Education Act of 1985 to require a high
school diploma or recognized equivalent as a prerequisite for
Federal student financial assistance.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds that—
(1) completion of secondary school or its equiva-

ing employment and participating fully in society;

2

3

4

b

6 lent is increasingly important to finding and maintain-
7

8 (2) the Federal Government, and governments at
9

all levels, strongly encourage completion of secondary
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2
school, whether or not postsecondary education is pur-
sued; and
(3) Federal financial aid programs for postsecond-
ary education should require the recipients to have

1

2

3

4

5 completed secondary school or its equivalent as a con-

6 dition to receiving financial assistance.

7 SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS,

8 (8) ELIMINATION OF ABILITY-TO-BENEFIT PBOVI-
9 BIONS FROM STUDENT ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—

10 Subsection (d) of section 484 of the Higher Education Act of

11 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1091(d)) is repealed.

12 (c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

13 (1) Section 485 of such Act (20 U.8.C. 1087) is
14 amended—

15 (A) in subsection (bX1), by striking *, or who
18 are beyond the age of compulsory school attend-
17 ance’’; and

18 (B) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph
19 (1) and inserting the following:

20 “{1) admits as regular students only persons
21 having secondary education, or the recognized equiva-
22 lent of such certificate;"’.

23 (2) Section 481 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 1088) is

24 amended—

Q. 162
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8
(A) by striking the second sentence of sub-
section (b); and

(B) by striking the second sentence of sub-

B U N e

section {c).

o

OHR 337 1H
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=2 H,R.907

To amend the Higher Education Act of 1865 to permit alternative methods for
qualilying “sbility-to-bensfit” students for Federa! student financial aid.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FeaUARY 6, 1881

Mr. Miiee of California {for himsed, Mr. MasTiNEZ, Mrs. Unsorip, Mr.
SgEeano, Mr. pE Lveo, Mr. Fustes, Mr. Lewis of Georgis, Mr. Ep-
wazps of California, Mr, Besman, Mr. Marsvi, My, Prros1, Mr. DoRNAN
of California, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. CoNDIT, Mr. LAGOMARSIND, Mr. Farzio,
Mr. Vento, Mr. EosTMavEs, Mr, Towns, Mr. Rovsar, Mr. BusTa-
MANTS, Mr. Ros-LemrTinen, Mr. TommEs, Mr. RicHampsoNn, snd Mo,
Osr1z) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor

A BILL

To amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to permit alterna-
tive methods for qualifying “ability-to-benefit” students for
Federal student financial aid.

1 Be it enacted by the Senale and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. RESTCRATION OF GED AND COUNSELING OP-
TIONS FOR ABILITY-TO-BENEFIT STUDENTS,
Section 484(d) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.8.C. 1091(d)) is anended to read as follows:

3 o B W
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2

1 “(d) ABmLrTYy TO BENEFIT.-—(1) A student who is ad-

2 mitted on the basis of the ability to benefit from the education

3 or training in order to remain eligible for any grant, lean, or

4 work assistance under this title shall—

5 “(A) receive the general education diploma prior

6 to the student’s certification or graduation from the

7 program of study, or by the end of the first year of the

8 course of study, whichever is earlier;

9 “{B) be counseled prior to enrollment and, if nec-
10 essary, be enrolled in and successfully complete an in-
11 stitutionally prescribed program of remedial or develop-
12 mental education not to exceed one academic year or
13 its equivalent;

14 *(C) prior to enroliment, pass an independently

15 administered examination approved by the Secretary;

18 or

17 “(D) be determined by the institution as having

18 ability to benefit from the education or training in ac-

18 cordance with such process as the State (in which the

20 institution is located) or an agency of such State (other

21 than the institution itself) shall preseribe.

22 *“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, this

28 subsection shall not be interpreted either—

24 *(A) to require the determination of ability to ben-

25 efit from the instruction offered by an institution of any
OHR 97 1B
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

21
22
28
24
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3
student who does not seek any grant, loan, or work as-

sistance under this title; or

“(B) to affect the admission of any such student.
“(3) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a student enrolled

in either an elementary or a secondary school shall not be

eligible for any grant, loan, or work assistance under this

title.”,

SEC. 2. CONTINUATION OF TESTING REQUIREMENT FOR PRO-
PRIETARY INSTITUTIONS.

Section 481(b) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (27
U.S8.C. 1088(b)) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence, by stﬁkiné *‘urider sec-
tion 484(d)”" and inserting “in accordance with section
484(dNINC)”; and

(2) by striking the last sentence.

SEC. 3. DECOUPLING ABILITY-TO-BENEFIT FROM INSTITU-
TIONAL ELIGIBILITY.

Section 1201(s) of the Higher Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C. 1141(a)) is amended by striking out “‘and who
meets the requirements of section 484(d) of this Act”.

SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall apply with re-
spect to periods of enrollment beginning on or after Jan-
uary 1, 1981,

0]
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18T SERSION 3
| | ]

To repeal the testing requirements imposed on ability-to-benefit students by the
Omnibus Budget Reconrilistion Act of 1990.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JaNvapy 17, 199}

Mr. CoLEMaN of Texas tfor himself, Mr. BusTamanTg, Mr. Bryant, Mr. Erp-
REICH, Mr. Roysav, and Mr. Toggres) introduced the following bill; which
war referred to the Committer on Education and Labor

A BILL

To repeal the testing requirements imposed on ability-to-benefit
students by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

[S4)

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

5]

SECTION 1. REPEAL.

" -

Section 3005 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1990 is repealed.

[$4]

SEC. 2. EFFECT OF REPEAL.
Sections 484(d) and 481(b) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1091(d), 1088(b)) shall, after the date of

=B v R N - =

enactment of this Act, be applied as if section 3005 of the
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2
1 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 had not been
2 enacted.
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Mr. AnpreEws. Thank you very much, Mr. Henry.

One question 1 would have: Your proposal establishes a predicate
requirement for financial aid, or reestablishes one. And that’s a
higllx school diploma or a GED.

r. HENRY. Or a GED certificate, of course, which is offered
thm;gh all the States. In fact, the GED for several years had de-
clined in usage. Last year, it took a8 major, major surge. 1 think
something like 400,000 GED certificates were issued last year.
Except for two or three States, every single State has continuing
education, adult education requirements that offer GED equivalen-
cies and/or straight high school completion free of charge. A stu-
dent does not need Federal money to get a high school equivalency.
We ought to start there. Why should we say that Federal monies
ought to be directed towards higher education, tsecondary edu-
cation to someone that doesn’t have a GED certificate. That is basi-
cally the thrust.

r. ANDREWS. You anticipated my question, which is: Is there
any evidence or are there any data out there, which talk about
whether the supply of available opportunities in the GED programs
is equivalent to the need? In other words, how—putting it in Eng-
lish—how simple and how accessible is it for a person who wants to
get a GED to get one?

Mr. HENRy. It is extremely accessible. It is the most widely used
test of its type across the Nation. It is used extensively in Canada,
as well. It is almost universally available; although, obviously,
there are instances in which that exception has to be addressed.
course, we do have continuing and adult education funding that we
give to the States for this very purpose.

Mr, ANDREWS, Is it, to your knowl , the exception or the rule
that GED programs are free of charge for people?

Mr. Henry. It would be the rule by and large that GED 'l%m-
grams are free of charge to people through public education. That
is correct.

Mr. ANDREwS. Are they generally accessible to people living in
rural areas?

Mr. HENRy. Yes, they are generally, although you will have ex-
ceptions.

r. ANprews. Thank you.

Mr. Reed, do you have any questions?

Mr. Reep. Yes.

Mr. Henry, is the contemplated effect of your proposal to require

_tfl;z‘a,t everyone have a GED r high school diploma in order to qual-
ify?
Mr. HENry. That is correct. And given the fact, Mr. Reed, that
one of the problems you have is that we will never be able, obvious-
ly, to meet all the needs or all the things that we would like to do
in terms of making Federal funds available for s :dents who are
desirous of postsecondary educational opportunity.

Why ought we not, then, to encou the system in terms of the
message we send for the completion of a high school diploma or at
least of getting the GED certificate as a criteria for that assistance.
Why would we fund someone who has not taken that initiative at
the expense of someone who has subjected himself or herself to
that discipline and has demonstrated that academic discipline.
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There is an interesting study that just came through on the use
of the GED and its increase and an interesting quote that was at-
tached to it. It cites how highly private industry looks at those
who, in fact, do take the GED, because the final exam is like a 6
hour package of exams and it says so much about the student who
will work toward taking that exam.

Now one of the concerns which you will hear about later and the
other aqgroach to this is: What about the person, who—because of
an h language deficiency, for example—can’'t get through
that GED. That does raise an interesting question. The Department
of Education has established 14 tests. The National Accrediti
Commission of Cosmetology, Arts and Sciences just commission
in independent study to look at what exams might be utilized credi-
bly in terms of getting disciplines, in terms of getting the proper
ability to benefit test out there.

Now the independent consultant looked at the English as a
Second test. Here is what their independent consultant
said about this test. It is designed to help assess whether a high
school student is ready for English language instruction. As such,
it makes an excellent supplement to assessing the ability of non-
native speakers enrolling in programs where the language of in-
struction is English.

The publisher recommends a minimum score of 50 before stu-
dents are main-streamed. Under no circumstances should this test
be used as the sole criteria for ability to benefit admissions. The
required English level is comparable to that of a native speaker in
the fourth or fifth grade. This is to measure a student’s ability to
benefit by English instruction. This happens to be one of the tests
that the Department of Education has just approved for the ability
to benefit provisions.

Now I think you really have a fundamental question here. I am
concerned about the student who has English language deficien-
cies. I mean obviously that is a problem, icularlv as we look at
changing demographics in America. But does it make sense to use
Federal dollars to give postsecondary educational opportunity to
someone that has got a fourth or fifth grade level of lish profi-
ciency going into the classroom. It is fundamental dilemma.

Mr. . If I could }ust follow ugoﬁm one question, which
echoes, I think the line of questioning from Mr. Andrews?

That is: It would seem to me that if we follow this approach, not
only would we have to insure that the GED is free, but that there
are actually structures in the States so people could access it. We
know that high school education is essentially mandatory, but
GEDs and secondary education are not.

In your development of your proposal, have you considered the
effects at the State level in terms of are States prepared now to
basically have as a gateway a high school diploma or GED in order
to 1&et ederal assistance?

r. HENRY. Well, we do have in separate legislation, adult educa-
tion ts that are given directly to the States. 1 was on the
MichE:: State Board of Education for 4 years. Of course, this is a
?rima?'htarget—-to raise high school completion across in the work-
orce. The data is very encouraging in terms of the renewed inter-
est of this in the workforce for the very obvious reasons that the

174




164

skills are demanded in the workplace are goini up. We ought to
recognize that, it seems to me, and not diminish that. This has a
very profound role in terms of, first of all, encouraging our school
districts to be doing this. And secondly, not discouraging students
or diminishing the importance of getting that high school diploma.
What concerns me is that the present process not only has created
the financial abuses on it, but is a disincentive, in some respects, to
complete that basic education that we want our kids to have.

Mr. Reep. Just one final point. Not only is there a category of
students who might have language difficulties, but there is a cate-
gory of students who simply—either because they don’t enjoy aca-
demics or they have some other problems that, in fact, would be
benefitted by technical training, hands-on training which is afford-
ed in some of these institutions. Yet, this proposal might be an in-
surmountable obstacle to them going in and doing the truck-driver
training or the things that don’t require some of the skills you
need for a GED, but might provide them with an adequate living.

Mr. Henry. I am sure, though, you understand how quickly the
workplace is changing. I mean every time I am in a factory or even
in a proprietary school, I am just amazed at the upgrading of skills.
There would be very, very few professions, even in the trades,
where you wouldn’t be looking for high school equivalencies. The
added caveat 1 would Elace on that is in terms of a national policy
where you have to pick between candidate A and candidate B. And
there is only X number of dollars in the pot. Should we penalize
candidate A because he took the disciplines of finishing high school
in order to help candidate B who didn't. After all, it is called post-
secondary education.

Mr. Reep. Thank you, Mr. Henry.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANprews. Mr. Henry, just one other follow-up. There has
been recent evidence about the Ohio experience, where the State of
Ohio is offering free GED testing and preparation. They have had a
40 percent increase in the number of people taking and passing the
test.

How would you react to a proposal to add to your idea, an idea
that? would require the States to provide free access to the GED
test?

Mr. Hengy. If they had a sifstem in doing so, I would be very,
very interested in doing that. It also fits in very nicely with some
of our national literacy programs.

Mr. ANDREWs. I guess the other final question I have: What
about the person—1I think Mr. Reed was getting to—what about the
rerson who, for reasons of cognitive deficiencies or other kind of

earning problems—just has a very hard time passing the GED,
just can't do it? What do we offer that person?

Mr. Henry. Well, you can address that by way of exception,
rather than addressing it by rule which is presently practiced,
which has opened the fateways to where you have tremendous
abuses in the program. I think we recognize that this is where we
have had abuses of some notoriety. What I am trying todo is get a
very clean standard that addresses that problem.

Mr. Anprews, Thank you very much.
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Mr. Hayes or Mr. Sawyer, if you—we are about done with our
witness, but if you would like to?

Mr. Hayes. I have no questions or comments, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Anprews. Thank you very much,

Mr. HEngry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Could I have one more
point? I should have made it at the beginning. I come very proudly
from the district in Grand Rapids, Michigan, which had the first
and most comprehensive adult basic education program in the
United States. I remember when we were kids, we read those
James Thurber stories about the adult education programs for im-
migrants streaming through New York. I just want you to know
that my home district had the first program in the United States
through its school district.

Mr. ANprEws. Very good.

Mr. Hengry. Thank you.

Mr. ANpREWS. Thank you very much.

We are very privileged to have on our next panel, Dr. Dennis
Brown, who is Division Chair of Communications for the El Paso
Community College in El Paso, Texas. He is going to be introduced
to us by his representative, Congressman Ron Coleman.

We also have Dr. David Mertes, the Chancellor of the California
Community College from Sacramento, California.

Dr. Mertes, did I pronounce your name correctly?

Mr. MerTES. That is correct.

Mr. ANprEws. Thank you.

Congressman Coleman?

STATEMENT OF HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. RonaLp CoLEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say at the outset that I couldn’t disagree more with the
gentleman who just preceded me, Congressman Henry's view of
testing. I think it works as a bar to people to prevent them from
getting an education. I think that is exactly the opposite of what
we should be doing.

I happen to agree with Peter Drucker, as he wrote in his recent
book entitled, “The New Realities,” when he said the educational
system that we need must be an open system. It must not make
into an impenetrable barrier the line between the highly-schooled
and “the other half.”” I do subscribe to that. 1 believe that able and
achieving rdpeople need to have access to education, and through it,
to upward mobility whatever their origin, wealth or previous
schooling. I agree with Peter Drucker’'s remarks and statements in
the “New Realities.”

After conversations with students and administrators at the El
Paso Community College and the El Paso trade schools that were
affected by OBRA-90, I decided to introduce H.R. 553 as a remedy.
It would, as {s%u know, repeal those requirements.

I would also, of course, like to thank Chairman Ford and this
subcommittee and the full Education and Labor Committee for
passing earlier in the year legislation called the Higher Education
Technical Amendments Act, H.R. 1285, which did recognize the
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problems with ATB testing requirements in OBRA-90, and it cor-
rected them through that legislation.

I have received a good deal of information suggesting many flaws
in the ability to benefit testing requirements, particularly the
Spanish test approved by the Department of Education. It makes
one wonder from time to time if anyone over there s Spanish.

I would like to introduce Dr. Brown, the Division ir for Com-
munications at the El Paso Community College. I would tell you,
first of all, it is a multi-camgus school of 17,000 plus students,
whose student population is 82 percent minority, and primarily
Hispanic. He is a respected educator who has over 17 years of
higher education experience at the college, as well as at Arizona
State University. He received his Ph.D. from New Mexico State
University in Educational Administration and Organizational Com-
munication.

More importantly about Dr. Brown, though, is that he is deeply
concerned about the well-being of our Nation’s students.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANprews. Thank you very much, Mr. Coleman.

Welcome, Dr. Brown.

STATEMENT OF DENNIS BROWN, DIVISION CHAIR, COMMUNICA-
TIONS, EL. PASO COMMUNITY COLLEGE, EL PASO, TEXAS

Mr. Brown. Thank you very much.

Chairman Andrews, members of the House Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education and Representative Ron Coleman, I want
to begin by thanking you for allowing me to be here today and
share with you some testimony regarding the ability to benefit leg-
islation. I would ask that my entire written statement be included
in the record.

Mr. ANprews. Without objection.

Mr. BrRowN. Thank you.

As an administrator from a community college, which has a mi-
nority population of over 82 percent, most of those being Hispanic
students, I come today to share some grave concerns with you
about the legislation, concerns that are also shared by a number of
institutions similar to ours.

Two of the greatest barriers that students, particularly minority
students face when they enter higher educational institutions are
language proficiency and socioeconomic status. Though institutions
of higher education, in general, are experiencing a great influx in
minority students, it is the community colleges of the Nation which
are serving the largest number of the minority population.

The issue we are addressing here today is a Catch-22. The Catch
22 is this: The native English speaking student needs language
training in order to be successive in higher education courses of
study. On the other hand, the ability to benefit legislation is going
to prohibit a number of students well deserving, qualified students
from participating in this higher education.

Data analyzed for the spring 1990 semester at El Pasc Communi-
ty College revealed that from the graduating class that May, 10
percent of those students were former English as a Second Lan-
guage students. Another revealing statistic: 70 percent of the stu-
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dents who pursue coursework in occupational or transferred
courses of study passed those courses and received college credit.
The ESL students not only do as well as the native sgkers, but in
fact, many of them do even better than the native English speak-
ers.

The recent legislation requiring testing to determine ability to
benefit will most certainly impede access and success to these mi-
nority students and higher education. The discriminatory nature of
this e%islation lies in the requirement that students must pass a
multiple choice test as a prerequisite to enrollment and also the re-
ceipt of Title IV funds and financial aid support.

Minority students typically do not do as well on standardized
tests as the majority of the population. The use of a single meas-
ure—in this case, a paper-pencil test, to determine enrollment in
higher education courses, has not even been validated. In fact, the
National Center for Open and Fair Testing reported that the Edu-
cational Testing Service, the College Board and other testing com-
panies do not even recommend that their test be used to determine
if the student is ready for enrollment in higher educational institu-
tions.

During the collgguy between Representatives Ford and Miller,
Representative Ford indicated that—and 1 quote—*Passing scores
should be based on validity, reliability and predictiveness of the ex-
amination for students with similar characteristics.” If, in fact, the
predictability of the tests to determine ability to benefit could be
validated, we would have less concern with this requirement in the
legislation. However, it is highly unlikely that any reputable test-
il;g d:ompany would make such a claiia. Certainly, none has done so

te

Additionally, it is unlikely that any testing company or research
agency has compiled sufficient data to link their test results, their
test scores to the ability to benefit from a postsecondary education.
Moreover, multiple choice tests have several problems, two in par-
ticular. The cut-off scores are arbitrary by nature. Secondly, the
culturally bound nature of tests makes cut-off scores totally unfair.
The short-sightedness of this legislation is evidence for an insignifi-
cant savings now in dollars most certainly will be far outweighed
}:ter in overwhelming welfare expenditures for these students

ter.

The community college is a uniquely American concept. For
years, it has provided instruction to these students and has experi-
enced a high rate of success throughout the Nation. The account-
ability for serving these students lies with local governing boards,
State agencies and regional accrediting associstions. On behalf of
these students, ] am appealing to this committee to take a proac-
tive role in changing this legislation. Without change, not only will
minority student enrollments be set back over 30 years, but also,
effectively, we are barring these students from higher education.

In January of 1991, the American Council on Education recorded
in their 9th Annual Report on Minorities in Higher Education that
Hispanics are, “grossly under-represented at every rung of the edu-
cation ladder.” The ability to benefit legislation will surely in-
crease this under-representation.

ey

174



168

Included in this written testimony are four case histories. Two of
these case histories are success stories of English as a Second Lan-
guage students at El Paso Com.nunity College. Caught in the tran-
sition between two 1 these students could have fallen
victim to the ability to benefit testing. Fortunately, they were al-
lowed to enroll. They were assessed. They were counseled, and they
were advised. And they succeeded.

The other two case histories reflect adults who aspired to attend
El Paso Community College and in all likelihood, would have seen
the same success as Maria del Consuelo, Martinez and Jose Armen-
dariz. Unfortunately, they did not meet the arbitrary testing re-
quirements of the Department of Education this past January and
were prohibited from enrolling in the college, They had limited
educational background and little or no English proficiency, but
they had the potential to succeed in postsecondary education.

What is the solution? We would ask this committee to reinstate
the previous regulations which allow community colleges to assess,
council, advise and prescriptively remediate ability to benefit stu-
dents. Current Title IV financial aid guidelines allow 30 credit
hours of remediation for English speaking students and a reasona-
ble time for the non-native speaker to pursue English language
proficiency. We are well aware that not every student can and
should be served in this manner. However, when deemed ready by
a community college, college or university for pursuit of higher
education, they should be granted this access.

Congressman Coleman's bill, H.R. 553 would ailow community
colleges to use their professional judgment in assessing student po-
tential by returning to the previous ability to benefit regulations.

In closing, El Paso Community College would like to commend
the efforts of Congress and the Department of Education in reduc-
ing student loan default rates and other Title IV abuses. Increasing
the level of education of low income minority students must in-
clude the broader picture of getting the student into college so that
they can be successful, they can be productive tax-paying citizens.

Lyndon Baines Johnson, author of Chapter 1 reforms, once said,
‘‘Education was the great equalizer of a free people.”

Mandatory testing is an arbitrary and capricious means, if not
un-American, of barring people with greatest need or access to this
great equalizer.

I would like to thank the committee for allowing me to present
the testimony today. I would also like to ask that the testimony
from the National Center for Fair and Open Testing also be includ-
ed in the record.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony this morning.

Mr. ANDREwWS. Dr. Brown, thank you. Without objection, your re-
quest will be consented to.

[The prepared statements of Dennis Brown and the National
Center for Fair and Open Testing follow:]
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Chairman Ford, Nembers of the Houss Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education, Reprasantative Ron Coleman, lat me begin
by thanking each of you for the opportunity to address this
Cosmittes today. I would ask that my entire written statement
appsar in the record. As an adsinistrator from a community college
whose student population is 82% minority, primarily Hispanic, I am
here today to share with you the grave concerns El Paso conmunicy
College and institutions like ours have regarding the recent
legislation on Ability to Bensfit.

Two of the greatest barriers to the success of ninority
students in higher education are socio-economic status and language
proficiency. Though institutions of higher education in general
are expariencing a great influx of minority students, community
colleges, with their open door policiss and at-risk student focus,
serve by far the largest numbers of minority students.

The issue we are addressing today, Ability to Banefit, is a
Catch 22. The Catch 22 is that the non-native English speaker
needs language training to enable him/her to successfully pursue a
college course of study: however, the ability to benefit
legislation will bar these students froo obtaining foderal
financial support. The conseguence of this is that low income
minority students will effectively be denied access to highar
education.

In the twenty years that El Pasc Community College has baen
educating minority adults who lack English proficiency, thousands
of students have entersd the institution in search of a brighter

futurs through the pursuit of marketabls job skills and an



171

2
education transferable to a university ox college. In 1979 the
College aggressively researched, designed, and ilmplementad &
comprehansive transitional program of second-language-development
that would take the student from his/her current English language
proficiency to an advanced stage of reading, writing, speaking, and
listening at the collegs lsvel. As sducators, and spscifically as
sducators dealing with at-risk minority students, wve know the
consequences that result vhen students without sufficient basic
skills to read ths texts, write the papers and speak thea vocabulary
enter college and pursue colleges level academic or vocational
programs of study. Regardless of whether the student's native
language is English, they will not achieve puccess unless they can
fully participate in each and every communication experienca.

Our transitional English as a Second Language Program is
directed to this and, namely thes successful completion of an
occupational or transfer program of study. As» a way for minority
students to achisvs success, this program currsntly provides over
3,000 language diverss students with the critical tools needed to
compats with nr ‘e English-speaking students in a demanding,
highly sophisticated, complex, and ever-changing educational
snvironment.

Data analyzed for Spring 1990 revealed that 10% of El Paso
Community College's graduates were former English as a Second
language (ESL) students. Another rsvsaling statistic shows is that
ovar 70% of the ESL studants enrolled in college-level occupational

and acadenic courses actually rasceived credit for those courses.
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Independant departmental assessaent of performance at the end of a
course shovs that ESL students as a group have a greater than 90%
pass rate in most levels. ESL students not only do as well as
nativa speakers, but in some instances do much better.

The recent faderal legislation requiring testing to determine
ability to benefit will most certainly impedea the success of
minority students. Briefly stated, this new legislation requires
students without a high school diploma or GED who are saeking Title
IV financial aid funds to pass a Department of Education approved
test prio- to enrollment in courses in postsecondary institutions.
If this legislation stands, pany deserving nminority students will
find the door te higher education closed.

Tha discriminatory nature of this legislation lies in the
requirement that students nust pass a multiple~choice test as a
prereguisits to enrollment and Title IV support. Minority
students, who typically do not perform well on standardized tests,
will be excluded from postsecondary education in higher numbers
than the nafority population. The use of a single measure, in this
case a paper-pencil test, to determine enrcilment in higher
education courses has not been validated. In fact, the National
Centar for Fair and Open Testing in Cambridgs, Massachusetts
reportead that most of the major tasting cospanies, such as the
Educational Testing Service and the Collega Bnhrd, discourage the
use of a singls measure, as in one test, to deterainse access to
nigher education. For minority students this legislation closes

off a herstofore viable avenue, community colleges, for gaining job
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training and transfer education. At-risk minority students, who up
to this time have been affectively sducated and trained by
community colleges, will find theamselves without a place to acquire
this sducation and training. For most such students, the community
college is the only economically reasonable optioen.

During the colloquy betwesn Representatives Ford and Miller,
Representative Ford indicated that "passing scores should be based
on validity, reliability, and predictiveness of the examination for
studsnts with similar characteristics.” If, in, fact the
predictability of the tests to datermine ability to benefit could
be validated, there might be less concern about using a test for
such a purpose. It is highly unlikely that any reputable testing
company would make such a claim. Certainly, none has refore.
Additionally, it is unlikely that any testing company or research
agency has compiled sufficient data to 1link a given test to
predicting ability to benefit. Compounding this is the desire to
match passing scores to student and program characteristics. Even
psychometrists would concur that this is a monumental, if not
insursountable, task.

Moreover, multiple-choice tests have several problems. Two
critical concerns, noted by the National Center for Fair and Open
Testing, are these:

1. Cut-pff scores are arbitrary bv natuxe. According to the

National Commission o:. Testing and Public Policy, a Ford
Foundation-funded blue-ribbon panel which racently

completed a three-year study on the impact of testing in

ISU', ,
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schools and work places, cut scores exhibit the following
pitfall:

{they have) no scientific basis analogous to that
underlying 32 degrees Fahrenheit on the temperatura
scale, and no physical basis analogous to a cutoff
scora of 20/250 on the scales of visual acuity used
to define legal blindness. Other cut-scores used
in public policy such as spesd 1limits, aur
pellution standards, and tax brackets are also
arbitrary. Howaver, they do not oo into effect
without extansive public hearings, debate and
legislative action.

2. The culturally-bound pature of tests makes cut-off scoxes
unfair. PDifferences in group performance on tests are
the result both of an inequitable educational system and
of the culture bound nature of such tests, which, the
National Commission says, “almost alwvays reflact the
dominant or 'national’ culture i1 both form and content.®
As an indication of the unfairness of such tests,
majority and minority candidates in fact demonatrate
relatively small differences on actual pesrformance, and
females actually outperform males in college. Test
coaching, which many studies have shown to be effective,
adds an income-related bias to multiple-choice tessts:
those who can afford it can, in effect, "buy™ an
advantage.

Those ©of us who work with these students see their faces, sas

their hopes and aspirations, know that we are not talking about
dollars and cents, but about real people-pecple who need and

desarve a chance. The shortsightedness of this legislation is
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evident, for an insignificant savings now will be far outweighed by
overvhelnsing welfare expanditures later. Testing for enrollment
and financial aid is a poorly~-veiled attempt to discriminate
against, to exclude, and to prevent a group of Americans from
improving their level of education.

In 1986 this nation opened its doors to large numbers of
Mexican immigrants through the Amnesty Program. The nation now
appears to have reneged on the promises made to those it granted
asnesty with implementation of the Ability to Benefit legislation.
The education agenda for the 21st century must be to educate and
train these new members of our proud nation of immigrants.
Howaver, restricting access to higher education simply on the basis
of a single test score is extremely narrow-minded and invalid. It
is particularly Un-American to those students whose collages have
assessed them as having the potential to successfully pursus a
college education. The community college, a uniquely American
concept, for yYears has provided instruction to these students and
experienced a high rate of success. The accountability of
performance is assured through local governing boards, state
agencies arx regional accrediting associations.

On bahalf of these students, I an appealing to this committee
to take a proactive role in changing this legislation. without
changes, not only will mninority student enrollment in higher
sducation be set back 30 ysars, but minority students will be

sffactively barred. In January 1991, the American council on

Education reported in the Ninth Annual Report on Minorities in
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Higher Education that Hispanics are "grossly underraprasented at
svery rung of the sducation ladder.” In fact, ths report revealed
that high school graduation rates for Hispanics have decrsased from
62.8% in 1985 to 56% in 1989. If this is a trend, then ever
greater numbers of Hispanic students will bs required to pass a
tast just to gain access to higher sducation. Black Americans are
reported to have only slightly better high school completion rates.
£ven more discouraging is that only 16.1% of Hispanics 18 to 24
yesrs old were enrclled in college. . The Ability to Benefit
legislation will surely reduce this number further.

The recently passed Technical Amendment (H.R. 1285) corrected
some of the critical problems with thes legislation: determining
institutional eligibility for Title IV funds, testing only
financial aid recipients without a high school diploma or GED, and
delaying the effective date of Ability to Benefit legislation.
However, two of the fundamental concerns with the Ability to
Senefit legislation must still be addressed. These concerns are
the use of tasting as the single measure of praparedness to pursus
a postsecondary education and the discriminatory nature of the law
which now imposes testing on thoss students with the lowest incormes
(demographics will show that minority populations will make up a
significant portion of those tasted). This double standard, "if
you have money you have access, and if you do not, you are denied
access, ™ is unaccsptable.

During the presentation of the Higher Education Technical

Ansndment of 1591 to the House of Representatives, the Honorable
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William Ford thanked both Represantatives Colaman and Miller for
highlighting "the problems with raespect to educational
opportunities for ability to benefit students created by last
year's reconciliation bill.® Representative Ford further stated
that the jideas contained in these two bills *“certainly have our
attention and merit very ssrious consideration as a part of our
higher education authorization.” We thank Representatives Ford,
Coleman, and Millsr, and the Subcommittea on Postsecondary
Education for craating this forum for open debate.

Included in this writtean testimony are four case histories
{Exhibits A through D). Two of the case histories ({Exhibits A and
B; describe the perssvarance, commitment, and sacrifice of two El
Paso Community Collegs graduates who have shown that limited
En~lish proficient minority students, given the opportunity and
financial support, can succeed. Caught in the transition between
two languagas, thase studants could have fallen victim to the
ability to bensfit testing. Fortunately, they were allowed to
enroll on the basis of assessment, counseling, and advising.

The other two cass histories (Exhibits C and D} reflect adults
who aspired to attend El1 Paso Community College, and in all
likelihood would have seen similar success as Maria del Consuelo
Martinez and Jose Armendariz. Unfortunately, they did not pest the
arbitrary testing requiremsnts of the Department of Education.
They tco ware caught in the dilemma of naving a limited educational
background and little or no English proficisncy. Under these
circumstances, it is difficult to sxpect students to perform at thes
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lave) specified by ths Department of Education. compounding this
situation are the pressure and anxiety associated with the
student’s knowing that if he/she does not pass the test, his/her
dreams of a higher sducation have come to a screeching halt.

This situation is particularly unnerving for high school
dropouts who look to the community college as their second chance.
An sditorial appearing in the February 4, 1991 edition of Community
College Weak observed that the community college is the cornerstone
of a rascue natwork for at-risk students.

An evan greater loss [from Ability to Benefit testing] wounld
be the largely unrecognized rescus nstwork which has svolved
ovar the last 20 ysars to recapture those adults who "fell
out®™ of tha traditional schooling system befors receiving a
sacondary diploma. At the very heart of this network has been
the community college, fed by vocational rababilitation
offices, prisons, state employmant developasnt offices, and
various community organizations. Each of these agsncies and
institutions, while serving radically different clienteles,
has bsen able to utilize community college educational
programs to racapture uncredentialed adults and squip them
with the skills and training prarsguisite to "information age”
exploymsnt. In many parts of the nation, ths nesd for this
nontraditional network is ter than gansrally realized.
Attaimmant of s secondary diploms is far from universal. 1In
soms large matropolitan regions, fully a third of all adults
lack a high school diplowa. Ninority attrition rates (rscant
data indicate that 55% percant of Detroit’s black males drop
out of high school) suggest that little improvemant in the
situation can be axpected in the near futurae,

What is the solution? We would ask the Committee to reinstate
the previous regulations which alloved community collages t0 assess
{criterion-refsrenced and/or diagnostic measures), counael, advisa,
and prescriptively remediate students. Ability to benafit is bast
measured by examining a variety of factors, including previous
education, assessment rssults, motivation, and life experiences.

It is the job of ths sxperts, in this case ths sducators, to match

155 G sT (6P AVAILABLE
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each student to skill level and ability. Currant Title IV
financial aid guidelines allow 30 credit hours of ramediation for
English speaking students and a rsasonable time for non~native
speakers to learn English. We are well swars that not avery student
can ox: should be served through thess two options; howaver, those
desmed ready by collesgs should be granted access.

Congresssan Coleman's bill (H.R. 553) would allow community
colleges to use their professional judgment in assessing student
potential by returning to the previocus Ability to Benerit
regulations. E1 Paso Community College which serves an 82% low
income minority adult population along with our sister colleges
serving a similar population wish to express our apprsciation to
the Honorable Ron Coleman for his efforts in providing equal access
to higher education for all American citizens.

By contrast, Chester E. Finn, Jr., former Assistant Secretary
of Bducation, recently wrote in a New York Times editorial (May 18,
19931) that ®tough tests will aid wminority students.®” I take
exceptipn to his statement. MNr. Finn contends that high school
students have no incentive "for buckling down to learn.” His
solution is to impose nev national tests and make col'ege admission
requirsments tougher. NMr. Finn concludes that this will result in
"young Asericans who are schooled to world standards as proved by
test results.” Then and only then, he suggasts, will students take
learning ssriously. We are to belisve that this ’buckling down'
pehavior will coincidentally reduce the scaring dropout rate of
ainorities. This tough test mentality will do little mors than

156



180

11
increase testing company revenues and cause many studants who do
not test wall to give up.

I am afraid, however, that what will reasult is in fact the
evolution of an elitist educational system. In all likelihooed,
mors, rather thar fewer, students will be departing from high
school without a diploma. No one cbjects to world-clasc standards
or intellectual competitivensss. The £fallacy of Mrxr. Finn's
reasoning lies in the assumption that higher standards will also
translate into batter schools, batter msthodologias, better
materials, Fatter taachars, and batter social programs to deal with
the wmyriad of problems faced daily by low-income wminority
populations. Achieving these ends require additional funding, but
in recent years new dollars have not been easy to come by.

As any community college sducator can tell you, at-risk higher
sducation students do not come to college with a lack of desire or
motivation. In fact, it is this desire and motivation that drives
them to successfully complete their studies.

Using a national test, probably multiple-choice, to determine
college admission for all students is a stsp backward. let us
instead look at ways to improve our instructional delivery systems
in K-12, and give the teacher the tools, time and environment
necessary to produce Mr. PFinn's world class results. All toeo
often, we forget that when we compare the performance of our
studants to those of students in other countries, we are, in fact,
comparing the performancs of gll of our students, not a sslect fev.

Very is¥ countries provide, by law, the same Kkind of access the
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United States is famous for and rightfully proud of.

There is no question that our educational system needs help.
It neads help to educate all of our students. However, I would
strongly caution against universal testing as a solution to all of
the system’s ills.

El Paso Community College commends the efforts of Congress and
the Department of Bducation to reduce the student loan default
rates and other Title IV abuses. Increasing the level of education
of low income minority students must include the broader picture of
getting the student into college so the success rate can rise.
Lyndon Baines Johnson, the author of Chapter 1 reforms in public
schools, once said that “Education was the great equalizer of a
frae people.” Mandatory testing is an arbitrary and capricious
means, if not Un-American, of barring people with greatest need
from access to this great equalizer. I would like to thank the
Committee for allowing me to present this testimony today. Mr.

Chairman, this concludes my testimony this morning.
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Exhidit A

Jose Arsendariz

A man who grev up in a Mexican village
with no schools was a finalist in the
Teacher Of the Year event sponsored by
the Ccouncil of Chief State School
officers, which annually honers one of
the nation’s top tesachers. Jose
Arsendariz, & teacher at Chaparral
Elamentary School, Gadsden, and a maxber
of NEA-New Mexico, was one of four
finalists for tiie honer. NEA Advocates,
vol. 14 No. 5 February, 158S.

Jose Armandariz traveled a long and often
winding road 1sading to this national
racognition. As a graduate of El PRaso
Community college and a former student in the
English as a Second Language Program, Mx. Armendariz has indeed
come a long way from the small mountain farming community of Fl
Porvenir de Campesino, Chihuahua, Maxico.

Mr. Armendariz came to the United States as a migrant worker
in 1961. He also beld jobs as a truck driver for a furniture stors
in E1 Paso and workad as an auto mechanic in California. He began
to study English and when he married hs bsgan attending classes at
£1 Paso Community Collsge. "I've alway® wvanted to help other
PecPle learn,® he says by way of explaining that he becams a tutor
at ths college. He recaived an associate degres in applied
sciences (rafrigeration/air conditioning) and a second associats
degree in education. He subsequantly attendsd New Msxico State
University in lLas Cruces vhers he received his Bachelor of Sciencs
in Education with a specislty in Spanish in 1978. Recently he
raceived a Master's degrea from the University of Tuxas at El Paso.

His teaching caresr began as a bilingual specialist in
Gadsdan, New Mexico working with rigrant children. A teacher for
twelve years, Joss Armsndaris is ma¥ing up for lest tise. He not
only teaches elemantary school students at chaparral, but in the
svening he teaches English as a Second Language to aduits at El
Paso Community Collsge. His efforts in the teaching arsna brought
him honors as tha New Nexico Adult Bducator of the Year in 1984 and
Nev Mexico Teacher of the Year in 1985.

Once in the United States, I foresaw the many opportunities
provided for education in this country. I began to work and study
during whatever spare time I had. Night classes have bsan part of
my daily schadule since then. All my efforts have been rewarded
with satisfaction.

The federal financial aid came in handy to begin my formal
higher education. My wife and children provided familial support,
which ’;.Pt ®e going. We raisad six children and kxept up with our
sducation.

1580
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Exhibit B
Naria del Consuele Nartinex

Naria del Consuelo (Chelo)
Martinez started attending El Paso
Community College in January 1988.
After taking the necessary
placement tests, she was placed in
the third lsvel of ESL. She was
very successful and achieved high
scoras during this semestsr and as
3 result of this, Alice Wise, ESL
Instructor, recommended that she
start taking career courses and
that she might be interssted in
taking a cosputer course.

1

Chelo started in the first course in the Information
Processing major with Summer Session I, 1988. She became
interssted in studying computers and continued in the Information
Processing Discipline until she completed a Certificate program in
Spring, 1990 and an Associate Of Applied Science Degree in
Information Processing in Fall, 1990. She is prasently pursuing a
sscond asscociates degres in 0ffice Administration and a second
certificatae in Accounting in which she only lacks two courses and
four courses respectively,

None of thase accomplishsents were easy for chelo to achisve,
Sha started her studies with many concerns which tested her
determination evary step of the way. She first had to master the
English language, re-entsr the educational arena after a long
absence, and meet personal challenges which at timses could have
prevented her from meeting her educational gosles. Soon after
anrelling at Bl Pasc Community College, she underwaent a divorcae,
incurred drastic financial burdens, and had to raise her threae
children on her own. At timss personal problams became so
ovarwhelming that Chelo was very close to quitting her studies,
She states that only the drive and motivation she was receiving
from her instructors along with her own desire to complete haer
progran of study, kept her going.

She also indicates that not only was her life changed due to
this experience, but s0 wera the lives of her thres children. Her
two sons, aged 14 and 12, and her daughter, age 9, have been able
to sse their mother’s added confidance and determination and to set
similar goals. This is yet more proof that we in education touch
not only the PRESENT but also the FUTURE. Through Maria del
Consuelo Martinez' exparisnce at El Pasoc Community College, a total
of four lives were altered and four sets of dresms and aspirations
were enhanced,

1349
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Bxhidbit C

Javier Zaragosa
{translated in his own words)

Ry name is Javier Zaragoza. I am 23 years old. I live with
my parents. Wa have lived in El Paso for three Ysars. It has bean
very difficult £inding employment for me, -¥ mother and my brother
becauss ve do not knowv English and have limited job skills. Thvs,
we decided we would come to El1 Paso Community College to learn
English and gst smployment skills.

Whan ve started ocur admissions process, ve wers instructed to
take the Ability to Benefit exam in order to get financial aid
because wa 4id not have a GED or high school diplosa. W¥When we
learned we had not passed the test, we were very disappointed and
did not know what to do. We wars givan an appointmant to an
Intexvention Orisntation. Thars the student assistant spoke to
each of us alona and we wveare given a referral to ALPHA, another
program within the College, Ny mother and I made our appointment
with the ALFHA repressentative and now we are awsiting Private
Industry Council sponsorship to enter ALPHA.

Masantime, we continue to ssarch for work., Ny brothexr was
fortunate because his aemploysr paid his tuition to enter this
sumzer. Once again, because of this lav we did not come to school.
1t was very disappointing and frustrating to us because we had
looked forward to entering El Paso Community College.
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PRUEBA INSTRUMENTAL C

Javier Zaragosa
{con sus proprias palabras)

Mi nombre ss Javier Zaragoza. Tango 23 afios de edad. vivo
con mis padres. Hemos vivido an Rl Pasn ‘urante 3 afos. Ha sido
muy dificil encontrar ampleo para mi, mi madre y mi hermano porgue
no sabaacs inglds y tenemos destrasas de trabajo limitadas. Por lo
tanto, decidimos que veandriamcs a E1 Paso Comsunity College para
aprander ingles y adquirir destreszas de trabajo.

Cuando iniciamos el proceso de admisidn, recibimos
instruccionss de tomar el aexamsn de Habilidad para neficiarse
para poder recibir ayuda financiera, proque no tenfamos GED ni
diploma de preparatorin. Cuando supimos gus no habiamos pasado el
examen, nos desilusionas~s mucho y no sab{amos qué hacer. Entonces
nos dieren una cita para una Orientacion de Intervencion. Ahi el
asistente de estudiantes habld a solas con cada uno de nosotros y
88 nos dio una refersnci/ para acudir a ALPHA, otro programa dantro
del colegio. MNi madre y yo hicimos una cita con el represantante
de ALPHA y ahora estanos esperande el patrocinio del Private
Industry Council para entrar a ALPHA. Mientras tanto, seguinos
buscando trabajo. MNi hsrmanc fue afortunade porgque su patron pago
su colegiatura para que entrara este verano. Una vez sas, debido
a esta ley, no venimos a la escuela. _Fus muy decepcionante y
fryatrante pars nosotros porque nos habiameos hecho la ilusion de
entrar a El1 Paso Community college.
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Exhibit D

Sonia Contreras
{translated in her own words)

Ny name is Scnia Contreras. I am 3) years old. I am married
and have three childran, ages 12, 11, and 7. Once my son entered
k artan, I decided I would go to school. I have besn
attend the Yslsta Independent School District Adult Learning
Cantar for the past nine months. I decided I wanted to come to
EPCC. I started my admiasions process. I was given instructions
to take the Ability to Banefit exam in order to receive financial
aid for school. I did not pass the Reading part of the exam., I
had complsted nine years in Nexico and have been in the United
States 13 yesars. I felt very nervous at the tims of the exan.

When I met with the student assistant at my Intervention
Orientation, she informed me I had to wait two months to take the
axam again. I felt confident I could pass it and did not want to
wait but I was told I had to wait. I was 30 very disappointed
becsuse I was looking forward to entering EpcCC. I wvanted to come
to EPCC to learn English and learn a jodb skill so I can sesk
apploysent,
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PRUEBA - INSTRUMENTAL D

Sonis Contreras
{con sus propias palabdras)

Mi nombre es Sonis Contreras. Tengo 33 ahos de edad. Estoy
casada y tengo 3 nifios ds 12, 11 y 7 afios. ., Cuando mi hijo entrg a
kinder, decid{ ir a la escusla.” Yo hadia estado asistiendo al
Centro de Aprendizaja para Adultos del Distrito lar
Independients de Ysleta durante los 9 meses anteriores; Decidi gue

ria venir a EPCC. 1Inicid el proceso de admision. Recibi
nstruccionses de tomar el examen de Habilidad para Baneficiarse
para podsr recibir ayuda financiera ?n 12 escuela. No pasé la
seccidp de Lectura del examen. Yo habia terninado 9 afios en Mexico
¥y habis estado en Estados Dnidos 13 afios. Ma sentia muy nerviosa
cuando tome el examan.

Cuando me reuni con la asistents de estudiantes durante mi
Orientacion ds Intervencion, ells me informd que tenig que esperar
F ] moz para tomar el u?un Nisvasante. Yo me gentia ssgura que
1o podia pasar y no qugria esparar, pero me dijeron ie tenia que
Sssperar. Me decepcione muche porgue yo ten{a 1a ilusion de entrar
al EFCC. Queris vanir al EPCC para sprender inglds y adquirir una
destreza de trabajo para buscar un aEmpleo.
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FairTest

National Center for Fair & Open Testing

Testimony 1o the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education:

The Nationai Center for Fair & Open Testing’s remarks for the record
on Ability to Benefl Testlng

June §, 1991

The National Center for Fair & Open Testing (FairTesi) is a nonprofit organization
devoted to stopping the overuse and misuse of multiple-choice testing and ensuring that tests
are fair, open and educationally-sound. AS the lcading testing refonm organization in the
country, FairTest urges Congress o pass legislation 1hat would either repeal or substantially
broaden Ability to Benefit testing requirernents.  Such provisioas sonstitute an improper use
of tesis even scconding to guidelines set forth by testmakers.  Furthermare, many tests have
been shown 1o be biased. inaccurate or irrelevant predictors of future behavior, such as
sucress in an scademic or training program.

The six principles discussed below explain why Ability to Benefis testing is harmful.
They have been endorsed by the NAACP, National Center for La Raza, Mexican American
Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Puerto Rican Lepal Defense and Education Fund, and
Center for Women Policy Studies.

Both the bills under consideration today, H.R. 533, sponsored by Representative
Coleman. and H.R. 907, sponsored by Represer. lative Miller, appear 10 meet the criteria laid

out in the Principles.
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Principles for Policymakevs in the Ability fo Benefit debate
Standardized Tests in Federal Post-Secondary Education Policy
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loan system by some unscrupalous institutions. B, like many seemingly “casy™ mnswers,
nﬁnuﬁyhnmgmmmmm~'mwm'-hnmw
MlM‘s'ﬁw»M‘mm«bmmN
more problems than it solves. smmmmmmmmm
could impose devastating and undeserved funding cuts on institutions. And because of
mmm|Mmmmmmmmmmmumm
U.S. pubtic. So, inswead of being accounmble to statss, students, and teschers, schools
m‘mbh'wanmgwmindnwy.

Principle 1: Cut-off scores on musitipie-cholce tests should not be mandated

S Cut-off scores are arbitrary dy sature
Aceouﬁngm&eNMCmi:ﬁmmTesﬁnngubﬁch,lFadme
muwﬁmwmmmpm:m-ywmﬂymmﬁmmofmg
in schools and woskplaces, cut scores have:

JMWBGM:DWTWhAW
mdeMQTmthmky

‘WMMDIWMWWMW
Aﬂmmimmcixmdshmmlsehsﬁfypwple. For example, the SAT, a college
ndmhsiaumtnkmbym&yl&mﬂﬂoumdmumhm,butmnofmof&

because of the test's inaccuracy. Since minorities, women and low-income tesr-takers on
mmmmﬂ:mmmnempswmemwmmy.

Wummmqmmwmww
Diﬂmnminywppafmmmmmmmhbom&mmmnhkmd
mmdﬂnmmlybmmdm&tmmmmNMOomnMnn
':hmdmmﬂwﬂnd«nbma’mﬁmﬂ'cﬂmhbo&fmmwmm‘ The fact
ﬂmmqjairymdmmaixywﬁdnmdmmmmhdvdymndiﬁaummm
m.mmt&mhxmnymt-pfmmmmm,ﬁwﬂmﬂhmm
unfaimess of such tests, Twmchtng.whichmmymmmm.aﬂnmhtm-
mhtadbmmmnlﬁple-choinemnmwmcmnﬂ'aﬂi:mineﬂ'm "buy” an advanisge.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Principle 2: Tests should never be used alone to make "high stakes” decisions about
individual students

Nomhgoodemugbmmcndzxﬂebmsfaimm!edmﬁmﬂdedm
Smdcnmﬂmhmmbabmedﬁomemdﬂnghapm-minwmﬂmwmcdﬁng
financial aid solely because of a test score. Even test-makers discourage such use onless it is
My'uﬁ&n&”mmm»mmtncmmsmmwimmm
misclassificaton. ﬂm-mkasobjmmﬂmminmofmmdzspmmmmin
mgmmdmmm,mmmntwdcmMyaw&dmmmﬁngm.

Principle 3: mwmmm“mtemnmmmoy
enscting test score minimums

Many public four-year and community colleges were specifically created to be accessible to
the very populations which face unfair discrimination from muitiple-chaice tests: low-income,
minorify and female students. By imposing arbimary testing requirements, the Federal
government inhibits the ability of these institutions to fulfill theic own mission. Within
nasmbleﬂmiu»«whichshmddbcdcmimdbyammdiﬁngagcmm~mmmd
institutions should be abls to set their own admissions requircments.

Principle 4: Muﬁﬂ&chﬁm&ﬂmemmmebmnytowﬂmummmdpmmm

Multiple-choice tests are & poor yardstick of & student’s capacity w benefit from posi-
secondary education. mydonmmusmxheabilitytowrim.usemuhwmmkcmming
of a texi when reading. Nor do these tests adequately measure thinking skills or assess what
people can do on real-worid tasks. Though such exams are ofien called “objective,” the only
non-subjective element is that they are scored by machine. Everything else — decisions about
what itemns 10 include, what constitures the “right” answer, and the waonding and coatent of
items -- is determined by subjective human beings.

Principle §: Federsl policy-makers should utilize and encourage development of better
ways to evaluate students and programs

Multiple indicators should always be used to make high stakes decisions. These indicators
should be based on real performance sather than sest scores. For example, 80 assessment of
studenis” “ability to benefit™ can be based on whether they are making sarisfactory progress
toward their degrees mather than on multiple-choice test scores. Likewise, other forms of
“sssessment” should be educationally valusble and dooe over time, rather than one-shot. timed
cvents. in addition, assessment tools, structures and processes should be sensitive 10 cultural,
racial, class and gender differences, and should build on students’ background characteristics
and strengths while supporting growth towand real educational goals.

Principle 6; Where assessment or testing cannot be shown to be educationally hetpful, it
should not be used

Govemment should recognize that mandated assessments can have powerful, sometimes
unintended. effects on curriculum and insouction, For example, 8 student who has compleied
introductory English classes with high grades may be barred from enrolling in upper level
courses because she has scored below the cut-off on 8 multiple-choice exam. If there is any
fisk of damage from assessment. it is bener omitted.
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Mr. AnpREws. Mr. Coleman, do you have anything to add or
comment on at this time?

Mr. RoNaLp CoLEMAN. No. I would be happy to take any evi-
dences. I don’t think there is any question.

When Congressman Henry testified a moment ago about sending
a message, he said that he was worried about the message we were
going to send to high school students, I suppose he meant that, in
other words, we are not necessarily going to encourage completion
of secondary education.

But I have to say that I am more concerned about the message
that we are sending when we deny students even the op‘Portunity
to receive an education as the result of one test. It kind of reminds
me of what they used to do in England. They called it the “elevens-
es.” At 11 years old, you had to take an exam. That was your deter-
mination for the rest of your life. Pretty tough. It seems to me that
those are the kinds of things that this country would find—this
nation would find unacceptable.

I think that these tests—I think, by the way, that Dr. Brown's
most recent insertion into the record of the statement from an or-
ganization of the National Center for Fair and Open Testing, one of
the highlights, without any question, has got to be the fact that one
of their statements says that many public 4 year and community
colleges were specifically created to be accessible to the very popu-
lations which face unfair discrimination from that kind of a test—
low income, minority and female students are the ones who suffer
the most. They say further by imposing arbitrary requirements,
the Federal Government inhibits the ability of these institutions to
fulfill the very mission for which they were created. Within reason-
able limits, States and institutions sgould be able to set their own
admission reqiuirements. Are we so fearful? Are we so fearful of
education and educators and institutions that we have set up in
our communities and in our States and nationwide, that we are not
willing to trust their judgment? I mean there is a far better way of
seeking the obtaining back of funds that were made as parts of
Federal loans. 1 would s t that this committee can take a big
step in that by passing my gegislation. I thank the chairman.

Mr. Anprews. Thank you very much, Mr. Coleman.

We are next privileged to hear from Dr. David Mertes, who is
Chancellor of the California Community Colleges in Sacramento,
California.

Welcome.

STATEMENT OF DAVID MERTES, CHANCELLOR, CALIFORNIA
COMMUNITY COLLEGES, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

Mr. MerTEs. Mr. Andrews, members of the committee, thank you
very much for permitting me to be here today. I have prepared tes-
timony that I would ask to be made a part of the record.

Mr. ANprEws. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. Mer1es. I will make my comments very brief relative to that
testimony.

First of all, I would like to point out that I am here representin,
107 community colleges in California. We currently enroll 1.5 bil-
lions students, a number that is projected to g0 to 2 million by the
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turn of the century. At the present time, California enrolls approxi-
mately 25 percent of all community colleges and students national-
ly. So this is a very fundamental issue to us.

When the Department of Education put out its December 19th
notice implementing the Budget Reconciliation Act of last summer,
there were two immediate impacts on the students I represent.
First, with that notice to be effective January 1st, it meant that we
would have to test within a matter of days 100,000 students. That
was absolutely impossible for us to do. Secondly, it raised a major
philosophical issue in that it was in conflict—that notice was in
conflict with a’ Jong-standing philosophy in_California that higher
education should be open to every resident. We do that by having a
tripartheid public education system—a university, a State universi-
ty and community colleges.

Community colleges, which 1 represent, are charged with the
function of preparing students for a transfer to the 4 year institu-
tions; and we are charged also to prepare students for entry-level
work in vocational education or technical education and to perform
a growing role of upgrade training for people already employed
who want to stay at state of the art. We also have a major program
in basic skills to prepare people who need additional work to satis-
factorily do all of the kinds of college work that is required.

In California, at the present time, 87 percent of all minority stu-
dents enrolled in higher education in the State are enrolled in com-
munity colleges. So we are the ?rimary point of entry for people
from under-represented groups. 1 am specifically charged in Cali-
fornia by the legislature to reach out to populations who represent
those people from under-represented groups. I am charged to reach
out to high-risk students. That is a very specific charge. To bring
them into the community colleges and to work with them, move
them into the mainstream programs of transfer and vocational
education and ultimately to mainstream into the society and the
economy of the State.

The issue that is immediately before us is an issue of default—
default on loans. 1 would subscribe to you, ladies and gentlemen,
that 1 have two approaches to lowering a default rate. One ap-
proach that could be used is for Congress to authorize me to only
give loans to those people who are not at risk—people who can be
checked out and are likely to repay the loan. If I had that author-
ity, the default rate could immediately be lowered in California
and lowered substantially. There would be no problem with that at
all. At the present time, we give by Federal regulation loans to stu-
dents coming in as freshmen from backgrounds, whose parents
have probably never been in a bank, could not receive a Master-
charge or Visa charge if they asked for one. That is a population
that is very real in our colleges.

I do not ask for that kind of an approach. To us, financial aid is a
mechanism by which we reach out to at-risk students and attempt
to bring them into the mainstream of our economy and our society.
We have developed an approach that is different than that which
has been proposed—the approach that has been proposed is one of
giving a test. On the basis of that test and a single score, determine
whether the student shouid be allowed in.

()‘)
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Our approach is to admit the student, and then work with that
student through a whole series of assessment techniques to find the
classes in which the student will be successive and will be able to
be retained. We refer to this as the matriculation process which is
mandated in all 107 of our colleges. We do not oppose testing. We
simply believe that there are alternative models that are far supe-
rior to that which has been proposed.

The model that is in existence in my State—there are seven key
steps to the model. The first is the process of admission, which is
primarily a process of collecting as much data as possible about the
student. Secondly, an orientation component where every student
is required to undergo orientation to college.

The third is assessment, assessment to determine which classes
the student can be successful at. It is not an open enrollment proc-
ess to every class in the curriculum. The student is assessed and
pl;iiced in classes where the student has a chance of being success-
ful.

The fourth component is the counseling and advisory programs
that go along with the admission, the orientation and the assess-
ment activity.

The fifth step is a follow-up process where the student is fol-
lowed, and intervention techniques are initiated if the student is
having problems. There is a research and evaluation component
built where the college is required to keep data on the students
movement through the matriculation process.

Finally, number seven, a coordination for training component for
staff at the college. We believe that this approach of admitting the
student and then finding how that student can be successful and
working with that student to be successful is a superior approach
to that of giving a test to determine whether or not the student
should be allowed to enter the institution at all.

H.R. 907, authcred by Congressman Miller and a large number of
other representatives, has five key points. I would simply comment
on those five points. First, it continues the ability to benefit test for
those institutions who do not have an alternative approach. If the
institution has no other way of determining ability to benefit, then
ability to benefit test—as indicated by the Department of Educa-
tion—is mandated.

Secondly, the H.R. 907 would restore equivalency to grades and
counseling options for public and non-profit institutions.

Third, require the Secretary of Education to recognize a State-ap-
proved method for determining ability to benefit. In other words,
the passage of this bill would permit California to continue with
the process of admitting the student first and then determining
through a very elaborate process the ability to benefit student an
opportunity to be successful.

Fourth, to clarify that the ability to benefit determination is ap-
plicable only to those students applying for financial aid.

Five, decouple institutional eligibility from the ability to benefit
section only for public and non-profit institutions to assure that
these institutions will not lose their Federal educational monies.

2ty
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I would ask of this committee support for H.R. 907. It has broad-
based support in our State and nationally. I think that passage of
this bill would send a very important message from Congress to
large numbers of people who are coming to us from under-repre-
sented backgrounds, that their success in college is what we are
striving for—not an attempt to bar them from the opportunity.

Thank you very much, Mr. Andrews.

[The prepared statement of David Mertes follows:]
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Chairman Ford, and Members of the Postsecondary Educatios Subcommittee:

Thmkymhhvﬁmmwmufmymmywmmmwmd
mwwwmmmmmmw@m
W,mwmwm.ammm.mdmw
of Representative George Miller's H. R. 907.

1 am David Mertes, Chancellor of the California Community Colleges, a system of 107
mmm,wnwwwmmmww. I will
smdzrmyrrmrtsmday.mdmm:hrmmmwinmmwﬂ.

B:fmlhegm,lwwdl&epamuywuwﬂmymmmmmmm
Ford, Representative Miller, Represcatative Matthew Martinez and the other Members of
Dboth this Subcommittee and the full Committee, for your seasitive and immediste respoase 1o
mmfahdpmmmmyw'swmﬂmmmﬁmm
whmﬁdtﬁngofcolkgeappum.mdﬂrbmhslmmﬁvmdx
Depumdﬁdnaﬁmwmchmodymmmommmm’shmicm
dompolicy.bulphccdmrcouesesinjamrdyafmmfmmcm}om.

The timely enactment of Chairman Ford's H.R. 1285, the *Higher Education Technical
Amendmmtsofl”l'mvedwnbimywkmpmmlkgaopmwmwhommﬁt
mmmm“m,mmmmmm-mmmmmmdm
Sute of Califorria.  Without those amendments, nearly 100,000 new students without bigh
xbmldipbmsmuhvebmmﬁlllyhmedﬁvmﬁmimwwmlkgu.
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Wkﬁhehﬁmd&ehdxﬂkmﬂhﬁmmmmwmmdabk~mm
mdmykmmm—nheﬁwewﬂmemmmunuﬁn
mm&mmmmdmummamhmmmmwmmyw
mbmmmmmwﬁdm. We do not oppose
mmx.hmbe&vewmmwhemdwmmdmu'mﬁuﬁam
n&m.mhdpmme&uﬁomlm.mmmmdpheewincmm
progmms where they are most likely to succeed.

Wmmemmﬁf@MMndﬂmm
contridutors to the economic well-being of the State and the natioa. We believe the model
nhw&vdomdh&e&lﬂmhmmmw:u.wm“anm‘wdahﬁm
sym.'kameﬁecﬁwmhhlpmmbymidhgm
reinforcement and assistance when they need it. Students who establisd realistic educational
mdmmaﬁoulxmkfmlhemdva.mdmmm.hemmempbﬁbkm
mloycd,mpondb!eciﬁmwhopnyhxktbepuuk'shvmhmmnﬁm.

HLR. N7

lmmmmm.mmmmmdnmmumdm
mmmmmm,mmmmmm‘
mﬂmmebewwnm:ﬁmMme
m'bmmmmnmm...wmmamm...
shall prescribe. WemumydBMMhWnomm
wmmm:mmmmmmhmm'mm
mmmmmummm,

Mhmmmm‘ywmhmu,nhtenmm&mu

W'SMM,M'MMNMmWMm
mmmmymmnm&rmgmmﬁm
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they license. ”' While Mr. Thomas was referring to the state licensing of proprietary scbools,
mmmwkmmmmmmmmu.
mmmmmmwmmmm&m.

H.R. 907 is consistent also with the Mistoric assignmest o the States of the respoasibility for
providing public educstion for all their residents. To fulfill this respoasibility, the State of
mumm-mdmmmm.m-mﬁ
mmdmmmmmmmmmcm
mm,mumdummmmumqmmmw
colleges and universities of the State. Each of these “segments” is respoasible for developing
MMMWWMMMMhﬂdRM.
and in keeping with the State’s Master Plan for Higher Education.

1n the California Community Colleges, we have expended eight years snd more thao $400
million to develop and implement our matriculation system. By State law, every student who
earolls in a credit program in the Califoria Community Colleges, whether for transfes
m,ammmmmgmemamaﬁmlm,mm:m
uer this system.’ H.R. 907 will aliow us to continve using matriculation sexvices to help
mwmnm°pmmmmmmmmmkm
careess. 1 will discuss the system in greater detail later in this paper.

The California Community Collcges

To illustrate the size and comprebensive nature of our community college system, les me give
you 8 brief synopsis. Ovensll, we are governed by the State Legislature and the Govemor,

! Seatement of James B, Thomas, Jr., Inspectnr General, US. Department of Education, before the
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Commirtee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of Represen-
tatives, Regarding Lntegrity in Federal Student Financial Aid Programs, May 29, 1991. p. 11.

! lnstitutions may esempt the following students from matriculation services: those who have
mmﬂdmmm“hﬁmmwmmmm&mwwmm
Mviqmiﬁmmmoﬁﬂ{wm&ﬂmlmﬂhdm&wnkigmmwﬁc
Wmmmmwwrwm'mﬂmmqmmm:
mﬁﬁdm&dnﬁuatmmm;ﬂmmmsmnymwmw

-
[
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through the Stare Educaticn Code and other statstes.  The system is comprised of 107 public
fwo-year colleges, organized into 71 districts, each governed by a Jocally-cloctsd board of
trustees bound by law to hold public meetings. The 1&-member State Board of Governors,
WW&M,MWmWMmthm
mm.mmpamm.mammm»mmm
instructions. mwmmmmmmmmmmmuum
thas $3.0 billion annualty,

m&ﬁfmnhCommmityCdkgesmmin&yﬂmdmeM'sm&v&apm
effonts. hadﬁﬁmmwvmﬁmﬂe&n&m’,mm.mdmmm
ﬁm,m»mmwan.oummgmmmm
mmmm.mummmmm,my.mmm.
Qr'EmmichvﬂopmNuwwt'(ED>Nu)hshdpedmmmishmfuappﬁed
mmﬁnmmm.wmmmwmmmmmmam
throughout the State. OchammnvﬁhbkmghED>NuincludcmMity
mm@M)wmvwmmmm,wmmmg
resources, literacy and vocational training.

Our students

mmwcwmmux.smmm-mfmmqfw»m
erollmens in gl U. S. camumunity, funior and sechnical colleges. About two-thirds are part-
mwwm-myofmmngcwmvagndewlwnmjabmm
California’s technological industries. More than 40% are members of ethnic minority groups,
Mlmhwmmmmhmm.mmmmsuwymhm
country and in California. Mwmemw.m.mdqmmm.
mmulwaﬂmmmmdmmm.mdﬁmmemmdmdem
wmmwm,swm“mm«mmm
collar and blue-collar families.

* ‘The Caldornis Community Colleges will receive just under 0% of the $80 million o federal fuods
projectad 1 be alocated 1 the Sisie in FY 1957 under e Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied
rchaology Education Act Amendments of 1990,

26 -




200

s
mmwdmmmmnnwmmw«o.mm
mmm&mm,mwdmmmmmmm
foreign-bom or from minosity racial and ethaic backgrounds. Many will be the first in their
families to imdertake postsecondary sdocstion; maoy will have limited English lsnguage
m;mmmmmmmmmmmmm-
prepared cither for college or for employment.

To meet the challenge of that enormous demand, we will need €0 use the cxisting and planned
mﬁmmdwmm.mmﬂdwwnmmm.
each bolding about 12,000 to 14,000 students. Our system will peed to hire as maoy as
18,000 new faculty and staff members as replacements for those who are scheduled to retire,
and to mect the requirements of growsh. As you might surmise, this is a difficult problem
fmm,p:ﬁcﬂulybenuxmsymklhudybulmms&mnmmmme
State provides financial support for, These “unfunded FTEs" already have stretched the
financial capabilitics of 60 of our 71 districts to their limits.

Under the federal program of State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG) we have
ﬂwwvﬁdmuﬂﬁsfumhnl”,@mwm—mmm
were illegal aliens prior to the 1986 Immigration Control and Reform Act ~ to meet the
English language and American government knowledge requirements for becoming
productive, permanent resideats of the State and the nation. Mare than 1.7 million new
Californians are eligible to participate in education programs of the State, 30 a very large
pumber have chosen the community colleges for English language training and vocational

Nearly 200,000 of our students receive some form of finsncial assistance ~ from foderal,
State or Jocal sources. Federal Title IV aid to Californis Community College students last
year totalled approximately $164 million, mast of it in Pell grants. Only 1.3 percest of our
students, less than 18,000, borrow money through federal guaranteed loan programs. Ten
years ago, when loans became widely available to our students for the first time, and large
sumbers of thess began o incur debi, we began to counsel them sway from borrowing to
fund their education. We reduced the number of students receiving loans from more than
38,000 in 1981-82 10 28,000 in 1985-86, to fewer than 18,000 todsy. Unfortunstely, the
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resulting somet financial need of our students has increased because we do not have
ahermtive fuads to substitute for loans, and Pel] Grant funds have been inadequate to meet
our stadents” needs, partly because of the present 60% of need Himitation oo individual
grants, and partly because appropristions for the Pell program have not kept up with either
inflation or demand.

Lumemmwmmepuﬁadummyofmesmdmwmou~MWMNgh
Mdﬁplom.ﬂmuﬂﬁ&uﬁmﬂbev&bpm(@)m.uﬁew-
so-called "ability-to-benefit” students. Bacause we are required by State law to admit all
students 18 years of age or older who can benefit from the instruction, and becsuse the
mmwummmms'm'mm.wmmm
identifying students without high schoo! diplomas. In 1987, we surveyed the colleges, and
were able (0 estimate that approximately 4,7% (12,925) of the 275,000 full-time students and
5.8% (73,370) of the 1,265,000 pant-time students who exroll in credit courses come 1o us
without high school diplomas, G.E.D. certificates, or similar credeatials. We have further
estimated that approximately one-third of the full-time students without diplomas are likely
eligible for financial aid.

Our Matciculation §

Tometlheexnomimrycﬁvusilyufowpopuhﬁnn,tbecollegsmd my office began work
£ight years 3go oo ways 10 help studeats succeed. Rather than blame the student, the
coliege, “the system,” *society,” or other external factors for drop-outs, failures, and “turn-
aways,” we worked toward devising s positive, multi-faceted system to assess students® skills,
recommend course levels for them, monimnheirmm.mdinmwhenmryto
provide sppropriste assistance. The resulting “matriculation system* has taken us eight
ywsandmmmanmmilhontodevelopmdimplm.

mmmmmmmmmkwwm“m-wwpmmm
lulisﬁceduca&onalgoakbasedmtheirachinemcmsmdsIdUSwmmcymmemu.and
mgivememmenmiﬁmtheynewinmmﬁngmeirgoals. We believe that such students

o
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are more likely to graduate, to find jobs, and to repay their debts. Since our services focus
oo individual student persistence and success, we further believe that the matriculation system

will coatribute to & very significant Jowesing of California Community Colleges’ student loan
defaults in the future, as well as to the more effective use of all student financial assistance.

While it is 100 early to accurately measure the program’s overall success, 8 prelimisary
M.Mmhmhﬂmﬁwﬂmmﬂnmnﬁmyoﬁuinlm, indicates:

. Matriculstion sesrvices sppear to improve the acadaic
performance of students, especially those who entered college
with low skill levels and those who come from dissdvantaged
backgrounds. For example, students wish less than 131A
grade level skills who received services of fwo or more
matriculation componenss earned a cumulative grade point
average (GPA) of 2.07 in their freshman year, 1. those
who did mot receive such services, who earned an average
GPA of 1.33.

] Matriculation services appear to improve the persistence of
students, Eighry-seves percent of those who received full
matriculstion services persisted from Fall 1989 into Spring 1990,
vs. oaly 70% of those who received assistance only in the

L Colleges have had to significantly increase their course offerings
in basic skills courses, and have hired more than 200 additional
part-time and full-time counselors.

] Matriculation peither impedes access vor excludes students from
educational programs or sesvices of the colleges. It Aas brought
to light the extensive need for basic skills development among
incoming community college students, including kigh school
graduales as well as mon-grodsates.

e
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The mstriculation process consists of seven compoaests. Five of these provide direct services
to students, and two assist the colleges in developing their capabilities for evaluation,
m&m,mmmm&htmﬂmingeﬁmmmmm. The
components are:

s Mu»a&m&mmmm.wma
mmmM'sthm,Mmmm
and resources, and assistance in registration;

®  Orientarion 10 the college, inciuding an explanation of academic and vocations!
mmmmmmmammm.
mm“mnmdmmmm
procedures, explanations of their obligations to the institution, and their
respoasibilities; uimﬂmmyhe;imhhmem.mmnbyl
m«m,memmpm.

e Am,mww.mmafm»mmm
w«mummmwmm.mmm
mmm.mwm,mmmmm
past academic performance, wmydmmmmmspmm
mm&edmwmbadmmummm
mmmmmmw.wdmmm
counses successfully completed. To be sure that we provide studeses with the best
mum,xmmamum.wwn.mmm
NNUMMMMIWMWMMNW
hc&diﬁuumhmnm.-&)hmhﬂn&ﬁfaﬂhmﬁy
Colleges. Mmﬁnhmhgmmmdmmmamumnm
pext moeting in July.

MNMMMM(WMMNM)N
Wlndlppiymﬂnﬁnp;whdpfummm%m
plan; mMM'WwMM:MNMMM




204

9
the stadent toward his/ber goals. This service is available to all students throughout
their comnumity college careess.

& Follow-up: mm'smdmicmissymﬁcmymﬁ.mm
m,WM@WmW. Colleges have many ways
mmm;MMmMWWMM
puTpOSE., mmmmmnkomihmhnvﬂywmfolbw-npdfm
through their individual comacts with stodenss. On some campuses, “carly alert”
mhnmmmmmmmmwmw
diﬂimmmhwmmmmmmmnm. Some
MWMWW.MMMMMMW
traditionally had follow-up procedures; the matriculation system has extended such
services 10 all smdents enrolled in credit programs.

¢  Research and evalugsion: Colleges have used and in some cases expanded their
Ml&ﬁmmmmmbiﬁﬁesmmthceﬁecﬁvmdmdrcﬁmw
wmm:urvimsndumﬁfymhwhkhimp{wmkwedmdmwm:
MemdmaMMmmhemm.

o Coordisation and training: A broad range of college staff and students are involved
in designing, implementing and evalustiog matriculation services. Each college has »
ﬁmﬁmm&fuwﬁummmwmm
hmﬁuﬁngﬂ:mﬁmhﬁmwm.ndfmdewbpingeﬁxﬁnnmingfm
others.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and Members, I would like to emphasize that onc of the most
mmamm&m&mmkmmanﬂm,
MWMWMWEM'SWWM.uMu
productive members of the nation’s workforce.

to
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We believe we have developed in the California Community Colleges 3 process which will
sccomplish these vital goals, and that our matriculation system, in addition, can also
contribute much toward reducing the buge burden of student loan defaults. But most
lmportant, we believe that our matriculation system represents an investment in human
Tesources and potential that will be repaid many times over as we help studests succeed,
mmmﬂm,mmmmmmmmmsmfmg
contributors to the economic well-being of their communitics, the State and the nstion.

We need your kelp, through enactment of H.R. 907 as part of the reauthorized Higher
E&mﬁmMofl%S.mmﬁmusingmmmmﬁmsymhmemywbdmn
wmkmeﬁecﬁvehﬁvhgwmmmmnmmmdrmy'sm
in our colleges.

Mmfammwummvkwﬁmmmmmhy%m.
I will be happy to answer any questions.

"
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Mr. ANDREws. Thank you very, very much, Doctor.

We will first go to Mr. Reed.

Mr. REED. . Mertes, 1 think listening to Representative
Henry’s testimony, to distill what he said, essentially, was that
probably the best assessment of someone going on and successfull
completing college would be completing high school or 8 GE
equivalency. This seems to me sort of a simple-minded model that
we have had for many, many years about education here in the
United States.

Do you think there is something wrong with that logic or
shouldn’t we insist that the high schools start pre ring people
adequately and people should avail themselves of high school
before they go to college?

Mr. MeRTES. 1 would certainly like to have every student who
comes to & community college in California have moved vez suc-
cessfully through high school. That would be a goal. We would de-
crease our basic skills programs dramatically if that were the case.
In reality, that is simply not the case at the present time. We are
dealing with very large populations who are coming to us, both
native to California and immigrants into the State, who do not
have the high school diploma or its equivalency. Our approach
with that population, as I have outlined, admit the student and try
to place the student into classes where that student can be success-
ful, not to use a single test and a single test score and tell the stu-
dent you are denied entrance.

Mr. Reep. But isn't an alternate approach to require those stu-
dents to either enter into—if they are within the age category—
enter into high school or to go to a GED preparation program.
sentially to have the State, which is responsible for education up
through the secondary level, shoulder the burden of preparing
them to go on to higher education. I think what you are proposing,
what your State is saying is that you will accept people without
high school educations or equivaleng degrees into a college envi-
ronment, and then try to provide that preparation and training
there, and by the way, using Federal dollars to do that.

Why shouldn’t the State essentially have that responsibility for
preparing them for college?

r. MErRTES. Well, the approach that you described is one ap-
g:oach that has been pointed out. We believe the approach that we

ve is the superior a proach. It is going to move people more
guickly into meaningful employment, into transfer programs and
make them productive citizens. I think that the end goal is to try
to help people become productive citizens and productive members
of the economy. We think that the approach that we use is the
most cost effective approach to do that—that to simply deny large
numbers of students which would occur with the model that you
are proposing would simeelg put them into some other category for
ex&e diture of State or Federal funds.

r. REED. A final question. Do you have statistics tracking the
performance of students who are coming in without high school or
equi'qalencir degrees vis-a-vis other students coming into the com-
munity college system with those degrees?

Mr. MerTEs. Yes. We are developing a statewide model to do just
that. We do not have statewide data at the present time. But in
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interaction with three local districts, one of the districts in which I
was chancellor prior to becoming State chancellor, there was no
difference between the student coming in who lacked the high
school equivalency, and the student who had the high school
equivalency or the high school grade. That is not a statement for
the entire State. It is a statement for three districts in the State.

Mr. Reep. Dr. Brown, a question: To what extent is the language
barrier the critical issue that {ou face in your community with re-
spect to the issue of the special ability-to-benefit test?

Mr. Brown. It is an extremely critical issue, simply because
being on the border as we are, a large number of our students
coming to the community college, particularly the ability to benefit
students do not have and have not had the advantage of an exten-
sive formal secondary education. Most of them have come from
Mexico, either in recent years—a lot of them since the 1986 Immi-
gration Act, but also people who have lived there for 10, 15, 20
years. Being in a bilingual community, however, they have not had
the necessity to become bilingual. Many of them have taken that
opportunity to do so, but they can do all of the things that they
need in Spanish—going to the store, going to do different things,
get their car fixed. They don’t need to learn English for those pur-
poses. Television stations, radio stations; we have Spanish language
stations and so forth.

Now they have made that decision to do so, and the community
college in El Paso as well as a number of community colleges give
them or provided that opportunity. Unfortunately, as we saw this
last January, over 200 of the students were denied that opportunity
because of the testing.

Could I respond to one of the questions that you asked Dr.
Mertes?

Mr. REep. Yes. Please do.

Mr. BrRowN. Regarding—and 1 heard Representative Henry's tes-
timony on the GED this morning. One of the things to remember
about the GED is that, in fact, it is a test. All of the concerns that
we have raised this morning, that I have raised, and that Congress-
man Coleman has raised as well as Dr. Mertes, apply to the GED
also in terms of being able to prepare students to e a test; and
hopefully, even passing that test. But there is no guarantee that
passing and getting a GED is, in fact, going to assure success in
postsecondary education. What we prefer to do, as does California,
18 identify the student’s strengths and weaknesses, work on their
weaknesses through that allowable 30 credit hours of remediation.
Or if it is ESL, provide them with reading, writing, speaking and
listening, then we can insure that they have the skills to be suc-
cessful. A test isn’t going to do it.

Mr. Reep. One o!g the other points, I think, Mr. Henry made is
that this is not only an intellectual process in terms of getting a
high school diploma or perhaps even getting a GED, but it also sug-
gests discipline, self-discipline, dedication, et cetera. Would you like
to comment on that?

Mr. Brown. Yes. In my written testimony which, of course, I
only presented a portion of, | suggest on several instances, that
there is no student like a community college student who shows
perseverance, commitment and dedication to learning. The average
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age of the community college varies, but it typically is in the
higher 20s, 28, 29. They have a family. It is like after World War
11, and even durinﬁ the 60s, when Jarge numbers of veterans took
advantage of the GI bill, you saw no more dedicated student than a
person who was a former GI who was on the GI bill, simply be-
cause they had made the commitment. They were there by choice.
Typically, they were more stable in terms of having a family and
knowing what they wanted, what their objectives were and going
after them.

Mr. Reep. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. AnpreEws. Thank you, Mr. Reed.

Mr. Coleman.

Mr. THoMas CoLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I had to be out of the
room, and I am trying to catch up here.

I am trying to understand, Dr. Mertes, what the matriculation
measurement device that you are proposing does. It looks like it is
a lot of individual help for students. Students who enter your insti-
tutions are provided extra opportunities for personal development.
In effect, you are pulling them along.

Mr. MERTES. In summary, it is an attempt to take each individ-
ual student and by a number of approaches, assessment tests: in
some of the colleges, there are written exams that are given; the
high school background; the background that the person brings;
and to have that student placed in class levels where the student
can be successful, particularly in English and in mathematics.
which are the key indicators for success.

Mr. THomas CoLEMAN. So there is a utilization of an examina-
tion format in some fashion?

Mr. MerTEs. Yes. We do not standardize it, however.

Mr. THomas CoLEMAN. But | hear a lot of concern about tests as
a hurdle that must be overcome. Yet you incorporate this feature
in your matriculation concept.

Mr. MerTEs. Yes.

Mr. TnomAas CoLEMAN. So 1 don't know how we would objectively
measure people’s abilities in our society without taking tests of
some sort. We are going to take tests throughout our lives. I don’t
want to disparage anybody's efforts here, but we have to recognize
that there has got to be some measurement device. Call it an oral
test. Call it a written test, whatever, in whatever language. It is
still a test. That is part of our problem as we address this issue.
What kind of test. who administers them. and what the results
should be.

I know that we have tried to reform the ability-to-benefit concept
through the years, because it was abused by some. As a result, per-
haps we haven’t been 100 percent correct without reforms, but nev-
ertheless, we have tried to tighten down this aspect.

I would note, though, that under the administration’s proposal.
where they have actually dropped out the lowest 10 percent of the
academic level, that it would actually be better not to receive your
high school degree under their proposal. and then qualify for Pell
and other awards, and go through either ability-to-benefit or GED.
It is kind of a convoluted policy if you stop to think about it. But I
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think that is, in essence, what they have done for budgetary res-
sons.

Be that as it may, I will examine your testimony very closely,
both of you, and see if there is something here that we can incorpo-
rate. But one of the great—and I know Mr. Henry has very strong
thoughts about this as well. One of the great concerns we have is
about people who don't have the ability to utilize the services sume
schools provide. We are really sensitive of that.

Mr. MerTEs. Mr. Coleman, if I could clarify? If the two approach-
es can be contrasted, both use a test. In one approach, the student
comes to the college and does not have the high school diploma or
its equivalent and is told to go someplace and take a test. If you
pass that test, come back. Or go someplace else and get a degree
and come back.

The model that we use is a model that admits the student and
then uses a number of tests, not a single one. The approach is that
we are not trying to keep you out. We are trying to make you suc-
cessful. During the course of your time with us, you must make
satisfactory progress. We will be monitoring your progress. If you
do not test for English 1A, we don’t allow you to take English 1A.
If you can only be successful at a level of whatever English it is,
that is the level at which you have to demonstrate ability. It is our
approach to bring the person into the system and try to make them
successful,

Mr. THomas CoLeman. And in doing so, you would utilize all of
the higher education programs during $l,at period of assessment.

Mr. MerTES. Yes.

Mr. THomas CoLEMAN. So that we would continue to see some
people who wouldn't be able to make it under your system, but
they would be utilizing these programs and resources in an at-
tempt. I guess that is a part of our problems. I know you have an
open admissions policy there at the community college level.

Mr. MerTEs. Right.

Mr. Tuomas CoLEMAN. Which you have to deal with. I guess it
gets to one point where, whether or not—what kind of open enroll-
ment? If we are taking students in, who, by any other standard,
would not be able to benefit or utilize the services, then we get into
this really Eray area. It may be fine for the community coflege in
California, but what about a for-profit school over here, It is hard
to make that judgment. I am not just picking on the for-profits, but
those are where we have had some of our problems.

Mr. MerTEs. Right.

Mr. THomas CoLEMAN. Thank you.

Mr. ANprRews. Thank you, Mr. Coleman.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | was listening very in-
tently with the questioning gy my colleague. I find myself a little
bit at a query as to the difference between your bill, Colleague
HCO%{enS;S% and the bill that is proposed by—yours is H.R. 553 and

Your bill, I think, calls for complete repeal.

Mr. RoNaLD CoLEMAN. That's right.

Mr. Haves. Of the changes as it relates to the community col-
leges when it comes to aid.
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And your 907 calls for revision of reform. Is that right?

Mr. MerTss. That is correct.

Mr. Haves. And you suggest certain methods of reformation that

u think would correct what you disagree with in Congressman

enry's bill. Is that right?

Mr. MErTEs. Yes. It would give an alternative approach to public
tax-supported institutions who have an alternative assessment
mechanism to determine ability to benefit.

Mr. Havss. I share the opinions as expressed by the three of you.
I think the bill that is beini proposed by Congressman Henry
would actually deny access to higher education to many of our dis-
advantaged students economically.

I happen to come from an area in Chicago where the community
colleges are so important for the opportunity for education for the
economically-disadvantaged students, particularly minority stu-
dents. Certainly, we need a greater opportunity, not less, to educa-
tion.

So I just wondered, and I raised this specific question because it
has come up before in other hearings. Some of these students talk
about the tremendous—terrific debt that we have as a resuit of the
default ratio on student loans. I wonder if {ou share the opinion
that has been expressed by others, which 1 agree with—that we
should make this aid grants—instead of loans, and further, Pell
Grants should be an entitlement. I think that within itself would
enhance the opportunity for many kids who are now being denied
an opportunity because of default ratio on loans. I just want to
know what your reaction would be to entitlement rather than
loans. We get less money now for grants than there was when the
program was first established. I think it is the other way around
with the guaranteed student loan program was expanded, and the
Pell Grant was decreased. So I would like to see them become an
entitlement. I would like to know what you think about them.

Mr. MerTes. 1 support your view, Mr. Hayes. I think that, per-
sonally, it is unconscionable to bring a student in from a back-
ground where no one in that family has ever been in higher educa-
tion and bring that student in and saddle the student with a loan
when the student doesn’t understand what the student is getting
into either in terms of education or the fiscal responsibility. In my
vt;iw, that is simply an unconscionable act for higher education to

e.

Mr. Brown. I certainly would concur with Dr. Mertes, particu-
larly with our English as a Second Language population. The enti-
tlement—you have to understand. If you have been to El Paso, you
have to realize that we are talking about third world conditions.
You can’t distinguish the difference between where the border ends
in Mexico and where the borders starts here in the United States.

We are talking about individuals, families and people who truly
do live in and are economically strapped. The entitlement that
they are grovided is tremendous. They appreciate it a great deal. If

ou could see their faces; if you could see the smiles that they

ave, particularly when they walk across the stage with that
degree or that certificate. You would understand that these are in-
dividuals who are not only deserving, but desperately need that fi-
nancial support.
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M:. Hayes, I, too, would concur that the entitlement and increas-
ing the entitlement would be preferable to having these people re-
ceive loans.

Mr. RoNaLp CoLEmAN. Charlie, 1 was going to say you and I
ought to stop meeting like this. We have many of the same prob-
lems in our districts. The last time we did this, you may recall, we
talked about the high number of Hispanics in our respective com-
munities. I understand, I think, some of your problems and I know
you understand some of mine. I would say there is another differ-
ence also, though, between George Miller's bill and mine. His, as
you know, would not apply to the irade schools, the for-profit
schools. Mine would.

Again, because as I said at the outset of my statement, I am con-
vinced that our prohibition, our borrowing those students that try
to achieve some modicum of capability, some success in a trade or
an ability to type or whatever it may be, I think is a travesty.
What direction is this country headed? 1 mean is it, in fact, one in
which you said you didn’t, for some reason,—maybe you had hepa-
titis A, and you lived in a colonia, as we call it in El Paso County,
and you didn't get to graduate from school. You are one of the 100
percent that went to Secorral, who got hepatitis A because you
don’t have proper sewage treatment facilities and you don’t have
running water through your home. Therefore, you are a failure,
you are finished.

I certainly agree with the Miller bill as it applies, as mine does,
to the community colleges and 4 year postsecondary education
schools. But I got to tell you that when it comes to providing at
leas ' some ability to learn a skill or a trade for anyone in this
country, we ought to be doing everything we possibly can to insure
that that occurs and not prohibiting it. So there is a difference as
well in my bill and George Miller's bill and the fact that mine
would repeal the whole thing.

I mean I think a lot of times it is good to sweep away the whole
thing and let’s start over. The suggestion was made, and I thought
it was a good one concerning how we would recap or reacquire our
funds that were loans from those students who fail to pay back
those loans. I am consistently amazed over and over why it is that
General Thornburg and previous attorney generals have not seen
fit to emﬁower United States attorneys to do just what they ought
to do with respect to getting back those loans. I mean is it that we
can't find them? What is the reason? I don’t understand, I would
like to ask that question of the atiorney general, because I don’t
understand why it is that my United States attorney could not
have the ability to seek out and find those who owe money and set
up a system by which the United States could be repaid. This isn’t
the way to do it. To prohibit education? That is not what this coun-
try should be about.

Mr. Haves, I might suggest as a sideline you better hurry up and
catch up with the attorney general, because I understand he is
going back to Pennsylvania.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Roemer.
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Mr. RoEMER. As a product of the University of California school
system, as well as the University of Notre Dame—I would like to
hone in a little bit more on what was the original mission of com-
munity colleges when they were first started?

Mr. MERTES. | can respond for California, because some of the
States might have a different approach. The master plan in Califor-
nia, developed in the 1960s, is very clear that the system of higher
education in California will be tripartheid. The public sector would
})e tripartheid—the university, State university, community col-
eges.

The university would draw from the top 12 percent of a high
school graduating class. The California State university would
draw from the top third, and everyune was eligible to enter com-
munity colleges. There were no admission standards and no tuition
by law at that time.

As California moved and grew, and became far, far more diverse,
that master plan was reexamined in the late 1980s; and was reaf-
firmed. It was reaffirmed with one no vote in both houses of the
California legislature. That one no vote was a supporter; he op-
posed some technical components.

With the increasing diversity that is in the State, California is
rapidly becoming a minority/majority State. Many of our colleges
are above majority in their ethnic make-up. We have an increasing
diversity with immigrant populations. Currently, we have about 1.5
million people eligible to move through amnesty programs. We
have dealt with 150,000 students in amnesty programs who are
moving in, icularly to our voc-ed.

_We are charged in that master plan with three specific responsi-
bilities. Prepare students as freshmen and sophomores for transfer
into UC and CSU. Both of those institutions by definition are eli-
gista.l'l‘hey can only draw from the top percentages of the graduat-
ing class.

e are also cha to Krepare students for entry-level employ-
ment in the workforce growing responsibility is to upgraae
people already employed. People who are in sophisticated jobs need
more data processing, more electronics, more technical writing to
stay abreast of their skills and be productive in the workforce.

third component of our responsibility is to reach out to the
large number of under-represented peogle in the State and bring
them into higher education, and move them into either transfer or
vocational education, It is the belief of the State that California’s
workforce through the turn of the century ;;:tfoing to be made up
of people currently from the under-represen populations. This is
the population that will enter the workforce, primarily Hispanic,
primarily Southeast Asians.

In our State, this responsibility to reach out and recruit people
and bring them is a direct charge. When I am before the California
legislature in any of its committees, I am questioned constantly on
how effectively are we doing that, how can we improve. So in order
to do that, we have developed obviously a large program of basic
skills, bringing people in and moving them into classes where they
can be successful, moving as quickly as we can into the transfer in
regular vocational education programs.
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Mr. Brown. In the State of Texas, the community colleges are
permitted to—because they have local governing boards, establish
their own mission statements. In that mission statement, the
schools, in our particular case at El Paso, have determined that we
are an open-door institution, and that we will serve all residents of
El Paso. Many community colleges have the same mission state-
ment as do many community coll in the country.

In doing that, because our I governing board is wantiniato
make sure that we are able to educate all of the citizens and what-
ever their needs may be, we bring the student in. I would like to, if
Mr. Coleman would allow me and Mr. Roemer, we do test the stu-
dents. But we test them on what are called criterion referenced
tests, which are prescriptive tests to determine where the student
needs to be in their coursework, their basic skill studies as Dr.
Mertes was suggesting. It is at that dpoint that, once we place them
appropriately, that we are able to deal with them in their educa-
tional needs, whatever they may be, to take them to the point
where they can pursue actively the college-level coursework. We
can do that in a relatively short period of time.

But the mission statement and the objective of the community
colleges is not all that different across the country. I can give gou
an example in El Paso, the University of Texas at El Paso, which is
a part of the UT system. It has an entrance requirement. Many of
the students that we serve now—there are over 17,000 students—
would not have gone to the University of Texas at El Paso. Had El
Paso Community College not been there, they would not have had
the opportunity to pursue either a job skills training or possibly
transfer education.

Mr. RoemeR. My concern is that | always thought that it was a
little bit more limited than Dr. Mertes indicated 1 thought the pur-
pose was to train people for occupational and technical skills, and
prepare them for college. You also said in your opening statement
that you are not 0£posed to alternative testing models.

Mr. BRown. Right.

Mr. RoEMER. at types of alternative models can we utilize so
that we have a better assessment of what students needs before
they get to the community college level? You both mentioned in
your testimony the need to improve some kind of assessment K
through 12. Could you address that specifically?

Mr. BrowN. I did include that in my testimony. The comment
that I made was in response to Chester Finn, who was a former
assistance secretary of education, who had an article in the New
York Times just a couple of weeks ago. He, along with President
Bush'’s administration, is pushing very hard to have a national test,
determining whether or not a student has met even minimum re-
quirements for secondary schools graduating_ from high school. Of
course, the testing issue in that case is no different than the testing
issue that we are talking about here today or pre-college for stu-
dents that are hoping to go into college. There 1s no question that
we talked earlier this morning about the fact that, if the student
can pass the GED, I have already indicated there is no guarantee
that they are going to be successful in college. But there is no guar-
antee that a student with a high school diploma is going to be suc-
cessful in college.
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Mr. Coleman, a few minutes ago, commented that—about the
percen of the numbers of ATV students that might not be suc-
cessful, that even the ones that passed the test at the criteria es-
tablished by the Department of Ed. In fact, there is always going to
be a certain percentage that will not be successful for a hundred
different reasons. But the same holds true for the high school grad-
uate as it does with the GED student. They won't be successful.
Some of them won't be successful, not necessarily because they are
not educationally prepared for it.

So we do need to work on K through 12. We need to improve.
The State of Texas has a test. It is not the perfect test. 1 am not
sure that a lot of people agree that the test is the right thing to do,
but there are efforts across the Nation to ensure that students
have a truly high school diploma, and that means they can read;
they can write; and they can com ute; plus they know their geogra-
ph{ and their social studies at a level where they can carry on not
only a good conversation, but they can understand what is going on
in this country, what is %_oing on in the world. When they get to
college, they are going to find that the success rates are going to be

high.

liet me follow-up with one guick thing. What do we need in the
schools? The public schools? We need increased training for teach-
ers. We need teachers to be looked at as on the same level that we
look at other professionals. We need them to be respected. We need
them to receive and have the instructional materials and the tech-
nology in the classrooms that they need. I can tell you in El Paso
and in the State of Texas where they are fighting right now with
equity and educational funding, and have been for over 2 years: 1t
is not an problem that can be solved. But without that—and I
have two children in the public schools in El Paso, Texas. You can
be assured that they have had less than the same education that
students have had in other communities throughout this country
simply because there is not provided, not only in the State of Texas
but in other States, the same comparable education and the same
comparable preparation. We need to have—and money is not the
only answer, but it certainly is the beginning.

r. ANpReEwS, Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Roemer.

Mr. Sawyer.

Mr. SAwYER. Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of us around here
who are still trying to figure out what is going on in this country
gnd going on in this world, so I wouldn't hold that against stu-

ents.

We seem so enamored of testing. We seem so taken with what it
can do for us. It can tell us where we have been, where we are
going, where we ought to have been, cure the common cold. It does
so much. We are placing such a burden on these instruments.

It seems to me, gentlemen, that you are talking about two funda-
mentally different kinds of instruments. Some would fit into what
we normally would think of as testing and others simply don't, but
they are those which are predictive on the one han and those
which are diagnostic on the other. You clearly seem to come down
on the side of diagnosis, diagnosis not so much for purposes of ad-
mission but for remediation and targeting education.
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It seems to me that at some level, there is probably an overlap
between—I don't even want to use the word instruments, because
you are talking about techniques. But that there are techniques
that are both potentially useful in remediation and at the same
time predictive of likelihoods of success.

Can you talk about where that overlap might fall? Let me just
give you a specific question. Are there instruments that are being
used in sound remedial, diagnostic purposes that are themselves,
when performance falls below a certain level, sound predictors of
likelihood of success?

Mr. BrRowN. As I indicated in my testimony, there are tests that
are being used in that respect. For example, the asset test is a test
of reading, writing and mathematics, which is becoming much
more prominent throughout the country in higher education, par-
ticularly in community colleges. Our institution has used that test
for 2 years; although we do not use it in a predictive manner—
simply as a diagnostic manner, but there are also other tests, such
as the traditional Nelson Denning test, which is a reading test. But
again, the problem is that—and as 1 indicated in the testimony,
there is not a test company that I know of nor that the National
Center for Open and Fair Testing ki.ows of, that will come before
you, I believe, and say yes, use our test to predict success. There
are a lot of test companies who will rightfully come before you, and
say yes, use our test in a diagnostic manner to prescribe remedi-
ation for the student.

I would be surprised if somebody came before you and would
guarantee you that their test would do that. As far as the overlap
s0es, certainly there is some ‘overlap, but the problem is that you
are still testing typically basic skills—reading, writing and compu-
tation. We don’t absolutely know, particularly with an adult popu-
lation what point at which, if they have this much proficiency in
reading and writing, we can guarantee success or not guarantee
success. It is a really gray area.

Mr. SAwYER. I am not sure thut anyone here in any case is talk-
ing about guaranteeing success, but rather having a greater or less
statistical likelihood of encountering success.

Mr. Brown. In my testimony, 1 also indicated that—and in the
research that we have done, and we have done extensive research
in the lact couple of years, I have not come across andy studies
that have provided the data or any sufficient data that would link
the particular test results, and again, the likelihood of success. I
don't know if it is actually—if it going on. They are doing that kind
of ?tgdy or not, but it is kind of a risiy thing to make that kind of
a claim.

You are right about guarantee, but where do you stop in terms of
does it have to be an absolute line?

I think what Dr. Mertes and myself and Mr. Coleman is saying is
that we in community colleges for 30 and 40 years now, know when
a student can be successful from our experiences. It is not just a
test score.

Mr. Sawver. That is the reason that I am talking about tech-
niques. That is the reason why I don’t want to use words like in-
struments. Dr. Mertes, across that huge system that you are re.
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sponsible for, do {ou track the methods that tend to be more or less
predictive as well as diagnostic?

Mr. MerTEs. We are in the process, Mr. Sawyer, of doing that.
The approach that we took with—as we develo the matricula-
tion model, was to keep it highly decentralized. We believe that
there is not a single test. In fact, in California, there is California
law that says a college cannot use a single test for placement pur-

So what we encourage the colleges to do is essentially to try
a number of different options and keep data and evaluate and we
would share the various models in the State that seem to be work-
ing better than others.

r. SAWYER. Let me just say model may be exactly the word 1
am searching for. I don't want to use test. 1 don’t want to say in-
strument. But just let me say model. If you are tracking those, do
yod have data, however germinal it may be at this point, that
would be useful to us in trying to understand where we are going
with this?

Mr. MerTEs. Yes. I can make such data available. The City Col-
lege of Santa Barbara has a very extensive tracking system. They
have been putting out reports to the other colleges in the State. I
would gladly share some of those reports with you, or all of them
for that matter. San Lequin Delta College in Stockton is doing ex-
actly—they are doing a different model, but their results are
coming out.

There seems to be a commonality in the bottom line. The com-
monality is that the student tends to be successful when there is a
high degree of personal interaction. The instruments are not
nearly as important. The techniques—it is the interaction telling
the student you can be successful, and 1 want to help you be suc-
cessful. All of the models that we have that are showing the most
striking results are mentor-based models in which there is a high
degree of human interaction. It is a costly way to go when you are
dealing with 1.5 million.

Mr. SAwYER. Not as costly as $2.5 billion in defaults.

Gentlemen, just let me say, and Mr. Chairman, thank you for
your testimony this morning. It has been very helpful. A very spe-
cial thanks to Ron Coleman for your efforts in this measure.

Mr. Ronarp CoLeMAN. Thank you.

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you, Mr. Sawyer. Mr. Kildee.

Mr. KiLpee. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Inasmuch as 1 have been
involved in three meetings this morning. I will refrain from ques-
tions at this time. Thank you very much.

Mr. ANDREWS. Very well. I would like to thank the panel again.

Mr. THomas CoLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, for the stenographer,
record where appropriate so that the gentleman from Texas,
Mr.Coleman, appears on the record as the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. RonaLp CoLEMAN. If T could just add one thing. There is also
another piece of legislation. Mr. Coleman raised the one issue
about the funds and where we go. 1 think the difference between
the Miller bill and mine is also important in terms of whether or
not we can actually go to complete repeal.

1 would just say that there is another piece of legislation by Con-
gressman Gordon, 1 believe, that 1 have co-authored all before this
committee. I don't know if you have held hearings yet. We would
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only say that that seems to me to be the approach we ought to be
taking in tightening up the accreditation standards particularly for
those for-profit institutions. I would hope that this committee gives
serious consideration to 553. Thank you very much.

Mr. Anprews. Thank you. We would like to thank the panel
very, very much.

Our final panel for this morning includes the Reverend Edward
A. Malloy, President of the University of Notre Dame; Mr. David
H. Barton, President of the Commonwealth Educational Systems,
Inc; and Mr. Barry Busata, Vice-President of the Diesel iving
Academy, Inc,

I would think that one of the more remarkable preducts of the
University of Notre Dame, our colleague, Mr. Roemer from Indiana
might want to take the honor of introducing the president of that
great institution.

Mr. RoemER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate your gra-
cious introduction. As a graduate of the University of Notre Dame,
it gives me great pleasure to welcome back to Washington, DC, a
native of Washington, DC, Father Malloy. He is someone who has a
triple domer, affectionately referred to as somebody who has three
degrees from the university and his Ph.D. from Vanderbilt. He fol-
lows in some very prodigious footsteps following Father Theodore
Hessberg as President of the University of Notre Dame. As I am
here following in John Brademas’ footsteps, I know the feeling
well, Father Malloy.

I want to commend you for being willing to put some new foot-
steps in the sand and lead the university in a host of new ways.
Those include improving the graduate studies, building new facili-
ties on campus, having all kinds of new innovative volunteer serv-
ice programs that benefit the community and the country with
Notre Dame students.

I am just honored to have you here this morning. I look forward
to hearing your insights on the Pell Grant Program in particular
and also on higher education in the United States. We welcome
you.

STATEMENT OF EDWARD A. MALLOY, CSC, PRESIDENT,
UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME, NOTRE DAME, INDIANA

Father MaLLoy. Thank you, very much, Tim, or Congressman
Roemer, and members of the committee.

I appreciate this opportunity to testify at the subcommittee's
hearing of the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. Con-
sistent with the intent of today’s agenda, I will concentrate my re-
marks on the Pell Grant, one of the Federal student assistant pro-
grams authorized in Title IV of the Act. My testimony will address
three aspects of the program: simplicity, integrity and award
amounts.

The need for more simplicity in the administration of all Federal
student aid is perhaps no more apparent than the Pell Grant. This
need is reflected in the application process in the methodology in-
;ol\éed in determining eligibility as well as in the actual delivery of

unds.
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Just below the surface of the question of simplicity in the appli-
cation process is the long-standing debate between two understand-
ably valid positions—those who argue for keeping this entry point
into the world of financial aid as uncomplicated as possible so as
not to serve as a burden or even worse a discouragement to those
who seek help in the pursuit of higher education versus those who
counter that the circumstances of many families require a more
comprehensive approach to determining financial ability. Our rec-
ommendation is to authorize a special by-pass process for restricted
applicants, such as those who file simply Federal tax returns; that
is, 1040As or 1040EZs; or those whose circumstances do not require
their filing any tax forms. For example, families receiving public
assistance.

The Federal application should be designed to address the cir-
cumstances of the vast maiority of families. It should eliminate
questions that attempt to address relatively minor exceptions, such
as displaced homemakers or dislocated workers and permit the
campus financial aid administrator the restricted authority to deal
individually with these cases. One aspect of the current aiplication
process, which has created much confusion for many families is the
section that attempts to define the socalled independent student.

Congress must once and for all settle on a definition which is
simple to understand, easy to administer and gerhaps more impor-
tantly, makes common sense with respect to the traditional princi-
pal that parents are primarily responsible for the education of
their children to the extent they are capable.

The issue of the simplicity of the methedology is also worth of
attention. Congress should authorize one formula for measuring
family ability to , and should employ current and realistic eco-
nomic factors in developing this formula, If the end result is an eli-
gibility index, which produces a need too great for Federal funding
of a particular program, such as the Pell Grant, the basic economic
assumptions should not be artificially revised in order to produce
an index that accommodates the funding restraints; nor should
these underlying assumptions be revised in order to extend this
index to self-help programs, such as work and loans.

If factors, such as restricted funding, or an intent to assist hard-
pressed middle-income families require that either a rationing or
an expansion factor be employed to achieve the desired results,
then appropriate adjustments should be made to the eli ibility
index, not to the basic formula. By adhering in all cases to this one
basic and realistic need formula, we will have removed a great part
of the confusion currently experienced by families trying to under-
stand financial aid.

Again, part of the solution to this problem certainly must involve
the present attempts in the so-called Congressional methodology to
deal with the relativel{ few special cases. The legislation should
not address these overly specific issues, but leave them to be re-
viewed by the campus aid administrator.

Finally on this topic of simplicity, the actual delivery of these
funds must be made less complicated. The process currently re-
quires a separate set of documents, called the Student Aid Report,
or SAR, for making payment to a Pell eligible student. The infor-
mation showing a student’s eligibility is often already known to an
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institution and is not altered in any way by the use of the SAR.
The enhanced technology now employed by the agencies, such as
the College Scholarship Service, produces equally valid eligibility
indices, no longer necessitating the use of this very expensive SAR
document. This significant expense, which also is a complicating
and redundant step in the delivery process should be eliminated.

Another major need with regards to the Pell Grant program is
institutional integrity. Much has been written about the abuse of
Federal student aid since the last reauthorization, particularly as it
related to the quality of educational programs. It should be appar-
ent that standards must be established that are objective, applica-
ble to the various kinds of institutions now participating in Federal
student aid and regularly monitored by adequately trained and
staff personnel at the Department of Education.

In addition, regulatory relief is needed for those many institu-
tions which are not part of this scandalous problem, and which not
only demonstrate sound administration as custodians of the Feder-
al dollar, but also graduate their students. This relief should not
only be in the form of exemptions from burdensome and inappro-
priate regulations for institutions with satisfactory record,s but
should also come in the form of rewards for incentives for those
whose results exceeds the standards.

The final aspect of the Pell Grant which I would today like to
address deals with the award amounts. We would recommend that
Congress seriously consider the proposals submitted to this subcom-
mittee earlier this spring by the American Council on Education.
Briefly, this recommendation includes the increase of the Pell
annual maximum to—as the recent ACE reports suggest, $4,500,
while placing certain limits on how much of this grant could be
used for living expenses as well as for tuition.

I would not support the proposal to front-load Pell Grants in the
first 2 years of a student’s education, then eliminate them and re-
quire large loans for the remaining years. This proposal attempts
to solve the problem of high loan defaults more often related to
those students who do not continue their education after 1 or 2
Years. Not only is this not the solution to this serious problem, but
also it would send some very disturbing signals to those who aspire
to continue their education past the first 2 years,

Thank you for this opportunity to testify. I commend you and
your fellow Members of Congress for your continued efforts to en-
courage greater access to and greater diversity in higher education.

I would be pleased to respond to any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Father Malloy follows:]
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Mr. Chajrman and Members of the Subcommittee:

1 am Edward A. Malloy, President of the University of Notre Dame in Notre
Dame, Indiana. I appreciate this opportunity to testify at the Subcommittess’s
hearings on the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. Consistent with the
intent of today's agenda, I will concentrate my remarks on the Pell Grant, one
of the federal student assistance programs authorized in Title IV of the Act.
My testimony will address three aspects of the program: simplicity, integrity,
and award amounts.

The need for more simplicity in the administration of all federal student
afd s perhaps no more apparent than in the Pel) Grant. This need is reflected
in the application process, in the methodology fnvolved in determining
81igidility, as well as in the actua) delivary of funds.

Just below the surface of the question of simplicity in the application
process is the Jong-standing debate between two understandably valid positions:
those who argue for keeping this entry point into the world of financial aid as
uncomplicated as possidbie so as not to serve as a burden Or even worse, a
discouragement to those who seek help in the pursuit of higher education ...
veTsus those who counter that the circumstances of many families require a more
comnhchsin approach to determining financiel ability. Our recommendation is
to authorize a special “bypass® process for restricted applicants such as those
who file simple federal tax returns, i.e. 1080A's or 1040EZ's, or those whose
circumstances do not require their filing any tax returns, e.g. families
receiving public assistance.

The federal application should be designed to address the circumstances of
the vast majority of families. It should eliminate guestions that attempt to

address relatively minor exceptions {such as displaced homemakers or dislocated
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workers), and permit the campus finencial aid administrator the restricted
authority to dea) individually with these cases,

One aspect of the current application process which has created much
confusion for many families is the section that attempts to dafine the so-called
*independent student.” Congress must once and for all settle on a gefinttion
which {5 simple to understand, easy to administer, and, perhaps most importantly,
makes ccamon sense in respect to the traditional principle that parents are
prisarily responsible for the education of their children to the extent they are
capabls.

The 1ssus of the simplicity of the pethodelogy s also worthy of attention.
Congress should authorize gne formula for measuring family ability to pay and
should employ current and realistic economic factors in developing this formula.
If the end result is an eligibility index which produces a need too great for
federa) funding of a particular program such as the Pell Grant, the basic
economic assumptions should not be artificially revised in order to produce an
index that accomwodates the funding restraints. Nor should these underlying
assumptions be revised in order to extend this “index® to *self-help” programs
such as work and loans.

If factors such as restricted funding or an intant to assist hard pressed
middle income families require that either a rationing or expansion factor be
employed to achieve the desired results, then appropriate adjustments should be
made to the eligibility index, not to the basic formula. By adhering in all
cases to this one basic and realistic need formula, we will have removed a great
part of the confusion currently experienced by families trying to understand
financial aid.

Again, part of the solution to this problem certainly must involve the

present attempts in the so called Congressional Methodology to deal with a
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relatively few specia) cases. The Jegislation should not address these overly
specific issues but leave them to be reviewed by the campus aid administrator.

Finally on this topic of simplicity, the actual delivery of these funds
must be made less complicated. The process currently requires a separate set of
documents, called the Student Ajd Report or SAR, for making payment to a Pell
eligible student. The information showing a student’s eligibility is eoften
alraady known to an institution and is not altered in any way by the use of the
SAR. The enhanced technology now employed by the agencies such as the College
Scholarship Service produces equally valid eligidility indices, no longer
necessitating the use of this very expensive SAR document. This significant
expense, which also is a complicating and redundant step in the delivery process,
should be eliminated.

Another major need with regards to the Pell Grant program is institutional
ingeqrity. Much has been written about the abuse of federal student aid since
the last reauthorizaticn, particularly as it related to the quality of
educational programs. It should be apparent that standards must be estab)ished
that are objective, applicable to the varsous kinds of institutions now
participating in federal student aid, and regularly monitored by adequately
trainad and staffed personnel in the Department of fducation.

In addition, requlatory relief is needed for those many institutions which
are not part of this scandalous problem and which not only demonstrate sound
adainistration as custedians of the federal dcliar, but alsp graduate their
students. This relief should not only be in the form of exemptions from
burdensome and inappropriate regulations for institutions with satisfactory
records, but should also come in the form of rewards or incentives for those

whose results exceed the standards.
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The final aspect of the Pell Srant which | would today like to address
deals with the .ng:ﬁ amounts. We would recommend that Congress seriously
consider the proposals subsitted to this Subcommittes earlier this Spring by the
American Council on Education. Briefly, this recommendation includes the
increase of the Pell Grant annual maximum to $4,000, while placing cartain 1imits
on how much of this grant could be used for living expenses as well as for
tuitiun.

1 would pot support the proposal to "front-lgad” Pell Grants in the first
two years of a student's education, then eliminate them and require 1arge loans
for the rewmaining years. This proposal attempts to solve the probles of high
loan defaults more often related to those students who do not continue their
education after one or twp years. Not only is this not the solution to this
serious problem, dbut also 1t would send some very disturbing signals to those who
aspire to continue their education past the first two years.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify. 1 coomsnd you and your fellow
members of Congress for your continued efforts to encoursge greater access to and
greater diversity in higher education. 1 would be pleased to respond to any

questions you may have.



225

Mr. ANprews. Thank you, Father. We are going to complete the
statements on the panel before we go to questions. 1 would next
call upon Mr. Barton.

Welcome to the committee.

STATEMENT OF DAVID H. BARTON, PRESIDENT COASTAL
TRAINING INSTITUTE AUTOMECA TECHNICAL COLLEGE

Mr. Barton. Buenos dias, Chairman Andrews, Congressman
Coleman and distinguished members of the committee. My name is
Dave Barton. I am a resident of San Juan, Puerto Rico. I am a mi-
nority there. I am president and principal owner of Coastal Train-
ing Institution, a proprietary vocational school with locations in
Alabama and Fuerto Rico. I am also president of Automeca Techni-
cal College and Automotive Mechanic School with three locations
in Puerto Rico.

I am a graduate of Florida State University where I received an
MBA. I practiced as a CPA for 19 years, and I specialized in serv-
ing proprietary and private non-profit sectors of the educational
community. My area of specislty was financial aid and accredita-
tion compliance. My presentation is divided into five areas, which
are discussed at length in my written testimony which I request be
made part of the record.

Mr. ANprREws. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. BarToN. Proprietary schools—who and what we are. We are
private schools that offer vocation and technical courses to stu-
dents that we believe will be able to get a job upon their gradua-
tion. We are teachers who try to motivate students that have not
had much success with the educational process. We are administra-
tive employees who know that the student is the only reason that
we exist. We are providers to industry of trained entry-level per-
sonnel, who make up the majority of the Nation’s workforce. We
are providers of specialized vocational and technical education for
those students or those members of society who are not candidates
for the traditional college experience.

Who are the students that we serve? The typical student grad-
uated in the bottom third of his high school class or may not have
graduated at all. However, over 90 percent of the students who
attend our types of schools have a high school diploma or GED.
The public school system has failed to prepare them to move into
the job market and they need training. They do not generally asso-
ciate success with their experience in school at all. They have very
little experience with success. They come from the lower socioeco-
nomic sector of our society and have little expectation of succeed-
ing in the economic marketplace, but they do come and they do try.

All of these students have a dream. ’l'i‘;ey are asking for help to
achieve this dream. They need encouragement from someone who
believes that they can achieve. They know the only way that they
can break the poverty cycle is to get more education and get a job.
We provide the means to accomplish this dream. Do we succeed in
this mission? I believe the answer is a definite yes. More than 60
percent of our students complete their coursework and graduate.
Of the graduates, over 70 percent are placed in jobs. However,
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these students do not have the money to pay for their training, and
t.hg'g rely on the Pell Grant.

ithout the Pell Grant, the majority of students who attend the
private, vocation and technical schools would not be able to receive
any postsecondary education at all. The industry that we serve,
graduates from our schools &erovide the workforce by which this
company operates. We train entry-level worker for industry. In
1989, private career colleges provided about one-half of the Na-
tion's trained entry-level workers. According to the Department of
Labor’s Bureau of Statistics, by 1995, more than half of all jobs will
require education or technical training beyond high school. In that
report, of the 20 fastest growing occupations cited by the Bureau of
Labor, 13 are taught by private vocational and technical schools. Of
the 20 occupations with the largest absolute growth in numbers, 18
are also ta:ght by private vocational and technical schools.

We are able to react to the needs of a changing work environ-
ment where the jobs that do not exist today will have to be filled
tomorrow. Since our existence depends on our ability to meet the
needs of the workplace, we are constantly looking for ways to im-
prove our programs and anticipate the needs of industry. This is
our future, as well as the future of our students.

In conclusion, the future of American industry will depend on
how well the educational community provides a well-trained work-
force to supply its needs. This includes scientists, doctors and all
the other professions. However, it also includes the mainstay of the
workforce, the people who do the work, the skilled factory worker,
the medical assistant, the secretaries, the automotive mechanics,
the paramedics, the draftsmen, the computer repairman, the pro-
grammers, and the many other careers for which vocational
schools provide training. These are the students that we train and
we can do it efficiently and promptly.

However, we need your help to see that our students are treated
on an equal basis and not as second class citizens in the financial
aid arena. In the reauthorization process, I ask that the committee
consider not only the educational needs of the students that we
serve, but the social cost of not providing the opportunity for these
students to improve their situation in life. The related costs of un-
employment and crime that result when individuals do not have
productive outlets for the energies of youth can be seen in the ghet-
tos of any of our large cities. The Pell Grant, and the private voca-
tional and technical school are like rays of hope to the vast majori-
ty of the low-income students, the' minority students and those stu-
dents who for whatever valid reason are not in a position to attend
a traditional college.

At Coastal Training Institute and Automeca Technical College,
we believe that the Pell Grant and the private vocational and tech-
nical school are vital parts for the future of these students and for
the future of the American workforce that relies on them today
and will rely on them tomorrow.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of David H. Barton follows:]
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Purd4r Congrenssan Fords

Enclosed is sy cosplete testisony which I would 1ike to have
presented into the record of the hearings on the reauthor izat ion
of the Highsr Education Act of 1965. I have also snclosed a copy
of the sussary that I will present to the Committas thiso morning.

Thank you for giving me the oppertunity to pressnt my views on
the Pell Grant Progpram and its relationship to the studant uwe
serve in the private vocational and technical school sector of
the education community, I hope that the vieus that I have
axpressed will enable the Committes to have a better
understanding of the roll that our type of mchool plays in the
davalopment of the young adults of our country and the roll we
play in supplying the nations business community with trained
mtry luvel seployees.

Yours very truly,
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CHAIRMAN FORD AND DISTINGUISHED MTMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE:

Good morning. My name is DAYID BARTON. I am a resident of
san Juan, Puerto Rico, I am the president and principal owner of
COASTAL TRAINING INSTITUTE, a prcprietary vocational school with
locations in Alabama and Puerto Rico. I am also the President of
AUTOMECA TECHNICAL COLLEGE, an automotive mechanics schoel with
thres locations in Puerto Rico.

I am a graduate of Florida s:ate university recelving oy MBA
degree in March of 1970. 1 pracziced as a CPA for 19 years and
from 1972 to 1989 1 specialized in serving institutions in the
proprietary and private non profit sectors of the educational
community. My area of specialty was and is in the areas of
financial aid and accreditation compliance. During my years as a
CPA/consultant I have assisted and consulted with over 75 different
vocational and post secondary schools. In this capacity I have
worked very closely with the members of the Departnent of Education
in washington and the Atlanta and New York regions.

In 1986 I acquired COASTAL TRAINING INSTITUTE in Montgomery,
Alabama. In 1988 I moved to Puerto Rico and opened branches in the
towns of Manati, Aguadilla snd Fajardo.

My purpose in addressing this committee is to acquaint the

committas with the needs of the students that Attend proprietary
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and private non profit vocational schools and how the financial aid
Programs of the Higher Education aAct of 1988, and in particular the
Pell Grant Program, can meet those nesds.

My presentation will be divided into the following four areas:
1. PROPRIETARY SCHOOLS - WHO AND WHAT WE ARE
2. OUR STUDENTS AND THE FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS
3. THE ROLE OF THE U. S. DEFARTMENT OF EDUCATION
4. THE INDUSTRY THAT WE SERVE
5. A VISION OF THE FUTURE

1. WHO AND WHAT WE ARE? - We are private schools which are
operated through a corporate structure which is organized to maks
a profit. This however, does not mean that you AUTOMATICALLY make
a profit, it means that you have the opportunity to make a profit.
We offer courses to students that we believe will result in their
being able to gat a job upon graduation. We are teachers who try
to motivate students that have not had much success with the
sducational process. We are administrative employees who know that
ths student is the rasson that we exist, therefors we know that ve
must provide the best possible educatioral product and
administrative gervice to those students so that we can continue
to attract nev students, We ars providers to industry of trained
antry level personnal who make up the majarity of the nation's work
force.

We are not four year ™traditional institutionsn. ¥e are
providers of specislized short term education for those members of

socisty that are not candidates for the traditional college
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exgerisnce.

The business of proprietary schools can be likened to the
arszlogy of a throe legged stool, each leg representing a segment
of the business. One leg repressents the need to recruit and snrell
st_3Jents, one leg represants the need to provide cosmpetent,
re.evant and up-to-dats training and the last leg is the need to
find jobs for the students once they graduate. In ordser to be
succassful a school must do all thres of thess things and do them
we-l., without students thare is no school., Without compatent
training thars can be no qualified graduates and without qualified
graduates there can be no placemsnt in industry. If thers is no
placement then you will not be able to racruit in the future. Our
gcal is to do all of thesa elopents to the best of our ability.
To achieve these goals we provide many services to our students:
wa provide counselling for course selection, personal problems and
acadamic concerns, we provide financial assietance, ve provide
tucoring services and placement assistance ssrvices. Our cbjective
is to provide an environment that &nCourages the students to
achisve their goals and to graduate from their course. This
or:entation of putting the student first exiets in every successful
school because tha students are the reason that wve exist,

2. WHO ARE THE STUDENTS THAT WE SERVE? I will start by
giving you a profile of a typical student. This profile is valid
vhether the students are in Alabama or in Puarte Rico. The typical
student graduated in the bottom 1/3 of his/her high school class,
or may not havs graduated at all. They generally have been failed
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by tha public school aystam. They do not associate success with
treir sxperience {n school. As a matter of fact they have not had
muh experience with success at all. They coz6 from the lower
sc-io-economic sector of our society and have little or no hope of
su=ceeding in the economic marketplace. 1In RANY cases their self
#s3Teen is so low whed they come in for the jinitial intexview that
trey are uncomfortable to look you straight in the sys. But the
izrportant thing is that they come. All of these students have a
dream. They are asking for help to achieve this dream. They need
er couragement and someone who will balieve that they can achievs.
Tray know that the only way to breakX tha poverty cycle that they
aTe in is to get more education seo thay can get s job. NWe provide
trae means to achiave this drean. The students that come to us ares
trs minioun wage workers who want to upgrade their gkills so that
trhey can get the higher paying jobs; they are the young adults of
tr.a strests who have found out that after a Year out of high schoeol
Jcbs are scarce when you do not have some kind of training; they
are regular high school students who cannot afford to attend a
traditional college and take the required four years to get a
degres; they ara the young unved mpothers with small children at
hcze; they ars middle aged women who are now divorced and pust find
2 job to belp support theaselves. One thing almost x1l1 thaese
students have in common is that they do not have the xonsy to pay
fcr college and they rsly totally on the PELL GRANT to supply funds
to pay for their education. wWithout the prasent student Financial
Assistance Programs the majority of the students who attend the
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pr.vata vocational schools would not be adle to receive any post
sesondary education. These students could not te absorbed by the
put lic system and would be lost in and by the edicational process.
Trhe student that attends our type of school d:ies not have the
{i-ancial capability to pay for his/her educaticral training, but
is the one who needs the training the most. Our students rely on
thae Pell Grant and other aid to afford them the oppertunity to
learn a trade and help then break the poverty cycle.

However, these students also have significant problems. I
wa~t to be very c<andid about the problems that wa face in
pr:prietary schools. I want to explain that even though we try
vary hard to provide the right environment for ocur students, we do
not always succeed with each of our students. We have problems
with students dropping from classes, we have absentes problems, we
ha.e students defaulting on student loans. This does not mean that
w@ are not trying or that we are a bad or poorly run school. What
it means is that we serve 8 high-risk student. A gtudent who may
drzpout for any number of valid reasons; none of them having
anything to do with the guality of the education or ths way they
vere ‘traatnd at the school. Our students have more serious crises
in their 1ives in ons month than we have in a ysar. An unwed
pother has a baby get sick. A wife is the victin of physical or
pental abuse at homs. Thas husband or boyfriend looses his job and
they move. The student looses his/her part time job and must
support the family. The 1ist goss on and on. We have developed
nany plans to combat the problsms of dropouts and abssentesism. Our
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gcal is to graduate all the students that we enrcll. We know that
tr.s objective is impossible but from our perspective that is good
bisiness for us. Tha mors studsnts we graduste tne mors likely our
sc~501 is to be profitable. There are a number of things that we
need to continue to do in our schools to help so.ve these problems
arZ we are committed to doing evarything that is possible to reducs
dr:-pouts and defaults and our other problens, and we welcome any
rejulation that fairly addressas these issues. Howevar, what is
re:lly needed is the recognition by Congross and the U, S.
Dezartment of Fducation of the student populat:on that we serve.
Tr..s populatioh is by definition a greater ris< to defavlt on a
st.dent loan, a greater risk to drop out, There is a social cost
wh:ch has long been ignored by the current legislation and
rejulation relating to student financial aiz. We are very
cerncernsd by certain assumption that it appears taat the Department
has about the vocational proprietary schools. These are:

a. That a schocl with a high default rate on its guaranteed
st.dent loans is a bad school, that it does nct provide quality
&c .cation and that it does not try to inform its students about the
nature of the guaranteed student loans. The students that the
pajority of the proprietary schools serve are Precisely the
stadents who should not receive these loans. whether a student
repays his loan is not & function of his recegnizing his obligation
buz more of a reflection of the economic background of the student.
Students from the lower socio-economic sector of society do not

have the ssme ability to pay their debt as students from other
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b. The other consideration is that the mix of financial aid
has changed fiom being mostly grants to being aktout a 50/50 mix.
Tr.s has put grants/loans in tha hands of the people who ars least
li-ely to be able to rspay them. We applaud the proposal to
increase tha Pell grant to §$3700 by President Bush. This
de- netrates at least a racognition of the fact that the people who
need the wost help in paying for their education will raceive a
1c~3 awaited boost in their ability to pay for their education
waizhout incurring the burden of a debt that they may be unabls to
rezay. This brings me to the role of the U. S. Department of
Ed_cation.

3. THE ROLE OF THE U. S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION. The recent
ru.a proposal by the Department of Education rejarding the clock
he.r versus credit hour issue appears to be driven sclely by budget
cc-siderations and diracted at eliminating the proprietary scheols
and their students from the Financial Aigd Programs. We recognize
that there are sone schools that have taken advantage of the
firancial aid rulss and have not provided the gquality training.
Hic.avar, wo belisve that is 8 soparate problem and that the abusers
shzuld be dealt with as a separats issue and not as a blanket
sprroach to propristary schools in general. various proposals that
have coas out in the past few years that apply only t+ vocational
prcprietary schools have in effect made 8 second class citizen out
of the studant who for a numbar of valid reasons cannot or will not

qualify to go to a traditional cellege by making it imspossible to
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receive comparable amounts of financial aid at a vocational or
trade school. This sends the message that you are more important
if you go to the traditional colleges than if you go to a
veccational school and become a draftssman, a secretary, a computer
oFerator, a nmechanic or any of the other occupations that
vccational schools can prepare you for. The proposed clock hour
versus credit hour rule is such an attempt by tha Department of
Education to create two classes of students, If they want to
irnsure compliance with financial aid rules they should increase the
oversight function, but do not punish the poor ani minority student
who ia struggling to succead in a world whers the odds are already
stacked against him/her. I have included in my written statement
mcre on this subject and the members of the committes can find the
fdetails of this discussion in that document. Ne say that there is
ne such thing as a ssparate but squal system for vocational school
students. We belisve that ths rules bs the same for all the
students and not differentiate between the traditional collages and
the trade and technical schools.

Ne must amphasizes that even though we serve, as described
sarlier, higher risk students coming from lover income and/ox
minority families, our success in providing esducation to thass
students is impressive. The following statistics spesk of the
success of private vocationsl schools and our students:

a) over 30% of the students who graduate frowm a Privates
vecational school get placed in jobs.
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b) 'lOra than 608 ©of our studants complets their course work
an:i graduate.

c) over 908 of students attending private vocational schools
ha~e a high school diploma or GED.

d) minoritiss represent 40% of enrollment in trade and
te-hnical schools as comparsed to 258 for community colleges and 153
in four year colleges.

e) in 1989 private career schools produced about one~half of
the nation's trained entry-lavel workers.

Thase figures more than justify the need to strengthen, rsther
than weaken, the educational opportunities of students attending
our schools and the commitment on our psrt, with the support of the
fezaral and state governments, the accrediting agenciss and the
in3ustrial and business community, to see that our type of
institutions ars more fully developed rather than placed at tha
fr.nges of the sducational sffort in our nation.

4. THE INDUSTRY THAT WE SERVE - Graduates from our schools
provide the worx force by which this country operatas. The role
that our schools play in the sducational cempunity is to train the
enzry leval worker for industry. Thess workers generally rome from
the poor or lowsr Biddle income groups in sociaty. Most of the
tize they are minoritiea.

According to the Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor
statistics, by 1995 mors than half of all jobs "Will rxequirs
education or technical training beyond high school. 0f the 20

fastest growing occupations cited by tha Bureau of Labor Statistics
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13 are taught by the private vocational colleges and schools. Of
tre 20 occupations with the largest absolute increase in the nusber
©f jobs 13 are aslsco taught by ths private vocational colleges and
schools. We are the supplier of the nation’'s work force. We are
atle to react to tha needs of a changing work environment where
Jebs that de not exist today will have to be filled tomorrow. We
werk clossly with employers to stay abreast of their changing
needs. Since our existence depends on our ability to meet the
needs of the work-place we are constantly looking for ways to
iTprove our programs and anticipate the needs of industry.

At this time, I would like to stress the economic impact or
private carser schools in the economy of the Commonvealth of Puerto
Rico and the ipportance of our students to industry in tha island.

Puerto Rico's 101 private career schools provide education to
61,081 students a year. Over 10,744 graduate annuslly. The
schools are s positive economic asset to the state both as a
business and as an educational institutijor.

First, private carser school graduates _ake a continuing
centribution to the economy because of their improved productivity.
Each graduate will earn an additional $114,000 in his or her
lifetipe becauss of their aducation.

Second, private career schools are businesses which pay
saslaries, buy goods and services from other businesses and pay
taxes to local, gtate and federal governments. The schools pay
$100 per student in corporate and Property taxes to local, state,

and federal governments.
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Third, Pprivata carser schools provide educsation at a amuch
lc-or cost than is possidble in public community colleges. Each
st.dent enrcolled in a Private carser school saves Puerto Rico
taxpayers over $3,3587.

These figures show a great deal of diversity among Puerto
Rizo’s private caresr schools. Private carser schools offer
programs ranging from 300 hours in length to graduate degrees.
Praivate carser schools vary in size from less than a dozen students
tc thousands.

Private carear school education is an investment in the
future. Earnings incresse as a result of specialized vocational
sducation. Graduates of private career schools have higher
pec-sonal incomas and Pay ROres taxes. Research suggests that, on
avarage, a student with vocational education after high school will
Baxe $2,857 a year mors incoms than a high school graduate. oOver
a 40 ysar career, the pPrivate career school student will earn
$114,280 more then ths high school graduate. The state end federal
government will collect $85,900 extra tax dollars from the
graduate. A small investment today pays-off for a lifetime.

Private career school students ars successful. The annual
graduation rate is 77 percent, with 40 percent of the graduates
placed in jobs immediately. The gradustion and placament rats
cospares favorably vith other sectors of postsacondary education
in the etate. For ®xampls, the qrmation rate of studants in
public community colleges is about 45 pexcent.

11
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Private careser schools are businesses. Gross revenues of tha
schools are estimated to be $275.1 nillion. 1In addition, students
are spending mors than $1354.3 million for living coste. This
$€29.4 million is an important contribution to tha state econonmy.

Pusrto Rico's private carser schools employ over 1,046 people.
Tra school employees pay $6.6 million in income taxes to the state
ard the schoals pay $8.5 pillion in corporats taxes to the state.
Tre $15.1 million paid to the state of Puerto Rico do@s not include
felaral taxes or property taxes psid to local tax districts.

5. THE FUTURE - In conclusion, the future of American
IrZustry will depend on how well the educational community provides
4 Jell trained work force to supply its needs. This includes
sc.entigts, doctors, attorneys, accountants and other
Pr>fessiondls. However, it also includas the mainstay of the work
fcrce. The people who do the work, the skilled factory worker,
tre doctor's assistant, the secretaries, the autonotive mechanics,
tre paramedics, the draftsmen, the computer repairmen and
Programmers. These are the peopls, the students that wae train and
ve can do it efficiently and promptly. However, we need your help
tc see that our students are treated on an equal basis, not as
se_ond class citizens. In the reauthorization process, I ask that
tha Committes consider not only the educational needs of the
students that ve Gorveé but tha social costs of not providing the
Ofpportunity for thess students to improve thelr situation in 1ife.
The related costs of unemployment and crime that result wvhen

irdividuals do not have productive outlats for the enargy of youth
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can be sesn in the ghettoa of any large city. The Pall Grant and
the vocational schools are the rays of hope for the low income
and/or minority student who for whatevar valid reason is not in a
position to attend a traditional college. At Coastal Training
Institute and Automeca Tachnical Collage we beliave the role of the
Pell Grant and the vocational schools is vital for the future of
these individuals and for the work force that Amarican business
relies on tcday and will rely on tomorrow.

I an including as part of py tastimony additional documents
that I would like the Committee to review in conjunction with my
above stataments. These are:

1. Summary of the Issuas in Reauthorization

2. letter to Ms. Tarney M. McCullough relating to the clock

hour vs. credit hour issue.

3. Letter to Resident Commjsaioner Jaime B. Fuster

4. Advertisement -~ THE DAY THE EARTH STOOD STILL

s, Lstters from companies who amploy our graduates

6. letters from our students

THANK YOU.
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SUMMARY OF THE [SSUES IN REAUTHORIZATION
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REAUTHOR1ZATION TO THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1585
THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOL STUDENT AND THE MARKET PLACE
SUMMARY OF THE ISSURS

1. STUDENT ACCESS- WE BELIEVE THAT THE STUDENTS SHOULD CONTINUE TO
HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO CHOOSE THE TYPE OF SCHOOL THAT HE/SHE WANTS
TO ATTEND AND THAT THE PRESENT "STUDENT BASED"™ AID BE CONTINUED.

2. FUTURE EMPLOYMENT NEEDS- THE JOB MARKET NEEDS THE GRADUATES
THAT COME FROM PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS. IN 1989 50% OF THE
TRAINED ENTRY LEVEL WORKERS WERE GRADUATES OF PRIVATE VOCATIONAL
SCHOOLS.

3. STUDENT LCAN DEFAULTS- STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS ARE A PROBLEN.
HOWEVER, THEY ARE NOT DIRECTLY RELATED TO ANY GROUP OF SCHOOLS BUT
TD THE TYPE OF STUDENTS THEY SERVE. THE POOR AND THE MINORITY
GROUPS ARE KIGH RISK BORROWERS, BUT DOES THIS MEAN THEY SHOULD BE
EXCLUDED. WE ARE WORKING ON DEFAULTS AND THE DEFAULT RATE FOR ALL
PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS HAS GONE DOWN 13.2% SINCE 1986.

4. CLOCK HOUR VvS. CREDIT HOUR- THE ISSUE HERE 1§ WHETHER OR NOT
A PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOL STUDENT SHOULD BR ASLE TO RECRIVE THE
SAME GRANT AS A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE STUDENT. THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION PROPOSED RULE WOULD REQUIRE A VOCATIONAL STUDENT TO SPEND
900 IN CLASS TO RECEIVE A FULL GRANT WHILE A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE
STUDENT MAY SPEND AS LITTLE AS 360 NHOURS IN CLASS AND RECEIVE A
FULL GRANT. TMIS SAYS THAT ¥YOU ARE MORE VALUABLE AS A CITIZEN IF
YOU ARE ABLE TO OO0 TO A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE. WE DO NOT BELIEVE
THAT THIS 1S THE MESSAGE TO SEND TO OUR YOUTH.

S. ABUSES- THERE ARE SOME ABUSES OF THE FINANCIAL AID SYSTEM BY
BOTH VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS AND THE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES. THIS 18
A SEPARATE ISSUE THAT SHOULD BE DEALT WITH ON ITS OWN. THE
VIOLATORS SHOULD BE ELIMINATED FROM THE SYSTEM, BUT THE SYSTEM
SHOULD NOT BE SCRAPPED BECAUSE OF THE ABUSES OF A FEW,

5. TAXPAYING SCHOOLS- THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS HAVE A
SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE COMNUNITIES THEY SERVE. OUR SCHOOLS IN
PUERTO RICO NAVE AN ANNUAL PAYROLL OF APPROXIMATELY $14,000,000.
IN ADDITION TO PAYROLL TAXES WE ALSO PAY CORPORATE INCOME TAXES,
PROPERTY TAXES, EXCISE TAXES; THESE ARE NOT PAID BY PUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS. OUR TOTAL EMPLOYEES NUMBER OVER 650 AND TNE
MULTIPLIER EFFECT OF THEIR SPENDING CONTRIBUTES SIGNIFICANTLY TO
THE ECONOMY OF THE TOWNS IN WNICH WE OPERATE. THE SAME IS TRUE OF
THR PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS IN YOUR STATE.

IN SUMMARY, THERE ARE MANY MORE I1SSUES THAT WILL BE CONS < IN
THR DEBATE CONCERNING THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION
ACT OF 1965, BUT WE BELIEVE THAT THESE ARE THE MOST SICGNIFICANT.
WE ASK THAT THE NENBERS OF CONGRESS WEIGH ALL THE FACTS AND ATTEMPT
TO SORT OUT THE ISSUES CLEARLY AND NOT LINK ITENS THAT DO NOT
BELONG ON THE EDUCATION AGENDA.
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REAUTHORILATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965
THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOL STUDENTS AND THE MARKET PLACK

POINTS TO CONSIDER

BACKORQUND- IN THE PAST FEW YEARS THERE HAS BEEN A SIGNIFICANT
ANOUNT OF CRITICISM LEVELED AT PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS AND THE
FINANCIAL AID SYSTEM WHICH FUNDS TNESE STUDENTS. THESE CRITICISNS
WE BELIEVE ARE DRIVEN BY BUDGRT CONSIDERATIONS AND BY A NISINFORMED
OR UNINFORMED POPULACE. WE BELIEVE THAT THE INTENT OF THE
LEGISLATION 1S BRING OVERLOOKED IN THE ARDENT DESIRE TO BALANCE THE
BUDGET. THE XKEY ISSUES THAT WK BELIEVE NEED TO BE ADDRESSED ARE:
STUDENT ACCESS, EMPLOYMENT NEEDS FOR THE FPUTURE, STUDENT LOAN
DEFAULTS, AND BNFORCEMENT OF THE FINANCIAL RULES. WE BELIEVE THERE
ARE SOME PEOPLE WHO HAVE A BIASED VIEW OF OUR TYPE OF SCHOOLS. THIS
HAS COME ABOUT BECAUSR OF SOME ADVERSE PUBLICITY NAVING TO DO WITH
A FEW UNCONSCiIONABLE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS WHO HAVE TAKEN ADVANTAGE
OF STUDENTS AND THE FINANCIAL AID SYSTEM. IT IS IMPORTANT TO KEEP
IN MIND THAT THESE MEDIA REPORTS REFLECT THE PRACTICES OF ONLY A
FEW OF THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS. THIS IS A SEPARATE PROALEN
AND SHOULD NOT BR CONSIDERED AS A REASON FOR EXCLUDING THE VAST
MAJORITY OF VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS WHO ARE TRYINGC THEIR
BEST TO PROVIDE AND RECEIVE A QUALITY EDUCATION. THE U.8.
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION APPEARS TO BE TRYING TO EXCLUDE THAT
PORTION OF THE POPULATION WHICH NEEDS THE MOST FROM EDUCATION.
THESE ARE THE POOR. WITHOUT AN EDUCATION WNICH WILL ENABLE THEM TO
GET A JOB THEY WILL NOT BE ABLE TO BREAX THE POVERTY CYCLE.
ULTINATELY, THIS WILL IMPOSE GREATER COSTS TO THE GOVERANMENT.
THIS IS ALSO THE PORTION OF THE POPULATION WHICH SOCIETY NEEDS MORE
THAN ANY OTHER SECTOR TO NAVE EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES. - THIS
SECTOR, THE VOCATIONAL SCHOOL STUDENT IS GENERALLY TME POOR WHITE,
THE BLACK COMMUNITY, AND THE HISPANIC COMMUNITY. THESE SEGMENTS OF
THE POPULATION 1IN GENERAL ARE THE ONES WHO NEED THE OPPORTUNITY TO
GAIN SKILLS AND A DECENT PAYING JOB. THIS IS THE ONLY WAY THEY
WILL GET OFF THE WELFARE AND TRANSFER PAYMENT ROLES.

KEBY ISSUES

1. STUDENT ACCESS- WHO SHOULD GET STUDENT AID? WHAT IS THE
PURPOSE OF STUDENT AID? WHAT IS GOING TO BE THE INTENT OF THR
LEGISLATION THAT REAUTHORIZES THE BIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 19657
THESE ARE WHAT WE COMSIDER TNE REAL I5SUES TO BE DEALT WITH DURING
THE REAUTHORIZATION PROCESS. THIS IS WHERE THE TOUGH DECISIONS ARE
GOING TO BE MADE. ARE WE WILLING TO PROPERLY ADDRESS THESE
QURSTIONS? 1T 18 HERE THAT WE MAKE OUR CASE AS VOCATIONAL SCNOOL
OWNERS TNAT IT I8 PRECISELY THE STUDENTS TNAT WE SERVE THAT CAUSES
THESE QUESTIONS TO BE SO CRITICAL. WILL THE RRAUTHORIZATION TREAT
TNE VOCATIONAL STUDENT AS SECOND CLASS CITIZENS AND PROVIDE A
"SEPARATE BUT BQUAL”® SYSTEM OF PINANCIAL AID SYSTEM? THIS SYSTEM
WOULD SEND A STRONG AND UNNISTAKABLE SIGNAL TO THE NON TRADITIONAL
COLLEGE BOUND STUDENT THAT THBIR LIVRS AND THEIR CONTRIBUTIONS ARE
NOT THE SAME OR AS INPORTANT AS THE "COLLEOE-BOUND YOUTH®. IS THIS
THE MESSAGE WE WANT TO SEND TO OUR YOUTH?

?
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LETS TALK ABOUT OUR STUDENTS

OVER 804 OF THE STUDENTS WHO GRADUATE FROM A PRIVATE
VOCATIONAL SCHOOL GET PLACED IN JOBS.

MORE THAN S0\ OF OUR STUDENTS COMPLETE THEIR COURSE WORK AND
GRADUATE. THNIS COMPARES FAVORABLY TO 58% FOR FOUR YEAR COLLEGES
AND 43% IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES.

OVER 30% OF THE STUDENTS ATTENDING PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS
HAVE A HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA.

MINORITIES REPRESENT 40% OF ENROLLMENT IN TRADE AND TECHNICAL
SCHOOLS AS COMPARED TO 25% FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND 19% IN FOUR
YEAR COLLEGES.

IN 1989 PRIVATE CAREER SCHOOLS PRODUCED ABOUT ONE-HALF OF THE
NATIONS TRAINED ENTRY-LEVEL WORKERS.

2. F11°LE EMPLOYMENT NEEDS- ACCORDING TO THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR'S
BUREAU OF LADOR STATISTICS, BY 1995 MORE THAN HALF OF ALL JOBS WILL
REQUIRE EDUCATION OR TECHNICAL TRAINING BEYOND HIGH SCHOOL, OF THE
20 FASTEST OROWING OCCUPATIONS CITED BY THE BUREAU OF LABOR
STATISTICS 13 ARE TAUGHT B8Y THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL COLLEGES AND
SCHOOLS. OF THE 20 OCCUPATIONS WITH THE LARGEST ABSOLUTE INCREASE
IN THE NUMBER OF JOBS 13 ARE ALSO TAUGNT BY THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL
COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS. WE ARE THE SUPPLIER OF THE NATIONS WORK
FCRCE. WE ARE ABLE TO REACT TO THE NEEDS OF A CHANGING WORK
ENVIRONMENT WHERE JOBS THAT DO NOT EXIST TODAY WILL HAVE TO B
FILLED TOMORROW. WE WORK CLOSELY WITH EMPLOYERS TO STAY ABRRAST OF
THEIR CHANGING NEEDS. SINCE OUR EXISTENCE DEPENDS ON OUR ABILITY
T0 MEET THE NEEDS OF THE WORK-PLACE WE ARE CONSTANTLY LOOKING FOR
WAYS TO IMPROVE OUR PROGRAMS AND ANTICIPATE THE NEEDS OF INDUSTRY.
THIS IS5 QUR PUTURE AS WELL AS THE FUTURE OUR STUDENTS.

J. STUDENT LOANS AND DEFAULTS~ STUDENT LOAN DEFAULTS ARE A
PROBLEM FOR EVERY SECTOR OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION. HOWEVER,
THERE ARE A FEW ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE DISCUSSED TO PUT THE DEFAULT
QUESTION IN PERSPECTIVE. THERE IS RESEARCH THAT INDICATES LOAN
DEFAULTS AT A COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY OR A PRIVATE CAREER SCHOOL ARK
LARGELY DUE TO THE TYPE OF STUDENT SkRVED. WITH THIS IN MIND IT IS
NOT SURPRISING THAT DEFAULT RATES ARE HIOHER AMONG PRIVATE CAREER
SCHOOLS. WE SERVE WHAT IS CONSIDERED THE "HIGH RISK™ STUDENT- THE
POOR, FENALE, FROM A MINORITY GROUP, WITH NC MELP FROM PARENTS AND
GCENERALLY OF LOWER ACADEMIC ABILITY. THESE STUDENTS ARE BOUND TO
DEFAULT AT A HIGHER RATE THAN THE TRADITIONAL COLLEGE STUDKNT,

ANOTHER CHANGE MAS TAXEN PLACE IN THE FINANCIAL AID STRUCTURE OVER
THE LAST 10 YEARS. IN 1980, ORANTS CONSTITUTED 40V OF THE TYPICAL
STUDENT A1D PACKAGE, TODAY ORANTS MAXE UP ONLY 29% OF THE STUDENT
AID PACKAGE. OF THE STUDENTS WHO ATTEND PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS
OVER 80V MUST RELY ON FINANCIAL AID TO SECURE THEIR TRAINING.
NOWEVER, YOU SHOULD ASK WHAT ARE WE DOING TO HELP CURD THE DEFAULT
PROBLEN, THROUGH OUR ACCREDITATION ASSOCIATIONE WE RHAVE
ESTABLISNED A DEFAULT MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE WNICH IS DESIONED T0O
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HELP BOTH SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS PREVENT DEFAULTS. THIS PROGRAM 18
AN EDUCATION PROGRAM DESIGNED TO TEACH STUDENTS ABOUT DERT AND THE
RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING AND REPAYING IT. WE HAVE HELD MORE
THAN 100 WORKSHOPS AROUND THE COUNTRY DESIGNED TO ASSIST THE SCHOOL
ADMINISTRATORS IN DEALING WITH THE DEFAULT PROBLEM. SINCE 1986,
THE DEFAULT RATE AT PRIVATE CAREER SCNOOLS HAS DECREASED 13.2%
HOWEVER, WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT TH1S I8 THE ULTIMATE SOLUTION. WE
BELIKVE THAT A SIGNIFICANT SHIFT IN THE STRUCTURE OF THE FINANCIAL
AID SYSTEM 15 NECESSARY TO CORRECT THE PROBLENS THAT PRESENTLY
EXIST. WE BELIEVE THAT AN ENHANCED PELL GRANT FOR THE FIRST TWO
YEARS 1S PREFERABLE TO LOANS. LOANS SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO
STUDENTS WHO ARE IN THE UPPER DIVISION OF COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES. THESE ARE STUDENTS WHO ARE IN THEIR 3RD OF 4TH YRAR
OF COLLEGE AND WHO ARE ALSO THE MOST LIKELY TO REPAY THEIR LOANS.

4. CLOCK VS. CREDIT HOURS~ THIS DEBATE 18§ STRICTLY A BUDGETARY
ISSUE. THERE IS NO DASIS IN FACT OR TRADITION THAT CAN SUPPORT
GRANTS FOR "REGULAR ZOLLEGE®™ STUDENTS ON A BASIS SIGNIFICANTLY
DIFFERENT THAN THOSE FROM A VOCATIONAL COLLEGE BASIS. IF TNERE WAS
ANY BASIS FOR SUCH A POSITION IT WOULD MAVE BEEN PROPOSED BY THE
ACCREDITING BODIES AS A REASONABLE AND RATIONAL BASIS MEASURING
ACADENMIC PROGRAMS. THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION HAS A PROPOSED
RULE THAT REQUIRES VOCATIONAL STUDENTS TO ATTEND 300 CLOCK HOURS OF
INSTRUCTION TO RECEIVE A FULL GRANT AND ALLOWS A "REGULAR COLLEGE™
STUDENT TO RECEIVE A FULL GRANT WITM A MINIMUM OF 360 CLOCK HOURS
OF INSTRUCTION. THIS CANNOT BE VIEWED AS ANYTHING BUT
DISCRIMINATORY. THIS CREATES A SECOND CLASS CITIZEN OUT OF ANY
STUDENT WHO DOES NOT ATTEND A TRADITIONAL COLLKGE. THIS SENDS THE
MESSAGE TO THE VOCATIONAL STUDENTS, TYPICALLY A MINORITY OR A
FEMALE FROM A DISADVANTAGED BACKGROUND, THAT THEIR CONTRIBUTION AND
THEIR IMPORTANCE TO SOCIETY IS5 SOMEHOW LESS THAN THE STUDENT WHO IS
ATTENDING A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE. WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT THIS IS 1THE
MESSAGE THAT THE CONGRESS INTENDED TO SEND TO THIS SECTOR oOF
SOCIETY OR THE MESSAGE IT PRESENTLY WANTS TO SEND.

S. ABUSES- WE HAVE HEARD A LOT ABOUT ABUSES OF THE FINANCIAL AID
SYSTEM. WE SELIEVE THE ABUSES SHOULD BE DEALT WITH EFFECTIVELY AND
THAT THE SYSTEM SHOULD BE STRICTLY ENFORCED. HOWEVER, FOR THE
MINORITY OF PROPRIETARY SCHOOL OWNERS WHO ABUSE THE SYSTEM THERE
ARE MANY WHO DO THEIR BEST TO PROVIDPE THE BEST QUALITY EDUCATION
THAT IS POSSIBLE FOR THEIR STUDENTS. THE ISSUE OF ABUSE IS A
SEPARATE ISSUE.

6. TAXPAYING SCHOOLS- THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS ARE
TAXPAYERS. WE MAXE A SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO THE ECONOMY OF
THE COMNUNITIES WE SERVE. WE ENPLOY APPROXIMATELY 6§50 PEOPLE 1IN
OUR PUERTO RICO OPERATIONS AND HAVE AN ANNUAL PAYROLL OF
APPROXIMATELY 814,000,000, IN ADDITION TO PAYING SIGNIFICANT
AMOUNTS OF PAYROLL AND RELATED TAXES, WE PAY CORPORATE INCONE
TAXES, PROPERTY TAXBS, EXCISE TAXES; WHICH PUBLIC COLLECES DO NOT
PAY. THE PAYROLL THAT WE -PAY HAVE A SIONIFICANT NULTIPLIER EFFECT
IN THE COMMUNITIES WHERE WE HAVE CAMPUSES. WE ALSO SPEND
SIGNIFICANT ANOUNTS OF MONEY POR NATERIALS, SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT.
WHEN ONE OF THE SCHOOLS OETS INTO TROUBLE, ALL TNAT 18 EVER HEARD
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1S THAT THE SCHOOL RECEIVED $XXXX DOLLARS OF FEDERAL FUNDS. THERE
1S NEVER A MENTION OF WHAT HAPPENED TO THE MONEY. THE TRUTH IN
MOST OF THOSE SITUATIONS 1S THAT IT WENT TO PAY PAYROLL FOR
TEACHERS, ADNINISTRATIVE STAFF, AND TO SUPPLIERS; AND NOT TO THE
OWNERS. THIS 1S BY NO NEANS TRYING TO JUSTIFY ANY WRONG DOING THAT
MAY HAVE TAKEN PLACE, BUT MERELY AN ATTEMPT TO BRING ALL THE FACTS
T0 LIGHT AND TO PLACE THE SITUATION IN PERSPECTIVE., WE BELIEVE
THAT THE COUNTRY IS WELL SERVED BY THE PRIVATE VOCATIONAL SCHCOL
INCUSTRY AND TNAT WE ARE SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTORS TO THE ECONOMY OF
THE NATION.

1IN SUMMARY, THERE ARE MANY MORE ISSUES THAT WILL COMPRISE THE
DESATE CONCERNING THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT
OF 1965, BUT WE BELIEVE THAT THESE ARE THE MOST SIGNIFICANT, WB
ASK THAT THE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS WEIGH ALL THE FACTS AND ATTEMPT TO
SORT OUT THE 1SSUES CLEARLY AND NOT LINK ITEMS THAT DO NOT BELONG
ON THE EDUCATION AGENDA. AS A GROUP, WE WANT TO PROVIDE THE BEST
POSSIBLE EDUCATION TO THE YOUTH OF AMERICA; RECOGNIZING THAT NOT
AL YOUNG ADUL:S ARE CAPABLE OF GOING TO A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE AND
THAT THEY DESERVE CHOICES AND OPPORTUNITIES LIXE THE TRADITIONAL
COLLEGE BOUND STUDENT.
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LETTER TO MS. CARNEY M. MCCULLDUGH RELATING TO THE CLOCK HOURS
VERSUS CREDIT HOUR ISSUE
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OCTORER 29,1930

MS. CARNEY M. MCCULLOUSH, CHIEF

PELL GRANT POLICY BECTION

DIVISIDN OF POLICY AND PRDGRAM DEVELOFMENT
OFFICE OF STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

400 MARYLAND AVENUE SW

REGIONAL OFFICE BUILDING #3, RDOM 4318
HASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-5346

SUBJECT: 34 CFR PART 668, STUDENT ASSISTANCE GENERAL FROVISIONS)
PROPOSED RWILE, DATED OCTOBER 1, 193¢

DEAR MS. MCCULLOUGH:

THIS LETTER IS WRITTEN TO EXPRESS THE CONCERNS OF THE STAFF AND
STUDENTS OF DUR SCHOOLS REGARDING THE PROPOSED RULE MENTIONED IN
THE SUBJECT ABOVE. DUR CONCERNS RELATE TD THE INERUITIES THAT
ALREADY EXIST IN THE RULES AND REGULATIONS AND THIS PROPOSED RULE
ONLY MAKES THESE INEQUITIES MORE PRONODUNCED AND PUNITIVE TO TKE
STUDENTS WHO ATTEND VOCATIONAL SCHDOLS. WE WilL ADDRESS WHAT WE
CONSIDER TO BE THE MOST SIGNIFICANT OF THESE CONCERNS AND
ATTEMPY TO CLARIFY WHY WE BELIEVE THAT TME PROPOSED CHANGES ARE
NOT IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE STUDENTS WrHO ATTEND VOCATIONAL
SCHOOLS OR THE COUNTRY IN GENERAL, WE BELIEVE THAT QUALITY
VOCATIONAL TRAINING IS ESBENTIAL TO THE WELFARE OF THE NATION.
THRE POINT IS NOT HONW CAN WE PUNISH THE PROFRIETARY SCHOOLS. THIS
PROPDSED RULE ASSUMES THAT VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IS NOT A
NECESSARY PART OF THE ECONOMY AND THAT THE PRESENT SYSTEM IS
EQUITABLE. THESE ISSUSES AND THE ISSUES OF PUDSETARY CDNCERNS
AND STUDENT ACCESS TO FINANCIAL AID WILL BE DISCUSSED IN THE
FOLLOWING PARAGRAPMS.

1. STUDENT ACCESS- THIS QUESTION COULD ALSO BE  TERMED
VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS V8. TRADITIONAL COLLEGES, THIS PRUPOSED RWLE
CLEARLY IDENTIFIES THOSE STUDENTS WHMO CHOOSE TO STUDY AT A
TRADE/VOCATIONAL SCMOOL AS A SECOND CLASS CITIZENS. IF A STUDENT
CHODSES TD GO TO A JUNIDR OR SENIOR COLLEGE, ME/SHE 1S A FULL
TIME STUDENT IF ME/GHE TAKES 12 CREDITS A SEMESTER. THIS MEANS
THAT HE/SHE WILL BE IN CLASS 12 MOURS A WEEK FOR 15 WEEXS OR THAT
THE STUDENT WILL SPEND 180 CONTACT MOURS IN CLASS PER SEMESTER.
TS, IN TWO SEMESTERS A STUDENT AT A “TRADITIONAL COLLEGE" WILL
RECEIVE 350 HOURS OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION. FOR THIS PERIOD THE
STUDENT WILL RECEIVE A FILL SRANT. THE TYPICAL VOCATIONAL SCHOOL
STUDENT WMO ATTENDS A CREDIT HOUR PROPRIETARY SCHOOL MAS TO
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ATTEND 180 HOURS MORE THAN A TRADITIONAL STUDENT. THIE 18 THE
SYSTENM THAT 1S SUPPOSED TO BE ABUSIVE ACCORDING THIS PROPOSED
RULE? THE VOCATIONAL STUDENT 18 ALREADY ATTENDING SOX MORE TIME
IN THE CLASSROOM THAN THE “TRADITIONAL"™ STUDENT. THE PROPOSED
RULE WILL MAKE TMIS DISPARITY EVEN GREATER AND MORE PUNITIVE ON
THE VOCATIONAL STUDENT., WE RECOSNIZIE THAT TRADITIONAL THOUGHT

INFCRMATION IS IRRELEVANT BECAUSE WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT YODU CAN

VOCATIONAL/ OCCUPATIONAL FIELD IS NOT AS IMPORTANT AS A “QUOTE*
TRADITIONAL COLLEGE CAREER. WE BELIEVE THAT THIS SENDS A
MESSAGE TO THE SEGMENT OF SOCIETY THAT 18 SERVED BY VOCATIONAL
SCHCOLS, THIS MESSAGE IS THNAT IF YOU DD NOT COME FROM A
BACNGROUND WMICH ALLOWS YOU TO QUALIFY AND/OR BE ACADEMICLY
FPREFARED TO G0 TU A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE THEN YOU ARE NOT ENTITLED
TO THE SAME AMOUNT OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE OR THE SAME QUALITY OF
EDUCAT ION. THE DEPT OF EDUCATION MUST ADMIT THAT A SUALITY
EDUCATION ON ALL LEVELS REQUIRES MONEY TO PAY FOR INSTRUCTORS AND
EQUIPMENT AS WELL AS DTHER NEEDED ITEMS.

2. EXAMPLES OF ABUSE~ WE WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS THE EXAMPLES OF
ABUSE THAT WERE CITED IN THE PROPDSED RULE. THE EXAMPLE OF THE
TEN WEEK CASIND DEALER COURSE 1S A VERY INTERESTING COURSE TO USE

SUESTIONS WHICH MIGHNT BE ASKED IS WHETHER THE COURSE WAS ACCEPTED
IN THE INDUSTRY (I.E. WAS IT A OQUALITY PROGRAM). THUS, THE ISSUE
MWWWMWSMMMIcNMWM
SCHOOL CANNOT BE TOLD FROM THE L IMITED INFORMATION WHICH IS
PRESENTED. WE BELIEVE THAT THE INFORMATION IS PRESENTED IN SUCH A
mmmnxmommmmme:vsmm
PICTURE.

Tmmmexmmxwmwmrawmmmm THAY
WAS MADE INTO 4@ SEMESTER HOURS THUS DEING QUALIFIED AS TWO
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ACADEMIC  YEARS. THERE 18 NO OQUESTION THAT THIS CAN K
ACCOMPLISHED. HOWEVER, A NUMBER OF RELEVANT FACTS ARE MISSING
FROM THIS EXAMPLE. 1. A BTUDENT CAN ONLY RECEIVE ONE PELL GRANT
DURING A CALENDAR YEAR THAT BEGINS ON JULY 1 AND ENDS DN JUNE D0,
TMEREFORE, IN DRDER TO RECEIVE TWO GRANTS THE FPROGRAM HAD YO BE
BIGNIFICANTLY MODIFIED. THE PEST ABSUMPTION I8 THAT THE NUMBER
OF CONTACT HOURS THAT THE STUDENT WENT TD SCHOOL PER WEEK WAS
PROPABLY REDUCED FROM SOMEYMING IN EXCEGS OF 24 MOURS PER WEEK TO
12 HOURS A WEEX, THIS WOULD MEAN THAT THE COURSE WOLRD NAVE TO
BE INCREASED FROM A MAXIMUM OF APPROUXIMATELY 38 WEEKS IN LENGTH
TO 76 MEEXS IN LENGTH., CERTAIN THINGS CAN BE KNOWN FOR SURE, THE
CHANGE IN RENTY EXPENSE AND OTHER FIXED OVERHEAD ITEMS WOLLD HAVE
T0 DOUBLE. THERE WOULD BE SOME INCREASE IN TEAUKERS SALARIES
UNLESS ALL TEACHERS ARE PART-TIME WNICH 18 MIGMLY UNLIKELY.
ANOTHER FACTOR 18 THAT THME RETENTION IN THIS PROGRAM WILL BE
SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCED IF YOU MAKE TNIS TYPE OF CHANGE, THE
RESULT OF THIS CHANGE IS THAT THE INSTITUTION WILL NOT COLLECY
TND FULL PELL GRANTS AND STAFFORD LOANS ON ALL STUDENTS. THE
PROBLEMS THAT THIS INSTITUTION WILL HAVE MAY BE JUST BEGINNING.
OTHER QUESTIONS WNICK NEED TO BE ASKED OR CLARIFIED ARE WHY WAS
THE PROGRAN CHANGED, NERE THERE SOOD AND VALID REASONS FOR TKRE
CHANGE. 1T MIENT MAVE BEEN BECAUSE OF COMPETITVE CONDITIONS THAT
REQUIRED THE SWITCH. IT COWA.D HAVE BEEN THAT COSTS MAD RISEN TO
A POINT THAT REQUIRED A TOTAL REVAMPING OF TME PROGRAM. RS CAN BE
SEEN FROM A CURSORY EXAMINATION OF THE TWO CASES WHICH TKE
DEPARTMENT BELJEVES YO BE ABUSES OF TME SYSTEM THAT  THE
DEPARTMENT HAS DMITTED SIGNIFICANT INFORMATION THAT MIGHT CAUSE:
THE READER 70 COME TO A DIFFERENT CONCLUSION IF NE KNEW MORE
ABOUT THE SCHOOL INVOLVED. NOWHERE IN EITHER EXAMPLE 18 THE
CONSIDERATION OF W8WNETHER OR NOT THE SCHDOL PROVIDED QUALITY
EDUCATION OR DID 1T MAVE SIGNIFICANT PLACEMENT SUCCESS. DID THE
GRADUATES GET JOBS. WHAT THE DEPARTMENTY OF EDUCATION IS8 DDINS 15
RERCTING TO THE ADMINISTRATION'S BUDGET PROBLEMS AND TME ~ FACY
THAT IT IS EASY TO SET SUPPORT FOR CHANGES WHICH AFFECT THE FOR
PROFIT SECTYION OF THE EDUCATION COMMUNITY., WE ACKNOWLEDGE AND
DEPLORE THE FACT THAT WE HAVE HAD A FEW UNETHICAL DPERATIONS IN
DUR SECTOR BUT THAT IS NO REASON TO PUNISH EVERYONE FOR THE
VIOLATIONS AND ABUSES OF A FEW, ESPECIALLY THE STUDENTS IN OUR
SECTOR. ’

3. STUDENTS SERVED~ AS THE CLOSING SEGMENY OF OUR LETTER &KE
BELIEVE THAT 1T 18 IMPORTANT THAT THE ISSUE OF THE STUDENT
POPULATION THAT IS SERVED BY VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS BE DEFINED AND
EXAMINED IN LIGNT OF THE CRITICISM THAT THEY RECEI1VE. OuR
STUDENTS MAVE GENERALLY BEEN FAILED BY THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM.
THEY DO NOT HAVE A HISTORY OF SUCCESS IN THE PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL
PROCESS AND IN FACT DO NOT HAVE MUCH OF A HISTORY AT ALL NITM
BEING SUCCESSFIL. THEY COME MOSTLY FROM THE LOWER SOCIO-ECONOMIC
SECTOR OF OUR SOCIEYY WITH LITTLE HOPE OF CLIMBING THE SOCIO-
ECONOMIC LADDER OF SUCCESS. IT 18 OUR JOB TO QIVE THEM TNIS
OPPORTUNITY, OUR JOB TO HELP THEM BREAK THE CYCLE. OUR STUDENTS
ARE GENERALLY NOT QUALIFIED TO 80 TD A TRADITIONAL COLLEGE. THIS
18 CAUSED BY TWO REASONSs; $)THEY DO NOT HAVE THE EDUCATIONAL
BACKGROUND TO GUALIFY FOR ENTRANCE IN A TRADITIONAL COLLEGH AND
2) THMEY DD NOT SEE THEMSELVES AS “BELONGING" IN THE TRADITIONAL
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COLLEGE SETTING. THEY BELIEVE THAT THEY WOULD FAIL BECAUSE THEY
BELIEVE THAT DO NOT FIT IN. THESE STUDENTS AFE GLENEFALLY VEP/
FOOF AND DO NOT HAVE THE SAME FEELING AFOUT DERT TMAT MILDLE
AMEF (CA DOES, THEY TEND TO HAVE MORE (FISIS IN IMEIP LIVES TMAN
WE HAVE EVER DREAMED OF. MANY OF THE STUDENTS AFE UNWED MOTHEFS
HHMO ARE ON SOME SORT OF WELFARE AND AFE TRYING TO EFERY, THE
FOVESITY (VCLE. 1IY 1S DUR OPINIDN THAT THESE ARE FRECIGELY TM:
STUCENTS WHO NEED THE MOST MELP FROM OUR  GSOVERNMENT BECAUSE
WITHROUT JOPS THESE STUDENTS EITHER STAY DN WELFARE OR MAVE A
TENDENCY TO BECOME INVOLVED IN CRIME AND DRUGS. IN MANY CASES NE
ARE THE DNLY MOPE FOR THESE STUDENTS. WE DO NOT SUCCEED WITM ALL
OF THESE STUDENTS, HOWEVER I[F WE ONMLY SUCCEEDED WITN 40-350% OF
THESE STUDENTS THEN WE BELIEVE SOCIETY WOULD BE JUSTLY SEFVED By
THE EXFENDITURE OF FUNDS.

YOUFS VERY TRIRLY,

JARTON, PRESIDENT
f TH EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMS, INC.

o
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LETTER TO THE HONDRABLE JAIME B. FUSTER




DL TORES 31, 1990

HONDRASLE JAIME P. FUSTER

RESIDENT COMMISSIONER

UNITED STATES HMOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
SAaN JUSN, PUERTO RICO

DERR M~ , FUSTER:

TH1S _ETTEF ACCOMPANIES QUR RESPONSE TD A PROFOSED RILE BY THE
U.S. DEFARTMENT OF EDUCATION (LOPY OF PROFOSED FULE AND OUR
RESFONSE ATTACHED). WE REFRESENT THE MANAGEMENT OF INSTITUTD Df
BANCA, COASTAL TRAINING INSTITUTE AND AUTOMECA TECHNICAL COLLEGE.
OUR IASTITUTIONS SERVE DVER 10,000 STUDENTS IN VARIDUS VOCAT IONAL
AREAS AT TWELVE CAMPUSES LOCATED IN PUERTD RICO. WE HAVE OVER
850 =mMPL OYEES WITM AN ANNUAL PAYFOLL oF APFROX IMATELY
814,005,000, WE REPRESENT ONLY A SMALL PORTION OF THE VOCATIDNAL
SCHOOLS ON THE ISLAND AND AS YOU CAN SEE WE MM E A FEASONABLY
SIGNIF'CANT IMPACT ON THE ECONOMY OF THE TOWNS 284D CITIES &E
SERVE. HOWEVEFR, THE EFFECT ON DUF SCHOOLS DF THIS FFOFDSED FULE
IS BLT A PART OF THE PROBLEM. [N PUERTD RICO, THEFE IS A
SIGNIFICANT NEED FOR THE TRAINING OF DUR yOUTH, ESFECIALLY TNE
ECOND~_CALLY AND SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED SEGMENT OF OUF SOC IETY.
THESE STUDENTS ARE THE ONES THAT WILL BE ADVEFSELY AFFECTED JRY
THIS FSOPOSED FULE. THE EFFECT IS THAT MANY SUCCESSFUL  FrOGRAMS
OF STaDy WILL NDT QUALIFY FDR GFANTS AND LDANS IF THIS FROPOSED
RULE 1S ALLOWED TO STAND &S IS, TRE IMPACT ON THE GRANTS THAT
THE STUDENTS WOULD BE ALLOWED TO RECEIVE IN OUR SCHOOLS ALONE
NOULD BE In EXCESS OF $10,000,000, WE ONLY REPRESENT THFEE OF
OVER =Z(O0 FRIVATE SCHODLS LICENSED BY INSTRUCCION PUBL ICA.
THEREFOFPE, YOU CAN SEE THE FAR REACHING EFFECT DF THIS FROFOSED
RULE ON OUR STUDENTS AND THE EFFECT OF THE ECONCMY OF PUERTD
RICO. WE ESTIMATE THAT RS MUCH AS €300, 000,000 IN PELL GRRANTS
FOR THE ISLAND ARE AFFECTED.

AS  YOU #NDW, THE UNEDUCATED AND UNTRAINED LDW INCCME SEGMENT OF
SOCIE™Y IS A BREEDING GROUND FDR CRIME AND VIOLENCE. wWITHMOUT OUR
TYPE OF SCHOOL THESE POTENTIAL STUDENTS DO NOT NRAVE SUFFICIENT
OPPORTUNITIES TO BPETTER THEMSELVES AND PBECOME (ONTRIBUTING
MEMBEFS OF SOCIETY RATHER THAN A NUMBFR IN TME CRIME STATISTICS,
FOR ~HiIS REASON AND THE REASONS STATED ABOVE, WE ASK THMAT YOU
PLEASE READ DUR RESFONSE TO THE FROPOSED RILE. IF YU AGREE,
PLEASE SUPFORT OUR POSITION. WE BELIEVE SUPPORT FCOR DUR POSITIDN
I8 SUFPORT FOR THE FREE ENTERPRISE SYSTEM AND THE PHILOSOPHY THAT
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ALL MEMBERS OF SOCIETY SNOULD BE TREATED FAIRLY AND EQUALLY. NOT
ALL STUDENTS ARE SUITED TO BE TRADITIONAL CDLLEGE GRADUATES, BuT
THMEY DESERVE THE SAME OPPORTUNITIES. DUR INSTITUTIONS GIVE THEM
THOSE OPPORTUNITIES, BUT WE NEED YOUR HELP TO INSURE THAT THE \.
S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION DOES NOT TREAT TMESE STUDENTS AS
SECOND CLASS CITIZENS SIMPLY BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT TRADITIONAL
COLLEGE STUDENTS. ME BELIEVE TMIS IS NOT THE MESSAGE THAT SHOULD
BE SENT 70 OUR STUDENTS.

THANK YDU FOR YDUR CONSIDERATION IN THIS MATTER. WE NOULD BE
PLEASED TO MEET NITM YOU TO FURTHER DISCUSS THIS MATTER IF YOU
SHOLRD DESIRE.

YOURS VERY TRWLY,

TON, PRESIDENT
ITUTO DE BANCA
AL TRAINING INSTITUTE

byl U 7/

FIDEL ALONSO VALLS, CHAIRMAN
INSTITUTD DE BANCA
COASTAL INSTITUTE
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EARTH
STO0D
STILL.

&30 v m. No lights, no heot,
no jood. 637 am. No woler
o1 1he shower. 720 am.

Car won't srari and the
phone’s dead. 730 a.m.

No dus of he corney.

930 o.m. ‘wobody ot work,
The doors are locked

and eVeryone's gone.

Etedncum. mechanxs, csmputer operaons, medical techmcums. secrelanes. What would bfe be like
wiiout prvale carcer cotleges and traue schools and the people they educate* When you think sbout 1. our
everydday hfe and ixir Dwnesses protly much depend on them.

The tact i, wur wovkplace v changing Today three out of fuor jobn regquire specific shilh. and privaie carcer
colloges and irade schivils are where many worken get them.

Employers Rave come ke depend on privaie carcer collepes and irade wchools 10 fill therr onpoing demand for
Nugh-quality, shifkod law And that demand is gruwing as 1echmtogy becomes more scomples. Comsder thi
— of 1he 1maihon skents who will graduale from prvate carcer whwols this year, over 80 peroemt will
immedrately find abs 10 thorr chenen canves. That's because prvate cancet sollepe and trade schow! praduates
are the exseniual fesxrer fhat’s heeping @ Jot of American buniness 15 Duvmens.

[.nd there's somcthmg ehve. For many umbilied Amencans, prvate career colleges and irade schuoh
— topether with student financral and — offer the deut hope v} swving forward To @ good job. With a
future.
S0 whether fhe sue 13 gving ooe penon the ability to break info & new career. .of helping employens o

Break 1nto new markets, more and mone peaple are coming 1o realize that we all have a stake in Amenca’s
prvate career colicpes and trade schools.

PRIVATE CAREER COLLEGES AND TRADE SCHOOLS

Because America’s Skills are America’s Future

243
BEST COPY AVAILABLE



LETTERS FROM COMPANIES WHO EMPLOY DUR GRADUATES
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CNA CASUALTY OF PUERTO RICO
MANUFACTURERS TRUST INSURANCE COMPANY

PRSI -SUNET FUSSNNBARS OF WEIIO & 3516400 & AESA0NTIR. WA

18 dJde ensro de 1991

Sr. Fidel Alonseo
Presidente
J.~ta das Directores
Izatituto de Benca
AL #. Mufics Rivers #9936
Ri:z Pimdras, P.R. Q0927
S$r. Alonso:
Sirva la Prasente pars expresar puestio agradscimisnta en relacidn
a 1os servicios Que hemos recibido de la Oficina de Colocaciooms
de. fastituto de Banca, Recinre de Rio Pisdras,
La oficina rinde un servicio r8pi:do cada ver Que se le £s requerido
. 3e€rvicio de Posibles candidatos a plazas disponibles sn nuestra Compafi{a.

A su ver, nos ofresce un escogido de )bvenes cwon mucha disposicion

a. trabajo.

nuﬁfx—

Departamento de Perscnal

CNA

Cail Box 70126, San Jusn, Puerio Rico 00530 * Tl (809) 781-0707 » Fax (BO9) 7835439 ™
Clam Dept Tol [80%) 781-0807 ¢« Fax (809} 7831218 65" 1,

Ny
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Pall Puerto Rico Facilities

Qarr. 19 Km. 04 » Fapso. Puero Rico 00643
Phone I09-263- 1124

PO B 79
Faando. Pueno Rxo 00648

Jamiary 16, 1991

Hi. Tava Barton

Presicant

Coastal Training Institute

205 M Aox Rivera

Fajardo, Puerto Rico 20648

Dear Mr. Barton:

Coastal Training Institute has been offering to the community of
Fajarco, both private and the industrial sector, a series of
sducational courses much nesded in this area.

Tha sarvice they have been giving has been vary good.

sxueo:p}) ypuTs,

A =

Jos# A. Rivers Gutiérres

Director of Personnel

JARG/ 2w
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January 17, 1991

fr. Dave Barton
Frasident

260

ROCHE PRODLUCTS INC.

Grupo Sducativo I, Banca
Ave. Mufios Rivera 998
., 00924

R0 FPiedras, P.R

Dear Nr. Barton:

FERY LT
ML

. a2

gacy @

It 1s with great pPleseure that ve congrulate you, and the
irstitution You rsprasant, for the excellency in education of
fn the past

t:a Coastsl Treinning Institute, Manati Caspus.
t:ree yeers there has baen & great
t~e losal banking,

Our company, a

phareaceutical. has Denefitad
electronics

saduatas. spacially those involved in
computer sciences.
ore of our sain goals, ths professional ieprovesent of all of

Qur aefoolates.

You are halping us 1in

ot

Ve wish you the best succeass in your future endeavors.

/génnn:g}yg

\é: :E:ié;%ié;;;%&g;;zi‘i

s 74

Carlos £. Niter,
Nedical Direotor

impact of your alumani in
industry and commaraem.

yous
and

the attaining of

T e a3
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(roham Mantiney Lines, M.D. |

MEDICINA INTERNA
BOX 12003« CAPARRA MEIGHTS STATION 00922-57 73

16 de encav de 1677

Sa, Fided Adonso Vatie
Presidente

Junta de Directones

Grupo Educacidn 7 Banca

Avenida Mufloy Rivesa 995

Rio Piedras, Puento Reco 00925
Eatimado sedor Advnaso:

Deseamus expresarie al Cvasteld Training Intatute, 1ecinto de
Manatd, nuestra satisfaccidn pon dvs se1vicios ofrecos de esa
dnatilucadn a auestaa ofucing, a tiavés de dos estud.ntes gag-
dugdvs. Exhontamos ad Coastal a que continue con esc labon edu-

cativa,
Atentamenie,

Abrchan M 3 Pdregz, M0,

2685
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Januacy 16, 1981

Mr. Dave Barton

fFresident

Costal Training Institute
205 Hufiox Rivera

Fajardo, Puerto Rico 00648

Dear Mr. Bartons

By these means we wish to inform that Costal Training
Institute is an educational firm that is, and has been,
preparing personnel inorder to get a bettsr smployment.

I personnally have used the services of Costal
Training Institute inquiring for a secretary: and have
found that they are well prepared.

One suggestion I would like to make is that the
english language be included in the secretarial course as

it is & demand in the majority of the manufacturing
companies.

I1f you have any questions, Please do not hesitate
to contact the undersigned.

Regards,

onma o orn s

Israel Gerena
Vice President

e

I1G/mx

P.0. Box §37 - Fajando, Puerto Rico 00648 - (800) 528-9010 - (B09) 883-1520 « Fax (S09) #80-2122
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ALLENSROUP
PUERTD AILD

January 16, 1991

Mr. Dave Barton

President

Crastal Trainning Institute
fajardo, P.R. 00648

Dear Mr. Barton:

I am please to inform you that the students who worked for
ou:iqgggpany. have performed very well in the areas they were
ass .

We appreciate your interest for our industry, and wo will
continue te sponsor your programs and your students.

Sincerxaly,
Adribn N, ca!erL
fersonnel nager

TR AN Sroup Maprte MICe . uhatne! Soddivisign K. 5.5 Ress . 3, #.0. fun unrmwm
Tompnons (000) PAI-2208 ans §53-2100

o /
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17 de enerc de 123:1

Sr. Fidel Al2nsc

Tresidente Junta de Directores
In2zituto de Banca

Aca, Mufioz Rivera #9968

Rir Piledras, PR Q0827

Cs-~imado sedor Alonao:

Daseamos reconocer e)] esfuerzc y aportacidn gue realiza el
I=~=tituto de Banca, en desarrcllar 108 futuros profesionales de
P-arto Rico.

Nuestro Banceo. conote la calidad de sus egresad-r ror lc jue
e. Instaituto de Banca frgura en nuestras ¢ sntes de
rerlutamiento.

Le ehortames a cont:nusr bPbrirdando e]l servitic de
e::-elencia acostunbrada.

Jordis.imente,

- Zz'yf"
cari TT"Blaggi

Asistente de Re:rurizg Hiranog

"
m
.
vy
a.

GJ?CLIK%VJM“"&NNIUKH;FUIRTI)RNJ?NDM!'GRLHNDBAAKN7Bmul4047zcnrﬁ.ESPANA
TELEX 328-2u0 * FAX 732-2831, 757-1313 * TEL. 72¢-3717

T2
-3
e

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

operativa de ahorro y crédito
DR. MANUEL ZENO GANDIA
«OCAL NUM € - BERWIND SMOPPING CENTER - RIOMEDRAS, PR 00924 - TELS 752-9010, 7529019

16 de enero de 1991

Sr. Fidel Alonso Valls
Presidente

Juncta de Directores
Instiruto de Banca

Hato Rey., Pusrto Rico OD93¢

Estimado seflor Alonso Vallss

Nuastra oficina ha utilizade por varios aflos, los servicios de
la oficina de empleds, Recinto de San Juan del Instituto que
usted preside. Deseamos SXPresdr nuestro agradecisiento por 1a
corcesia, eficiencia y prontitud con gue siespre se ha atendido
nuestras peticiones por parte del personsl de ess oficina. De
igual forsa 1le significamos nusstro reconocimiento a la calidad
del personal que hemos reclutado,.

Confiamoe en poder continuar utilizando sus ssrvicios y de
igual forma servir de fuente de empleo para egresados del
Inscituco.

Cordialmence,

Norsa 1. Santana
Oficial de Opsraciones

CATACUENTA ASEGURADA HASTA 340 000 00 POR UNA AGENCIA DEL GOBIERNO [PROSAD-COOP)



COOPERATIVA DE AHORRO Y CREDITO DE CIALES
Calle Paimer 48 Apartago 1348 Caes PR 0638
Tew 8711800 8711810 871 IR0 FANS® (830

18 de enero de I

Sr. Fidel Alonso Yalls
Presidente

Junta De Direcicres
Srupo Educat:vo | Banza
Ave., Mufioz Rive-a %%
f1c Piedras PR

£stimade sefior A..nso:

Deseamos indicarie lo iontento que estamos <onf 13 labi- reilizada
con 10s estudiantes graduadns del Costal Tra.nung Inst.%uty recinis
de Manatl.

AProvecsamos 1a Sportunidas para sugerir.e gue <onl.n.:t preparanio
sus estud.antes en el ~8rpoe de la banca.

Siempre a sus ordenes.
Zcrdialmente, '
Felix Luts Mufiiz Rosario

Administrador
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1. $. TECYNOLOGY DE PUSRTO MCO. NG

1S de eneno de 1997

Sx. Fidel Alonso valls
Pyresidende

Indtituto de Banca

Cayey, Pucarto Rico 00834

fatimado Sx. Alonso:

Peseo expresaale nuedfro agradecimiento a uasted y

su ofdcdna + empleo poa &a cooperacifn baindada a
naesafaa em - 1 tn el xeferido de candidalos altamente
califdicados en el drea de Tlenicod en Efectronica.

Gracine a su aporfacdidn LlLenamos dos posdiciones en nuestra
tompresa con edludianles de au indtitucifn.

Les dedeamos Exito en el nuevo afo y les exhoatamos «
continuar con su excelenle Labox.

Eatamos a au didpoaicidn .-rxa cualoudier ayuda que Lo
podamos baindar tn nuedl  empreda.

Alentamente,

i & Moas

Asisatente de Recursos Huwanoad

£0.80) W10 . CAYEY, AMATD RICO 008M ~ TELEEONOS MON 7304303 / 435¢ . FAX (9089 721353 / G803
“Technology And Quality From People Who Care”
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Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Barton.
Our final witness on this panel is Mr. Busada, Vice Presi-
dent of the Diesel Driving Academy, Inc. in S port, Louisiana.

STATEMENT OF G. BARRY BUSADA, DIESEL DRIVING ACADEMY,
INC., SHREVEPORT, LOUISIANA

Mr. Busapa. Chairman Andrews, members of the subcommittee

and subcommittee staff, I would like to introduce m{self as
Busada and tell you just a little bit about our school, Diesel Driv-
ing Academy. We operate commercial truck driving schools in the
States of Louisiana, Arkansas, Mississippi, Alabama and Tennes-
see.
I would like to also let you know that today I am representing
the Association of Certified Trucking Schools, which 1 will call
ACTS for short. These schools are schools that have gone beyond
accreditation. They are all accredited, but they have taken a volun-
tary step to have their courses certified by the Professional Truck
Drivers’ Institute of America. This institution was started and
setup by the trucking industry itself, along with its insurance carri-
ers and a number of other trade associations that are related to the
trucking industry.

Our schools believe that Pell Grant eligibility should be extended
to so-called short courses. When I say short course, I am referring,
of course, to the courses that are less than 600 hours in duration.
We believe that policy should not discriminate against vocational
training. When you eliminate courses less than 600 hours, that is
exactly what you are talking about doing. We believe the focus in-
stead should be the quality of the courses and not on the duration
of them. For instance, the 300 hour training courses which our
schools offer is ized and acceptable to the Department of
Transportation, the Federal Highways Administration, the Profes-
sional Truck Drivers' Institute of America, as well as the trucking
industry itself.

Our student can typically be described as someone who is over 30
years old, many of whom come from minority backgrounds and
they are people that need to (ﬂet back into the workforce quickly.
They are not 18- or 19-year-olds living at home with mom and dad.
In many cases, they are mommy and daddy themselves. They need
to get back into the workforce and become taxpayers again and put
food on the table. We can accomplish this through our short-term
courses in truck driving. -

Our schools all have in common high completion rates. We also
have very high placement rates, typically over 90 percent. It is
ironic that the administration—in fact, it is sad that the adminis-
tration will propose eliminating any school that has courses less
than 600 hours from participating in Federal financial aid at all,
much less Pell Grants.

This Jeads me to ask the question: Why 600 hours? What is so
magical about this number, 600 hours? How does it insure quality
education? We think we have a model that could possibly be a solu-
tion to this problem. That is the PDIE model, where the focus is on
the program and its curriculum and the equipment used to train
students, not how long the course is, but how good is it.
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We obviously meet a demand in the trucking industry. There is a
need for over 350,000 drivers a year in this country. That is esti-
mated to continue like that each year through the turn of the cen-
tury. They start out at very high salaries. Generally speaking, it is
$24,000 a year plus benefits. So we are training for real jobs and
for an industry that needs these people as employees. They need
them highly trained and they need them safety conscious also.

In conclusion, 1 think what 1 am talking to you today about is
fairness and quality. I think it can be solved with those two words.
Fairness, in that we shouldn’t discriminate against students at-
tending short courses in vocational training. And quality, because,
obviously, we need to tie any expenditure of Federal money to
quality, and we all seek quality education.

We think that is what certification by a third party, an industry,
private enterprise source, can do for the educational system. We
believe that such certification in conjunction with accreditation can
provide the types of assurances that would allow Federal Pell
Grant money to be expended in both the socially acceptable as well
as a cost-effective manner, However, should Congress decide not to
place greater reliance on Pell Grants vis-a-vis the student loan pro-
grams, there are a number of other serivus issues in that student
loan program that are of great concern to ACTS’ members. We
would refer you, the committee, to our submission to the subcom-
mittee on April 8, 1991, and would ask that that be included in the
hearing records. We think that that will provide some further de-
tails on our positions on the program as a whole.

In conclusion, I think ycu realize the importance of a quality vo-
cational education. We look forward to working with the members
of the subcommittee and your staff to insure that vocational educa-
tion is indeed a viable option for all Americans in the future. I
would be very happy to answer any questions that any of you
might have.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak today.

Mr. ANDpREwS. Thank you very, very much.

The written statement that you submitted will be, without objec-
tion, entered into the record.

Mr. Busapa. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of G. Barry Busada follows:]
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BEFORE THE
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

STATEMENT OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF CERTIFIED TRUCKING SCHOOLS

G. Barry Bassda
Diesel Driving Acadesy, Inc.

June 8, 1991
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STATEMENT OF G. BARRY BUSADA

Introdaction

Mr, Chairman, Subcommittes Members, and Subcommittee stafl, my name is G,
Barry Busada, and 1 am Vice President of Diesel Driving Academy, Inc., which operates
commercial truck driver training schools in the States of Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Tennessee. 1 am appearing bere today on behalf of the Association of
Certified Trucking Schools, better known a3 "ACTS", to discuss the eligibility for Pell
grants of so-called “short courses” offered by vocational training schools. “Short courses”
are generally considered 10 be those that are 600 clock bours or less in length.

ACTS currently ¢ansists of seven schools, with various training sites around the
country. All members of ACTS have been sccredited by a nationally-recognized
accrediting body. They have also taken the additional step of having their course content
and metbod of training evaluated and cestified by an independent industry-sponscred
body, the Professional Truck Driver Institute of America, Inc. ("PTDIA"). Unlike
sccrediting agencies, which are finuncially supported by the schools they review and focus
oD an institution’s business practices, PTDIA conducts a rigorous on-site inspection of
the physical plants of the training schools and evaluates auriculs content to determine
that students receive adoquste training and have a reasonabls prospect of getting a job
upon graduation,

PTDIA was establisbed in 1985 by a broad-based coalition of trucking companies,
insurance companies, drivers, equipment and component manufacturers and suppliers,
private carriers, and related trade amocistionr PTDIA was established in response to
s perceived need oo the part of the trucking industry to ensure quality entry-level
commercial driver triining. PTDIA bas developed a comprebhensive program for
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3
evaluating commescial driver training courses besed on objective criteria. The criteria
med by PTDIA were established in consuitation with all segments of the trucking
wm.mmundmmmmmmmmmby
the Federal Highwsy Administration. The Federal Trade Commission has recognized
?IDIAMinmdthmAﬁmMMme
truck driver training school students. Currently, courses at 44 schools in 23 states have
been cerified.
Pell Graat Elisitifity

mmmmmmmm:mdmm
waWMMMhd@th&ﬂme&mm
sequirements relating to financial need. ACTS believes that students sttending vocational
trade schools offering shost courses shonld have the same legal right t0 access Pell grants
% students attonding other types of schools. Thus, no distinctions with regard to
eligibility should be made merely on the basis of the type of school attended or length
of course alone, Todonmldmwmﬁatyn&knmsmof!he
populstion from taking advantage of continuing education. Rather than singling out
vocstiocal trade schools for exclusion, Coogress should refocns its efforts to ensure that
each student receives a quality and useful education, regardless of the type of school
attended, the subject studied, or the length of the course in which he or she is enrolled.
That is, the student shotJd not graduate without being prepared for his or her chosen
profession, nor should he or she be trained for & career which does not exist

Financial assistance such as Pell grants is critical to enabling students to artend
many vocationsl schools, including the typical ACTS school The typical ACTS school
offers a PTDIA-certified short course of 300 clock bours. However, all PTDiA-certified

0o

-
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4
mumlmdem'smﬂnmnamrmmmm
appm:immelylﬂjsmdemdodbomsofminingqumdbymmtmemphed
benchmark for quality in the truck driver training industry.
TbeavemgesmdemofanAC!Sscboolisinhhmherws,hasafamily.and
is unemployed or under-employed. The student is often a member of a minority group.
Family financial obligations often make a studenr's attendance at school difficult, if not
impossible, without federal financial assistance. The student’s employment and family
status also make it virtually impossible for the student to commit to courses of more than
500 clock hours. Requiring attendance at courses of such long duration will likely result
in higher drop-out rates for all of the foregoing reasoms, if not for lack of imerest.
There are other reasons why Pell grants should be made available to students
attending short-course vocational trade schools. Short term vocational courses offered
inanindmuywbemthemisampzmpeafmajobwmalbwanuncmployedsmdem
1o enter the work force sooner, and will allow an under-employed student betier access
1o a higher-paying position. In the case of the typical ACTS school, approximately 80-
85% of the students graduate and spproximately 80-90% of those graduates are placed
in jobs which pay an annual starting salary of about $24,000 - $26,000, phus full benefits.
Clearly, the sooner these students are able 1o enter the work force, the sooner
they can contribute to socicty as tax-paying citizens, It is obvious that over time these
new workers (which inciude ability-to-benefit students in the same graduation/placement
pmporﬁon)wmmomthmpayhnktnmthemnohhehngmnmupendedfm
their vocationsl training. Quickly tuming students into tax-paying citizens through fair,
mn-disaimimtmymwhﬂmhnmd:mmmmmw
deal with all of the excessive cost and other complications of student loans; that is,
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5
defsaults, lender-of-last resort problems, loan servicing problems, interest subsidies to
lenders, and other difficulties which have aiready been explored by this Subcommittee.

Unfortunately. we now see attempts {0 exclude students who choose to attend
short courses (which are mostly offered by vocational trade schools) from Pell gram
eligibility, We believe that the true goal of the Administration's propesal to limit Pell
grant eligibility to 600-hour courses is to exclude vocational trade school students. This
would be counter-productive for several reasons.

Aside from the fact that the 600-bous limit is totally arbitrary and inherently
discriminatory, it may very well prompt many schools 10 extend their courses without
sufficient educational justification. Worse yet, a “short course” of that length may
discourage many students from aftending vocational trade schools. As noted, in the case
of ACTS' member schools, because of family and other financial obiigations, the typical
student may not be able to take the time necessary to attend such a course. Nor is the
600-hour limit sound public policy on its face. Who is to say that 600 bours
automatically equals a quality education? And, why should we arbitrarily delay a
student’s entry into the work force when he or she can take a vocational course of
shorter duration (i.e., 300 or less hours) that adequately prepares him or her for a
productive, tax-paying career? As was mentioned previously, both the Federal Highway
Administration and the motor carrier industry, as well as the bundreds of supporters of
PTDIA, recognize that an entry-level driver can be adequsately trained in far less than
600 clock hours,

This is not 10 say that there should be no limits on which students or short
courses should be eligible for Pell grants. Reasonsble need requirements are

appropriste.  Beyond that ACTS suggests a solution for the Subcommitiee's

292
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6
consideration. PTDIA course certification provides a model that could be used in other
vocations to ensure that a short term course is of high quality and adequately prepares
a student for a real carcer, such that Pell grants should be swarded regardless of course
length. PTDIA course certification is a model that Congress should require all industry
sectors 10 embrace as a means to base Pell grant eligibility on demonstrated educational
value and usefulness of training for the chosen career. This approach would be far
superior 1o unduly relying on arbitrary course length to determine Pell grant eligibility.
The Cestification Concent

Unlike sccreditation, which focuses principally on the business practices and
financial health of an institution, FTDIA certification focuses solely on the course
content, quality of instruction, quality of materials and equipment, ability of the course
10 meet educationsl objectives, and the utility of the course to the student’s proposed
carcer. While accrediting bodies generally include a “subject matter specialist™ in theis
on-site fcams that review institutions, these specialists are not generally told bow to
evaluate a cowrse, nor do they use specific criteria to evaluate the course of study.
Further, severa) accrediting bodies allow the prospective school to veto their choice of
specialists. PTDIA maintains a staff of specialists who are specifically traioed in
evaluating the content of courses to ensure that they meet the PTDIA criteria.  Through
evaluation of & significant number of courses, using the same objective criteria, these
specialists have developed an expertise that permits them to perform a thorough, quality
audit of the courses 1o be certified.

The reports of PTDIA's on-site evaluators are reviewed by an independent three-
member Centification Board with backgrounds in truck safety and education All
institutions that offer truck driver training courses are prohibited from making financial

{ Yy
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7
contributions to PTDIA in order to ensure the integrity and objectivity of the
Certification Board. Each PTDlA-certified school is required 10 undergo a8 complete
review and evaluation every 18 months in order to maintain its cenification.

The focus of PTDIA certification on the scope, content and length of instructional
components assures, 10 8 much grester degree, that the training prepares students for
success on the job. The accreditation process, as it exists today, is not focused primarily
on the quality of instruction. The centification process, as established by PTDIA, offers
a model that can be used in other industries to determine whether Pell grant eligibility
is warranted for a course of any length.

Finally, it is reasonable to expect that Pell gram eligibility sbould have some
demonstrated relationship 10 the needs of the indust y for which the training is proposed.
That is, it makes sense that there should be a need for the occupation in issue before
federal grant monies are committed to the education of the student. For example, there
is a current critical shortage of entry-level commercial vehicle drivers that is expected 10
continue through the end of the century. The U.S. Department of Labor has estimated
that there will be a shortfall of approximately 350,000 entry-level commercial drivers per
year for the next several years.

Entry-level commercisl vehicle operators can expect 1o eam substantially more
than & typical graduate of s vocational training program of comparable length. Entry-
level truck drivers typically eamn 524,000 - $26,000 (plus full benefits) during the first
year. It is relatively common for experienced drivers fi-r large motor carriers to eam
$50,000 or more per year. The strong demand in the trucking industry for a large
number of drivers, coupled with the relatively high entry-level earnings in the industry,
presents & unique opportunity to create meaningful employment for what is a typically
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8
unemployed or under-employed individual who seeks training as a truck driver. Further,
public safety dictates that these drivers be properly trained to handle the increasingly
sophisticated equipment that is operated on the nation's highways.
Concinsion

In conclusion, ACTS believes that Congress should not focus unduly on course
length (300 hours, 600 hours, etc.) when determining Pell grant eligibility. Tying Pell
grant eligibility 1o arbitrary course lengths is inherently discriminatory. The more
appropriate goal would be to put in place private-sector mechanisms that will result in
Pell grant expenditures based upon assured quality and useful education fo any student
who attends postsecondary courses of any duration. ACTS suggests the model of PTDIA
course certification in the trucking industry. Such certification, as distinguished from
accreditation, can provide the types of assurances that would allow federal Pell grant
funds to be expended in both a socially-acceptable and cost-cffective manner.

However, should the Congress decide not to place greater reliance on Pell granis
vis-a-vis student loan programs, there are a number of other serious issues within the
student Joan program that are of concern to ACTS members. These problems, which
include discriminatory treatment of trade schools regarding access 1o student loan
programs, lenders not meeting lender-of-last-resort obligations, lack of due diligence in
loan collections by lenders, etc, and ACTS' suggested solutions are discussed in the
Association's submission to the Subcommittee of April 8, 1991, which I would ask be
included in the hearing record. We refer the Subcommittee to this submission for
further details on ACTS position on the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act
of 1965.

Ny
kn?‘)
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9
Mr. Chairman, we know that you recognire from your personal experience the
value of a quality vocational education. On bebalf of ACTS member institutions, |
Jook forward 10 working with you, Mr. Coleman and the Members of the Subcommittee,
fo retain vocational education a viable option. 1 would be happy to answer any questions
that you might have.
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The Honorable Willhlam D. Ford

Chaitman., Subcommusttee on Postsecondary T ducanon
Committee on Education and Labor

Unisted Siates House of Representatives

2451 Raybum House Office Buitding

Washinglon, D €, 205158

The Honorable E. Thomas Coleman
Ranking Minority Member

Subcommusiee on Posisecondary Education
Commitiee on Edu.ation and Labor
Umited Swates House of Representalines
2468 Ravbum House Office Building

Washington, D.C.

20518

Dear Chairman Ford and Congressman Coleman
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We are pleased 10 provide the anached submission on behalf of the Assoaianon
of Cenified Truckung Schools {("ACTS™) in response to your recent request of iy
president, James Forsytbe. Your request asks for the views of interested parties on
reauthorization of the Higher Educanon Act of 1985, as amended 20 USC. § 1070
€1 scg  Per the suggestion in your letier, we are providing an analysis of current Jaw as
well as suggested changes and the rationale for those changes as an attachment 1o thi
letter. Tue atachmen: is i the side-by-side legislative format as required m your
request. This cover fetier is intended 10 give an overview of ACTS positions on the
pobisies its suggested changes would implement.
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The Assoclation of Certified Trucking Schools

ACTS is a notfor-profit corporation organized ender the laws of the Distnc of
Columbia All members of ACTS have been accredited by a nationally-recognized
accrediting body.  They bave also taken the additional step of having the quality and
usefulness of their courses to the student certified by an ipdependen: industry-sponsored
body. the Professional Truck Driver Institute of Amenica, Inc. ("PTDIA).

The PTDIA way esiablished by a broad-based coslition of trucking compames.
insurance companies, drivers, equipment and component suppliers, private carriers, and
related trade associations. The Institute was established in response 10 a perceived necd.
on the part of the trucking industry, to ensure quality entry-level commercial dres
raimng. PTDIA has esiablished a program for evaluation of commercial driver sraminy
courses based on 107 objective crieria The critenia used by PTDIA were establiched
in consuliation with all segments of tbe trucking industry, and are based on mode}
curnicvla and driver traimng materials developed by the Federal Nighway Administration.
The Federal Trade Commission has recognized PTDIA certification in one of i
Uonsumer Action Alents direcied 1o prospective truck driver training school studerts
Tramng institutions whose cowrses are cerufied by PTDIA are prohibited by PTDIA
unlike accrediung bodies) from financally contribuning to PIDLA

The Need for Truck Driver Traiping

The trucking industry today faces a cninca) drner shortage The U S, Depatime:s
of labor hay estimated that there will be a shortfall of approvimaicly 330000 enin-
level truck drivers pes year through the turn of the century. As sehicles increase in bogk
size and complexin. highway safety concerns alone mandate quality drver training

Unbhe other occupations for which vocational training 1« typically provided. enin
level truch drivers earn relatinely good wages A nypical entry-level truck driver earss
approumately $24.000 during his of her first year in the trucking industry.  As they garr,
experience, over several years, drivers often move into much higher paying posions.

Default Rates Alone are Not an Indicator of the Ouality of and Usefulness of Tralning

ACTS believes that the current focus on default rare ealculations as an indicator,
for certam insttution eligibility determinations, of the quality and utihity of wraiming
provided 1o the student is misplaced  ACTS strongly encourages the Subcommiuee 10
connder other indicators such as gn institution's graduation rates, its placement rates and
the unique indusiry sector of ovcupational needs iovolved. ACTS also believes that the
certification of the quality and wtility of course curricula by an independent body created
by the industry that employs the students is the best measure of the quahid of the
institution and the unlity of the traming 10 the studeni graduate

o)
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PIDIA provides s model the Subcommittee should seek to implement for sll
industry seciors or occupations. The foregoing factors and others should be specifically
delineated in the reauthorized statute to guide the Secretary in being able 10 certify the
eligihihty of an institution even if it may have higher defaul rates. In 1his 1egard, there
alse should not be discoriminatiop among institutions and therr students regarding the
ability 1o have adverse cohon default rate determinstions reviewed and waived as exists
under curyent faw, Under current 18w, some institutions are specifically exempt from the
determinations of ineligibiiy because of their high defauli rates.

The foregoing reliance on indicators other than defuuh rates for ehgibilin
determinations is especially justified because the cohors default rate caleulation currently
used v determine the sligibility of an institution and its students 1o participate in federal
student loan programs i inherently unfair. The default rate is based on the experience
of students a1 & PoiM in wne that s several years old. At that time schools were
prolibited (and stifl are today) from deoyving the eligivlity of a student. even if the
student stated a1 the outset of the training that he or she would nol repay the loan

Yunther, once 2 loan is placed in defauls. it remains in default (and thus on the
record of the istiiution) even if it 1s subsequently repaid. One ACTS member thar wa
successful in oblaining data regarding a portfobu of lnany ltarned that only a smali
percentage of the “defaulied” loans remained 1n default  The vast majoriny of the ioans
that bad been defaulied were actually being repaid. A recent study by the Office o
Manapement and Hudpet indicates 1hat, eveniually. about 96 pereent of all studen Joars
sre pod  Sull oiher ineQuities which exist in relving on default rates for determinry
elibality of insttutions and studenss are discussed in the nexp section

Dus_Diligence in Logn Collection §s Being Updermined by Conflicls of interest Resulting
From Lender/Guarantee Agency Afliliations with Collection Entities

Small loans, of the type typscally utilized by proprietary schools, are generally shor
term loams that are not profitable 1o service. The coss of servicing 8 loan does not van
substantisity with 11s sze. There 1s, however, @ way 1o make these Joans profuabie for
some Jender/guarantee agencies — that is to place them in default. If a lender/guarantee
agency places 2 loan in default, and then Bssigns it 10 an affiliated coliection ageny, it
receives under current law not only the inerest from the Joan, but 30% of the principal
ACTS Girmly believes that an inberent conflict of interest exisis when @ lender/guaraniee
agency is affihated with 2 collection entity and is thus able 1o make substantiafly more
money on a defaulted Josn than on proper servidng of the Jogn. The problem o
especially acute with short term and smaller Joans which are less prafitable.

Lendes /guarantee agencies are noloriously Jax in their due diligence in efforis
eollect loans  An al} too common example from ope ACTS member illustrates this point
{)n March 8 and §, 191, an ACTS member contacted the Higher Education Asuetane
Foundstion ("HEATF™) to infarm HEAF of the current address. telephone numbes. aml

2497
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place of employment of 8 student whose Joan was about 10 go into defauls. Ths ACTS
membe: has a full-time default managernent department. The HEAF supervisor stated
that they could pot wke the informauon from the school: rather, it had to come from
the bank. On March 7, 1991, the ACTS member atiempted 10 contact Citibank, The
defaull managemen! department informed Ciubank that it had current information
regarding the studemt. Citibank informed the ACTS member that the loan bad been
purchased by HEAF and that they would not sccept the information. They informed the
default manager that she should contax HEAF. This single, documented example is bus
one of 3 mynad of ransactions in which ACTS member schools, roncerned over reducing
their default rates, have unsuccessfully tried to avoid defaults.

Nearly all ACTS membder schools cumrently employ  default management
professionals.  Because the instirution is the most convenient and personalized point of
reference for the loan, studenis ofien comact the institution to update informanon. I,
as is the patiern, the banks and guarantee agencies refuse to accept the informatinn, i
3 nOt surprising that schools will continue 10 have upacceptably high default rates.

Unless and untit schoob are given A meaningful way 1o assist in the managemen:
of the defauht prohlem, the default rate should nat be uwed as the sole eriteria for
measunng ehgbility 10 participate in any guaranieed student Joan prugram.  ACTS
members are wilhing 1o assume an active role in default management, but they mus. hase
a meaningful way in which 1o participate in order 10 convey information regarding
defaults and potenual defaulis 10 banks and secondary markets. The refusal of a bhanh
or sccondary market 1o take information which could avoid 8 defaslt is unconscionable
These institutions should be subjet to penalties of a8 comsistent pattern of refusal 1
accepl  such information s presented 10 the US. Depantmenmt of Education
Unfurtunatels, i1 seems that onh the student and the school are currently penalized

Severs! corrective measures should he considered for the reauthorized statute It
is sugpesied that the resuthorized staute stengthen the commiiment 1o dus diligence
by: (&) prohbiting lender/guarames af{iliations with senvicing/collection organizations,
{d) prohhiting disenimunation by Jendes /guarantee agencies with respest 10 shon 1erm or
small loans, against types of occupationy, and against types of training institutions; and
{c) allowing as ap additional remedy & private cavse of action against  the
lenders/guaraniee agency which would permit privare indusiey 10 aid in the enforcement
of the due diligense requirement.

Lenders are Nut Providing Loaos 1g Otherwise Eligible Institutions in Yiolation of their
Lender-of Last-Resont Obligatrany

Proprietary sehools that are otherwise eligible 10 parucipate in federal student asd
programs are jncreasingly denied accews to lenders and guarantee zrencies, Oher the
past 12 months many lenders have simply refused io lend money 10 proprietan schools
offering short term programs  Further, enforcement of the US %rpunmen! of
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Education's lender-of-lasi-resont provisions is virually non-existent, The Department, in
fact, has blessed the dlatant lender discrimination agai schools and their

students. When vocational training schools press the m—m-mm they
are most ofien met with bureaucratic delay of a type that makes the lender-of-last-reson
provisions meaningless.

ACTS strongly urges the Subcommittee to adopt, through the reauthorization
process, a strengthened commiiment 10 the lender-of-last-resont provisions. This would
include 1he prevention of discrimination bssed upon tbe duration of the joan, the size
of the loan, the potential occupation of the student, and the type of training institution
involved, The Subcommittee should also expresly endorse 8 cause of action
remedy against guarantee and lender institutions (except for the Studemt Loan Marketing
Association) 1n order 1o obtain private industry's help in enforcing lender-of-last-reson
provisions. With respect 1o Sallie Mae, ¢ s are suggested to ensure that that
osganization continues 10 serve as a safery net” if all other lender/guarantor options fail
Furiher. ACTS urges the Subcommittee to consider proposing & statutory provision that
would require lenders and guaraniee agencies to maintain a portfolio mix of loans to
differing types of educational instilutions (at 2 leve] 10 be determined by the Secretary).
This approach will ensure thar students wishing 1o attend vocational training courses
would not he denied 1he opportunity because lenders or guarantee agencies are unwilling
to Make Of support the necessan Joans, Compliance with the portfolio mix requirement
could be considered prima facie proof of the lender or gusraniee agency's satisfaction
of its Jender-of-las-resort obligations.

Currens law requires either 8 GED or high school diploma for students 1o be
eligible for certain student financial assistance programs such as Supplemental Student
Loans.  In other cases an Bbility-1o-benefit test can be used in liew of the GED or
diploms. The need for these requirements must be reslisucolhy assessed in light of the
particular sndustn sector or occupation involved.

A large number of students emtering commercial driver Iraining programs are not
starting 3 career; rather. they are aliempiing to retrain into a different occupation or
upgrade their skills. Tne sverage student is in his or her early thirties and has s famuly.
The companies thay employ entry-level truck drivers do not require a8 Pprospective
employee to have either @ high school diploma or & GED centificate, This level of
achjevement is simply unnecessary for them to successfully perform their johs. The
motos carviers that employ entry-level drivers are much more interesied in whether ihe
prospective employee can pass 8 physical examination as required by the Federal Motor
Carrier Safetv Regulations of the Federal Mighway Administration. has a good driving
tecord. and is capable of passing 8 commercial drivers license (i.e, CDL) examination.
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Many of the students that attend vocational training programs such as those
offered by ACTS members do so in order 10 gypid the requirement that they romplete
high school or obtain 3 GED. Indeed, many prospective students do not upgrade their
skills because of the stigma attached 10 obtaining @ GED, as well as the requiremen: that
they undertake & course of study that includes material that they view as not relevant 10
the occupation that they bave chosen to enter.

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations of the Federal Highway
Administration do require that a driver de capable of reading and writing the English
language in order 1o understand safety regularions, traffic signs, ete. This requirement
can be, and is, satisfied through CDL tests or 2 generally recognized ability-to-benefit test
such as the Wonderlic test.  The high school diplome and GED requirement deprives
many students of the ability 10 enter an industry in which they have substantial eaming
poiential, and deprives an industry in great need of drivers of the benefits of their labors.
This ultimately costs the governmens both federal and state tax revenurs, unemployment
benefits, and other social assistance programs.

An opportunity should also exist in the statute for specific industry training sectors
or occupations 1o be exempted from ULS. Department of Education GED, high schou!
diploma and/or ability-to-benefit requirements. This is especially truc where the indusin -
itself se1s entry level enteria or such criteria are set pursuans to federal regulation

Pell Grani Eigibility Should Not be Restricted

Pell Grants are currently demued to schools whose programs are under six months
long. This means students of vocation] and proprictary schools offering valuable training
are denied financial aid which students atiending the same course of training at mosth
public schools are allowed to receive.  The Subcommitiee should 1ake steps in
reauthorization o make this critical financial aid available 10 gl students, subject 1o
reasonable requirements o ensure thy! the training received is of high quality and useful
1o the student.

The Subcommirtee should propose stawiory provisions that do not estahlish a
mirumum numbes of hours for participation in the student financial aid programs. Ans
such minimum number of hours would, of necessity, be an arbitrary threshold because
it could not hope to reflect the disparate circumstances in varied industry sectors and
occupavions.  Further. it could have the eflect of causing institutions 10 simply increase
hours of teaining in order 10 meet the arbitrary threshold.

Members of ACTS, and other truck driver training programs whose courses are

cestified by PTLLA, are training students ot 8 Jevel of instruction time shat is appropnate
1o teach the minimum curriculum recommended by the Federal Highway Administranon

312
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This curriculum is based on the minimum knowledge and skills pecessary for a driver 10
enter the occupation of truck driving as @ safe and responsible drives. Jf an institution
chooses 10 satisfy these minimum requirements, it should ot otherwise be subject 1o 3
minimpm oumber of bours set by siatute or U.S. Depanment of Education regulation;
rather, it should be evaluated on the merits of the quality and utility of the education
actually received by the studenis. Cenification patierned after tbe PTDIA model
provides 8 mechanism 10 allow so-called shor term courses to be eligible for studem
financial assistance programs.

ACTS also believes the Subcommittee should explore whether financial aid
programs should 7ely more beavily on grants. Increasing the amoum of Pell Grants in
conjunction with expanded eligibility. for example, would ultimately lead 1o less reliance
on loan programs This would help avoid the problems and waste that have occurred
in loan programs as described above with respect to fender/guaraniee agency actions.
1 is 8lso ACTS undersianding and belief thar studies have shown that the feders
governmens would actually save dollars by puiting greates emphasis on grant versus loan

TORrama
p g . £ =

ACTS appeciates  the invitation  of the Subcommittes 10 submit it
recommendations on the reapthurization of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as
smended. Reauthorization is imporiant not only 1o the institutions that are members of
ACTS. but also 1o those students who are unable to stiend a four year institution and
choose instead to better themselves through vocational training. By this lester, ACTS
also requests the OPporiunity to present oral testimony before the Subcommittee 10 order
10 more falh explasn its concerns and positions.

Sincerely,
!
MICHAEL O CONNELL
DANIEL J. HARROLD

Counse! 1o the Association of
Certified Trucking Schools

Enclosure

KMOU/AL
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§ (070a. Basic educsticaal opportmaity
granic  amoumt asd determinations;
applications

(a) Program amibority and method of
digtribation

{1} The Secretary shall, during the
penod beginning July 1, 1972, and ending
Scpiember 30, 1992, pay 0 each eligible
nstitution such sums a3 may be necessary
o pay 10 each eligible student (defined in
accordance with section 1091 of this titke)
for each academic yerr during which that
student is in attendance a1 an institution of
higher education, a8 an undergraduste, a
basic grant in the amount for which thar
student 1 cligible, sy determined pursuam
1o paragraph (2). Nos less thap BS percent
of such sums shall bo advanced o eligible
msitunons prios 10 the siant of each
payment period and shall be based upon
an amount requested by the inssitution as
needed 10 pay eligible students.

{2) Nothing in ths sechion shall be
interpreted 1o prodibit the Secretary from
paying directly to students, in advance of
the beginning of the academic term, un
amount for which they are eligible, 1n
cascs where the ehgible nsinution elects
not to parucipate in the disbursement
system required by paragraph {1).

{3) Bawc grans made under hi
subpart shall be known as "Pell Granis”

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ 107TXa)1) 15 umended by adding 10 the
end of paragraph (a)}}) the following
“Eligible institutions offening less than sa
months programs shall be elgible for
granes beresnunder if otherwise deemed
ehgible either pursuant w § WSS or
§ 10887

HATIONALE/EXHLANATION

Fell Grants are currenily demsed 5o schools
whose programs are under sis months long.
This meaos stdenty of many vocational
and proprietasy schools offering valuable
raimng based on logical and relevam
periods of 1me are denied financial aid
which students asending mostly public and
fuur-year schools are sutomatically atlowed
to receive.  The change would recugnize
cligibility conferred by other satutory
provisions even if a fraining program is
less thap six months jong.  As revised here
these other statutory provisions provide an
vhjective means 1o 8 qualify a less-than.
sa-month program. This would also
prevent upjustified discrimunkion against
certamn schoals and students.

2
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§ 1078  Federn! paymests 10 redwee
stwdent inserest costs

(d)(#)  Secretary’s equitable share

{A) For the purpose of paragraph
(2KD), 1he Secreiary’s equitable share of
payments made by the borrower shall be
that portion of the payments remaining
after the guaranty agency with which the
Secreiary has an agreement under this
subsection by dedunied  from  such

{i) a percentage amount equat
10 the complement of the reinsurance
percentage in cffecs whea payment under
the guarany agreement was made with
respect 1o the joan; and
(n) an amouni equal 0 30
such payments {swbjert
W(D)dtbawwmfw
cosis relsied 10 the student foan insurance
pwmmdmmmmuvem
of collection of loans reimbursed under
this subsection, the adminisirative costs of
preciaims assiswance for defsult prevention,
the administrative costs of supplemental
preclaims assistance for defanit prevention,
and the sdminisiraive costs of moaitonng

SUBCHAPTER IV - STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SUGGESTED AMENDUMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

>

RATIONALL /EXPLANATION

o)

86¢



subparagraph (b) or {C) of this paragraph)
() Lesders-of-iast-resort
_!nea:hch.:the agency or

SUBCHAPTER ¥ ~ STUDENT ASSISTANGE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ W7H(j) is amended by adding 10
the end of the paragraph the following:
“The cligibic lender or guaramee agency
shall not discriminate agaunst  eligible
Mudents or eligible institulions on the basis
of the duration of the loan, the amount of
the loan, the type of potential vecupation
of the barrower, of based upon the type of
training provided by the eligible institution.
The additional remedy of a private cause
of action shall eaist in order to aid in the
enforcement of the lender-of-lass-resort
fequinement.”

HATTONALE/EXPLANATION

This change could deter eligble
lenders and  guaranty agencses  from
discriminating  agaiost  proprictary
vocational schools of any other institutions.
The change would allow privaie indusiry 1o
assist the federal government through court
action in enforcing the lender-uf-last-reson
requirements.

o 379
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§ 1078-1. Supplemestal Joans for stodents
(8) Anthority to borTow
(1) Student eligibility

Graduate and professional students
{us defined by regulations of the Secretary)
and undergraduate independent students
shall be eligible 1o borrow funds under s
section in amounts specified in subsection
(b} of this section, and unless otherwise
specified in subsections (¢) and (d) of this
section, loans under this section shall have
the same ferms, conditions, and benelits ay
all other loans made under this pant. In
addition, undergraduate dependent students
shall be eligibie to borrow funds under this
section if the financial sid adminisirator
determines, after review of the financiu!
information submitted by the student and
considering the debt burden of she student,
that eaceptional circumsiances will hikely
preslude  the sudenl's parents  from
borrowing under section 1078-2 of thus tigle
for purposes of ibe eapecied famuly
contribution and that the student’s famuly
s otherwise unable to provide such
cexpected  family conuibubon. if the
finanvial ad admuinstrator makes such s
determunation, appropriate documnentation
of such determination shall be maintaned
i the imlution’s recurds to suppoert such

SUBCHAPTER IV -~ STULENT ASSISTANCE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ UTB-Ha)X1) s amended by adding 10
the end of paragraph (a)1) the fullowing:
“However, @ GED or high schisil diploms
shall not be required if the sudent cun be
shown 10 have ihe sbility-to-benefit from
the traming in aocordance with the iesting
provisions of § 1091d), or where the
Secretary determines o oiherwise waive
the requirement of a GED, hgh school
diploma or ability-10-benefit test pursuant
1w § 109(e) Inew sectivn beluw), which
PErmits nstivions in parular indusiry
3CIONS OF LCTupations 1o sdops industry.
develuped critens to mewsyre & student’s
atihity 1w benehit. Alernatively, the
measures  shall be waned where 4
pervaswve  federal  regulatory  scheme
contrals entry level yaining/obh crtena

KATIONALE /EXPLANATION

This chunge would aflow students
withuut xn GED or high schoot diploma 1o
be ehigible for SLS loans f they puss an
ATE tesl. It would abwo allow any o5 )
of the three meusures not 1o be used 1
CCTIam CIrCUMstances.

Lo
’q‘
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CURRENT LAW

deicrmination. No student who
admitted on the basis of the ability 1o
benefit from the education or raining
provided by the insniution (s determined
under section 1091(d) of this nitle) shait be
cligible to borrow funds under this secton
until mdstuoem has obtained &
seruficate of high school equivalency or a
high school diploma.

{2) Insikkmiona) eligibitisy

Funds may not be borrowed under
this section by an undergraduate studens
who is ensolled a1 any imstitution during
any fiscal year of the cobory defauli rate
for such insitution, for the most recent
Incal year for which such rates are
available, equals or esceeds 30 percent
The Secrewry shall notify institutions 10
which such restriction applies annually, and
specify the fiscal year covered by ithe
restriction.  The Secretary shalt affond any
institution 1o which such restncton apphes
an  oppoftufuly 10 peesent  ewdengg
coniesting e accuracy of the calculation
of the cohort defaull rate for such
IRSUILtION.

SUBCHAFTER 1V - STUDKNT ANSISTANCE

SUGGESTED APAENDMENT
OR SUBTITUTE

$ 1U78-1aX2) » amesnded by adding
W end of paragraph {a)}2) the followiny,
“The Sccretary shall alfow the institution 1o
demonvirate  why upplication of  the
ehigiuhty excluson due 1o » high defuuht
rale n anequitable bactors 0 he
conudered by the Secretary 0 deciding
wheiher 10 waive 1he inchgibibity stais
include; {1) opracives  of  the
lender fyunsantes agency whish may have
cuninbited 10 the level of  defaulis
seponted fur the pernnd 0 ssue, {2) the
ypes of sudents served by the insttuius
and thesr need for the tramng involved,
13) the need of the industry sector 1n
which the student seeha employmem Lur
the shidh of such  stdent;  (4) lxad
COMMUNY 8 segondl  economic
dnlucations or condiiioms which warrunt
continuation of traming, (5) the graduanon
refe of the imsttuten nvolved, (0} the

s

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This change would sllow the Secretary
0 pernut ag Istlulion o continue 10 be
chjuble even if its default rates appear 1o
be wo high. The spenific facton 10 he
consdered are Imied in osder 10 give the
Secretary gusdance on the facion 1o be
evalusted The FTDIA ceruification model
s included 28 one [acior i order 1o
encourage  similar  andusiry-sponvored
mitatives to enhance the yuahly and utihiy
of trasmng
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$ 1088, Definitions for sudent hoas
IRSUrance progrim

As used i this pan
{a) Eligible lastitution

{1) In general

Subject (o subsection {n), the tzrm
"eligible insttuton means:

{A) an mnstiwtion  of  Migher
education;

{b) a vocational school, o

(¢} wmith respeat wo students who sre
navonals of the Uniled Staiey, an
nstitution outsde the United States which
s comparable to an institution of higher
education or to & vocational school and
which has been approved by the Secretary
for the purpme of this parn, except 1hai
such term docs nof inclide any such
insutution of schoo) which employs of wes
commussioned salesmen to promotc the
avaitability of any foan program described

SUUGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

placemem rate of the instiution involved;
and {7) whether the guatity and utility of
the institution's courses and cumicula zre
independently certified by a non-profi,
ndusiry  secror- i body which
prohibits  financial contribulions  from
inssitutions seekung certification.”

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

€2
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CURKRENT LAW

mn section J078(a)(1), 19781, or 1078-2 of
thus title at that instilstion of school.

SUGCESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUSSTITUTE

RATIONALL/EXPLANATION

2

-1



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CURRENT LAW

() Imeligibility based oo bhigh defamit
riles

(A) AR imuntion whose coborn
d‘;fmhmenequalmuwmmnn
eshold  perceniage specified
subparagraph {B) for each of the thyee
maost recent fiscal years for which date are
available shall not be eligible 10 participaie
in & program under this part for the fiscal
year for which the determingtion is made
amfmlhemumedmgfudm
unless, within 30 days of receiving
notification from the Secretary of the Joss
of cligibility under this paragraph, the
mstitution sppeals the loss of its eligibility
to the Secretary. The Secretary shall fssue
a decision on any such appeal within 45
days afier its submission. Such decision
may permit the institwlion to coplinue 1o
participate in 2 program under this parn

i~

{i) the insutution demonstrares
10 the sausfacrion of the Secretary that the
Secretary’s calculation of its cohant defauht
rate is not accurate, and that recaloulation
would reduce its cohort default rate for
any of the three fiscal years below she
thieshold  percentage  specrfied
subparagrsph (B), or

SUBCHAPTER 1V - STURENT ASSISTANGE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ 1085 (uNINAXiI) is amended by adding
1o paragraph (A)Xii) the following: “The
Secrctary shall allow she nstiutun 1o
demonsimate why application  of 1he
chigibility exclusion i inequitable. Factons
o be comsidered by the Secretary n
deciding whether to waive the ineligibility
status  include: {1} pracrices of 1he
lender/guarantee agency which may have
contributed o the Jevel of defauis
reported for the period 10 ssue; (2) the
types of students served by the institution
and sheir peed for the iraining involved,
{3) the need of the industry sector in
which the student secks employment for
the akills of such audeny (4} kxat
commumiy  or  tegonal  coonomic
disfocations of conditions which warrant
continuation of raning; ($) ihe yraduation
rate of the institution invulved; (6} the
placcment rate of the inshitvtion invoived,
and (7) whether the quatity und vudity of
the insitunion’s courses and curricula are
imdcpendently cerihed by a non-probi,
mdustry  sector-recognized  body  which
prolibits  fingnciet  comributions  from
mststutions secking certification.”

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This change would allow the Secreiary
10 permil an sLLon 10 contiAue tw be
cligible even if i defauht rates appear 10
be 100 high The specific factors 10 be
consdered are listed in order 10 give the
Secrelary guidance on the faston w be
evalualed. The PTDLA certification mode}
» included as ope facwr in order 10
encourage similar  indusiry-sponsored
mitistives (0 enhance the quality and utility
of training.
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(1) there are, 1n the judgment
of the Secrewary, exceptional muigating
crcumsiances that would make he

application of this paragraph inequitable.
During such sppeal, the Secrewary may

permus the instiulion o continue o
participate in a program under this part,

(B) For purposes of deserminations
under subparagraph (A), the threshold
percentage s~

(1) 35 percemt for fiscal year
1991 and 1992; and

{n) 30 percent  for  any
succeeding fiscal year.

{C) Umil July 1, 1994, this paragraph

shall pot apply to any institution 1hat is-

{1} =2 pan B institution within

the meaning of secuon 1001(2) of this
utle;

{m) a inbally conirolled
community college within the meaning of
section 1801{aX4) of Title 25, or

() @ Navapo  Commumity
College under the Navajo Communmy
College Act

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ 10NN (aX3NC) 1 replaced as folhman
HCy Untd July J, 1994, this paragraph
shall not apply 10 any elypble istitution®

NATHONALE /EXFLANATION

This  change restores  the  equal
ireaiment of alj instilutions for the purpose
of § 1088(a)1). Otherwise the provision
woud undoubledly be subject 10 a
succesful  leal challenge because the
provision would discriminate against simitar
rypes of siudents who choose to attend
different kinds of educational institutions
without sufficient justification.
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- {d) Eligible lender

{1) ia geoerat

Except as provided in paragraphs (2)
through (5), the ierm “ehgible lender
Means

{A) a National or State charered
bank, & mutual saviogs hank, s savings and
loan association, a stock savings bank, a
frust company, or a credit usion which

(i) is subject 10 examination and
supervision by an agency of the United
S1ates or of the Stale in which its principal
place of operalion is established, and

{ii) does not have as its primary
consumer credit function the making of
holding of loans made to sludenn under
this pant unless {I) it &8 » bank which is
wholly owned by a Sute, (1) it is 2 single
wholly owned subsidiary of & bank holding
company wiuch does not have as it
primary comsumer credit  function the
making or holding of loans made to
students under sthis part, or (H}) it iy a
trust company which makes student luam
AS & Irusiee pursuant 10 &n express irust
and which operated as & lender under this
pan pnos jo Januiry 1, 1981,

SUBCUAPTER 1Y -- STUDENT ANSISTANCE

SUGGENTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ 1UBNAX 1) 15 amended by sdding 10
paragraph {d)(IHA) a new subparagraph
#s  follows: “(m) dies not huve an
sffilmted loun servicing and/or collection
enuly which handles the loans made 10
students under shis part;”

Y]

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This change would ehminate the
wherent conflict of interest when &
lender/gusranice agency has an affiliated
servieing/collection enlty by prohibiting
such affiliations.

90¢
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(B) & pension fund a5 defined in the
Employee Retirement Income Sequrity Act
[29 US.CA § 1001 o1 seq )

(N Due diligewre

The term “due diligence” requires the
ummmn;yakmr.intheumng" and
of collection practices a1 least g exicnsive
and forceful as those generally practiced by
financia) institutions for the collection of
consumer loans.

(1) Defaplt

Except as prowided n subsecton
{m) the term “defsull® includes only such
defaults a5 have existed for {1) 180 days
n the case of a Joan which is repuyable in
moathly installments, or {2) 240 duys 10
the case of a loan which is ropayable in
less frequent installments.

. = =

-

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ 108M1) 15 amended by sdibing 100 the end
of the paragraph the following. “The
lender shall not discriminaie in 1s servicing
and collection of loans based upon the
duration of the Joan, the amount of the
loan, the potential ocrupation of the
borrower, or upon the fype of training
pruvided by the cligible insuitution. An
additions] remedy of a private cause of
action shall cxist 10 enforce the due
diligence requirement”

# 1085(1) » amended by sdding 1 the end
of the parxgraph the fuilowing. ~The 1crm
“defpult® shall not include loans where the
defaulis are the result of lender/guarantee
agency fawlures 1o excreise due dibgence,
miscondect, oF mismanagement n their
swrviang/collection of loans either in
specific cases of yeoeratly fir  certain
cutegories of loans (such as loam of short
duration, smalt loan amcunts, seleced
occupations,  or selecied Haining
nsistelom )

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This chunge would address ihe tature
of lender /guaranice agencies 10 pursue due
diligence in servicing and collecting loans
they consider 10 be nol wonb their fime.
A private cavse of action is permutted 10
allow private industry 10 belp the
government 1o enfofce the due diligence
requirement.

This change jnakes clear thas eingible
educanonal/irainng institutions wifl not be
penalized for Migh default rutes which
resuls from musconduct or mismanagemens
by lenders/guaranmiee agencies. This wouid
sddress the problem crested by HEAFs
denuse in particular
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(m) Cebort defamli rate

The term "cobon defauli raie” means,
for any fiscal year in which 30 or more
aunrent and former students a1 the
institution enter repayment on Joans under
section 087 or 1087-1 received for
atiepdance a1 the inslilution, the
percenmage of those cureni and former
students who enter repayment on such
loans received for auendance at 1hat
institution in thet fucal year who Jefault
before the end of the following fiscal yesr.
In determining the number of students who
default before the end of such fiscal year,
the Secreinry shall include only years fos
which, the Secrewary or guerinty sgency
has paid claims for insurance, and, in
caleulating the cohart default raie, exclude
any loans which, due io improper servicing
orf collection, would resulf in an jnaccurate
or incomplelc calculation of the cohon
default rate. For any fiscal year in which
less than 30 of the institution's current and
former students enter repayment, the 1erm
“cohort default raic” means ihe average of
the rate calculated under the preceding
sentence for the 3 must recent fiscal years,
In the case of 2 student who has attended
and borrowed at more thao one school,
the student {(and his of her subsequent
repayment of default) is attributed to cach
school for attendance at which the student

UBCHAPTER IV - STURENT ASSISTANCE

SUCGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

1085m) » amended by adding 1o ithe

nd of paragraph (m) the following: "The
cohort default rate, bowever, shall not
preciude  an institution from  eligibslity
pursuamt tuv the controlling provisions of
§ 1078-1{a)2) [as reviaed]  and
§ 108S(aXINAXiL) {us rewsed]”

[ ]

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This chunge recognizes wiher proposed
statutory changes.

)
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(=) Impact of Jkoss of accredilation

SUGCGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

KATIONALE/EXPLANATION
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§ 16872 Simdent  Losw Marhketing
Association

* . ]

{q) Lender of last resort
(1) Action 81 n yuest af Secretary

(A) Whencver *he Semwy
determines that elipble boirowers in a
Staie pot served by & guaran guaranty ageacy of
an eligible lender in 2 State described in
section JOBMAXIXD) or (F) of this mic
are seeking and are unable 10 obtain loans
under this part, the Associalion of iis
designaied agent may begin making joans
i accordance with this subsection st the
request of the Secretary. The Association
shall give preference 10 such States in
making joans under this subsection.

{B) Loans made pursuant 10
this subsection shall be insurable by ihe
Secretary under section 1079 of s title
with a certificate of comprebensive
imsurance coverage provided for under
secron 10TXBX1) of thn ke,

{2) lssasmce and toverage of loans

(A) Whenever the  Secretary,
aitei  cosultation with, snd with the

SUBCHAVTER IV - STUDENT ASSISTANGE:

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

$ TUNT2(YNINA) is amendedt as follows by
striking the phrise “the Asacition of s
designated  agency muy begin®  and
substitution therefar  the phmase  “the
Association or s designuted agent shall
begin.”

§ 1087 Z{gH2NA) is smended as fallows by
striking the phrase “desiynated apent may”
amf  wubsutubing  therelor  the  phrase
“devgnated agent shall”

4

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This change would underscure the “safety
net” protection if lﬂ owher lenderof-last-

fes0s1 protections fail,

This change would undersore the “wicly
net” protection if al) other lender-l-fust
resun protections fail.

1184



SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
CURRENT LAW OR SUBSTITUTE RATIONALE, /EXPLANATION

|
1085(dX 1XD) of this tisle, desermines that
a substsntial portion of eligible borrowess

Joans in socondance with this subsection &t
the request of the Secretary.
{B) Loans made pursuant 1o
this subsection shall be insurable bty the
an 1D sectioo o
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PART F-GENERAL  PROVISIONS
RELATING TO STUDENT ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS

3 1088, Definisions
() Institstion of higher edwestion

{1) Subject 10 subsection (c),
for the purposes of this subchapier and
paii C of subchapter 1 of chapter M4 of
utle 42, except subpart 6 of part A and
pat B of this subchapier, the term
“institution of higher education” includey, in
addision to the instiutions covered by the
Jefinition cootained in section 1141(a) of
thus title

(A) 3 propriciary institution of

hugher educauon;
~ {B) a postsecundary vucatiunal
nsiitution;

{C) » depanment, divisivn, or
other admumssirative umt in = college of
university which provides pnowrily or
exclusively a0  accrediled program  of
education in professional nursing and afhed
subjects leading to the degree of bachetor
of oursing, or 10 an equivalent degree, or
to a graduate degree 1n nursing; and

{D) a department, diviswon, or
other administrative unif ¢ a  pmor
cullege, community college, coliege, or

SUBCHAITER IV - STUDENT ANSISTANCE.

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUSSTITUTE

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION
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CURRENT LAW

university which provides primanly o
exclusively an accredited 2-year program of
e&mmmpw‘mmlmnglndlﬂnd
subjects jeading 10 an associate degree in
nursing or 10 an equivaless degree.

{2) The term “acoredsed”  when

{(3) Whenever the  Secreiary
derermines eligibility under paragraph (1),
the Secretary shall not recognue ihe
accreditation of any eligible instiwtion of
higher education under this subsection if
the instsution of higher ertucation 1s in the
process of recciving a new accrediuation or
changing accrediting agency or associstion
uniess the eligible institution submits to
the Secrelary all materials selanng 10 the
prior acereditation, including  materiab
demonurating reasonable  cause  for
changing the accrediting  agency or
wsocaton.

{b) Proprietary institution of higher
sdocatios
For the purpose of this scetion, the

term “proprictary imstiution  of higher
education” means @ school (1) which

SUBCHAIIEN 1V - STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§ 1a8{b) 1» amended by adding W the
end of clawse (h){1) the followng: °,
unless @ lew-thun-6-momh  progrem  of
tramning is deermiped by the Secrewry 1o
meet the certificatson reguirements of an
independent, not-for-profit industry secior-

17

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

This change would allow the Secretary 10
approve the eligibility of wsotstions for
student financial asssstance if the institution
can demonstraie its shorier tefm framing
1s of high quality and utility. The specific
maodel of PTDIA centification 18 propused

o
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prowsdes pot kess than @ d-month program
of fraining t0 prepare students for ganful
employment in 8 recognized occuparion,
j fequirements  of
clauses (1) 20d (2) of section 1141(a) of
this utle, (3) which docs aoi meer the
fequirement of clause (4) of section
1143{a) of this title, (4) which is sccredited
by a nstioaally recognized accrediting
Sg¢ACy ©Of association approved by the
Secretary for this purpose, and (5) which
has been in existence for ay least 2 yean.
Such lerm also includes 3 propretary
educational institution in Any Siaie which,
in hieu of the requirement in clause (1) of
section  1143(a) of rthis title, admits =
regular studenss penons who wie beyomd
the age of compulsory school atiendance in
the State in which the institution is Jocated
and who have the abulity 10 benefit {as
determined by the insutution under section
1093(d) of this titie) from the training
offered by the institution.  For the
purposes of 1his subsechion, the Secretary
shatl publish a list of nationally recogruzed
accrediung agencies or associsions which
he determines 1o be rehable authority as
10 the quality of training offered. The
Sccrelary shall not promuigate regulations
defimng the admussions procedures of
femediation programs that muss be used
by an insutution in admitting students on
the basis of their ability 10 benefit from

SUBCHATER 1V ~ STUDEN] ASSISTANCE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

recugnized body that cerufies the yuality
and utility of the courses and curricula
provided by the institupon and which does
not accept finencial contributions from the
institution sccking cestification ”

¢ J088(h) is amended by subshituting for
the phrase “(as  determined by 1he
mstitution under Section 1091(d) of 1his
ntle)” the phrase “(as determined by the
imtituion under sections W Nd) and {e)
{as mdded heremn] of this nile)”

RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

A 3 means fo guude the Secretary's
decsion,

This change mamiuins the conustenty of
changes in § 1078-1 and 1091 10 alivmw for
greater flexibility in the application of gh
school  diploma, GED or ATB
requirements.

vie
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SUGCESTED AMENUMENT
CURRENT LAW OR SUBSTITUTE RATIONALL /EXPLANATION

the touning offered and shall nod, as &

(¢} Postsecondsry vavaliosal iastiution
For e pupose of this section, the

B¢
1
g1g

recognged
the requirements of clauses (1), (2), (4),
and (5) of secuon 1361(a) of this nile, and
{3) which has been in existence for af jeast
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SUBCHAPTEK IV ~ STUBENT ASSISTANGE

. SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
CURRENT 1AW OR SUBSTTTUTE RATIONALE/EXPLANATION

§ 1091, Stwdest eligibulity

(s} I» genernl

In order 1o receive any grant, loan, of
work assisiance under this subchapier and
past C of subchapier § of chapter 34 of
title 42, a student must~—

(1) be enrolled or accepted for
ensoliment .n » degree, eertificaie, or other
program leading 1o a rtuﬁm
educauonal credential st an institution of
higher aducation that is an  ebigible
institubon 0 accordance with  the
provisions «f section 1094 of this ule,
except as provided in subs~ions (bX3)
and {b)4) of this scction;

{2) if e studemt iy presently

918

enrolled a3 an institution, be maintaining 2 1 ;
. FaN ) sutisfuctory progress in e counse of study -~ .
.- 1 - the student 1s pursuing in accordance with

N
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the provissons of subsection () of 1has
secuon,

{3) not owe = sefund on grants
previously recerved at any institulion under
thes subchapier and part C of subchapier
1 of chapter 34 of nile 42, or be in default
on any lcan from 3 student loan fund wt
any instiution provided for in part D of
this subchapter, or a toan made, inswed,
or guaranieed by the Secretary under this
subchapter and part C of subchapter 1 of
<hapter 34 of uile 42 for attendance at any
institubion;

id) Abilily 10 benefit

in order tor 2 student who s
sdmutted on the basss of abihty 1o benefit
from the education or traimmng offered for
any grant, loan, or work assmstance under
this title, the studemt shall, prior 1o
cnroliment,  pass  an  sndependenty
admunustered examinstion approved by the
Secrelary.

SUBCHAVIER 1V — STUDENT ASSINTANUE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SUBSTITUTE

§F 09! o wnended by adding & new
secion (07}, and sedempgnanng  eanisny
sectiond (e} W (3) o be “(f) w0 (k)
wccordingly. New § 1WI{e) reads

*ie) Waiver of Diploma, GED snd Abilny-
to-Benefls ("ATB") Test Requiremenis

Ihe Scerctary shall exempt institubiuns n
purhicular sndusity seftids or GCCMpations
from hugh school diplema, GEL and ATB
tesl Feqwirements if the imimwiug con
make a showing that such meuasures «fe
sy necessaly for the purpines of the
tramng and/or job occupatiun invalved
In making the deason the Secretary shalf
recoginge industry developed critenis which

21

RATIONALL/EXPLANATION

This change would sllow studenty without
a GED or high sehool diploma w b
chigible for financipl asssstance of 1hey pass
an ATH est. Iy would also atlow any or
all of the three meusures not to be used in
CENAN cifcumstances.

L1g
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SURCHAPTER 1Y — STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT
OR SURSTITUTE

will measure a siwdent's abiluy 10 benefit.
The Secretary shall also  waive i1he
requirements where & pervasive federal
regulatory scheme controls entry level
training/job criteria.”

*
L)

RATIONALE JEXPLANATION
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Mr. ANpREWS. With the gracious consent of the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, we will yield first to Mr. Roemer, be-
cause I understand that he has some other pressing business.

I would also note that the lights go on and off during your ques-
tions, which is interesting. So we await your questions.

Mr. RoemER. That is the power of the University of Notre Dame,
Mr. Chairman.

First of all, thank you very much, gentlemen, for the testimony,
which has been helpful and insightful in many ways. I come from a
family of five children as you know, Father Malloy. 1 am still
paying on a scholarship loan from the Federal Government. I am
very worried about what the administration’s proposal might do to
middle-income people in the United States.

The administration’s proposal would eliminate 400,000 working
middleclass families from the Pell Grant program. It deeply con-
cerns me.

I would like to ask your opinion, Father, on how this might
affect Notre Dame. Maybe you could give us some examples of how
many people at Notre Dame do benefit from these programs.

Father MaLroy We have about 75 percent of our undergraduate
students who receive significant financial aid. I suppose if I were to
look at the issue in the broadest possible way, it seems to me that
the great strength of American higher education is that it is not an
elitist system; that it has diversity which has come primarily
system-wide rather than from a cookie-cutter demand for each indi-
vidual institution. The three people testifying here would be an ex-
ample of the diversity of the system that is being provided today. It
is also diverse in the sense that we have been a system that has
not simply been publicly sustained, but also privately. We are in
danger of losing that part of the diversity. Notre Dame is a reli-
giously affiliated school. That is a whole range of institutions
within the broader umbrella. But there are all-female institutions.
There are schools which have a very specific student body that
they serve. There are broad-based State-wide systems, community
colleges, junior colleges, whatever.

It seems to me that we are at-risk of losing that diversity, either
by focussing all of the money on the most at-risk part of the popu-
lation and therefore, disqualifying the middle class from an oppor-
tunity for education, particularly on the private side. The other
part of it is that the delivery—that is, the delivery per cost is ap-
proximately the same on both the public and the private compara-
ble sorts of institutions. To look at real costs, which have to be paid
from funding of some sort, is to recognize that by cutting back or
restricting access of the programs like the Pell Grants, we are in
danger of losing the richness of our diversity and therefore, our
competitiveness internationally and the quality of life internally of
the Nation.

Mr. RoeMER. To follow up on that, Father, in your testimony,
you use words like circumstances of many families require a more
comprehensive approach to determining financial ability. That's a
quote. “It makes more common sense,” and that's a quote.

In working with your financial aid office, can you elaborate a
little bit more on eligibility and what changes you would like to see
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in the system to improve it, streamline it, and make it more effi-
cient?

Father MaLLoy. One of our difficulties is that for families that
have multiple children in college and sometimes combinations of
children in grade school, high school and college on the private
side, they are carrying, because of our constitutional interpretation
that has prevailed, a very heavy burden family-wise. On the other
hand, they are extremely committed to providing the home envi-
ronment and the encouragement for quality participation in educa-
tion all the way through. It seems to me that often those families
are being penalized. I think that is a disservice not only to them,
but also to the potential pool that could participate with deep com-
mitment in the elucational system of the country.

I have a great concern about that part of the pool. I mean obvi-
ously there is a whole range of needpsa that the Higher Education
Act is trying to address, but I would not like that particular catego-
ry of need to be forgotten.

Mr. RoEmeg. You also mention on page 4 of your statement that
you encourage greater access to and greater diversity in higher
education. 1 know that you elaborated a little bit on both those as-
pects. Perhaps you could elaborate for the committee’s sake on
what specifically Notre Dame has been involved in with respect to
encouraging its students to get involved in local concerns in the
community through volunteering and in national and international
concerns. 1 know that there are different legislative proposals in
Congress which would require national service on the part of col-
lege students.

What are some of the things that Notre Dame has done in this
area? Is Notre Dame also looking at possibly having this be a re-
quirement for graduation?

Father Mawrroy. I think the proper answer is that Notre Dame is
just one instance of a tremendous surge, a response on the part of
higher education as a whole. Campus Compact is a very effective
presidential level organization trying to promote volunteerism on
American college campuses. COOL is a student-based organization
trying to achieve the same goals. Some of us in higher eduration
are also serving on the Points of Light initiative. Some money has
been made available to promote volunteerism, not only on college
but high school and grade school campuses, and of course, across
the other component parts of the American population.

We have internally tried to structure tggt by setting aside a
building, putting programming money together and trying to en-
courage our student population to get involved in the local commu-
nity and in the national and international community, particularly
in the summer.

But I think we are just one example of what is going on very
characteristically today in higher educution. I think that is the
wave of the future, as well as it ought to be.

Mr. RoeMer. Thank you, Father Malloy. I will defer to my col-
leagues for questions here.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Coleman, thank you again for deferring. I appreciate that.

Mr. ANpREwS. Thank you, Mr. Roemer.

14
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We have a vote in 15 minutes. Mr. Coleman, what is your prefer-
ence?

Mr. THomMAs CoLeMaN. Just very briefly, Mr. Chairman. I will
thank all the witnesses for their testimony which will help me this
thing along.

Father Malloy, we have had a number of discussions and will
continue to do so on all the issues you raised. You make some very
good points, but I want to make sure that I understand your oppo-
sition to frontloading, which Chairman Ford has mentioned.

If you care to elaborate a little bit on your opposition to front-
loading with Pell Grants and putting off loans to the second, third,
and fourth year?

Father MaLrov. Notre Dame is a school that graduates 93 per-
cent of its people in 4 years that is entering freshmen. That is a
particular kind of admission that is only possible because of a cer-
tain standard of admission, but that's our goal. If we say to stu-
dents, “Come for 2 years and this money will be available; but
after that, you are on your own,” it appears that we only want
them for 2 years. We try to provide an internal climate, as many of
our peer institutions do, that encourage people to finish on sched-
ule and to use the money available for that purpose. To suggest
that 2 years is a cut-off point would, we think, be counter-produc-
tive to the kind of mission and goal that we have as an institution.

Mr. THomas CoLEMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Barton, you were associated with a school in Alabama as
well as the current ones in Puerto Rico?

Mr. BartoN. Right.

Mr. Taom ss CoLEMAN. What, if anything, do you find unique or
different about Puerto Rico's experience in this area of education?

Mr. BarToN. I would say the major difference between the stu-
dent populations is that the students in Puerto Rico have, what I
think of, as more European view of education. The students who
don't qualify to get into, say, the University of Puerto Rico, there is
no community coliege system in Puerto %ico. They all come out
with the idea that they have to enroll and get more education. The
whole society is more oriented towards education. The culture, [ be-
lieve, is different stateside. The students in Alabama who are not
candidates to go to Bear Brian's school or Badii’s school, don’t come
to see us on their own until 25 or 26, and they have had unpleasant
experiences in trying to get jobs, hold jobs or to move up into the—
advance into the workforce and the work community.

Mr. THomas CorLeman. One of the things we are looking at is re-
forms for the integrity part of these programs, including those
which we have attached to the loan programs in the past, or maybe
for the future, the Pell Grants as well. And we want both of you
representing the proprietary sector here to know, that that would
impact your areas immensely. You should be prepared to address
those important integrity reforms as we continue to work on the
committee. I think that we have seen the drear.s of funds through
the loan side, but the educational experience and the outputs
aren’t any different whether you are getting loans or grants. We
don’t want to put grants into a system that is not creating a good
quality product either.

(o)
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Mr. Barton. 1 would agree with that. 1 would suggest any
number of increase of surveillance or supervision by the Depart-
ment or audit requirements that the committee would come up
with. I think by the majority of the vocational and technical
schools in the proprietary sector would welcome that.

Mr. THomas CoLeMAN. Thank you, Mr. Coleman.

Gentlemen, we very much appreciate the testimony you have
given us this morning.

Father Malloy said very eloquently that the strength of the
American system of higher education is its diversity. I can’t think
of a panel that would more richly illustrate that diversity than the
one we've had here today. It nicely presents the challenge to this
committee. We really see our mission under Chairman Ford's lead-
ership as extending the reach and scope of that diversity through a
fair and well-financed Pell Grant program and other programs,
while at the same time, creating rules and standards that make
the programs as efficient as possible.

In some of the issues we heard about this morning regarding
whether or not tests are a valid and viable measure of achieve-
ment, can expedited application procedures be a better way of deal-
ing with that? I suppose that our task in these hearings has been
to try to adjudicate the proper balance between the preservation
and promotion of that diversity and the introduction of new effi-
ciencies and standards that attempt make sure that the money
flows where it is supposed to flow.

Each of you has made a substantial contribution to that effort.
We thank you. We invite you to continue to correspond and com-
municate with this committee as we go about our work.

With that, we will adjourn the hearing.

Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:19 p.m., the hearing was concluded to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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115 Layle Eliott
689 Last 6th Stieet
Chico, CA 95928

June 11, 199

Submitted as Written Testimony for Subcommittee on Post-
Secondary fducation

Re: Entrance examinations for non-high school graduates who wish
to enroll at community colleges

Please submit at next Hearing on Post-Secondary Education

Committee on Education and Labor
2451 Rayburn Buiiding
washington, D C 20515

Formal Statement:

As an educator, | am concerned thal the Bush agministration 1s seeking
to require entrance examinations for non-high school graguates wno seek to
enroll in two-year colleqes | stronqly believe that this should be
reconsigered

I have a Master's Degree 0 English and teach in the English Department
at Calirorma State University, Chico, | nave al1so taught at the community
college level 1 teach courses in basic reading and writing, advanced
composition, critical thinking, and creative writing, | aiso teach in the
Honors Program 1'm a pubhished fiction writer, as well, this year, one of my
short stories was nominated for a Pushcart Prize (' will be entering 2
doctoral program 1n creative writing at the University of wWisconsin in the
fatl)

I mention my posi1tion and professional achievements because | m
convincea | may, by so doing, be granted a measure of credidihity, my
interest in the community coliege system 1s professional, certainly, but
personal, as well | am a living example of one who benefited from the
second chance afforded students of the two-year coliege system 1 would
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like 1o share something of my persanal mstory to llustrate the mportande
of cortinuing to allow Incoming students 1o enter college withou! impoeaing
upon them a qualifying test

I was a high achiever throughout elementary and Junior Mg schodl,
frequently making the Honor Roll. often with strawght-Areport ¢args in
agdition, | served on the student counci! and participated in many
extracurricular activities, from horseback riging 1o 6irl SCouts to the local
swim team 1 tested a5 “qifted™ In 0 tests angd was In the "accelerated
(gi1fted) program In seventn grade 1 also was consistently n the niah 30's
(37-98-99) percentile in achieveraent rank ings

My teenage years, however, were fraught with turmotl Hy father was
an alcoholic, and my family strugqgled with a disease about which l1ttie was
then known (Familiar phrases such a5 “enabler” and "co-gependent had ye!
10 be introguced by self -help writers angd tatk show hosts, in 1265,
alcohohism was rarely mentioned aloud. and certamly not Dy “rice” people
who liveg 1n pleasant ne1ghborhoods and held down good 1obsh Ltill, the
ravages of this gisease--and 1ts many 510e effects--eventually destroved
our family, culmmnating in 3 messy angd G1stressing givor(e

It's difficult to explain how all this affected me as a stugent and a
young woman in development One can only study my academic record and
wonger aloud Good grief, what Daapened fo this A7 For Tollowina the
divorce, my mother uprooted the family ang moved us out to California, |
missed my home, school and friends. the A's dropped 1o ('s, even D's, ang my
academic standing plummeted (This is difficuit for me to agmit, tor 1t's
something I have kept rather carefully "mdden” untii now, ang ! share this
only because | believe that doing so might help someone else. confused and
quite unhappy with family Jife, | dropped out of Nigh School my senior year
ang failed to graduate with the rest of my class)

My father has now, with the help of Alcoholics Anorymous, recovered,
he hasn't had a drink in seventeen years. | must tell you, though, that when
he was still grinking, be subjected my sisters and me to almost constant
betitthng | remember, in particular, a family dinner at Howard Johnson's He
pointed to the waitress and predicted. loudly, that the most | coulo ever
hope for from iife might be to follow in Aer shoes At the time, | was
treasurer of the Honor Society at Sunrise Junior High School in Fort

o
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Lauderdale, Florida, but this didn't affect his assessment oy won t amount
fomucyy, he prociaimed, motioning to me and then to my sisters.

How d0 SuCh words affect an adolescent? My two sisters seem 1o have
believed him, their 1ives have been lived as if their father's prophecy was
made only to be fulfilled. | was able to somehow rise above it The

difference between us? | went to college.

I share this very personal story because it's essential that, before you
make a decision about qualifying examinations for community college
students, you must irst recugnize the many forces which shape the human
mind and spirit, the many unseen Influences which affect the heart andg
intellect. I'm convinced the record now shows that | was an intelligent,
perhaps even remarkad/e studenmt, and yet | was unable, for a time, to bear
up under the grief and stress of a famtly in conflict.

However, when | was able to move away from home and take stock of
my life, when | was able to make my own choices, | answered the inner
prompting of a voice that demanded attention eapress voursel/s

But 1 gtdn't know how 1 thought | had somenow “blown 1t”, | was
convinced that, without a high school diploma, | was lost, barred from
higher egucation, that it was, in short, already too late When )
discovered that | could enter a community college with po
prerequisites, it was a revelation, 1ike a2 message from heaven:
you are saved/

I speak now for those unable to speak for themselves | speak for
human , stential, for the resiliency of the human spirit, for the capacity of
the Individudl to grow and to change This IS the best of America, this
opportunity for reclaiming what has been lost, for starting over agam ang--
at any point along hife's journey--for aspiring to a petter }ife

I 'was afforded a second chance and am now a contributing member of
the academic community (My Freshman composition students have even
tutored students in the public schools, strengthening their own writing
sk1l1s by helping others ) Can our society reach 1ts potential if we allow
others--who might someday b= valuable community members- -to fall by the
wayside simply because of a testing requirement”?

354
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Students should be allowed entry into community colleges
without a qualifying entrance test.

Why? Because many adults who have spent time away from the
classroom are filled with apprehension ang seif-doudt. Many are burdened
with an overwhelming sense of failure, and, most often, they feel that the
fariure’s all theirs, whether or not this has ingeed been the case There's
Jittle accusation from such students, very few beheve that egicalion has
failed £hem , though this may, at least in some nstances, indeed be the
case (A student whose learning disabihity went for years undiagnosed has
been fatled by the school system that passes him along without ever
igentifying the problem.) But some students fail to achieve 1n high SChool
for other reasons for lack of encouragement In the home, because they were
impeded by economic or social circumstances, even {and perhaps less
compellingly) because they allowed extra curricular activities or their
socal hives to distract them! Many have faced more brutal challenges
family violence, alcoholism or drug abuse, even sexual molestation

Societal willingness to give such students a second chance at
education 15 one of the things that distinguishes the American educational
system from others, ang a measure, | think, of our great regard for equality
It 15 essent1al thai we continue Lo open wide the door to Mgher education,
to allow even one student to be turned away because of entrance tests
would be, at best, short-sighted, angd at worst, unfair

So what's the matter with an entrance test that would
determine a student’s eligidbility for entering college?

'm convinced that what might seem a simr:ie entrance requirement to
a well-educated person might very well sepmi to a student about to re-
enter” the educational system as an impossibly high hurgle to overcome

One learns to see oneself differently only very slowly, one success
Jeags eventually to the next 1| honestly don't know 1f 1'd have passed an erdtry
test, and certainly, my Tear of failure might have kept me trom taking 1t
But that | “tuned out™ 1n high schoo!, that | had, for a time, lost ray abiiity 1o
trust 1n myse!f and to keep up with my studies, was no refiection
whatsoever upon my inherent intelhigence or ability Ang once bach in the
classroom, | soon giscovered that | was an eager and avid fearner
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There’s no need for the community college system to impose upon new
students a qualifying test, as a university teacher, | can assure you that
students who lack commitment or ability will fall by the wayside soon
enough! But tests do 11ttle to calculate creativity or talent, and nothing
whatsoever {0 measure resoive Pre-screening prospective students with a
qualifying exam is not worth the risk of 1osing even a single student who
might become a fulfilled, contributing member of society, not worth
sacrificing even gne such student tc a life lived below his or her potent1al

I cannot fathom what would have become of me had | not been able to
acquire an educatton. It Is more to me than the means by which | earn my
bread; 1L 1S my life | am married to a tenured professor and playwright, we
are both writers and teachers.

My contributions would have been lost had such a test been required
when | returned to community college Impossible as 1t may now 5eem, |
probably would have been afraid to take 1t (Once a student. though, | won
scholarships and awards for my high grades )

ISt it right and just that | was given a second chance 1n hife by an
educational system committed to fairness? would 1t be right 1o turn away
others who might also have this same potent1al? If 2 person wants to
improve her circumstances, shouldn't she be given every proper aig?

Retain the riant of all Amer1cans to improve thetr circumstances
through education any time they themselves have the commitment 1o U yi

Sincerely, ’
Copls lleory—
Gayig Ditiott
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August 20, 1991

Honorable Willsam D. ford
Chairman

U.S. House of Representatives
{oamitiee on Education and {abor
2451 Rayburn House Office Bldg.

Washington, DC 20515
Dear Congressman Ford:
1 would Yike to infore you the University of Puerto Rico posttton

for the record of the hearings you are conducting In relative to
the reauthorization of the Higher fducation Act of 1965

The University of Pubrto Rico is by far the largest and most
important higher education institution on the island. The
tntversity, founded 1n 1903, is a state-supported sysiems
comprising sleven campuses and academic units Jocated throughout
the island, wilh programs ranging from the associate degree level
to the doctoral level, lts fundasental mission s to provide
sducation of the highast quality, through a broad range of
aducational opportunities for the Puerto Rican people.
particularly for those with scarce sconomic resources. and also
non-Puerlo Rican students that qualify for admission at the
Unyversity of Puerto Rico. As of 1990-91, the University fhad an
enrpliment of 53,000 students.

In accomplishing its mission, the University has required the
assistance of the Federal $overnaent. particularty to provide
students with the financial assistance they need to pursue their
educational goals. Federal funding has also been fundamental for
institutional development in key areas of academic priorities.
Given the national sducational goals of acMeving "first place” in
the world by the year 2000, it 1s of utmost importance to continue
and further strengthen this support.

Steadfast 1n 1ts commitment to provide access 10 1ow-income
students. the University has sought to tncrease its institutronal (AN
budget while maintaining Jow tuition fees. Yei the impact of

inflation and rising costs of education have undermined the s
potency of the current levels of financial aid and threatens to S
further curtail the access of low income students te postsecondary .. . .
education.
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Hon, Williae D. Ford
August 20, 1991
Page 2

During academic year 1989-90 the cost of education at the
Uniwver,ity was 353,138, and the average faderal financial
assistance award was $1,890. That year, 2 total of 34,787 students
were eligible for financial atd and 70% of these came from
families with incomes below $12,000. Inclrded you will find a
breakdown of eligible applicants for finsncial aid at the
Universily during 1989.80. Also included is inrformation on the
asounts of financial aid awarded that year by source of funding.
Nethout the combined financial aid prograss now svailable 1o
students, the majority of students would not be able tp pursue
postsecondary studies.

As President of the University, I wrge the Comitiee you preside
tn the review of the resuthorization pf the Migher Fducation Act.
amnended {n 1986, 1o further strengthen the benefits contained in
the provisions of the Act, particularly the Title IV Student Ald
Programs, in order to secure and conténue improving the
Uriversity’s contribution to the education of the future workforce
required 1o maintain the natton’s economic witality.

In order to assure that a1l eligible students receive the
necessary benefits of financial aid to complele their
postsercrdary education, 1 urge you to take into account the
fotlowing recommendations in your considerations on the
reauihorization of the Migher fducation Act:

- to strengthen financial aid programs in order to provide
asststance tn students from low-income families as well as those
from middle income families;

- to allow Pell Grant participants to receive 3dditionsl bene’sts
from the program up to an eguivalent of 25% of the length of the
course of study tn order to complete their degrees;

- {0 ensure that the Pell Grant covers 60% of sducational cost
regardiess of the institutional cost of attendance;

- to provide a waiver of the required family contributios for all
students whose family income is under the poverly level index:

- to authorize universities with default rates under 10% to
administrate Stafford (oans the same way a3 Perkins Loans.



Non. NWilliam D, Ford
Avgust 20, 1991
Page 3

In closing, 1 :ongr;tuln‘e you for your efforts and commitment in
securing the benafits of financial »ssistance for postsecondary
education. Agein, 1 request that our recomsendations be included
in the records of tha hesrings on the Act.

President

iaa
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INIVERSITY OF PUERTD RICO
Annual Income of Students and their Familias
INFORNATION ON ELIGISLE AID APPLICATIONS
FOR AMARD YEAR 1989-90

Taxable & Nontaxable Dependent & Independent
Income Undergraduate Graduate or
Students Professiona! Students
$ 0-%8299% B,584 72
3,000 - 5,999 §,225 75
6,000 - 8,999 4,937 58
9,000 - 11,999 3,83¢ &4
12,000 - 14,999 3.87¢ 50
15,000 - 17,999 2,143 35
18,000 - 20,999 1,753 "
21,000 - 23,998 1,202 9
24,000 - 25,999 845 4
27.000 - 29,999 313 ]
30,000 - 32,999 i88 2
33,000 - 35,999 125 1
36,000 - 38,999 54 0
39,000 - 41,999 83 0
42,000 & Over 31 0
45,000 & Over 2 8.
34,404 384

3}
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UNIVERSITY OF PUFRTO RICO
FINANCIAL AID PROGRARS BY SOURCE OF FUMDING
OR ANARD YEAR 1989-90

financial Program Amouni
Pell Grant § 45,311,441
Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant $ 1,787,283
federal
College Work § 3,645,015
Perkins topan 3 420,919
S§tate Student
Incentive Grant H 496,159
institutional
tegislat v Scholarship $ 6,385,000
{awarded)
6,013,365
{paid}
PASY {Institutional Supplesental}
Aid Program) $ 2,749,587
Other {Tuttion waivers) § 2,782,681
federally Guaranteed
Stafford Loans $ 7.631.827
Q o« §1 5
ERIC obh g 46-708 0 - 91 (336)
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