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INTRODUCTION

The 1980 General Assembly, in approving House Joint Resolution Number 7,
requested the Council of Higher Education to conduct a comprehensive study of
the financial aid available to Virginia students. It also asked the Council to

determine if the financial need of the students is being met, especially in
view of the increasing funds made available through the fgladeral studgnt aid programs,

assess the effectiveness of the State financial aid programs

"and to recommend ways- in which the various State and federaI'progers~migﬁt

be. better coordinated.
_The Council’'s stiidy' was greatly influenced by the changes made in

the federal student aid programs during the re-authorization by Congress of
the Higher Education Act of 1965. In the opinion of the Council, the modi-
fications adopted during this process, which was concluded in October, 1980,
seriously threaten the future of the federal effort to provide aid to students.
For this reason, much of this study is devoted to a discussion of the problems
at the national level and to a consideration of how the revised federal aid
programs might affect the states, especially Virginia.

The study also reviews and makes a number of recommendations concerning
the major State aid programs. Some of the recommendations will, if adopted,
result in an additional expenditure of State funds. The estimated cost of
the recommendations, if fully funded, would be approximately $17 million in
the 1982-84 biennium. In order for the Commonwealth to meet the
increasing financial need of its students and continue to promote diversity
in its system of higher education, the Council believes that the increased

costs are justified.



It should also be noted that not all of the Council's recommendations
would result in the expenditure of additional State dollars. Some recommen-
dations are simply intended to improve coordination and communication, while
others would provide the institutions increased flexibility in using the funds
appropriated.

During the preparation of the study, the Council received excellent
cooperation from the institutions. It also received a great deal of data,
as well as advice, from the institutions and from a number of persons know-
ledgeable about the aid programs in Virginia. Much of the data and advice
were solicited through a questionnaire which was distributed during the summer
to all of the institutional presidents, selected members of the General Assembly,
members of the boards of the State Education Assistance Authority and the
Virginia Education Loan Authority, and Council members themselves. Other
advice came from the general public which had an opportunity at four
regional hearings across the State to express its views about financial
aid in Virginia.

This study is the most comprehensive review of student financial
aid which has been undertaken in Virginia in more than ten years. The body
of the report is contained in three chapters. The first, which is divided
into six sections, provides important background information about the major
aid programs available to Virginia students, the process of applying for and
receiving need-based aid, and the magnitude of the unmet need of Virginia's
students. It also summarizes the reports of consultants to the study who
analyzed the impact of financial aid on financing higher education and
attempted to determine the public's understanding of the various aid programs.
This chapter also presents a brief analysis of the data collected in the

survey mentioned above.



The second chapter discusses in detail the changes mandated in the
federal aid programs by the Education Amendments Act of 1980. It focuses on
the implications for the states and suggests State action to call the national
crisis in student aid to the attention of the new federal Administration.

The third chapter offers fifteen major recommendations to improve
the existing aid programs and their coordination. Some of the recommendations
can be implemented by Council action. Others will require action by the
Governor and the General Assembly.

Finally, the study contains a lengthy appendix which describes all
of the aid programs in Virginia which were identified by Council staff during
the course of the study. This appendix is a detailed, comprehensive catalogue
of information- about the numerous aid programs.

The Council presents this study with the expectation that it will
generate considerable discussion over the next few months. Because of the
uncertain future of the federal aid programs, the Council will revise and

update its recommendations based on actions taken at the federal level.
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CHAPTER I: FINANCIAL AID IN VIRGINIA

A.

The Financial Aid Programs Available to Virginia Students

In the 1980-81 academic year, students enrolled in all postsecondary
educational institutions (public, private, and proprietary) in Virginia are
receiving more than $180 million through a diversity of student aid
programs. (This total does not include other funds received as special
benefits, including Social Security and assistance to veterans.) Most of
the funding is provided through federal aid programs, but the State is also
making available over $16 million through various programs administered
by a number of agencies and institutions. All of the programs which were
identified during this study are described in detail in the appendix of
this study. However, as a background for the discussion of issues which
follows, each of the major programs is summarized here in alphabetical order.

Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG). Authorized by the

Education Amendments of 1972, the BEOG is a federal entitlement program of
direct need-based grant assistance to undergraduate students. In 1980-81,
students in Virginia will receive approximately $40,000,000 through the
Basic Grant program. Awards range from $200 to $1,800.

Commonwealth Incentive Grant Program (CIGP). Established by the

General Assembly in 1979, the CIGP is a state program intended to attract
"other-race'" students to Virginia's traditionally white and black institutions.
In 1980-81, approximately $1,000,000 is available for merit-based grants of
$1,000 each to first-time students at the 15 senior state-supported colleges

and universities in the Commonwealth.



College Scholarship Assistance Program (CSAP). Established by the

Virginia General Assembly in 1973, the CSAP is a state program of need-based
grant assistance to undergraduate students. In 1980-81, Virginia students
at in-state public and private colleges and universities will receive
approximately $3,800,000 through the CSAP. (Of this amount, §1,700,000

will be federal matching funds from the State Student Incentive Grant
Program.) Awards range from $200 to $600.

College Work-Study Program (CWSP). Using federal, institutional,

and private funds, the CWSP encourages and extends student employment on
campus and in non-profit off-campus agencies. The CWSP is one of three
campus-based programs through which students in Virginia will receive over
$20,000,000 in federal funds during the 1980-81 academic year.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP). Under the federal GSLP, loans

made to students by participating private lending institutions (banks, credit
unions, savings and loan associations) are insured against default. In
Virginia, GSL loans are also made by a direct lender, the Virginia Education
Loan Authority (VELA). The loans made by all lenders in Virginia are
guaranteed initially by the State Education Assistance Authority. The
Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978 removed the income ceiling on
eligibility for a GSL. During 1980-81, Virginia students will borrow
approximately $100,000,000 under the GSLP. Undergraduates may borrow up

to $2,500 in one year, graduate students up to $5,000. A student's total
indebtedness under the program is limited to $15,000 for undergraduate
independent students ($12,500 for dependent students), and $25,000 for
combined undergraduate and graduate education. As of October, 1980, the
loans carry an interest rate of 9 percent for new loans (7 percent for

previous borrowers who received a loan at the lower rate).



National Direct Student Loan (NDSL). Originally established by

the National Defense Education Act of 1958, the NDSL is a campus-based
program of loans to undergraduate and graduate students with financial
need. The loans carry an interest rate of 4 percent. Although there is
a loan maximum per student, most student awards do not approach the limit,
because the NDSL is one of the three campus-based federal aid programs
whose funding depends, in part, on annual allocations to the institutions.

_ Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant (SEOG). The SEOG is a

federal program of grant assistance for any student with '"'exceptional
financial need who, without the grant, would not be able to continue his
or her education. The SEOG is one of the three campus-based programs.

Tuition Assistance Grant Program (TAGP). Established by the

Virginia General Assembly in 1973, the TAGP is a State program of grant
aid to Virginia students enrolled in Virginia's private colleges and
universities. Created to lessen the difference between the tuitions at
private and state-supported institutions, the TAGP is not a need-based
program. In 1980-81, full funding was provided for 11,700 students to
receive grants of $625 each for a total expenditure of over $7,300,000.

In addition to the S tate and federal programs described above, there
are two other major sources of financial aid for students in Virginia. One
is the State appropriation for student assistance to the 15 senior state-
supported institutions and Richard Bland College. 1In 1980-81 approximately
$3.1 million was appropriated for this purpose. This money may be used
as need-based grants to undergraduates; assistantships and fellowships for
graduate students; contributions to an institution's State Student Loan
Fund; and matching funds for federal and private programs of student aid.
Another $1,000,000 is available through several federai programs to help
Virginia students prepare for particular professions (e.g., nursing, law

enforcement).



B. The Process for Determining Need-Based Student Aid Awards

Financial aid awards may be need-based or non-need-based. Most
programs continue to be the former. To apply for need-based financial
aid, a student must complete a standard application which is used by
students throughout the nation. In Virginia, the application is known as
the Virginia Financial Aid Form (VFAF). It may be used to apply for a
federal Basic Grant (BEOG) award, an award under the College Scholarship
Assistance Program (CSAP), or for aid under most of the programs administered
by the individual institutions. When completed, the application is sent
to one of three federally approved agencies for processing.1 These agencies,
in turn, forward the results of their calculations to the institutions and
state aid agencies which the student has listed on the application. This
centralized review system ensures that the criteria and calculations used
to determine a student's eligibility for assistance are consistent
throughout the nation.

Using a federally approved formula known as the Uniform Methodology,
the processing agency computes the amount that the student and his family
can reasonably be expected to contribute to the student's cost of edu-
cation for the coming year.2 In simple form, the Uniform Methodology may

be described as follows:

1'I'he agencies are the College Scholarship Service, a division of the College
Board; the American College Testing Program; or the Pennsylvania Higher Education
Assistance Authority. Almost all applications for aid in Virginia are currently
processed by the College Scholarship Service. Recent changes in federal law
may result in a modification of the procedure described.

2The Uniform Methodology makes slightly different assumptions about stu-
dents who live with their parents and those who are self-supporting. The basic
formula is the same, however, and the discussion that is presented here applies
equally to both groups.
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Family resources (Income, assets)
- Standard maintenance allowance (Food, clothing, shelter)
- Cther maintenance allowances (Taxes, medical expenses,

child care)

= Available income

X Prescribed percentage (The percentage varies according
to available income)

= Total family contribution to higher education

3+ Number of family members in college

= Expected family contribution per student

As can be seen, the basis for the family's contribution to higher
education is the family's resources, principally its income (including Social
Security and other benefits) and assets. While income is considered ''cash
on hand" and treated as such, it is recognized that the family's assets are
often non-liquid and may have been accumulated in anticipation of retirement
or other periods of reduced income. As a matter of equity, assets are
incIuded as part of the family's resources, but a portion of their value
is protected by the calculation and set aside for eventual use during
retirement. The amount that is thus protected depends on the age of the
older parent or of the student himself if he is self-supporting; the nearer
one is to retirement, the greater one's ''asset protection allowance." A
second adjustment involves the use of an ''asset conversion percentage'
which determines how much of the remaining value of the assets will be
considered a supplement to the family's income and included as part of

the family's resources.
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The treatment of assets, particularly such non-liquid assets as
home equity,3 in figuring the family's contribution to the cost of education
has become a controversial issue. Under the present system of need analysis,
the family's assets include home equity, real estate, businesses, farms
and other investments, as well as such liquid assets as bank accounts.
Under the Education Amendments of 1980, home equity will, beginning in the
1982-83 academic year, no longer be considered part of the family's
resources for education. This exclusion is based on the premise that a
family should not be expected to sell its home to pay for the student's
education, and therefore the value of the home has no effect on the
family's ability to contribute to the cost of education.4

The maintenance allowances allowed under the Uniform Methodology
provide for the basic expenses of supporting the household. They are the
same for all families of a given size, regardless of their income and
assets. The allowance made for federal, state, and local taxes varies
according to the family's income, place of residence, and property value.
Additional allowances are made for exceptional uninsured medical and dental
expenses and the expenses (child care, for example) incurred when both
parents, or a single parent, must work.

The resources that remain after the maintenance allowances have
been subtracted is known as the family's ''available income.'' The per-
centage‘of the available (or ''discretionary') income that is expected to

be used for education varies with the size of the available income. The

3"Home equity'" is used here to mean the difference between the market
value of the house and the amount the family still owes on its mortgate. If

the family were to sell the house, it would receive all but the outstanding
balance on the mortgage.

4 . . . . .

The argument for including home equity in the family's resources has been
that with all else equal, a family with a house is in a stronger financial
position than one without a house, even if the house is never sold.



-10-

formula that is used is weighted so that a family with a large discretionary
income is expected to contribute a higher percentage of that income to

the costs of the child's education than a family with a smaller discre-
tionary income. Under the present system, a family's expected contri-
bution will range from -$750 to 47 percent of its discretionary income.

(A '"negative'" contribution will result when the family's resources are

less than its maintenance allowances.)

After completing its calculation of the student's expected family
contribution, the processing agency forwards the results of its compu-
tation and a copy of the original application to the schools and state
agencies listed on the application. Using this information, the financial
aid officer at each school or agency determines the student's need for
assistance at that school. For this purpose, ''financial need'" is defined
as follows:

Cost of attendance

- Expected family contribution

= Financial need

Under this procedure, a student's expected family contribution
remains constant no matter which school is attended.s The cost of
attendance, however, and therefore the need for assistance, may well
change according to the school chosen. It is for this reason that each
school which the student is considering makes a separate calculation of

the need.

5The financial aid officer may recalculate the expected family contribution
if there has been a substantial change in the family's resources since the
student completed his application. Such an adjustment, however, is most
often made in the figures used in the Uniform Methodology, not in the formula
itself. It is therefore likely that all schools adjusting the family's
contribution will obtain similar results.
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To calculate a student's need, the financial aid officer must
make a reasonable estimate of the student's expenses for the year. This
estimate must include not only the direct costs of tuition and books,
but also the indirect costs of room and board, clothing, transportation,
and the like.

After the student's cost of attendance has been determined and
the need for assistance is known, the financial aid officer puts together
a '"package'" of aid to meet the student's need. When packaging a student's
aid, the aid officer attempts to include a combination of graats, work, and
loans so that the need will be met but not exceeded.6 This is generally
done during the spring and summer prior to the start of classes, because
the package may determine whether or not the student will enroll. The
complexities of packaging vary greatly from student to student. If a
student's need is large, money from six or seven sources may be included
in the package.

As noted previously, there are three types of awards that comprise
a student's package. Gift assistance in the form of grants and merit-
based scholarships carries no obligation for repayment. Loans, however,
must be repaid in money or service, as stipulated by the lender. Work-
Study programs, another source of ''self-help” or non-gift aid, require

the student to earn the money received. How much of a student's package

61n accordance with federal regulations and the accepted practices of

financial aid administration, the student may receive up to $200 over his
calculated need. This "overaward' allowance reduces the administrative
burdens of making small adjustments if the student receives additional non-
institutional money after classes have begun. Major changes in the student's
budget or resources must be reported, however, and the appropriate adjustments
made to a student's package.
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will be gift assistance and how much will be self-help depends in part

on the institution's packaging philosophy and in part on the availability
of funds under the various programs. Most schools expect the student to
earn, either while enrolled or after the studies have been completed, a
portion of the package. The Education Amendments of 1980 suggest that

25 percent of a student's total costs for a year be met through a com-
bination of family contribution and self-help, with grants and scholarships
meeting the rest of the need. Whether these percentages are realized

will be left to the individual schools and will depend, in part, on the

level of funding provided for the federal grant programs.

C. The Unmet Need of Virginia's Students

As a part of its study of financial aid in Virginia, the Council
of Higher Education contracted with the College Scholarship Service to
determine if the aid currently available to Virginia students is sufficient
to meet their financial needs. By reviewing the applications of a sample
of 10,000 of the approximately 106,000 students who filed 1980-81 appli-
cations for aid and who listed one or more institutions in Virginia, the
CSS determined that the unmet need7 for Virginia residents attending the
Commonwealth's public and private instituticns in the current year is
approximately $34.3 million. The CSS analysts further concluded that,
in their judgment, this figure is a '"'conservative estimate' of the
actual need.

The estimate was made only for in-state filers of aid applications
and did not include non-Virginia residents enrolled in the Commonwealth's

colleges and universities. The calculation also omitted any estimate of

7’I‘he unmet need is the difference between the financial aid demonstrated

under the Uniform Methodology for all applicants for financial aid and the
total resources available to meet that need.
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the financial need of high school graduates who did not consider going

to college because of inadequate financial resources. Also not covered
by the estimate were students enrolled at the institutions who did not
apply but would qualify for aid, under the Uniform Methodology, if they
filed for it. Moreover, in arriving at its estimate, the CSS study team
had to assume, for lack of a statistical method to distinguish between
needy and non-needy applicants under the Guaranteed Loan Program, that all
funds available under this program would go to students with demonstrated
need. Because the program is actually open to all students regardless of
need and is the single largest source of aid for Virginia students, the
unmet need could easily be twice the amount identified by CSS.

In its report, the CSS study team noted that some persons ''may
conclude that there cannot be a need gap since students are enrolled in
colleges and universities. For those students, the financial aid deficits
are being met in some manner. However, such students are borrowing or
working to excess, and some parents are contributing unreasonably high
amounts to meet educational expenses. Clearly, available financial aid

is insufficient."

The Public's Understanding of Financial Aid

As another part of its state-wide study, the Council of Higher
Education asked Dr. Jay L. Chronister of the Center for the Study of
Higher Education at the University of Virginia to investigate the public's
understanding of current student aid programs. Dr. Chronister undertook
the research by surveying adult students enrolled in evening classes
at Piedmont Virginia Community College and the University of Virginia

Division of Continuing Education and by a survey of parents of high
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school students in the Charlottesville area. There were 616 responses
from residents of the City of Charlottesville and the Counties of Albemarle, Augusta,
Frederick, Fluvanna, Greene, and Louisa.

The survey attempted to determine (1) public awareness of the
major federal and state student aid programs, (2) public knowledge of
the eligibility requirements for each program, (3) public understanding
of the application process for each program, (4) public knowledge of the
obligations of aid recipients, and (5) public opinion of the sources of
financial aid information and the public's use of the information available
to residents of Virginia.

The two most frequently cited sources of information about student
aid were colleges (41.1 percent) and high schools (24.6 percent). The

majority of respondents, 439 (76.7 percent), thought that college admissions

or financial aid officers are the most reliable sources of information.
In the report to the Council staff, the researcher noted that "numerous
respondents' wrote comments on the questionnaire emphasizing the need
for "better financial aid advice from the high schools."

The greatest number of respondents, 317 (51.5 percent), indicated
an awareness of the College Work-Study Program. More than one-fourth of
those surveyed claimed in-depth knowledge of the program: a clear under-
standing of its eligibility requirements (26.6 percent), knowledge of its
application process (25.8 percent), and a clear understanding of the
obligations of Work-Study students (25.2 percent).

College Work-Study was one of five major federal student aid
programs named specifically in the questionnaire. The others were
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG), Supplemental Educational

Opportunity Grants (SEOG), Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL), and National
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Direct Student Loans (NDSL). Although the data clearly show that,
relative to the other four programs, most of the survey participants
believed that they have a greater knowledge and understanding of the
College Work-Study Program than any other program, thg responses also
reflected a fairly high level of awareness of Guaranteed Student Loans
(35.1 percent). Approximately one-fourth of the total respondents knew
of the existence of Basic Grants and National Direct Student Loans, but
few of them (11 percent) said that they were aware of Supplemental Grants.

Regarding the eligibility requirements for each program, the
application process, and recipient obligations, a consistently large
number of respondents (about 20 percent in each category) said that they
have in-depth knowledge of the requirements for a Guaranteed Student Loan.
About 120 (20 percent) said that they understand the application process
for Basic Grants, but fewer respondents knew the program's eligibility
requirements or the obligations of grant recipients. About 90 survey
participants (approximately 15 percent) claimed in-depth understanding of
National Direct Student Loans. Fewer than 50 respondents (less than 10
percent) clearly understood the eligibility requirements, application
process, and recipient obligations for Supplemental Grants.

Most of the parents and other adults who participated in the survey
maintained that they know more about the federal student aid programs than
about the state programs. Only 102 respondents (16.6 percent) showed an
awareness of Virginia's need-based College Scholarship Assistance Program
(CSAP). Even fewer said that they knew the program's eligibility require-
ments (9.3 percent), application process (11 percent), or recipient
obligations (9.6 percent). However, according to the survey results,

CSAP is better known that the Tuition Assistance Grant Program (TAGP),
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which provides non-need-based awards to full-time undergraduates in
Virginia's private colleges. Only 74 respondents (12 percent) indicated
an awareness of TAGP. About 50 individuals (8 percent) said that they
knew the eligibility criteria and application process for TAGP, and
slightly fewer (7.5 percent) knew the recipient obligations.

Data on the family income level of each respondent show that many
cf them (45.8 percent) are in the middle-income group ($15,001 to $30,000
annually). However, in relation to the low- and high-income groups,
proportionately fewer middle-income respondents claimed awareness and
understanding of the major student aid programs. The researcher concluded
that: 'The fact that the middle income group ($15,001 - $30,000) exhibited
the least knowledge of financial aid programs suggests a 'lag' between the
1evised governmental targeting of supplemental financial aid for middle
income levels and that group's awareness of the aid available."

The data show that proportionately more of the respondents with
children presently attending college or who have attended college in the
past claim awareness and understanding of student aid programs. However,
the study stressed the difference between a person's awareness of a program
and his or her understanding of its eligibility criteria, application
process, and recipient obligations. To illustrate the difference, the
researcher pointed out that 52.4 percent of the parents with children
planning to attend college said that they knew of the existence of the
College Work-Study Program, but only 25.4 percent of them claimed to under-
stand the application process.

The research done in this survey again emphasizes the need to
educate Virginia citizens about the current sources of student aid

since only one program (College Work-Study) was familiar to more than
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half of the survey participants. Fewer than 20 percent claimed any
knowledge of either of the two major state student aid programs (CSAP

and TAGP). The obvious gap between the awareness of a program's existence
and an in-depth understanding of its processes suggests a fairly low

level of public knowledge of student aid among Virginia residents. Parti-
cularly in the middle-income groups, awareness and understanding of student
aid programs appear to be lacking in Virginia. Comments written on the
questionnaires reflected a demand on the high schools to provide more infor-

mation about available financial aid at Virginia's colleges and universities.

The Impact of Student Financial Aid Programs on the Financing of Higher

Education in Virginia

The Council of Higher Education contracted with Dr. Charlotte H.
Scott, University Professor of Business Administration and Commerce and
a Research Associate of the Tayloe Murphy Institute, the University of
Virginia, to examine the impact of student aid on the financing of higher
education. Dr. Scott surveyed all 69 Virginia institutions of higher
education and supplemented the information obtained with data from other

sources. The principal findings, as extracted from her report, follow.

Student aid accounts for only a small fraction of the total
operating expenditures at most public schools. The proportion is less
than two percent at almost one-half of the institutions, and under five

percent at all but seven of the 39 public institutions. At private schools,

student aid's share of total expenditures is much higher, commonly
ranging from 8 to 15 percent.

The relative shares that student aid and other expenditures comprise
of the total are shown in Table 1. For most institutions, expenditures

for instruction (primarily faculty salaries) make up more than a third
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Table 1

Revenue and Expenditure Allocations, Virginia Institutions

Public- 4-year Public, Private
errollment 2-year
Qver 4,000- Under
8 ,000 8 ,000 4,000
B percent
Revenues L
Tuitton -- ' 16 24 28 18 54
State government 61 58 - 63 71 4
Federal government 14 6 3 12 8
" Private gifts - 4 11 3 0 18
Endowment income 1 * ., 2 0 2
Other sources _3 -2 1 * 4
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Expenditures - educational .-
~ __and general
Instzuction 44 47 47 53 33
'Research : 14 10 1 0 2
Public sexrvice 7 1 1 1 2
_____ Academic support 12 9 11 12 8
Student services 3 ) 7 9 8
Instutional support 8 12 . - 15 14 13
Plant operations and ' ,
maintenance 8 11 12 9 14
Student Aid 3 3 _z 2 10
Total 100 - 100 100 100

100

. * less than 0.5 percent

Data as of 1978-1979 for public schools; 1977-1978 for private schools. Year-to-

year changes in the percentages are small.
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of total expenditures. Another large segment is support services,
including administration, libraries, and student counseling.

Adjusting for enrollment increases, educational expenditures per
student at public institutions increased by 32 percent from 1976-79. The
increase was probably about the same at pfivate schools. But after adjust-
ment for general price increases in goods and services, the expenditure
increase is but 7 percent (Table 2).

Thus, inflation accounts for a major portion of the average
increase in costs per student. Student aid expenditures apparently are
a minor factor, certainly at public schools and at some private ones, too.
More important reasons for the rising costs per student are the expenses
incurred by colleges and universities from activities they have undertaken
to improve both their educational effectiveness and operational efficiency.

The average cost per student influences tuition charges in two
distinct ways. First, any increase in educational and general expendi-
tures per student is likely to produce an increase in tuition rates and
fees. Virginia has stipulated that tuition in its public senior colleges
should cover 30 percent of the total cost of that education. Tuition at
commmnity colleges is expected to cover 20 percent of the cost. Private
school students in Virginia pay, on the average, about 56 percent of the
costs of their education.

Secondly, tuition revenues may be used to fund financial aid when
monies from federal and state governments and private sources are insuf-
ficient. Virginia's public institutions are permitted to award ''unfunded"

scholarships up to a specified limit.8 Few schools do so, however,

8State law limits the number of unfunded scholarships up to 20 percent of
the previous year's enrollment. The amount of each unfunded scholarship is
limited to the difference between in-state and out-of-state charges.
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Table 2

Average Educational Cost per Student

Fiscal year ended June 30 Increase,

1976 1977 1978 1979 1976-79

T current dollars pexcent
All Virginia institutions $3,225  $3,411  $3,658 pa —
Public 3,077 3,242 3,489 4,062 32
4-year, enrollment 3,657 3,808 4,080 4,733 29
Over 8,000 4,442 4,594 4,945 5,691 28
4,000 - 8,000 2,051 2,207 2,346 2,757 34
Under 4,000 2,438 2,476 2,535 3,002 23
2-year 1,828 1,950 2,158 2,520 38
Private | | 4,047 4,355 4,574 ‘na —_

deflated 1976 dollars
Public - . 3,077 3,066 3,090 3,289 e
Private | 4,047 4,115 4,051 na

‘na: not available

Derived by dz.vxdmg educational and general exgendz‘ﬂzes by full-time equivalent

errollment.
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because of the many demands on their income. By contrast, many private
institutions, whose tuition charges average more than three times those of
public institutions, must use tuiticn revenues for student financial
assistance. Tuition rates are often higher than they otherwise would

be, because of unfunded student aid. Students who can afford to pay

the higher charges are, in effect, subsidizing those who cannot.

Informal reports from private college administrators suggest that
their unfunded aid expenditures have been rising and may account for more
than 10 percent of each tuition dollar collected. Table 3 indicates that
at private schools total student aid expenditures as a portion of tuition
revenue had reached 17 percent by 1977-78, having risen from 16 percent
two years earlier.

The relationship between the rise in average educational cost
per student and tuition revenues is suggested by Table 4. The rate of
increase in average cost was higher than the rate of increase in average
tuition revenues per student. As a result, the ratios of tuition revenues
to educational costs, while remaining reasonably stable between 1975 and
1977, dropped in the 1978-79 fiscal year. In that year, educational and
general costs rose sharply. Inflation had accelerated, with especially
large jumps in utility prices. And since a new biennium for State appro-
priations had started, many public institutions increased their spending.
Faculty hiring plans were implemented and faculty and staff salaries
adjusted for cost-of-1living increases.

The drop in the ratio of tuition revenues to educational costs
in 1978-79 provoked larger-than-usual increases in student charges in
1979-80 at the state's senior, public institutions and at many private
institutions. Average tuition at the 15 senior, public institutions

jumped 32 percent for in-state undergraduates, and 17 percent for out-
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Table 3
. Student Aid Expenditures as Percent of Tuition Revenues

Fiscal year ended June 30

1976 1977 1978 1979
pexcent

ATl Virginia institations | 18 13 ‘4
Public | 20 11 13 15
4-year, enrollmant . 16, 14 14 16
‘Qver 8,000 19 14 13 15

4,000 - 8,000 9 12 14 14

Under 4,000 14 20 17 23

2-year ‘ 35 * 7 | I

Private o 16 17 17 na

na: not available

* less than .50 percent
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Table 4
Tuition Revenues as a Percent of Educational and General Expenditures

\ Fiscal year ended June 30

1976 1972 1978 1979 __
- pei'cent
. All Virginia institutions | 28 29— - 28- T ga
. Public S22 23 -~ 23 19
4—yeg£, errollment | | 22 23 23 - -720
N Over 8,000 21 . 21 21 19
4,000 - 3,000 28 29 27 23
. Under 4,000 .32 34 35- - 29
z.m',' | 19 23 21 18
Privata | | .56 56 s na

—— e — = e — e e e+ = —

' na: not available
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of-state students. These double-digit increases were in sharp contrast
to average increases in student charges of around 6 percent in 1977-78
and 4 percent in 1978-79. The increases were necessary, in part, to
help institutions bring the proportions of educational costs supported
from student tuition revenues closer to mandated objectives.

The rise in tuition rates, even at private colleges, has been
less rapid than the increase in average family incomes. As Table 5 shows,
the percentage of family income required for tuition, room, and board has
declined slightly. Nevertheless, both undergraduate and graduate public
education in Virginia are significantly more costly than in other Southern
states. In-state undergraduate students in some other states pay almost
$500 Iess per year than Virginia students.9

Financial aid disbursed to students in Virginia institutions of
higher education more than doubled over the five-year period from 1975-76
to 1979-80. Tuition charged students also rose. However, no relationship
is evident in the data for the 69 institutions between the percent increase
in aid disbursements and the percent increase in average annual tuition
and réquired fees.10

It appears that the increased availability of student grants and
loans has had differing effects on institutions' finances. The relatively
low tuitions of the four-year public institutions have enabled them, in

effect, to subsidize all undergraduate and graduate students. The amount

these institutions have spent on student aid has increased, but the

gghronicle of Higher Education, Vol. XX, Number 21, July 21, 1980, p. 1 ff.

10A correlation of the percent change in total student aid and the percent
change in tuition revenues per FTE student produces a negative coefficient.
This is partly because declines in student aid at two-year colleges contrast
with virtually no change in tuition revenues per FTE student.




Table 5. _

Tuition, Room and Board for Undergradﬁates Related to Family Income

Fiscal year Tuition, Room and Board Family = Tuition, Room and Board as
ended June 30 - incomes &/ Percent of Family Income

Public Privatat! Public Private

4-year a/ }-Mﬁ/ ’ ‘ ‘4-year 2-year
. In-stats
1976 . na $ 300 $4,072 .  $14,219 - - 2.1 28.6
1977 . 7,022 300 4,351 15,720 ~ 129 19 277
1978 Z,138 300 . 4,662 | 16,989 ©  12.6 1.8 27.4
1979 2,424 300 5,013 18,500 ©  13.1 1.6 271
_Qut-of-state |

1976 “na 1,005 4,072 14,958 na 6.7 27.2
1977 Z,726 1,005 4,351 16,009 ~  17.0 6.3 27.2
1978 2,882 1,005 4,662 17,640 16.3 5.7 26.4
1979 3,060 1,005 5,013 19,684 15.6 5.1 25.5

na: not available

a/ Mean rate for the 15 institutions.

b/ Rates at all comrumity collages are the same.
¢/ Maean rate for 5 institutions representative of tha 30.

d/ Family income data for in-stata students is median adjusted gross income on
razrriad returns, State of Virgimia, from John L. Knapp, Distribution of Virginia-
Adjusted Gross Income by Income Clags, 1978. Tayloe Mwphy Institute. Income
data are for the preceding calendar year. For out-of-state students median family
incomes in the United States were used. Data are from the U.S. Bureau of Census ,
Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the United States: 1979.

Currzent Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 125.
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average increase of 18 percent from 1975-76 to 1978-79 is not much more
than the 14 percent increase in average tuition rates. Enrollments at
most of these institutions have risen modestly, no doubt in part because
of the availability of loan funds under federal and state programs.

Tuition fees for both in-state and out-of-state students at two-
year public colleges have increased only slightly in recent years. Student
aid expenditures, however, have declined at a time when the costs of
attending college have gone up, as commuting expenses have risen with the
escalation in fuel costs.

Tuition at private institutions averages more than three times
that at public schools, reflecting partly the higher average educational
costs per student at private colleges. Inflation and concern for academic
quality have prompted tuition’increases, which have, in light of the
institutions' financial aid objectives, necessitated that larger amounts
be made available for scholarship aid. As a result, the amounts of aid
have grown at private schools and have taken larger portions of the tuition
dollars collected. The availability of student aid funds is contributing
importantly to the survival and strength of Virginia's private instituitons

of higher education.

An Analysis of a Council of Higher Education Survey to Determine Support

for Modifying Present Aid Programs and Practices

With the assistance of a task force of financial aid officers from
public and private institutions of higher education in Virginia, the Council
of Higher Education staff prepared a survey instrument to gather information
about a number of research questions related to financial aid in Virginia.

Some of the questions required the submission of data from professional
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staff at the institutions; others attempted to secure the opinions of
’a cross-section of respondents whose views on financial aid policy were
important to the results of the study. Included in the former group were
the presidents of the institutions. The latter group included members of
the Council of Higher Education and its Postsecondary Education Advisory
Committee; members of the Education Committee of the House of Delegates
and its Higher Education Subcommittee; members of the Education and Health
Committee of the State Senate; and members of the boards of directors of
the State Education Assistance Authority and the Virginia Education Loan
Authority.

Of the 71 questionnaires that were mailed to the institutions in
August, 1980, 61 were returned, a response rate of 86 percent.

The significant findings of the survey are presented below in
sections addressing the principal programs of student financial aid
that are currently supported with Virginia tax dollars. The last section
presents views on the overall coordination and administration of the
aid programs at the campus and State levels.

1. The College Scholarship Assistance Program (CSAP). As

indicated earlier in this chapter, the CSAP is a need-based program
partially financed with federal funds received under the State Student
Incentive Grant Program (SSIG). In the past three years, the number of
applications has spiraled upward while the combined federal and state
support for the program has remained essentially the same.

When asked whether the CSAP was an effective program given its
present level of funding and distribution of awards, the respondents
indicated that the program is only marginally effective. The responses
across the populations surveyed ranged from an affirmative vote of S0
percent at the state-supported senior institutions to a 63 percent

affirmative vote at the community colleges.
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Asked to assume that the level of funding for the program will not
increase, the respondents were then invited to express their views
regarding the current policies for distributing CSAP funds. In 1980-81,
the policy was to grant $200 to $600 to eligible applicants with a net
financial need of at least $1,500.- Approximately 50 percent of the total
applicant pool qualified for awards under this policy.

By a margin of 23 to 13, the presidents of the state-supported
institutions favored a continuation of the existing rationing policy.

The presidents of the private institutions, on the other hand, favored
by a margin of 12 to 9 a change in policy that would result in larger
awards to fewer students.

Further, the private colleges favored increasing the minimum
level of financial need to qualify for a grant (13 to 0), making larger
awards to fewer students (12 to 1), and targeting State need-based aid
to middle-income students (16 to 6). Conversely, the state-supported
institutions favored reducing the minimum level of financial need to
qualify for a grant (13 to 8), making smaller awards to 2 larger number
of students (11 to 7), and targeting state need-based aid to lower income
students (28 to 8).

An area of agreement between the public and private institutions
concerned the possibility of incorporating minimum standards of merit
into the CSAP. By a margin of 23 to 13, the state-supported institutions
supported the use of merit-based aid. Among the private institutions the
margin was even higher (16 to 6). There was also considerable support
for merit-based aid among the General Assembly respondents, Council members,
arnid other groups. Many respondents expressed concern that limitations on the total
state aid dollars available for student aid mitigated against the creation of a
separate merit-based program, but that the CSAP, as a need-based program, might be

improved through the addition of merit criteria.
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In reviewing the responses toward the College Scholarship
Assistance Program, it is possible to obtain a perspective on the overall
adequacy of nesd-based aid in Virginia. Responses from the institutions
suggest that, on the average, about 80 percent of each student's demonstrated
financial need is currently being met. The average percentage of need
met is highest for aid recipients at the public senior and the private
colleges (83 and 84 percent, respectively) and lowest among the community
college students (74 percent). From institution to institution, however,
the percentage of need met varies greatly. An average of only 51 percent
of need is met through scholarships and grants, the survey revealed.

Fifty-nine percent of the institutions indicated that the per-
centage of need met through available aid programs has remained constant
over the last several years. This response must be viewed in light of
the increased funds available under the federal need-based aid programs,
as well as the federally insured loan programs. Of 29 institutions
reporting a change in the percentage of financial need they were able
to meet with available aid, 66 percent indicated a downward trend.

The number of students who are currently receiving financial aid
from federal, State, or other sources reflects an increased need for
student aid. Altogether, responding institutions reported a total of
over 80,000 students receiving some form of financial aid. This number
includes 68 percent of the students at the higher cost private institutions,
46 percent at the public senior institutions and Richard Bland College,
and 22 percent at the lower cost community colleges.

2. The Tuition Assistance Grant Program. (TAGP). The survey

questionnaire reviewed the history of the TAGP noting that when it was
first established in 1973, TAGP grants eliminated about 33 percent of the
tuition gap between public and private colleges. It then pointed out

that, despite substantial increases in State appropriations for the
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program since that time, the percentage of the tuition gap eliminated
by TAGP grants has fallen to about 25 percent.

Based on this trend, respondents were asked whether the TAGP
appropriation should be indexed to the operating (E&G) appropriations
provided the state-supported institutions. In this way, the size of the
awards would automatically increase each year in order to eliminate
a specified percentage of the tuition gap. The private college
presidents overwhelmingly favored such an approach; the public college
presidents who responded opposed it. A number of presidents, however,
elected to express no opinion on this question. The indexing of the
TAGP was favored, albeit by a small margin (5 to 4), by the members of
the General Assembly who responded to the question.

Regarding the minimum percentage of the tuition gap which should
be met under an indexing formula, the response from 18 private college
presidents yielded an average of 43 percent. Individual responses, however,
ranged from 18 to 66 percent. Taken together, the members of the General
Assembly who answered this question proposed an even higher average per-

centage (53 percent average; a range of 33 percent to 99 percent).

3. The Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP]. The GSLP involves

Virginia's state guarantee agency, the State Education Assistance Authority
(SEAA), and a variety of lending institutions. In Virginia, the principal
lending institutions are banks and the recently established and rapidly
expanding Virginia Education Loan Authority (VELA).

On the questionnaire, respondents were asked for their views
regarding the growth in the GSLP loans made by the VELA. Forty-six institutions
reported that more students are taking GSLP loans, because of the increased access to
loan funds provided by the VELA. A total of 18 institutions perceived that the

establishment of the VELA has had no effect. Moreover,
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by a margin of 27 to 1, the institutions indicated that the individual
loans have grown larger.

One respondent indicated a growing concern about the large loan
amounts being taken by first and second year students. Several cautions
were given, the most significant being that many students are exhausting
their loan eligibility in the first two years, leaving them with a shortage
of financial aid in the junior and senior years. A second caution was
related to the fact that loans to first and second-year students (versus
third and fourth-year students) constitute a greater risk to the guaranteeing
state agency, as they are the loans most likely to go into default.

4. Commonwealth Incentive Grant Program. The Commonwealth

Incentive Grant Program was first established in 1979 to help state-
supported senior institutions to attract larger numbers of other-race,
first-time enrollments. Asked whether the program was effective in meeting
its objective, the institutions responded in the negative by a margin of

21 to 7. Moreover, among the state-supported senior institutions, all

but two of 14 presidents responding to the question believed the program
was ineffective.

When the presidents of these 12 senior institutions were asked how
the program could be modified to make it more effective, nine recommended
that the grants be extended to second, third, and fourth year students on
the grounds that mamy institutions lack sufficient funds to continue to
support these students after their first year, thereby increasing the
risk of attrition. Three presidents expressed the belief that the grants
made little difference in the number of first-time, other-race students,
because students receiving the incentive grants would have enrolled anyway

and would have been assisted using other aid programs.
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5. Institutional Appropriations for Student Aid. Each state-

supported institution and Richard Bland College receives biennial appro-
priations specifically for student financial assistance. Institutional
presidents were asked to comment on the present statutory restrictions on
the use of these funds and to recommend any changes deemed appropriate.
Seven of the community college presidents indicated that their institutions
ought to receive institutional appropriations in the future. Among the
senior institutions, four presidents called for greater flexibility in
allowing the institutions to decide how the funds are to be expended, and

two presidents cited the need to increase the level of funds appropriated.

6. Portability and Reciprocity of Student Grants. Currently,
Virginia's state student grants are not portable; that is, they may not
be applied to offset the costs of a student attending an institution outside Virginia.
Neither does Virginia have any reciprocity agreements with other states whereby
students can transfer their grant awards between the states.

.By a margin of 41 to 17, the institutions were opposed to making
Virginia's state grants portable. The presidents, while also opposed to
reciprocity agreements, evidenced some strong support for entering into
agreements in the future.

Among the institutions favoring reciprocity agreements, most
favored them with such states as Pennsylvania and New Jersey, both
of which have portable grants and send comparatively large numbers of students’ to
Virginia institutions.Pennsylvania plans to discontinue portability to states with
which it has no reciprocity agreement, a trend that may increase support in Virginia for

developing reciprocity agreements . According to the institutions responding to the

survey, a total of 2,084 out-of-state students with portable grants were enrolled in
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Private colleges reported 1,656 enrollments, state-supported senior
institutions 419, and community colleges only nine. The number of
enrollments from Pennsylvania and New Jersey was larger than the number
from other states.

7. State Aid to Part-Time Students. State-supported senior

institutions opposed the extension of state grants to part-time students
by a margin of 11 to 5. Members of the General Assembly agreed by a
7 to 4 margin. The community colleges, on the other hand, favored grants
to part-time students by a margin of 16 to 4. Private colleges also
favored such a move but by a narrower 13 to 10 vote. Support for
extending grants to less than half-time students was negligible.
Generally, the survey revealed widespread support for providing
loans as a source of aid to part-time students. For less than part-time
students, though, the number of respondents advocating loans was small.

8. Financial Aid Packaging. A total of 73 percent of the insti-

tutions reported that Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG's)
constituted the foundation of their student aid packages. Thirty-seven
institutions reported CSAP grants as the second or third program used
in building a student's total aid package.

Several private institutions reported that loans are now the
foundation of their student aid packages. In fact, the survey revealed
a growing trend to rely on Guaranteed Student Loans for this purpose.
The commmity colleges are also turning increasingly toward the GSLP
rather than the NDSL, which has a lower interest charge (9 percent versus
4 percent, respectively). The survey showed that sixteen community
colleges were packaging GSLP loans compared to only four using the NDSL.
Undoubtedly, the reason for this is the recent withdrawal of several

commmity colleges from the NDSL program.
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9. Coordination and Administration of Virginia's Aid Programs.

Virginia's aid programs, like those in many other states, are administered
by numerous separate agencies. Asked to comment on the present adminis-
trative organization of state financial aid programs, most respondents
favored retaining the present administrative structure. Among the insti-
tutions, 30 presidents opted for the status quo; seven called for a single

state agency to oversee all state aid programs.
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CHAPTER II. RECENT MODIFICATIONS IN THE FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID
PROGRAMS AND THE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE STATES

On October 3, 1980, the Education Amendments of 1980 became Public
Law 96-374. The new law, which modifies and extends the Higher Education
Act of 1965, leaves the Guaranteed Student Loan Program largely unchanged,
raising the interest rate by 2 percentage points (from 7 to 9 percent for new
borrowers only) and authorizing for the first time a parental loan program.
The law also permits the restructuring and expansion of the National Direct
Student Loan (NDSL) program. Among the modifications to the NDSL is one to
allow the Secretary of Education to borrow funds through the federal treasury;
when this occurs, however, institutions may no longer retain their NDSL
collections, if the amount borrowed is as much as $1 billion.

The law also increases, in stages, the maximum student grant avail-
able under the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program (BEOG). 1In
addition, it mandates a federal need-analysis system and reauthorizes, with
only minor modifications, the remainder of the campus-based programs

(Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants and College Work-Study).

The Escalating Costs of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program

The revised Higher Education Act of 1965 authorizes the expenditure
of approximately $49 billion for higher education purposes during the next
five years. Of this amount, at least $10.5 billion is in uncontrollable
costs associated with the Guaranteed Student Loan program. Depending on prime
interest rates, it has been estimated that the costs to the federal govern-
ment of this one program might approach $12 or $13 million during the five-
year period.

The cost of student aid, particularly the federal outlay for the

Guaranteed Student Loan program, has become a major concern of the congres-
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sional budget and appropriations committees over the last two years.Expenditures under
the GSL program are not curtailed by the new Higher Education Act. In fact, because all
students are now eligible for fully subsidized loans, a result of the passage in 1978 of
the Middle Income Student Assistance Act,
GSL costs have increased rapidly from less than $500 million in fiscal year
1978 to a projected $2 billion in 1981. At the same time, the number of
borrowers has risen from about one million to more than 2.5 million, and the
total volume of loans has increased from less than $2 billion to over $5
billion and is still growing. As the College Board recently wrote:
As long as market interest rates remain high, government-

guaranteed student loans (whether at 9% or 7%) will remain

highly attractive to students and parents, and cost to the

federal government will continue to increase. Alone among

programs authorized by the Higher Education Act, appropriations

for GSL are non-discretionary. The govermment is obligated

to finance the cost (in-school interest subsidies, default

claims, special allowances to banks) associated with GSL.

In effect, the program functions as an entitlement for

student borrowers, regardless of income or need, who can
find a willing lender.

The Guaranteed Student Loan program has not always been popular with
potential lenders. In fact, the Virginia Education Loan Authority was
established three years ago to make loans to Virginia students who were
having difficulty securing them from private lenders. But the passage
of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act, by removing the restrictions on
who could get the loans, eliminated much of the paperwork associated with the
program and paved the way for private lenders to move back into the program.

In the same Act, Congress also provided additional federal incentives
for lenders to remain in the program. As Lawrence E. Gladieux explained in

a recent issue of Change Magazine:

1"Report from Washington on the 1980 Reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act," a review and analysis by the Washington office of the College
Board and the College Scholarship Service Assembly, October, 1980, p. ii.
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... participating banks are now getting a ''special allow-
ance" from the federal government that makes student loans a
risk-free investment for the lender at a favorable rate of
return. Until 1979 the added payment to the banks could not
exceed 5 percent over and above the 7 percent charged on the
loan. However, when commerical interest rates began climbing
in the spring and summer of 1979 Congress removed the limit
and let the special allowance float in relation to the rate paid
on U.S. Treasury bills. (The special allowance reached a peak
of 10 7/8 percent in March of 1980.) In earlier years the
commitment of private lenders to the student loan program was
often shaky; some viewed participation as a public service
obligation, others could not be bothered. The recent changes
have made Ehe program much more attractive to the lending
community.

The Potential Shift of Federal Aid Dollars from Grants to Loans

Although the Education Amendments of 1980 increased authorization levels
for virtually all of the student aid programs (the BEOG maximum, for example,
is authorized to increase, in steps, to $2,600 by fiscal year 1985), the
actual funding of the programs will depend on annual decisions made by the
budget and appropriations committees. Given the unlikely prospect of
Congress appropriating '"sum sufficient'" dollars for the aid programs and in
view of the runaway cost of the Guaranteed Student Loan program at the
present time and the prospect of little change in this trend in the near
future, Congress may well find it impossible fully to fund the BEOG program
and the maximums authorized under each of the campus-based programs, even
if it continues to increase the total dollars made available for financial

aid.>

Should this scenario develop, the result would be a rapid shift of
federal dollars toward loans and a consequent movement away from funding the

grant programs even at their present levels. As the College Board has written:

2Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, October, 1980, p. 27.

3Congress is already finding it difficult to meet the BEOG funding
commitments. As the AASCU "Actiongram'" of November 7, 1980, noted: '"Estimates
are that there will not be enough BEOG funding even for the current year,
fiscal year 1980, for students in college this year (1980-81). This 'shortfall'
will have to be made up from fiscal year 1981 funds. This in turn means a
very serious shortfall in fiscal year 1981 funds unless there is a sub-
stantially larger appropriation."
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A major issue of federal higher education policy in the

early 1980's will be the extent to which the costs of student

loans will restrain the growth of other higher education programs,

particularly need-based student grants designed to equalize

educational opportunity. Such a budgetary 'trade-off' was already

in evidence last summer when the Appropriations Committees cut

1980 funds for Basic Educational Opportunities Grants (BEOG)

while adding $650 million foz unanticipated, mandatory expenses

of Guaranteed Student Loans.

The alternative to these events is for Congress to make, even before
the revised Higher Education Act expires in 1985, significant changes in
the Guaranteed Student Loan program in order to control its cost. This
could be done by reducing the maximum loan amount allowed per student, by
reinstituting an income cap (one was in effect pre-MISAA) beyond which
students would not be eligible for interest subsidies, by making the loans
available only to students with financial need (as determined by a standardized
needs test), or by a combination of these approaches.

Congress is reluctant to make major adjustments in the Guaranteed
Loan program because of congressional policy which was set with the passage
of the Middle Income Student Assistance Act. The Act represents a compromise
between legislators who favored expanding federal student aid programs and those
who sought the enactment of a tuition tax credit to be taken at the time
of the annual filing of an individual's federal income tax form. If the
Guaranteed Student Loan program were significantly altered so as to restrict
interest subsidies, the argument goes, students from middle and upper-income
families would again demand the passage of the tuition tax credit concept.
While this idea is superficially attractive, in that it would provide

"instant relief" for all college families without the paperwork and hassle

required in obtaining aid through more bureaucratic means, the individual

4"Report from Washington..."
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amount involved would likely be so small (the per student amount previously
discussed in Congress was $250) that it would have little effect on the
price of education to the student, while the total cost to the federal
treasury (at least $2 billion at the $250 per student level) would be
significant. Moreover, the loss in tax revenues would almost certainly

be subtracted from the funds which otherwise would be appropriated for
financial aid.

If efforts are not made to adjust the Guaranteed Student Loan program,
and the sums provided for the grant programs plateau or decline in order to
accommodate the GSL costs, students will have no alternative but to seek
additional loans. Parents, too, might find it necessary to take advantage
of the new parental loan program. If an increased reliance on loans occurs,
needy students and their parents will find themselves increasingly saddled
with long-term debts, a situation which could actually discourage college
attendance and lead to an acceleration in the decline in institutional
enrollments which is already projected nationally.

The shift toward loans will occur even more rapidly if Congress, in
order to achieve a balanced budget, either decreases its total funding for
financial aid programs or sustains the overall funding at basically the
present level. Although such action seems inconsistent with the increased
authorizations only recently included in the Education Amendments of 1980,
the possibility could become a real one depending on the political pressure
exerted on Congress to achieve a balanced budget while simultaneously
increasing defense spending and providing tax relief, all of which seem to
have a mandate from the people, judging by the outcome of the recent national

elections.
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The Concern Over the Federally-Mandated Need-Analysis System

Among the provisions enacted by the Higher Education Amendments of 1980
is a single schedule of family contributions to govern both Basic Grants and the
campus-based federal programs. This new need analysis system prescribes the
rate of assessment against discretionary income (a flat 14 percent up to income
levels of $25,000 adjusted gross), asset protection (total exclusion of home
equity), and liberalized treatment of independent students. Although the full
impact of the need-analysis provisions has not been established, a preliminary
analysis indicates that while the system will probably expand the pool of
eligible students and the volume of computed need for the campus-based programs,
the system will be relatively stringent at lower and middle-income levels.
The result will be that the federally mandated need-analysis system will expect
substantially more in parental contributions from low and moderate income
families than does the present Uniform Methodology, a method of calculating
need which is used by most institutions and the private corporations (for
example, the College Scholarship Service) which process aid applications. If
this system is implemented in its present form, student access to higher edu-
cation may be threatened. At a minimum, the distribution pattern for financial
aid would shift significantly toward providing more assistance to students

from upper-income levels.

A Summary of the Issues at the Federal Level

The ‘passage of the Education Amendments of 1980 could have several unin-
tended consequences for student financial assistance and far-reaching implications
for the states. Even if the congressional appropriation for student aid continues
to increase, the uncontrollable cost of the Guaranteed Loan program might mean
that a larger amount of the total funds appropriated must be diverted to meet
the rising costs of this program. If this happens, the grant programs will likely

not receive proportionate increases unless all restrictions on funding are removed,
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an unlikely occurrence given national efforts to control federal spending.
Moreover, because of the pressure to achieve a balanced federal budget, there
is at least a possibility that total federal student aid dollars will sta-
bilize or even decline.5 The result would be an acceleration of the shift
away from grants and toward the GSL program. The only remedy for this
situation is a restructuring of the GSL program with an imposition of
restrictions that more narrowly qualify students for loans, or at a minimum,
for interest subsidies. However, if an attempt is made to limit access to
GSL loans, the prospect of tuition tax credits will again emerge, a proposal
opposed by most financial aid apecialists during the consideration of the
Middle Income Student Assistance Act in 1978.

Further complicating the financial aid picture is the possibility
that the new federal need-analysis system might impede student access by
requiring higher parental contributions from lower_and middle-income students,
while reducing the contributions required from families with incomes above
approximately $30,000. This system would also force more students toward
the GSL program, if their parents are unable to provide the additional

parental contributions...

The Implications of the Issues for the States

There is increasing consensus among the higher education community
that the federal financial aid programs, as re-authorized, are seriously flawed
and that the entire process of providing aid to students is threatened. If
true, the resulting situation will have far-reaching implications for the states,
which ultimately bear the principal responsibility for providing education to

the citizens.

SAs Lawrence Gladieux noted, '"Guaranteed student loans are the only
item under the Higher Education Act for which appropriations are mandatory.
The other programs may have sky-high authorization levels, but yearly appro-
priations determine how much they actually get and they are not immune to
spending cuts.'" (Change, p. 29.)
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The combination of changes in the law and the new political realities
might lead to the following:

A rapid escalation in the cost of the Guaranteed Loan Program and

a decline in federal grant funds. Assuming a finite pool of total

dollars for student aid and the uncontrollable costs of the GSL,
the number of grant dollars will likely decrease. This will force
all students, even those with significant financial need, to turn
increasingly toward loans.6 The result would be a "vicious circle"
in which GSL costs continue to rise forcing a reduction in grants;
the reduction leads more students to turn to loans, which again
increases the cost of the loan program.

A threat to access. Most financial aid officers attempt to achieve
a balance between grants and loans in building a student's aid
package. Experience has shown that needy students with large loan
commitments are more likely to withdraw from institutions. Moreover,
studies have indicated that some groups of students, particularly
minorities, are reluctant to commit themselves at all to loans.

As loan obligations increase and needy students conclude that
they cannot afford the long-term financial commitments, access to
higher education by low and middle-income students may be threatened.
If access is restricted, institutions will have lost important
clientele and could actually experience a decline in student

enrollment.

6As Lawrence Gladieux summarized it, ''Budget trade-offs could
seriously diminish federal aid for needy students. The costs of highly sub-
sidized loans for middle and upper-middle income students - essentially loans
of convenience rather than loans of need - are swallowing a bigger and bigger
piece of the federal pie for higher education. The pie may get larger, but
if budget constraints persist and if loan costs are not brought under control,
grant and other programs designed to equalize educational opportunity will
likely suffer.'" (Change, pp. 30-31).
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Rising student expectations for state and institutional action to

replace lost federal grants. If students who have previously received

aid suddenly find that their federal funds (from BEOG and the campus-
based programs) have stabilized or perhaps declined, many of them

will likely look to the states and the institutions for additional
assistance or refuse to enroll. States will accept large enrollment
declines or make available additional aid funds in order for their
institutions to continue to attract and retain students. Should this
occur, the principal responsibility for providing access to higher
education, and of maintaining college enrollments at a level necessary
to the continued viability of institutions, will have dramatically
shifted to the states.

Another alternative, of course, would be for institutions to
stabilize or reduce their tuition rates to maintain the present
price/aid 'levels. This notion, however, would receive little support
among the institutions and would be almost impossible to effect,
given long-term institutional commitments to faculty and physical
resources, and the enervating effects of inflation.

Regardless of whether or not tuition rates are controlled, it
is increasingly apparent that there is an important relationship,
however poorly defined, between the pricing of higher education and
the amount of financial assistance made available. What is signi-
ficant about this relationship is that institutions cannot suddenly
afford to have the balance between price to the students and the
aid available upset without pricing themselves out of the market.

If Congress provides the funding necessary to continue grants,
thereby maintaining the balance which is presently in place, then

the institutions need not be concerned. If, as seems possible, the
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balance is significantly altered, then the institutions will, out
of necessity, be forced to find a quick adjustment. In that
eventuality, it is likely that they will be compelled to request

large sums of additional aid dollars from the states.

Conclusion

The federal financial aid programs, as revised and extended by the
Education Amendments of 1980, reflect the growing inability of the federal
legislative process to resolve differences among competing interests. The
present situation with the programs should prompt the states and the insti-
tutions collectively to urge Congress to move rapidly to resolve the crisis.

Although the federal government has set the direction of financial
aid in this country for a number of years, the states and the institutions
have always made available some funds to assist students. In fact, the
movement toward providing financial aid nationally did not occur until the
passage, toward the end of the Second World War, of the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act (the ''GI Bill"). Following the GI Bill benefits, Congress
and the states began providing financial assistance for specific objectives
(for example, the National Defense Student Loan Program was established in 1958
to assist the nation in overtaking and surpassing the Russian technology
which brought about the success of Sputnik). Federal financial aid, at least
Since the establishment of the Basic Grant program in 1972, has been intended
to provide access to higher education. This access has been provided
nationally through students rather than by having federal dollars flow
directly to the institutions. Obviously, however, institutions are aided,
even if indirectly, whenever additional federal or state dollars are made

available to students.
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Prior to 1979, the federal government, although finding it difficult
to meet the burgeoning need-based financial entitlements promised under the
BEOG program, was nevertheless able to do so by devising an index that
annually rationed the available dollars according to the projected student
need. Even then, adjustments generally had to be made in the form of
supplementary appropriations, because the projections never quite squared
with the initial dollars awarded. Beginning in 1979, following the passage of
MISAA, Congress suddenly discovered that it had created another entitlement
program, the GSL, which could not be controlled through the rationing process.
Now Congress finds itself unable to cope with two entitlement programs com-
peting for the same pool of dollars. The result is a federal financial aid

system which could break down at any time.
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CHAPTER III. FINANCIAL AID IN VIRGINIA: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Financial aid in Virginia is big business. With the dramatic
growth in the Guaraanteed Student Loan program, the total financial assist-
ance annually provided to Virginia students totals almost $200 million.
Yet, because of the increasing costs of college attendance and the sus-
tained economic conditions which seem simultaneously to produce both
recession and inflation, there is no surplus of aid dollars. In fact, as
indicated earlier, the College Scholarship Service identified, in an
analysis completed in September of aid applicants who filed for assistance
at Virginia institutions for the 1980-81 academic year, a financial need
(as measured by the national Uniform Methodology) of at least $34 million

which could not be met by the aid available to those applicants.

One of the problems is the relatively high tuition rates charged
by the state-supported institutions. A June, 1980, report of the Southern
Regional Education Boardl reveals that Virginia's tuition and required fees
for resident undergraduates enrolled at senior (four-year and above) public
institutions are the highest among all the SREB states. Moreoyer, these
tuitions will continue to increase under the 70/30 tuition policy, which
automatically raises tuition costs to the students as the state increases
its institutional funding per student. The tuition charges at the private insti-
tutions in Virginia are also relatively high and constantly escalating,
thereby driving up the demonstrated student need.

Although most of the financial assistance available in Virginia
is associated with the federal student aid programs, the state also has

an important role to play in the process. First, the Commonwealth annually

IvTuition Increases in Several States,'' an article in Regional
Action, a quarterly newsletter published by the Southern Regional Education
Board, Volume 29, No. 4, page 3, June, 1980.
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provides almost $16 million in grants to students attending public and private
institutions. Second, although the federal government is the final guarantcr,
the Commonwealth has the initial responsibility to guarantee from default the
large number of Guaranteed Loans made by private lenders and the Virginia

Education Loan Authority.

Some of the issues related to financial aid in Virginia have been
discussed in preceding chapters. Of special concern are the rising, uncon-
trollable costs associated with the Guaranteed Student Loan program at the
national level. If these costs are not checked, the funding for the various
federal grant programs, especially the Basic Grant (BEOG) awards (now called
Pell Grants), will be threatened. This problem and others were detailed in
the last chapter. Many of them arise from decisions made - or not made -
during the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act in October, 1980.
Congress and the executive branch have only recently begun to realize the
seriousness of the situation. Perhaps Congress will act early in the next
session to ameliorate many of the problems identified. If not, the financial
aid picture for 1981-82 will be confused at best, and many students who will
need assurance of receiving aid before they finally commit to enroll next
year will find their situations unresolved at the beginning of the academic
year.

In view of the problems identified nationally and outlined in the
previous chapter, the Council recommends that the Virginia General Assembly

express its concern about the national financial aid situation and that the

leadership of the Assembly urge the Governor to call the attention of the new

administration to the student aid crisis. In doing so, the Governor may

again wish to suggest, as he has in the past on other issues, that more
latitude should be given to the states in order that a genuine partnership

for student financial assistance can be developed between the federal govern-

ment and the state govermmments.,
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Because of the uncertainty surrounding the federal aid programs and the

acknowledgement by a number of legislators that action must be taken to correct some of
the unintended consequences of the passage of the Education Amendments of 1980,
particularly those pertaining to the federal student assistance programs, the
conclusions and recommendations contained in this chapter must necessarily be subject
to change if Congress makes significant modifications in the federal aid programs. The
Council of Higher Education will, after assessing any program modifications at the
federal level, revise

and update the recommendations contained in this chapter.

College Scholarship Assistance Program

Over the last seven years, the applications to this program have
increased from approximately 250 to 37,000 each year. The funding, mean-
while, has grown from approximately $500,000 to $2.1 million, with an
additional §1.7 million in federal matching funds annually made available
through the State Student Incentive Grant program. For the last three years,
the state funding has not increased. In order to provide awards averaging
$250 to the eligible applicants who applied for 1980-81, the Council had to
decrease the percentage of student need met by the program (it declined from
15 to 9 percent), while increasing the minimum need necessary for a student
to qualify for aid (this figure increased from $1,000 in 1979-80 to $1,500
in 1980-81).

With stable funding and the increasing number of applications, the
future viability of the College Scholarship Assistance Program is in doubt.
The Council believes that further decreasing the average size of individual
student awards under the program would result in the program no longer being

effective. At the same time, further limiting the participation of students
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in the program would seem to defeat its role as a statewide need-based
program intended to assist a large number of Virginia students who have
financial need.

Ideally, the College Scholarship Assistance Program should be
Virginia's foundation program of student assistance. Following the model of
the federal Basic Grant program, a financial aid officer should be able to
estimate the amount a student will receive under CSAP and use both the Basic
Grant and CSAP estimates as the basis for a student's total package of aid.

If funding were available to accomplish this goal, the average per student
award under CSAP should be at least $400. Assuming that the number of
eligible students would remain at approximately the number who qualified for
assistance in 1980-81, the total annual cost of the CSAP program would be

$7.4 million. This would require an additional $3.5 million per year, after
taking into account the present appropriation and the matching funds currently
received from the federal State Student Incentive Grant program.

The Council recommends that the funding for CSAP be significantly
increased. However, if sufficient State funding is not available to accomplish
this goal, the Comncil recommends that the General Assembly consider altermative
proposals for using the program to assist a limited group of students rather
than continue the present effort to aid all students with financial need.

One alternative is to target the awards towards students with

a particular need, for example, those from middle income families. It would
;eem especially appropriate to adopt this approach if the method for cal-
culating financial need which is specified in the new amendments to the
Higher Education Act is not modified in the next Congress. Under the
procedure contained in the federal Act, which must be used for all campus-
based federal programs and the Basic Grant program, middle income families

would be required to increase their contributions to their sons' or daughters'

educational costs over the amounts currently expected. Although it would
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be difficult to develop an equitable distribution systemsolely for students frommiddle

income families (one of the problems would be obtaining consensus about the income range
for ''middle income' families), the approach would provide some relief for families who
are too often squeezed out of the

financial aid picture.

A second alternative is to develop a program which uses both academic
merit and financial need as criteria for receiving an award. Under all of
the major federal aid programs, financial aid is awarded based solely on the
financial need of the applicant. Nevertheless, there is a trend in the nation
for more institutions, as well as states, to institute programs containing
a merit component in order to attract and provide assistance to outstanding
students. Under this proposal, it might be possible to base freshman awards
on high school rank in class, scofes on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT),
or a cdmbination of the two criteria. Awards, once made, might automatically
continue beyond the freshman year as long as a student had sufficient need,
or might be based on the maintenance of a minimum Grade Point Average (GPA).
However, in all instances, in order to receive an award a student would have
to demonstrate sufficient financial need, as determined by either the new
federal need analysis system or by a system developed by the Council. If
the program is modified along the lines proposed here, it is recommended
that the name of the program be changed to Commonwealth Scholarship
Assiétance Program and that the recipients be known as Commonwealth Scholars.

Regardless of the procedure, the program must continue to be need-
based in order to receive the federal matching funds through the State
Student Incentive Grant program (SSIG). In this regard, it may be necessary
in the future, no matter what modifications are made in the program, for it
to receive at least a small annual increase in funds in order to satisfy

maintenance of effort requirements imposed by the Education Amendments of

O
PR
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1980. The U. S. Department of Education is still analyzing the amendments

to determine the exact requirements of the maintenance of effort provision.

Tuition Assistance Grant Program

This program has two distinct purposes: to provide assistance to
virginia's private institutions in order to encourage the diversity in
higher education in Virginia, and to provide students a 'freedom of choice
in deciding to select a private institution over a public one. With regard
to the latter, the specific purpose of the program is to help narrow the
tuition gap between the tuition charged by public institutions and the higher
tuition costs of the private institutions. When the program began in 1973,
the $400 per student award reduced the tuition gap by approximately 33
percent. The present award of $625 per student reduces the gap by about
24 percent. Therefore, despite the fact that the level of funding for the
program has significantly increased over the years, as has the per-student
award, the relative significance of an award under the program has declined.

The increases in funding for the Tuition Assistance Grant program
have been less than those recommended by the Council of Higher Education and
the Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia (the private college
association). For the 1980-82 biennium, the Council of Higher Education
endorsed a Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia (CICV) request to the
Governor and the General Assembly to appropriate sufficient funds to increase
the award to $900 per student. To implement the request, approximately
$21 million would have been required. The General Assembly provided about
$14.7 million. The CICV will once again seek, at the 1981 session of the

Assembly, funding to enable the per-student award to move to $900. Th uncil

therefore, re-affirms its support of a per-student TAG grant of $900 and
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recommends that the award increase to this level for the 1981-82 academic

year. To implement this recommendation, an additional $3,542,500 over the ‘
amount already appropriated for 1981-82 ($7,437,500) would be necessary.

The estimate of additional funds assumes that the total number of
recipients in 1981-82 will be 12,200, an increase of 300 over the number
for whom funds have been appropriated at the $625 level. The new estimate
seems valid based on the number of actual recipients in 1980-81. However,
it is possible that the number of eligible applicants might be higher if
the increase in the size of the award makes the program more attractive to
present students not now participating in the program or to potential
students.

"The Commonwealth has for several years demonstrated its interest
in preserving diversity in higher education in Virginia. Virginia's private
institutions annually enroll approximately 13,000 full-time undergraduate
Virginia students. While this number might increase slightly if there is
a sudden significant increase in the size of the TAG award, the overall
enrollment of Virginia students at the private institutions is not expected
to increase dramatically in the next few years. For this reason, it is
projected that in the next biennium the number of students receiving awards

should become stable.

Finally, there has been discussion over the last two months about
extending the TAG program to graduate and first professional (principally
law) students enrolled at Virginia's private institutions. A bill was pre-
filed to this effect prior to the 1981 session of the General Assembly, and
the Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia (CICV) announced its support
of the move in December. However, the CICV recommended that funding for the
extension not be made available until the 1982-84 biennium, in order for 1
the association to focus on its principal objective: increasing significantly

at the 1981 session, the size of the TAG award for undergraduates.
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The extension obviously would benefit only certain students at
a small number of institutions. Further, there is a concern among some
private college presidents that an extension would divert funds from under-
graduates to graduates, thus retarding the growth in the size of the grants
for the former group of students. The Council shares those concerns and

recommends that the bill to extend TAG awards to graduate students should

not be enacted.

Institutional Appropriations for Student Aid

Each state-supported senior institution and Richard Bland College
has in its operating budget a line-item appropriation for student assistance.
An institution, after submitting a plan for the use of the funds and receiving
approval from the Council of Higher Education, may use its annual appropriation
for student assistance for one or more of the following purposes: (1) to make
undergraduate grants based on financial need; (2) to make awards, which may
or may not be based on need at the discretion of the institution, to graduate
students; (3) to make contributions to the institution's State Student Loan
Fund; and (4) to provide the institutional match for any federal or private
financial assistance programs which require matching funds. In the 1978-80
biennium, the institutions collectively received $7,370,550 in institutional
student aid funds. In 1980-82, the institutions received only $6,313,290.
The decrease in discretionary funding resulted because of the establishment
of the Commonwealth Incentive Grant program, an '"other-race' scholarship
program established by the General Assembly, on the recommendation of the
Governor, to attract additional black students to the senior traditionally
white institutions and additional white students to the traditionally black

institutions. The funding for this program duirng the 1980-82 biennium
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totals approximately $2.5 million, a portion of which came from funds
which otherwise would have gone into the institutions' student aid
appropriations.

The line-item appropriation for student assistance is important
to the institutions for two reasons: (1) it provides funds for financial
aid officers to use in rounding out a student's financial aid package, and
(2) it is a principal source of financial aid funds for graduate students
attending Virginia's institutions. Except for the National Direct Student
Loan and Guaranteed Student Loan programs, graduate students are virtually
excluded from receiving federal financial assistance.2 The state appropriation
allows an institution to provide fellowship funds for graduate students, as
well as funding for assistantships which provide both aid to students and
service to the institution. It is important for institutions to continue
to have this source of funds available in order to attract academically
superior graduate students. In fact, because of the limited funding and
the restrictions placed on the use of this appropriation, the state's
largest graduate institutions are now heavily relying on the Unfunded
Scholarship program (under which an institution takes funds from its
Educational and General budget and uses them for student financial assis-
tance) to provide tuition support for high quality graduate students.

The line-item appropriation for student assistance will continue
to be an important source of financial aid funding for the institution

because of the flexibility it provides. The Council recommends, therefore,

that the institutional appropriations for student assistance not continue to

decline. Instead, it is recommended that the institutional appropriations

increase to a level of $3.75 million annually and then be stabilized at that

2The Education Amendments of 1980 established three new programs to
provide aid to graduate and professional students (see the appendix of this
study), but no funding has been provided for their implementation.
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level, except for periodic adjustments for inflation, on the premise that the

federal programs and the Commonwealth's statewide need-based program (CSAP)

should be principally relied upon to meet the financial need of undergraduatz

students. This action would increase the funding once again to approximately

the same level as in the 1978-80 biennium. It is further recommended that

Section 4.10.01(a) of the Appropriations Act be changed to allow an institution

to use more than 50 percent of its institutional appropriation to provide __

grants to graduate students. Again, there is ample undergraduate financial ____

assistance available, relatively speaking, for state and federal programs.

‘Graduate students, however, need more help than is now available.

Commonwealth Incentive Grant Program

The Commonwealth Incentive Grant program was established in 1979 to
assist the institutions in attracting ''other-race' students. Approximately
$500,000 was made available in 1979-80 and $1 million was appropriated for
this purpose in 1980-81. The appropriation for the biennium totals §$2.5
million. A student receiving the Commonwealth Incentive Grant award receives
$1,000 in his or her freshman year. The award, which is merit-based, as
determined by each institution, is not renewable after the freshman year.

In an evaluation solicited by the Council staff in the Spring of 1980,
institutional officials stated that the program had been only minimally effec-
tive in attracting "other-race' students. Many officials predicted that the
attrition rate for students receiving grants under the program would be high
because of the funding limitation. However, in a follow-up.study conducted by
the Council staff in Fall, 1980, 82 percent of the students who received awards

in their freshman year returned for their sophomore year at the same institution.

The future of this program is tied to the outcome of The VirginiaPlan

for Equal QOpportunity in State-Supported Institutions of Higher Education

(1978). The current plan expires in the 1982-83 academic year. If Virginia
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has met its numerical objectives at that time, presumably no further plan
will be required. Regardless of the status of the plan, it is assumed that
the Commonwealth will want to maintain a program to provide special assistance

in the recruitment of "other-race'" students. By 1982-8317;he Council and the

institutions will have completed a review of the Commonwealth Incentive Grant

Program in order to determine if it has met its objectives or if the funds

could be used more beneficially in providing other forms of student assistance.

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program in Virginia

Only three years ago, Virginia students were having great difficulty
in securing Guaranteed Student Loans. At that time, banks and other lending
institutions, in Virginia and elsewhere across the nation, were not finding
it economically advantageous to make new loans under the program. Only
students who had received previous loans were generally able to obtain
additional loans. Because of this problem, the 1977 General Assembly
created a new state agency called the Virginia Education Loan Authority.

The Authority was given the power to sell bonds and to use the proceeds
from the bonds to make loans to students under the Guaranteed Loan program.
The loans made are guaranteed by a trust fund administered by the State
Education Assistance Authority and reinsured by the federal governmment.

Since making its initial loans in 1978, the Virginia Education Loan
Authority has become the largest direct lender in the United States. The
Authority now has over $150 million in loans outstanding. The demand for
the loans is so great that the Authority found it necessary to arrange a
line of credit, through a consortium of banks, in order to have sufficient
funds available to make loans to students in 1980-81. The line of credit
must eventually be repaid through the sale of a large bond issue totaling

perhaps as much as $100 million.
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The Virginia Education Loan Authority has become an inportant source
of student aid funds for Virginia students. Because the federal program has
no restrictions on who may obtain loans, however, it is possible that students
nationally are taking loans when they, in fact, do not have a need for them.
Although there are no data to indicate that this practice is occurring in
Virginia, it is important for the Council to emphasize that only students who
need the loans should take them and then only as a last resort when the student,
or his or her parents, finds it impossible to meet educational costs in any
other mamner.

The VELA, just as its counterparts throughout the nation, has responded
to student demand. Yet, as pointed out in the previous chapter, taxpayers
cannot continue to afford the cost to the federal government of the loan

program as it now exists. The General Assembly and the Governor should use

every opportunity to urge Congress to modify the GSL program in order to subsidize . _.

loans only if they are of last resort and are really needed by a student

or family, as determined by a standardized needs test. At a minimum, the federal

government should establish an income ceiling beyond which a student would not _

qualify for the federal interest subsidy which is now paid while the student

remains in school.

Although the VELA has greatly benefited students, there is a tendency
for the availability of money to create its own demand. To some extent, this
has no doubt happened with the VELA and other agencies like it around the nation.
Now, if economic conditions continue to be unsettled, the Authority might find
it difficult to sell sufficient bonds to sustain its present level of effort.
Should this happen, needy students who have come to rely on the loans to
finance their educational costs could find themselves in serious financial
trouble unless Congress establishes a national rationing device for the award

of the loans.
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Coordination of Virginia's Aid Programs

As with many states, Virginia's efforts to provide student financial
assistance are diverse. There is little or no coordination among the programs,
and most of them are designed to meet the needs of special student groups or
interests. The various programs are identified in detail in the appendix
of this study. They range from providing aid to students to become soil
scientists to those training as doctors and dentists. They make
funds available to students who elect to enroll at certain institutions
(for example, in-state private colleges) and those who serve the
certain capacities (for example, as members of the National Guard). The
awards under some programs are based solely on a student's financial need
(for example, the College Scholarship Assistance Program), while those in
other programs are determined by a student's parental circumstances (for
example, as a war orphan). Finally, most programs are sustained through
specific appropriations, but others, such as the Unfunded Scholarship
program, depend on an institution's ability to decrease its operating budget
in order to use some of its funds to give additional aid to its students.

The administration of the program is equally diffused. The
Council of Higher Education administers the CSAP and TAG programs. It also
develops the guidelines and makes funding recommendations on each program
administered by the state-supported institutions. It approves each
institution”s plan for the use of its aid funds.

The Guaranteed Loan program is administered through the State
Education Assistance Authority, but the Virginia Education Loan Authority
is separately established to serve as a direct lender under the program.

The State Department of Health administers the Nursing Scholarship program,

while the Division of War Veterans Claims certifies the eligibility of
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students to receive free college tuition under the War Orphans Act. The
Department of Military Affairs administers the tuition program for members
of the National Guard, and the list goes on. Moreover, most of the federal
funds for student assistance go directly to the colleges and universities
without statewide coordination.

To describe the programs and their administration as disparate and
uncoordinated is not an indictment of them or of the individuals they serve.
In fact, Virginia has always prided itself on the diversity of its higher
education system, and its array of student aid programs reflects :his divexsity.
However, because of the number of programs available, and especially with the
growth over the last eight years of the federal student aid programs, the
Commonwealth should continuously review the need for ‘each special purpose
program in order to ensure that the program fulfills a purpose not satisfied
through other methods of funding. The Council will continue to review the
purpose and administration of each small program of aid and make further
recommendations for changes to the General Assembly in 1982. In conducting
its review, the Council will consult with its Financial Aid Advisory Committee,
as well as the appropriate institutional and agency officials.

In requesting the Council to conduct a study of student aid in
Virginia, the General Assembly indicated that the coordination of the
federal and state programs should be reviewed in order ''to determine whether
the Commonwealth's programs are complementary to and are being coordinated
with federal programs and how all available aid can be best utilized and
coordinated to serve the needs of students and the Commonwealth' (HJR 7).
After re-examining the administrative structure of the numerous programs,

.the Council concludes that until the federal government eliminates or com-
bines some of its major programs - or shifts their administration to the

state level - there is little opportunity for Virginia or any other state
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to establish better coordination over the whole of the financial aid effort.
The problem arises from the fact that the major federal program (BEOG) is
essentially an entitlement program for which the student applies directly
to the federal government. Three other programs (SEOG, Work-Study, and
National Direct Student Loan), however, are campus-based programs with the
funds flowing directly from the federal govermment to the individual insti-
tutions; the institutions, in turn, make the awards to students. The
Guaranteed Student Loan program, on the other hand, is a cooperative effort
between the federal government and a guarantor agency or organization
which may be public or private. So, too, may the lenders under the Guaranteed
Student Loan program be public or private entities.

This study has discussed at length the current crisis involving
the Guaranteed Loan Program. The situation would be no different if the

administrative structure surrounding the State Education Assistance Authority

and the Virginia Education Assistance Authority were somehow altered. The
problems with the program are national in scope and result from congressional
actions rather than state administrative structure. Nevertheless, increased
cooperation among the various state agencies responsible for major aid
programs should be encouraged. This cooperation already occurs informally
among the Council and the two Guaranteed Loan program agencies, with both of the
agency heads actively serving as members of the Council's Financial Aid
Advisory Committee. To promote even closer coordination among the three agencies,

it is recommended that the Directors of the Council, the State Education

Assistance Authority, and the Virginia Education Loan Authority agree to

meet every six months to review the status of financial aid in the state

and to seek ways to improve the coordination of the Guaranteed Loan program

with the other federal and state programs. In addition, the Director of
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the Council will invite all agency heads who administer one or more financial

aid programs to convene annually in order to discuss the status of financial

aid in Virginia and to seek ways to improve coordination among all aid

programs.

Providing Aid to Part-Time Students

In recent years, the federal government and a few states have taken
steps to open student aid programs to part-time students. Congress, in
the 1980 Education Amendments, further extended the privilege by authorizing
less than half-time students to participate in some federal programs. Virginia
does not allow part-time students to receive funds under the major state aid
programs (CSAP or TAG), even though the percentage of part-time students
enrolled in the institutions has grown steadily over the last ten years.

As the number of 18 to 2l-year old students declines in the 1980's,
Virginia's institutions will enroll larger numbers of part-time students

who are older than the traditional student. Therefore, the Council recommends

that the General Assembly modify the student aid language in the Appro-

priations Act to permit an institution, at its discretion, to use a portion

of its institutional student aid appropriation to assist part-time students.

Further, the Council recommends that the CSAP program be opened to part-time

students if the funding for the program reaches a level which permits the

Council to make larger awards to recipients or if the program is modified

to assist a targeted group of students.

Portability and Reciprocity of Student Grants

The term "portability' refers to grants which are made to

residents of a state to enable those residents to énfgll in and meet the

educational costs of institutions located in other states. ''Reciprocity’’
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indicates that two or more states have a mutual agreement permitting students to transfer

their awards between the states.

For a number of years, states which were unable to accommodate
large numbers of their college-age students at in-state institutions have
provided grants to those students to enroll in institutions outside the
state. A number of students from the large states with portable grants
(for example, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Illinois) have enrolled in
Virginia institutions. Now, some of those states have acted to restrict

grant portability unless reciprocal arrangements are agreed to.

Virginia has thus far declined to enter into reciprocity arrange-
ments with other states. Moreover, if portable awards were permitted,
the resources of the CSAP program, given its current level of funding,
would quickly be diminished by students attending out-of-state institutions
and paying the higher tuition charges. For this reason, the Council

recommends that no action be taken to convert CSAP into a portable program

in the near future. However, because the Council's statewide survey for

this study did reveal considerable support for reciprocity arrangements
with selected states, the Council will explore further the feasibility
of entering into agreements with a limited number of states, contingent
upon a restructuring of the CSAP program or a significant increase in

appropriations to it.

Financial Aid Packaging

In attempting to meet each student's need, an institutional financial
aid officer will put together a''package'’ of aid for the student. Traditionally, depending

on the amount of the student's need, a package includes both grants
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and loans. A principle of packaging is that an individual student should
not receive all grants or be overly burdened with loans which must be repaid
at a later time.

The statewide survey conducted by Council staff indicated that
almost all institutions use the Basic Grant as the foundation program in
each student's aid package. Institutions also attempt to use, in so far
as possible given the limited funding and the uncertainty of the size of
individual awards from year to year, the awards made available through the
CSAP program. They survey also revealed that a few institutions are begin-
ning to rely on the Guaranteed Loan program as the foundation program for
a student's package. This is a disturbing trend, because it moves the
Guaranteed Loan from its traditional role as an aid program of ''last resort"
to a position in which it is an expected component of the aid package.

Such action not only accelerates the costs of the Guanteed Loan program,

but may also lead to a forced reliance on loans by students who have signi-
ficant financial need. These borrowers, unlike those who obtain a Guaranteed
Student Loan out of recognition that it is an attractive method of financing
college costs, more often become anxious over incurring long-term debt
obligations and more frequently decide to leave an institution rather than

add to their debt. The Council, therefore, again emphasizes that the

Guaranteed Loan should be pursued by a student only when absolutely necessary

in order to meet total educational costs. Furthermore, it urges financial

aid officers and institutions to forego using the program as the foundation

of a student's aid package.

The Public's Understanding of Financial Aid Programs

One of the premises of this study was that the general public is
often confused about financial aid programs and does not understand the

variations, not to mention the eligibility requirements, of the various
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programs. In a survey conducted as a part of this study, this premise proved correct. The
only financial aid program which the public believed

it understood was the Work-Study program. All others, including the

important federal Basic Grant program, were often not even recognized by

the general public.

The lack of knowledge about financial aid programs emphasizes a
need to reduce the number of programs, whenever possible, as well as a
need to provide more information about the availability of existing programs.
The problem is particularly acute for the Commonwealth as it attempts to
attract additional minority students to higher education institutions.

Therefore, the Council will organize a statewide workshop, or a number

of regional workshops, as appropriate, for high school guidance counselors

in order to provide more information about financial aid programs. The Council will also

use a portion of the funds provided to it through the federal Educational Information

Services program to prepare informational materials which can be distributed in the high

schools in order to provide additional information about the sid programs. Finally, the

Council will prepare and disseminate public service announcements which can be used on

both radio and television in an effort to provide more information to prospective

students.
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Appendix A:

Major Programs of Financial Assistance Available to
Virginia Students

A History of the Federal Student Aid Programs

The major federally funded student assistance programs date from the
passage of the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and the Higher Education
Act of 1965. Initially proposed as -a temporary measure to educate more
scientists to help the United States compete with the Soviet Union in the
space race, the National Defense Education Act created the National Defense
Student Loan Program, which made low-interest, lomg-term loans available to
needy students. Amendments to the National Defense Education Act were passed
in 1961, 1962, 1963, and 1964. In 1965 the National Defense Student Loan
Program was incorporated under Title IV of the Higher Education Act, an
important piece of legislation which grew out of a new social commitment to
equal educational opportunity through increased federal support for higher
education. The language of the Higher Education Act established a relationship
between the goal of equal educational opportunity and federal student aid,
since the "benefits of postsecondary education" were to be made available to
all qualified students who, "for lack of financial means, would be unable to

obtain such benefits."<1>

There were five major components of the 1965 Higher Education Act:

<1> Higher Education Act of 1965, Part A, Subpvart 2, Sec.413A(a).
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(1) Establishment of the Educational Cpportunity Grants,
“the first program of federal scholarships for
undergraduates of "exceptional financial need."”

(2) Transfer of the College-Work Study Program, created by
the Econamic Opportunity Act of 1964, to the U.S. Cflice
of Education. Under the College Work-Study Program,
students fram low—-income families could get part-time jobs
on campus, and their salaries would be paid from a fund of

80 percent federal money, 20 percent institutional
matching funds.

(3) Renewal of the National Defense Student [oan Program.
(4) Creation of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program to
make more private capital available for student loans and
authorize the Federal Goverment to pay interest subsidies
on loans to students fram families with adjusted gross
incomes of less than $15,000.

(5) Establishment of institutional aid programs, for
exanple, assistance to-college libraries under Title II

and to"developing institutions™ under Title III.

College Work-Study, Educational Cpportunity Grants, and the Maticnal
Defense Student Loan Program were all need-based. Since their establishment,

it has beccme a widely accepted principle that need-based studant assistanc

&

4N

programs are essential to give students from all sccioceconomic strata acznaiss
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to higher education.{2? The Guaranteed Student Loan Program was created

primarily to help students fram middle-income families and "as a means to
diffuse the growing support [in Congress] for the use of income tax credits to
aid postsecondary students.<3> In the next decade, the concept of federal aid
to middle-income students reached fruition with the passage of the Middle
Income Student Assistance Act of 1978, which made Basic Grants available to
students from middle-income families and expanded the Guaranteed Student Loan

Program by removing campletely the income ceiling for eligibility.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 expressed a "national cammitment to higher
education as an important amd continuing dimension of federal policy."<4> In
1972 Congress reauthorized the major programs created by the 1965 legislation,
changed the name of the National Defense Student Loan Program to the National
Direct Student Loan Program, and established what has since become the
foundation of direct federal aid to students, the Basic Educational
Opportunity Grants Program (BEOG). Through this new program, a grant of up to
one-half of the cost of attemding college became available to any student with
exceptional financial need who "for lack of such a grant, would be unable to
obtain the benefits of a postsecondary education."<5> The maximum Basic Grant
depended on the total funds appropriated annually by Congress for the program.

In 1973-74, the first academic year in which the program was implemented, the

-£2>This generally accepted temet has been elaborated in a Statement of Prin-

ciples adopted by the College Scholarship Service of the College Entrance
Examination Board and in the Statement of Good Practices of the National
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators.

<3> Robert Deane, et al., Study of Program Management Procedures in the Basic
Grant and Campus—8ased Programs, Final Report, Vol. 1I: The Institutional
Administration of Student Financial Aid Programs (U.S. Department of
Education, 1980), p.2.10.

<4> Lawrence E. Gladieux and Thomas R. Wolanin, Congress and the Colleges
(Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1976), p. 12.

<5> Education Amendments of 1972, P.L. 92-318, Sec. 131(B) (1).86 Stat.251,252.
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maximum Basic Grant was $452, but by 1978-79, it had risen to §1,600. In

1979-80, the first year of implementation of the Middle Income Student
Assistance Act, the maximum Basic Grant was $1,750, and students fram families
with incames up to $25,000 annually as well as independent students with
incomes over $6,000 became eligible to receive these awards. The actual amount
of any award, however, continued to depend upon the total funds available, the
projected number of eligible applicants, and the financial need of each
individual applicant.

The 1972 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act substantially changed
the nature of federal aid to higher education by making student assistance the
daninant focus of federal policy, thereby giving priority to appropriations
for student aid programs over institutional aid initiatives. The change
clearly articulated the primary purpose of federal aid to postsecondary
education: "The federal role (was] to provide students with access to
postsecondary educational opportunities.  The resulting benefits to colleges

and universities [were] subordinate to student access."<6>

Prior to creation of the Basic Grants program, the federally funded student
assistance programs, except Guaranteed Student Loans, had been "campus-based,"
. which meant that their administrative structure gave institutional personnel
broad authority to decide which students needed aid and how much aid each one
should receive. Included in the campus-based group are the College Work-Study,

National Direct Student Loan, and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

<6> Carol Herrnstadt Shulman, "Reauthorizing the Higher Education Act of
1965," Research Currents, Bulletin of the American Association for Higher
Education, November, 1979, p.7.
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programs, the latter an outgrowth of the old Educational Opportunity Grants.
By contrast, the administrative structure established for the Basic Grants
Program required the (then) U.S. COffice of Education, with Congressional
approval, to decide upon the criteria and calculations to be used to assess
applicants' ability to pay for their education. Consequently, Basic Grants
were based on a single formula applied uniformly throuwghout the nation.
Further, the administrative structure for the program required that students
apply directly to the Federal Goverrment for Basic Grants, and in many
instances, the institutions were not involved in the delivery of Basic Grant
'..funds' to students. In short, in creating the Basic Educational Opportunity
Grants Program, the Federal Goverrment shifted its focus from institutional
aid to direct student aid, reinforced the concept of need-based financial aid
for students, and, in essence, set up a dual delivery system for federal

‘student aid programs — one for Basic Grants and another for the campus-based

programs.

The Higher Education Act was renewed again in the Education Amendments of
1976, which included Student Consumer Protection provisions. These provisions,
for the first time, required colleges and universities that receive federal
funds for the administration of student aid programs to give students full
~ information on the types of aid available, the procedures to apply for aid,
the costs of attending the institution, and the rights and responsibilities of
financial aid recipients, as well as information on academic programs, the
qualifications of the faculty, the facilities for students, the number of
graduates, and student retention rates (if available). The 1976 law also

mandated institutions to have at least one employee whose job 1is to help
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students obtain information about financial aid; however, this mandate can be
waived for schools too small to justify the maintenance of such a full-time

employee.

In October, 1980,. the Higher Education Act was reauthorized again. The
major federal student aid programs are continued under Title IV with important
changes, particularly in the loan programs. The modifications in the various

programs will be explained in the second section of this chapter.

In the reauthorizing legislation, two federal aid programs (Supplemental
Educational Opportunity Grants and College Work-Study) are modified to pemmit
institutions to use up to 10 percent of their funds for less-than-half-time

students. In addition, a program of campus-based grants to needy graduate and
professional students is established under Title IX with a maximum individual

award of $4,500 per year for three years. Also under Title IX, The National
Graduate Fellows Program Fellowship Board is created. The new Fellowship Board
will appoint panels to select up to 450 winners per year of fellowships in the
arts, humanities, and social sciences. The awards are portable (that is, the
student may win the award in one state, but use it to attend an institution in
another state). The Graduate Fellows Program is merit-based, but individual
. stipends will depend on each recipient's financial need. Bow much, or even

whether, funding will be provided for these new graduate programs is unknown

at this time.

One of the most significant features of the 1980 legislation is its mandate

for the develomment of a single system of need analysis for eligibility to
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recaive federal student aid through the Basic Educational Cpportunity Grants Program and the
three major campus—-based programs (National Direct Student

[oan, College Work Study, and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants).
The new need analysis system, scheduled for implementation in the 1982-83
school year, would require campus administrators of federal student aid pro-
grams to use a uniformm method prescribed in the law to detemmine how much
.families at. different incaome levels should be expected to contribute to the
college education of their children. ‘At this time, the proposed system is
under heavy. criticism fram financial aid specialists because it would force
many low—- and middle income families to pay proportionately more to send their
children to c<ollege, but would allow relatively affluent families to pay
less.<7> In addition, the mardated method of distributing federal funds to
students may lead to a proliferation of other methods of distributing state,
institutional, and private funds rather than to the adoption of a simple
single system, the original intent of Congress.

There are other salient features of the new method of camputing student fi-
nancial need. They are highlighted, along with a discussion of other problems

created through the passage of the Education Amendments of 1980, in Chapter IV
of this study.

The 1980 BHigher Education Act prescribes administrative allowances for

institutions that enroll students with Basic Grants, awards under any one of

the three major campus~based programs (National Direct Student Loan, College

<7> "Needy Students May Have to Pay More for College,"” The Chronicle of Higher
Education, Vol. XXI, No. 2, November 3, 1980. p. 9.
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Work Study, Supplemental Educational Cpportunity Grants) or Guaranteed Student
[oans. The administrative allowance is $10 for each Basic Grant recipient and
$10 for each holder of a Guaranteed Student Loan. In the campus-based pro-
grams, institutions are allowed administrative costs equal to 5 percent of the
total amount of their campus-based funds up to $2.75 million, 4 percent of the
excess up to $5.5 million, and 3 percent of the excess over $5.5 million.
There is no ceiling on the administrative allowance per institution, but a
college or university must use the money solely to-administer student aid

programs..

The Student Consumer Provisions of the 1976 Education Amendments applicable
to financial aid are renewed in the 1980 law. Consequently, to receive federal
funds to administer student aid programs, institutions must provide currently
~ enrolled ard ptoépctive students with "information on their academic pro—
grams, costs, student financial aid programs, tuition refund policies, special
services for the handicapped, accreditation status and standards of satis-

factory progress.” <8>

B. A Catalogue of the Federal Student Aid Programs

To supplaement the general description of the impact of :he- 1980 Higher
Education Act on's;tuient‘ aid programs, and to describe feder.:al student aid
programs funded under other legi;lation}' the following catalegue of existing
programs is presented. Each program is described, and if it has been affected

by the new Higher Education law, changes in the program are explained. The

<8> Congressional Record, September 18, 1980, p. B-9124.__ _ . _ . _

' .
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total amount of money available for each program nationally amd in Virginia in

1980-81 is given in every instance where these figures are available.

BASIC EDUCATIQNAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS. Established by the Education Amendments

of 1972, and expanded by the Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978, the
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEOG's) are need-based awards made by
the Federal Goverrment directly to students. Through BEOG, a grant of up to
one-half of the cost of attemding college is currently available to- any
student who can show financial need. The actual amount of any award, however,
deperds upon the family's ability to contribute to the student's education in

relation to the total cost of attending a particular school.

Since its implementation in the 1973-74 school year, the BEOG program has
become the "foundation™ program of student aid for the campus financial aid
officer who builds a student's "package” of aid from federal, state, and
institutional sources. As noted in the first section of this chapter, the
maximun BEOG depends on the total amount appropriated annually by Congress. In
the program's first year of implementation, the maximum award was $452, but by
1979-80, it had increased to $1,750. The BEOG Program was significantly ex-
parded in the 1979-80 school vyear as a result of legislation the preceding
year (Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978) which- made Basic Grants
available to students from families with incames of up to $25,000 and

liberalized the eligibility criteria for independent students.

In the 1980 Higher Education Act, Basic Grants are renamed "Pell Grants" in

honor of Senator Claiborne Pell of Rhode 1Island, the current Chairmman of the

SCHEV e December 22, 1980



Senate Subcommittee on Education, Arts and the Humanities, who is recognized
as the father of the program. The maximum BEOG is increased in steps from the
currently authorized $1,800 to $2,600 in Fiscal Year 1985, and the half-cost
limitation is modified to 70 percent when the BEOCG maximum reaches $2,600.
This means that, beginning in the 1985-86 school year, a student could receive

a Basic Grant to pay up to 70 percent of his college costs.

_If, in anyyear, Congress appropriates too little money to fund the Basic
Grants Program fully, students whose eligibility for awards is within $200 of
the maximumn grant will receive the full amount first, and individual grants
will then be reduced according to a schedule designed to protect the neediest
students.<9> The minimum BEOG in years of less than full funding is increased
from $50 to $200. The four-year limit on Basic Grants is eliminated, thus

enabling an underyraduate student to receive support for as long as he or she

needs to earn a bachelor's degree. Graduate students, however, continue to be
ineligible for Basic Grants.

In 1980-81 the Federal Govermment will spend more than $2.4 billion
nationally on the Basic Grants Program. Although the amount to be received by
students enrolled in postsecondary institutions in Virginia is unknown at this

time, the total will likely approach $50 million.<10>

<9> This requirement may be modified, as it was in the 1980-8l1 academic year,
by the language of the annual Appropriations Act. Although a provision similar
to the above was contained in the previous legislation, Congress chose to
reduce all Basic Grant awards, regardless of student need, by $50 in 1980-81.
<10> BEOG funds disbursed to students in Virginia institutions increased fram
$26,160,170 in 1978-79 to $42,598,181 in 1979-80 (a 63 percent increase). The
increase was largely attributable to the impact of the Middle Income Student
Assistance Act of 1978.
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SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPCRTUNITY GRANTS. The Supplemental Educational

Cpportunity Grants (SEOG) - Program, one of the three campus-based programs,
grew out of the old Educational Opportunity Grants created by the Higher
Education Act of 1965. According to the Education Amendments of 1972, SECG's
were originally intended to serve students with exceptional" financial need
who, for lack of such a grant, would be unable to stay in school. Under the
1980 law, the definition of student eligibility is chamged so that the program
will serve students with "need.” Like BEOG's, SEOG's are grants for
mxdetgraduatés only. The new law allows institutions to use up to 10 percent
of their funds for awards to less~-than-half-time students; up to this time,

eligibility has been limited to students enrolled at least half-time.

" Under the 1980 Higher Education Act, the maximum annual SEOG is increased
from $1,500 to $2,000, and the $4,000 cumulative maximum in the previous law

is repealed. Also eliminated is the requirement that a student who receives an

SEOG must have a "match” for the grant from other sources.

Appropriations of $350 million are authorized for "initial year®™ SECG's for
Fiscal Years 1981 through 1985; the threshold for "continuing year® SEOG

awards increases in steps from $370 million to $480 million, coordinate with

increases in the maximum grant per student.

To date the Federal Goverrment has allocated $363,37l,748 in SECG funds to
3,713 institutions throughout the country for the 1980-81 school year. Of that
amount, $6,554,257 has been awarded to 76 Virginia institutions (15 public

four-year, 23 public two-year, 25 private, and 13 proprietary schools) .<11>
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COLLEGE WORK-STUDY. Another of the three major campus-based programs is the

College Work Study Program (CWSP), created bythe Higher Education Act of 1965
to subsidize the part-time employment of needy students on campus and by other

non-profit organizations off campus.

Like the SEOG Program, CWSP, is modified by the 1980 law to permit institu-

tions to use up to 10 percent of their Work-Study funds for less-than—half-.

time stidents. Students must be paid the minimun wage, but institutions can
set the hourly rate higher than the minimum wage. Colleges and universities
are encouraged to offer students employment that complements their educational
curricula. Generally, a student may not work more than an average of 20 hours
per week when classes are in session and 40 hours per week during vacation
periods. There is no minimun or maximum award under CWSP, but the total award
may not exceed the student's financial need. Undergraduate and graduate

students are eligible for QWSP.

Under GWSP, the Federal Govermment pays 80 percent of the gross wages of
' participating students, and the institution or other non-profit organization
pays the other 20 percent plus fringe benefits and the employer's share of
_taxes. The institution bears full responsibility for program administration,
‘job development, placement, supervision of participants, and maintenance of
records. The 1980 law increases from $15,000 to $25,000 the amount an

institution may sperd on job develomment and permits schools to carry forward

<11> Notification to Members of Congress of the Approval of Awards to Insti-
tutions Participating in the College Work-Study, the Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grants, and the National Direct Student Loan Programs (June,
August, and October, 1980). Office of Student Financial Assistance, U.S.

Department of Education, Washington, D.C.
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and backward up to 10 percent of their OWSP funds. Authorized funding for the

program increases from $670 million in Fiscal Year 1981 to $830 million in

Fiscal Year 198S.

To date the Federal Goverrment has obligated $538,212,158 in OWSP funds to

3,110 institutions throughout the country for the 1980-81 school year. Of that

amount, $11,274,339 has been awarded to 70 Virginia institutions (14 public

four-year, 23 public two—year, 27 private, and 6 proprietary schools) .<12>

NATIONAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM. The third campus-based student aid

initiative is the National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) Program. Oldest of the
major federally funded student aid~ programs (except for Veterans' Educational
Benefits), NDSL was originally created by the National Defense Education Act
of 1958 and called the National Defense Student Loan Program until it was
retitled in the Education Amendments of 1972. The program provides need-based,
low-interest loans to students from funds that are, initially, 90 percent

Federal Capital Contributions and 10 percent institutional matching money.

Under the 1980 law, the interest rate for new loans is increased fram 3

percent to 4 percent, and the grace period prior to the beginning of repayment
is decreased from 9 to 6 months.<13> [oan limits are increased from $5,000 to

$6,000 for undergraduate education and fram $10,000 to $12,000 for

12> Ibid. A self-supporting Virginia College Work Study Program exists to
help students find off-campus jobs.  See pp.xxxx of the catalogue of state
programs for a full description.

<13> The NDSL grace period was reduced from 9 to 6 months so that it would
conform to the new grace period for repaying Guaranteed Student Loans and
thereby make loan consolidation easier.
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undergraduate and graduate school combined. Four new circumstances are
described in which borrowers can defer repayment of their loans, <14> and the
definition of handicapped students for purposes of teacher loan cancellation
is changed to the same definition used in the Education of the Handicapped
Act. Institutions must provide thorough and accurate loan information to
students and exercise strict "due diligence" in the collection of loans, but
schools are encouraged to refer loans in default status for two years or more
to the Secretary of Education for collection. In turn, the Secretary is
mandated to attempt to collect the defaulted loans for four years after they
are referred. A new system for the exchange of information among the Secretary
of Education, credit bureaus, and lenders is established to reduce the number

of NDSL's in default.

Authorization for new Federal Capital Contributions to the program
increases from $400 million in Fiscal Year 1981 to $625 million in Fiscal Year
1985, and the Secretary of Education is directed to borrow money from the
Federal Financing Bank to support the program in the absence of direct

appropriations for it. If the Secretary borrows at least $1 billion in any one
year, then the NDSL collections previously available to the institutions to

support their loan funds will revert to the Federal Treasury. Despite the
reversion, the new f£inancing plan is expected, according to federal officials,
to make more money available to institutions for lerding to students, since

the Federal Goverrment would then advance 100 percent of the institution's

NDSL fund.

<14> The four circumstances are: (1) temporary total disability, (2) service
in the Commissioned Corps of the Public Health Service, (3) full-time vol-
unteer service with a non-profit agency that does work like the Peace Corps or
VISTA, and (4) internships required to begin professional practice.
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To date the Federal Goverrment has obligated $281,064,098 in NDSL funds to
3,176 institutions throughout the country for the 1980-81 school year. Of that
amount, $5,159,734 has been awarded to 46 Virginia institutions (10 public

four-year, 3 public two—year, 22 private, and 1l proprietary schools) .<15>

STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM. The 1972 Education Amendments

established the State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) Program to increase funds
for state-administered grants to needy students by making federal dollars _
available to state agencies willing to match them 50 percent. Essentially, the
SSIG Program has created a partnership between the Federal Govermment and the.
states, with the goal of the partnership an increased access to higher
education for students with financial need. Under the 1980 Higher Education
Act, the flexibility of SSIG is increased to allow states, at their

discretion, to use SSIG funds for grants to less-than—-half-time and graduate

students.

<15> Notification to Members of Congress of the Approval of Awards to Insti-
utions Participating in the Campus-Based Programs. Only ten Virginia insti-
tutions that have been historical participants in the NDSL Program did not
receive 1initial Federal Capital Contributions in 1980-8l1. Qf these ten
schools, six made no request for new money, an indication that their loan
funds may have reached "revolving status"” (collections are bringing in enough
money for relending). Of the remaining four institutions, three were denied
new federal money because they had failed to meet the parameters set by the
U.S. Office of Education in 1979 for reduction of college default rates. Cne
private college was denied funds because its projected collections exceeded
the school's authorized level of NDSL expenditures in-the current year.
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Under the new law, the maximum award to a student from SSIG funds is in-
creased, again subject to state discretion, from $1,500 to $2,000. The
original distinction between authorizations for initial year and continuing
year awards is eliminated, and appropriations are authorized up to $100 mil-
lion for Fiscal Year 1981, rising in steps to $250 million in Fiscal Year

1985.

In- Virginia, SSIG funds are used to support the College Scholarship
Assistance- Program (CSAP), the state's need-based student aid program
administered by the Council of. Higher Education. In 1980-81, CSAP funds
available to needy Virginia students total $3,863,436, of which $1,687,836 is

federal SSIG money arnd $2,175,600 is the state appropriation for the program..

QIARANTEED STUDENT L[QOANS. The Guaranteed Student _ loan (GSL) . Program_was
established by the Higher Education Act of 1965 to increase the availability
of private capital for student loans. Renewed under the Education Amendments
of 1972 and 1976, the GSL Program requires the Federal Government to: (1)
insure or reinsure student loans against default; (2) subsidize the lender by
paying a variable allowance (5 to 8 percent) above the interest payable by the
student; (3) pay full interest on any loan while the student remains in school
and during the grace period before repayment begins; (4) make loan capital
available to the Student Loan Marketing Association ("Sallie Mae"); and (5)
support state guaranty agencies through several different means.<16> The

incaome limits for student eligibility to receive interest-subsidized GSL's

<16> Carol BHerrnstadt Shulman, "Reauthorizing the Higher Education Act of
1965," p. 8.
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were eliminated by the Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978, and a

nunber of other important changes in the program have been mandated by the
1980 Higher Education Act.

First, the GSL Program is expanded to include a new Parent Loan option-
through which parents may borrow up to $3,000 per year ($15,000 total) for any
one student. Parents must begin repaying the loan at 9 percent interest within

60 days after executing the note. In all other features, the Parent Loan

option is identical to the GSL Program.

Second, the interest rate for new borrowers of GSL's. is increased from 7 to
9 percent, and the grace period prior to beginning repayment is decreased fram
9-12 to 6 months.<17> The annual loan limit for independent undergraduate
students is increased fram $2,500 to $3,000, and the aggregate loan limits are
increased to $12,500 for deperdent undergraduates, $15,000 for indeperdent

undergraduates, and $25,000 for graduate students.<18>

Third, the new law attempts to solve problems of short capital in some
regions, multiple student loans, and very large debts. For example, the Stu-
dent Loan Marketing Association ("Sallie Mae") will have the authority to make
loans directly to students and parents in areas where there is a severe

shortage of loan capital. Students or parents holding multiple loans in excess

<17> In the case of student and parent loans, the interest rate decreases to 8 -
percent if the annualized rate of 91-day Federal Treasury bills is 9 percent
or less.

<18> However, the Secretary of Education may waive the aggregate loan limits
for graduate students enrolled in "unusually expensive programs of profes-
sional study."
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of $5,000 may receive a single consolidation loan from Sallie Mae, and
borrowers with indebtedness in excess of $7,5000 may receive a new loan with
graduated repayment terms of up to 20 years. Sallie Mae is mandated to dis-
tribute information on consolidation and extended repayment loans, and state
guaranty agencies, such as the State Education Assistance Authority in

Virginia, are given incentives to provide lender referral services to bor-

rowers.

The members of the House—Senate Conference Committee that revised the
originally drafted Higher Education Act of 1980 believe that the Parent Loan
option and consolidation and extended repayment loans from Sallie Mae will
reduce defaults under the GSL Program, but a number of other provisions are
included . to curb. defaults even more and recognize the positive repayment
records of student borrowers not in default. Besides its newly authorized

activities, Sallie Mae is strengthened by provisions to increase the agency's
ability to raise private capital and to do business with lenders that dis-

criminate against borrowers on the basis of their banking relationship with
the lender.

In Virginia, GSL's available from the Virginia Education Loan Authority
(VE!A) . and private lenders are guaranteed by the State Education Assistance
Authority (SEAMA). Created by Chapter 4.3 of the Code of Vifginia, VELA began
lending money in July, 1978. The funds for VELA loans come from the sale of
revenue bonds issued by the agency, and the loans may be used by Virginia
residents to attemd in-state or out-of-state institutions. Having grown

apidly since its establishment, VELA is now the largest direct lender of
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GSL's in the country. The annual dollar volume of its operations grew
dramatically fram 1978-79 to 1979-80 as a result of the impact of the Middle
Income Student Assistance Act of 1978, which completely removed the income
limits for student eligibility to receive GSL's. In 1978-79 VELA made 12,174
loans amounting to $21,619,156. In 1979-80, the number of loans increased 129
percent to 27,871, and dollars disbursed to $53,380,063 (a 147 percent
increase) .<19> For the 1980-8l1 school year, the agency has already lent
$72,259,980 in 31,638 GSL's.<20>

GSL's fram private lerders in Virginia, guaranteed by the SEAA, <21> also
increased significantly as a result of the impact of the 1978 Middle Income
Student Assistance Act. In 1978-79, the SEAA guaranteed $18,421,977 in 10,420
private lender loans. In 1979-80, the agency guaranteed 11,274 loans (an 8
percent increase) for a dollar volume of $25,367,936 (a 38 percent increase).
To date, for the 1980-81 school year, the SEAA has guaranteed $20,236,753 in
9,495 GSL's fram private lenders.<22> The deadline dates for student

applications to receive private lender GSL's vary fram region to region within

<19> According to Joseph Michalak in an article for The New York Times
("Middle Class Gets More Aid From U.S.," p. 19), fram 1978 to 1980, the dollar
volune of GSL's nationally increased fram $1.95 billion to $5.3 billion. He
cites a Congressional Budget Office report stating that, "Although the income
distribution of GSL borrowers is not known, it is fair to assume that most of
the increased borrowing is occurring among middle- and higher-income
students."

<20> These figures are as of September 30, 1980. Mr. Gene Cattie, Executive
Director of VELA, estimates that since that date, the agency has lent about $5
million more. Students may apply for VELA loans for the current school year
until March 15, 198l.

<21> The State Education Assistance Authority (SEAA) guarantees VELA loans as
well as GSL's from private lerders.

<22> These figures are as of October 31, 1980. Miss Jane Chittom, Executive
Director of the SEAA, estimates that for the entire 1980-81 school vear,
approximately $30 million in GSL's will be lent by private lem@ders and at
least $75-77 million by VELA.
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the state, but generally, two—-thirds of the money set aside by lending

institutions for the GSL Program has been disbursed by the end of the fall

term.

[AW ENFORCEMENT EDUCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. The Law Enforcement Education

Assistance Program (LEFAP) 1is a federal program of student aid established by
the Safe Streets Act of 1968 and reauthorized by the Justice Improvement Act
- of 1980. Previously administered by the United States Department of Justice,

the program was moved to the Department of Education in May, 1980. The purrose

of LEEAP is the improved education of 1law enforcement officers and other
persons employed in occupations aimed at the reduction of crime and
delinquency. The program is hot need-based and is limited to persons employed
in, or preparing for .employment by, publicly-funded law enforcement or

criminal justice agéncies-’

Through LEEAP, full-time law enforcement officers (police and corrections
personnel, sometimes on educational leave from their jobs) can receive grants
of up to $250 per quarter or $400 per semester to attend college. Full-time or--
part-time students are eligible for the program. Besides grants, LEEAP makes
loans of up to $2,200 per academic year available to eligible students, but
those who earn degrees financed through LEEAP are obliged to remain employed
full time in law enforcement occupations for two years following graduation or

program completion.

Funds have not been appropriated by Congress for LEEAP since Fiscal Year

1979, and the program is now being supported by " revefsionary funds" left over
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from previous fiscal years. Approximately $18,000,000 is available nationally
in the 1980-81 school year, and $200,600 is in place at Virginia institutions.

Some federal officials foresee the end of the program by the end of the
1981-82 school year.

Beginning in the fall of 1979, LEFAP awards were restricted to students who
had received awards the previous year; the same restriction was applied in the
fall of 1980, and it will be applied again in the fall of 198l1. In this way,
students who began degree curricula in the LEEAP program when new funds were
being appropriated will have an opportunity to' complete their graduation

requirements before all the "reversionary” money is exhausted.

HEALTH CARE PROFESSICNS STUDENT AID PROGRAMS. The major federal student aid

programs established to help students preparing for careers in the health care
professions are (1) Nursing Scholarships and Loans, (2) Health Professions
Scholarships for First-Year Students of Exceptional Need, (3) Health
Professions Student Loans, (4) Health Education Assistance Loans (HEAL's), and
(5) National Health Service Corps Scholarships. These programs were authorized
by Titles VII and VIII of the Public Health Service Act, which has been
amended several times, most notably by the Bealth Professions Educational

Assistance Act of 1976. A description of each program follows.

(1) Nursing Scholarships and Loans. Amendments to Title VIII of the Public

Health Service Act created the Nursing Student L[oan Program in 1964 and the
Nursing Scholarship Program in 1968. The Nurse Training Amendments of 1979

extended the scholarship program for one year, but repealed cancellation

SCHEV -21- December 22, 1980



provisions for loans made on or after September 29, 1979, the date of the

legislation.

Only institutions with accredited schools of nursing education are eligible
to participate, and the schools are responsible for selecting award recipients

and deciding how much aid a student should receive.

Eligible students must be enrolled at least half-time in a program leading
- o a diploama or degree (undergraduate or graduate) in nursing. In addition,
students must be able to show financial need for loans, and scholarship appli-
cants must show "exceptional” need. The maximum scholarship is $2,000 per
academic year, and the maximum loan is $2,500 for the same period ($10,000
aggregate, limit for loans based on the four years usually required to earn a

bachelor's degree) . Nursing loans bear interest at the rate of 3 percent per

annun, and the institution must contribute 10 percent of the loan fund.

In administrative structure, financing, and student eligibility
| requirements, Nursing Scholarships and Loans resemble the campus-based
programs of Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG) and National
Direct Student [oans (NDSL) respectively. Nationally, Nursing loans and
- Scholarships are administered by the Student and Institutional Assistance
| Branch, Health Resources Administration, the Department of Health and Human

Services.

The Federal Goverrment has made a total of $8,910,000 available for Nursing.
Scholarships in 1980-81, and $182,984 of that amount has been obligated for
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the scholarship program at Virginia institutions.<23> At this date, no funds
have been appropriated for Federal Capital Contributions to institutional
Nursing Loan Funds in 1980-8l1, so Virginia schools are operating their loan

programs with funds carried over from 1979-80.<24>

(2) Health Professions Student Scholarship Program for First-Year Students

of Exceptional Financial Need. Title VII of the Public Health Service Act,

amended by the Health Professions Educational Assistance Act of 1976, created
the Health Professions Student Scholarship Program for First-Year Students of
Exceptional Financial Need, first implemented in 1978-79. This program .offers
.scholarships with no service or financial obligation to first-year students in
medicine, osteopathy, dentistry, optametry, phamacy, podiatry or veterinary
medicine. Eligibility is limited to full-time students with exceptional
financial need enrolled, or accepted for enrollment, in accredited health

professions schools.

Scholarships cover the cost of tuition, fees, books, and laboratory
expenses. In addition, scholarship recipients are paid a monthly cost-of-
living stipend for twelve consecutive months. In 1980-81 the monthly stipend
is $485.

<23> Notification to Members of Congress of Academic VYear 1980-81 Allotments
to Schools Participating in the Nursing Scholarship Program (July, 1980),
Health Resources Administration, Public Health Service, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Hyattsville, Maryland.

<24> In 1979-80, $13,365,000 was appropriated nationally for the Nursing Loan
Program and $8,910,000 for Nursing Scholarships. In that year, $291,727 went
to Virginia schools for Nursing Loans and $195,499 for Nursing Scholarships.
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The Health Professions Exceptional Financial Need (EFN) Scholarship Program

is similar in administrative structure to the campus-based Supplemental
Educational Opportunity Grants (SECG) Program. Under both programs, federal

funds are allocated to participating schools, and the schools select award
recipients based on need. The responsibility for this program's administration
at the federal level rests with the Student and Institutional Assistance
Brahch, Health Resources Administration, the Department of Health and Human

Services.

In 1980-81, $9,899,807 was appropriated nationally for the Health

Professions EFN Scholarship Program, and $170,306 of that amount has been
allocated to four Virginia schools (the University of Virginia, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University, Eastern Virginia Medical School,

and the Medical College of Virginia, a division of Virginia Commonwealth
University) . <25>

(3) Health Professions Student Loans. The Health Professions Student Loan

Program is similar to the campus-based National Direct Student Loan (NDSL)
Program, except that the former serves only professional students who pay a
higher annual interest rate than undergraduate or graduate students who borrow
under the NDSL Program. Health Professions Student [oans were authorized by
Title VII of the Public BHealth Service Act, as amended by the Health

Professions Educational Assistance Act of 1976. Institutional eligibility is

Q25> Notification to Members of Congress of Academic Year 1980-81 Allotments
to Schools Participating in the Scholarship Program for First-Year Students of
Exceptional Financial Need (August, 1980), Health Resources Administration,
Public Health Service, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Hyattsville, Marylard.
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limited to schools with accredited professional degree programs in medicine,
dentistry, veterinary medicine, optometry, phamacy, podiatry, and osteopathy.
Institutions contribute 10 percent of the loan funds, and the Federal

Govermment contributes the other 90 percent.

Eligible students must be enrolled, or accepted for enrollment,-. full=time —___.
in one of the above programs, and they must show—financial need.<26> ___
Individual loan limits are $2,500 per school year plus the amount required to- -
pay full tuition. L[oans bear interest at the rate of 7 percent per ammum, and
repayment may be extended over a l0—-year period, beginning one year after the
student leaves school. Interest begins to accrue at the time the loan becames
repayable.<27> Repayment may be deferred up to three years for full-time-
service in the Armed Forces, Peace Corps, National Cceanic and Atmospheric
Administration Corps, or the Public Health Service Corps. Deferments are also
available during periods of advanced professional training, including

internships and residencies. Interest does not accrue during deferment

periaods.

26> Students of medicine or osteopathy who will graduate after June 30, 1979,
must show "exceptional" financial need.

<27> The Federal Goverrment will cancel 60 percent of the principal and
interest on loans to students of medicine, dentistry, osteopathy, optometry,
phammacy, podiatry or veterinary medicine who agree to practice two years in a
health care shortage area. For a third year of service, the Federal Goverrment
will cancel an additional 25 percent of the loan. The Secretary of Education
may cancel the full loan of any exceptionally needy or disadvantaged student
who fails to earn his or her degree and cannct be expected to resume studies
within two years.
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At the federal 1level, the Health Professions Student [oan Program is
administered by the Student and Institutional Assistance Branch, Health

Resources Administration, the Department of Health and Human Services.

In 1980-8l1, $16,335,000 was appropriated nationally for the program, and

$130,267 of that amount has been allocated to four Virginia schools (the
University of Virginia, the Virginia-Maryland Regional College of Veterinary

Medicine 'at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Eastern
Virginia Medical School, and the Medical College of Virginia, a division of
Virginia Commonwealth University) .<28>

(4) Health Educatjon Assistance Loans. The Health _ Education Assistance __.

[oan (HEAL) Program was authorized under Title VII of the Public Health
Service Act, as amended by the Health Profgssions. Educational Assistance Act
"of 1976. While the Health Professions Student Loan Program described above is
similar to the campus-based NDSL Program, the HEAL Program is similar to the

‘Quaranteed Student Loan (GSL) Program.

HEAL's are availaple to full-time professional students in accredited
schools of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, osteopathy, optometry,
- podiatry, public health, and pharmacy.<29> However, eligibility is limited to

<28> Notification to Members of Congress of Academic Year 1980-81 Allotments
to Schools Participating in the Health Professions Student Loan .Program
(September, 1980), Health Resources - Administration, Public Bealth Service,
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Hyattsville, Maryland.
<29> There are a few other categories of eligible recipients of HEAL's, such
-as medical residents who need to borrow to pay the interest accruing on prior
loans: Pharmacy students must have completed three years of training to be
eligible for HEAL's.
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those students who have not received any other Guaranteed or Federally Insured
Student Loan for the same academic year covered by the HEAL. Individual loan
limits are $10,000 per year with aggregate 1limits of $50,000 (for pharmacy
students, $7,500 per year and a $37,500 aggregate) . Loans may be used only to

pay educational costs.

~ Although HEAL's are similar to GSL's, there are some important differences.

-For example, students pay only 7 percent interest on GSL's (9 percent under

. -the. 1980 Higher Education Act), and the Federal Goverrment pays all the
interest while the student is in school and during the grace period. The
interest rate is higher for HEAL's, but at this date, the maximumn interest
rate, originally 12 percent, then adjusted upward, <30> has been challemged by
several lending institutions. There 1is no federal interest subsidy on

. HEAL's.<31> Students may pay the interest as it accrues, or allow it to
accrue, compounded semi-annually, and be added to the principal until loan
repayment begins nine to twelve months after all formal training, including an
internship or residency, has been completed. Borrowers may take from ten to
fifteen years to repay a loan, and defemments of principal repayment are
available to borrowers who return to full-time stidy in an ‘.institution of
higher education or serve in the Armed Forces, Peace Corps, or the National
Health Service Corps.

430> In proposed program regulations, the maximum interest rate was changed
from 12 percent per annum to a percentage equal to the rate of yield on 91-day
Treasury bonds plus 2 percent (the "T plus 2 rate"”). The "T plus 2 rate,"

however, has been rejected by several 1lending institutions in their camments
on the proposed regulations.

<31> 1In some instances, though, the Federal Goverrment will cancel the
interest and principal repayment to a maximum of $10,000 per year for HEAL
borrowers who serve in the National Health Service Corps in health care
shortage areas. ’
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First implemented in the 1978-79 school year, HEAL, at this date, has not
yet been reauthorized for the 1980-8l1 school year (Fiscal Year 198l1). Program
administrators, however, are seeking authority to allow them to guarantee

HEAL's in 1980-8l.

Nationally, since its establishment, $26,331,014 has been lent in 3,235
BEAL's. - The average HEAL is $8,139. In Virginia, 13 HEAL's have been made

since the program's initiation for a total disbursement of $81,180 to students

.at the University of Virginia and Eastern Virginia Medical School.<32>

. The HEAL Program is presently administered by the Public Health Service of
the Department of Health and Human Services, but the Department of Education

is negotiating for control of the program.

_(5) National Health Service Corps Scholarships.  The National Health

Service Corps (NHSC) Scholarship Program is a competitive federal program for
- students of medicine, dentistry, osteopathy, and related health care fields
(including nursing) that vary from year to year according to the needs of the
Corps. Authorized by the Bmergency Health Personnel Act Amendments of 1972,
the Scholarship Program distributed its first cycle of awards in the 1973-74
school year. The Bealth Professions Educational Assistance Act of 1976 revised
the program and continued it through Fiscal Year 1980. It has yet to be
reauthorized for Fiscal Year 1981, and the funds obligated for the 1980-81

school year are from the program's Fiscal Year 1980 appropriation.

<32> These figures were provided by Mr. Richard Rind, Office of Student Fi-
nancial Assistance, U.S. Department of Education, Washington, D.C.
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Under the NHSC Scholarship Program, award winners receive full payment of
their tuition, fees, and other educatiocnal expenses; they also receive a

monthly stipemd in excharge for their agreement to serve one year as NESC
persormnel in health care shortage areas for each year of support they receive

while in school.

 Im 1979-80 the monthly stipend paid to scholarship wimmers was $429; it has -
been '~increas'ed to $485 for 1980-81. Nationally, $79.5 million has been
obligated for the program in 1980-8l. In Virginia this year, 196 students in
trainimg <33>- hold MNBSC scholarships, and these students  will receive
$1,140,720 in stipends. The institutions they are attermding will receive

$629 357 in tuition amd fees from the National Health Service Corps.<34>

VETERANS EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS. The Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944,

known popularly as the G.I. Bill, established the first major federally funded
student aid program. Eligibility for the program was based not upon financial
need, but upon past military service to the country. The purppse of the leg-
islation was to reward men and wamen who had served in the Armed Forces in
World War IT and to help them readjust to civilian life in the growing post-
war econamy. In so doing, the G.I. Bill indirectly pumped federal dollars into
American colleges amd universities and set the stage for other federally

funded student aid programs.

33> This figure includes only those students actually taking oourses, not
those campleting internship or residency requirements.

<34> Tuition and fees are paid directly to the institutions by the National
Health Service Corps, but monthly stipends and "other educational costs" are
paid directly to the students. The above figures were provided by Ms. Maxine
Frost of the Public Bealth Service, Department of Bealth and Buman Services in
Washington, D.C. No figure for "other educational costs” to be paid to
Virginia students in 1980-81 was available.
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As a result of 1980 amerndments to the authorizing legislation, monthly pay-
ments far college student veterans have been increased by 10 percent in S
percent increments effective October 1, 1980, and January 1, 1981. The minimum

monthly payment at this time is $327.

--Monthly -payments. to college stirent veterans are available for 45 months, -
- but these- benefits must be used within 10 years of the date he or . she was
released fram active duty or by December 31, 1989. The same schedule of

monthly payments for college costs is available to the spouses and children 4of
deceased or  totally and permanently disabled veterans. (as long . ‘as the
disability results from a service related injury). Children of such veterans
have until age- 26 to use their monthly-payment educational benefits, and

spouses have 10 years.

Besides the above monthly payments, veterans who need to be tutored in
their college courses may receive additional payments each month ($76 as of
January 1, 198l) up to a maximum of $911, but eligibility is limited to stu-

dents enrolled at least half-time.

- Veterans enrolled at least half-time in programs of 6—months duration
leading to professional or vocational objectives may borrow up to $2,500 per
school year from the VA. Interest on these loans is 7 percent per annum, and
repayment begins 9 months after program campletion. While the 1980 amendments
did not increase the loan limits or interest rate, they did expand the loan
program o include students in flight training curricula.



The VA Regional Office in Roanoke estimates that in the 1979-80 school
year, $56,342,000 was disbursed to veterans and their deperndents enrolled in
colleges and universities in Virginia. Approximately $29,185,158 of that
amount was advanced to full-time students and $27,156,842 to part—-time
students. No estimate of expenditures is yet available for the 1980-81 school

year.

C. A Catalogue of the State Student Aid-Programs

Since 1973-74, the first year of the implementation of the need-based Basic

Educational Opportumity Grants (BEOG) Program created by the Education
. Amendments of 1972, the Basic Grant has evolved__as _the "foundation" or

"cornerstone” of most student aid packages. Through the State Student In-
centive Grant (SSIG) Program, also created by the 1972 legislation, the
Federal Govermment encouraged the states to establish need-based student aid
programs for undergraduates to supplement money disbursed to them through BEOG
and the three major campus-based programs (SEOG, NDSL, and QWSP). There are
real advantages for the states in the SSIG Program, which has established a
partnership between them and the Federal Goverrment for equally shared support

(50/50) of a need-based student assistance program in each state.

The goal of the SSIG partnership between the states and the Federal Govern—-

ment is the guaranty of access to higher education for students of all

socioeconamic strata. That goal is recognized 1in the 1980 Higher Education
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Act, which sets a federal policy objective that 75 percent of a student's
college costs should be met through a combination of family contributions and

grants (BEOG, SEOG, and SSIG awards).

In Virginia, campus financial aid officers prepare student aid pacakages
comprised not only of funds fram appropriate federal programs, but also fraom
‘state programs created to serve a variety of purposes. Several of these
programs, incliding the two largest, | the  College Scholarship Assistance
Program (CSAP) amd the Tuition Assistance Grant Program - are
- administered by the Council of Higher Education. The CSAP Program is based on
financial need, and, like the federal need-based programs, it helps to ensure
access to higher education for students from all sociceconamic strata. Funded
S50 percent by federal SSIG money, the CSAP Program has been particularly
helpful to low— and middle-income Virginia students.

The TAGP Program, on the other hand, is not need-based; it is an "entitle-
ment”<35> program for all students in private colleges in Virginia. It serves
two purposes: (1) it narrows the "tuition gap" between private and public
institutions of higher education in Virginia; and (2) it gives Virginia
students greater freedam of choice among institutions of higher education.

- Other state-funded programs serve students of particular regions, backgrounds,
and degree programs. In addition, each biennium the Commonwealth appropriates
funds that each public four-year institution and Richard Bland College may use

to make awards to students in that school; there are, however, statutory re-

<35> "Entitlement” in this context means that, by statute, Tuition Assistance
Grants are guaranteed to private college students who apply for them. Any such
student, regardless of need, is "entitled” to a grant.
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strictions on the use of this appropriation. Virginia makes available a

variety of aid programs for its residents. The major state programs of student

aid are described below.

COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIP ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. The College Scholarship Assistance

Program (CSAP) is a need-based program of grants to full-time undergraduate
students in Virginia. Full-time students in the private and public, two—year
and four-year, institutions are eligible, but they must have been damiciled in
Virginia for at least one year prior to application to the Council ofHigher:—-——

Education for a CSAP award.

.- Authorized by the General Assemhly in 1973, CSAP is funded by state and
federal appropriations. In the last two years, a relatively constant funding
level and increasing applications have converged to bring about a reduction in
the average CSAP award. The reduction, coupled with rising college costs and
inflation in the total econamy, have weakened the ability of the program to

assist eligible students. The table below illustrates the problem.
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FINANCING THE COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIP ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (CSAP)
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l | 1 1977-78
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1980-81
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$1,232,897| $1,309,953](S1,594,315) |
| | | | |
-  —————— - S —— . '
| Total | $2,488,312| $3,485,553| $3,782,030 | $3,863,436|
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INumber of Applications | 18,849| 30,663 | 31,038 | 39,394
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‘:Average Award $281| $404| ($285) |
| | | I
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In 1979-80 student eligibility for CSAP was based upon an adjusted need
<36> of at least $1,000, and the CSAP award was calculated to meet 15 percent
- of .that adjusted need. In 1980-81, however, students had to demonstrate an
adjusted need of at least $1,500 to be eligible for the program, \and indi-
,viduai awards were calculated byA only 9 percent of the adjusted need. The.
maximun CSAP grant for 1979-80 was $800, but it dropped to $600 in 1980-8l.

The minimum.award for both years was $200.

<36> In camputing a student's adjusted need, Council staff subtract from the
total need the amount contributed by the student's family as well as the
amount of the student's Basic Grant and Tuition Assistance Grant.
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TUITION ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM. The Tuition Assistance Grant Program (TAGP)

is a nomneed-based "entitlement” program of direct aid to full-time
undergraduate students in private colleges 1in Virginia. Established by the
General Assembly in 1973, the TAGP Program is designed to help narrow the
~"tuition gap” between the private and public institutions of higher education
in the Commonwealth. It also gives Virginia students from families at any
_incame level greater freedam of choice among colleges. Like CSAP, eligibility
for TAGP 1is limited to students who have been damiciled in Virginia for at
least one year prior to application to the Council of Highef Education for a

TAGP award.

The TAGP Program was originally established as a loan program, but was
gradually converted to a grant program following the approval in 1974 of an
amendment to Virginia's Constitution to permit State grants to students
attending private institutions. The growth of the TAGP Program in the last two

years is reflected in the following table.
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FINANCING THE TUITION ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM (TAGP)

———— . i ——

I | 1979-80 | 1980-81 |
| I I I
N |State Appropriation ‘| $6,147,000 | $7,312,500 |
| I | |
[Number of Applications | 14,477 | 15,222 |
| | | I
INumber of Awards Offered | 13,932 | 14,361 |
| |- I I
|Actual Number of Recipients | 11,039 | 11,435 |
I T I | |
I | I (as of |
| | I |
| | | 12/15/80) |
| ) | | |
|Size of Individual Aaward | $ 550 |. $ 625 |
I : | | |
EASTERN SHORE TUITION 'ASSIS'IENCB PROGRAM. . The _Eastern Shore_ Tuition .

Assistance Program (ESTAP) was established by the General Assembly in 1978 for

| et e——

residents of Northampton and Acgomack Counties who wish to take their junior
and senior years of college as commuter students at Salisbury State College or
the University of Maryland-Eastern Shore. Eligibility is limited to at least
half-time students who have been damiciled in Virginia for at least one year

prior to application to the Council of Higher Education for an ESTAP grant.

In the 1978-80 biennium, the award for each full-time student was $500 from

an annual appropriation of $40,000. The same amount was appropriated for each
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yvear of the 1980-82 biennium, but because of a smaller applicant pool, the

award for full-time students was increased to $625. Half-time students are

eligible for prorated awards.

COMMONWEALTH INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM. The Commonwealth Incentive Grant

Program (CIGP) provides merit-based grants to "other-race” undergraduate
students enrolling for the first time in a senior state-supported Virginia
institution of higher education. Established to fulfill a commitment in The

-Virginia Plan for Equal Opportunity in State-Supported Institutions of Higher

Education (revised, 1978), the CIGP was implemented for the first time in the:

1979-80 school year. The program's purpose, implicit in its eligibility
criteria, 1is to attract "other-race” students to public colleges and
universities in Virginia that have traditionally enrolled only white or black

students.

Under the CIGP, a full-time, degree-seeking "other-race” student can
receive a grant of $1,000, providing he or she is attemding a particular
institution for the first time. Frestmen amnd transfer students are eligible,
but CIGP awards are not renewable; a student'may receive a grant only for the
first year of attendance at one of the public senior institutions. HBalf-time
students are eligible for grants equal to the cost of tuition and fees, but
not to exceed $1,000. As noted above, the program is limited to
undergraduates, and the criteria for merit-based CIGP awards are set by the

schools.
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In 1979-80, ¢ the first year of the program's implementation, $512,000 was

appropriated for CIGP grants. In the 1980-82 biennium, the General Assembly
included a total of $1,012,000 in the institutions' budgets to be used for

CIGP grants in 1980-81; $1,522,000 was appropriated for 1981-82.

In the fall of 1979, 470 students accepted CIGP grants for the 1979-80

- school year for an acceptance rate of 92 percent of the 512 available awards.

The Council of Higher Education, which assists in coordinating the program, is

gathering data fram institutions on the number of CIGP grants awarded in
1980-81.

VIRGINIA APPROPRIATION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION STUDENT EINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

Each of the state-supported four;-yea'; institutions and Richard Bland
College receives an annual appropriation for Student Financial Assistance, but
certain restrictions are placed on its use. The money can be used for need-
based grants to undergraduates; assistantships and fellowships for graduate
students <37> contributions to the State Student Loan Program; and as matching

funds for federal student aid programs.

In the 1978-80 biennium, the appropriation for the 16 eligible schools was
$7,370,550; $3,902,945 of that amount was available for the 1979-80 school
year. The total appropriated for the 1980-82 biennium is $6,313,290, a

decrease brought about by the increased appropriations necessary for the

Coumonwealth Incentive Grant Program,

<37> The portion of the state appropriation which an institution can use for
graduate student aid is restricted to 50 percent.
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UNFUNDED SCHOLARSHIPS.

Under Title 23, Chapter 4, Section 23-31, of the Code of Virginia, the

fifteen state-supported senior institutions, Richard Bland College, and the
Virgiﬁia Community College System have authority to award "unfunded
scholarships” to students for full or partial remission of tuition and re-
quired fees. Within certain restrictions, institutions may award these
:‘;EéﬁéiaEéniﬁé"EB graduate and undergraduate students as well as to Virginians
and non-Virginians. Funds for the scholarships are transferred from the
school's Education and General (E&G) appropriation to its Student Financial
Assistance budget, and each school must report annually to the Council of
Higher Education the number and dollar value of unfunded scholarships awarded

to each classification of students.

Undergraduate awards must be made to "students of character and ability who
are in need of financial assistance."<38> The number and dollar value of
undergraduate awards per year are limited, respectively, to 20 percent of the

preceding year's enrollment and 20 percent of the tuition and fees payable by

students enrolled the previous year.

Graduate student scholarships must be awarded to "graduate students of

character and ability" <39> employed by the institution as teaching or

<38> Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chap. 4, Section 23-31l(al).2.
<39> Ibid., Title 23, Chap. 4, Section 23-31(al).3.
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research assistants and paid a stipend of at least $2,000 per academic year.
The number and dollar value of graduate student awards per year are limited,
respectively, to the total number of teaching or research assistants so

employed by the institution and the tuition and fees payable by all of them.

In 1979-80 the senior state-supported institutions awarded $232,708 in 662
- unfunded scholarships to Virginia students and $174,729 in 274 awards to non—
Virginia students. The public two-year <colleges reported no unfunded

scholarships awarded to their students in that year.

VIRGINIA COLLEGE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM. In 1971, upon the recommendation of the_

General Professional-Advisory Committee (GPAC) <40> to the Council of Higher
Education, the Virginia Work-Study Program (VCWSP) was established to
supplement the national program. In particular, the Virginia Program was
created to help eligible students find off-campus employment with non-profit
organizations and agencies across the state. The GPAC members believed that
such a program would benefit the institutions, whose financial aid offices
lacked the personnel to do off-campus placement, as well as nom-profit
organizations eager to employ students on a part-time basis during the school

year and full-time in the summer.

<40> The General Professional Advisory Committee (GPAC) is comprised of the
Presidents of the state-supported senior institutions and Richard Bland
College and the Chancellor and a representative number of presidents of the
Virginia Community College System.
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The VCWSP is housed in the Office of Sponsored Programs at Virginia State
University. The program is entirely self-supporting from "broker's fees” paid
by the participating institutions and off-campus employers of Work-Study stu-
dents. Work-Study funds at Virginia colleges and universities are based on

_students' anticipated gross earnings for a particular school year. Schools set
the hourly wage paid to Work-Study students, but it must be at least the ap-
pPlicable federal , state, or local minimum wage. The Federal Goverrment contri-
butes 80 percent of the anticipated gross earnings, and the schools or off-

~ campus employers pay the other 20 percent.

Approximately 35 to 40 institutions participate in the Virginia Program
each year, and approximately 800 students are placed in off-campus jobs. Most.
of the placements occur in the summer, but 250 to 300 students are placed in
part-time off-campus jobs during. the school year. The WCWSP also helps .

graduate and professional students as well as undergraduates find suitable

jobs.

STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS EDUCATICNAL PROGRAM. The State Law Enforcement

Officers Educational Program (SLEOEP) was established by the General Assembly
in 1966 as a program of tuition reimbursement for law enforcement officers
attending college. The State Department of Education was designated to
administer the program. In 1972 the General Assembly amended the authorizing
legislation to permmit the State Department of Education to make payments
directly to accredited institutions of higher education for the tuition, fees,
and textbook costs of law enforcement officers enrolled full-time or part-time

in these schools. Through another amendment passed in 1977, the maximum
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payment per course was increased to $100 (semester) and $80 (quarter).

Institutions are paid for only two courses per student in a semester or

quarter.

SLECEP is not need-based; rather, it 1is open to all full-time criminal

justice personnel, who are obliged to remain in their employment for three

-months following the campletion of any SLECEP-financed course.

The General Assemhly has appropriated $110,700 for SLECEP in the 1980-82
biennium, $55,300 for 1980-81 and $55,400 for 1981-82.

HEALTH PROFESSIONS STUDENT AID PROGRAMS.

___ ( 1jedical and Dentalscholarchips.. The Code of Virginia, Title 23,
_Chapter 4,  Section 23-35, 1-8, authorizes the establistment of 70 annual
medical scholarships, each for $2,500 to .be awarded to students at Easterﬁ
Virginia Medical School, the University of Virginia School of Medicine, and
the Medical College of Virginia, Health Sciences Division of Virginia Com-
monwealth University. By statute, the scholarships are distributed as follows:
10 to Eastern Virginia Medical Schoal, 33 to Virginia Commonwealth University,
and 27 to the University of Virginia. In addition, Virginia Commonwealth- Uni-
versity is authorized to award 10 annual dental scholarships, each for $2,500,

to students in its School of Dentistry.

Medical and dental scholarships are awarded in return for the student's

written agreement to practice in "an area of need in Virginia" or serve as an
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employee of a state health, welfare or corrections agency "for a period of
years equal to the number of years which he has been a beneficiary of such
scholarship."” <41> Medical students who draw support from a scholarship and
choose to practice in a health care shortage area in Virginia are expected to
become family physicians. The State Board of Health defines "area of need" and
"practice of family medicine," and the State Bealth Commissioner maintains
liaison with- scholarship winners after they have graduated to ensure their

full compliance with the contracts between them and the Cammonwealth.<42>

Although medical and dental scholarships are annual awards, a student may
receive successive awards up to a maximum of five per student. Virginians and
non-Virginians are eligible for medical and dental scholarships, but pre-
-ference must be given to residents of Virginia. The criteria for selection of
-award recipients are scholastic achievement, character, financial need, and

adaptability of the student to the service he or she promises to the Com-

monweal th.

To fund medical and dental scholarships in the 1980-82 biennium, the-
General Assembly appropriated the following amounts per year: $67,500 to the

University of Virtjinia, $25,000 to Eastern Virginia Medical School,<43> and

<4l1> Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chapter 4, Section 23-35.3(b).

<42> The conditions under which students may break may break their contracts
are explained in-the Code, Title 23, Chapter 4, Section 23-35.5:1. A student
still enrolled in school may terminate his or her contract, after notice, by
repaying the full amount of the scholarship plus 8 percent interest from the
date of its receipt. Students who fail or refuse to fulfill their contracts
must repay the full scholarship amount plus 10 percent interest from the date
of its receipt.

<43> Eastern Virginia Medical School will receive another $2 million
(approximate) each year of the 1980-82 biennium to defray the costs of

educating all their medical students, in particular, second- and third-year
students in family oractice training.
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$107,000 to Virginia Commonwealth University ($82,500 for medical scholarships
and $25,000 for dental scholarships). <44>

Medical and dental scholarships to attend out—-of-state schools are also
available fram the Council of Higher Education through agreements between the
Council and member professional schools of the Southern Region Educational

_Board (SREB). No service obligation is attached to these awards, which pay

. the difference between the in-state and out-of-state rates for Virginians

attending the out—of-state schools. In 1980-8l1, $109,250 has been apptdptiated
for this purppse and $114,000 in 1981-82. ‘Through its SREB contracts, the

Council also administers state-funded scholarships for optametry ($220,000 in
1980-81, $240,000 in 1981-82) and veterinary medicine ($597,955 in 1980-81,
$398,900 in 1981-82) .<45>

(2) Nursing and Dental Hygienist Scholarships. The Code of Virginia, Title.

23, Chapter 4, Sections 23-35.9. and .23-37.1., establishes nﬁrsing and dental
hyglene scholarshlps to be admmlstered by the State Board of Health. Only
Vlrgmla res:.dems are eligible for these awards,v which carry contractual
obllgatlons to "engage continuously in nur;:.n; work in the State of Virginia
for one month for each one hundred dollars of scholarship awarded” or to

"enéage continously in dental hygiene work in the State of Virginia for a

<44> The amounts given for medical and dental scholarships at the University
of Virginia and Virginia Commonwealth University are included in each insti-
tution's appropriation for Student Financial Assistance.

<45> The appropriation is lower for 1981-82 since, after that date, the School
of Veterinary Medicine at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
is expected to be able to accammodate all qualified Virginia residents who
wish to enter such a professional school.
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period of years equal in number to the years the applicant has been a

beneficiary of such scholarship or scholarships."<46>

The maximum undergraduate nursing scholarship is $2,000 annually; the
maximun graduate student award is $4,000 annually. Twelve annual dental
hygienist scholarships are available for $500 each. Both types of award are
renewable f_raﬁ year to year up to a five-year limit for nursing scholarships
and a three—year limit for dental hygienist awards. Winners of either type of
scholarship must use the funds to attend Virginia schools. An Advisory Com-
mittee to the State Board of Health sets the criteria for selection of nursing
scholarship winners, and the State Board of Health itself sets them for the
dental hygienist scholarships. In both cases, awards may be distributed on a
competitive basis, "with due regard for scholastic attaimments, character and.

adaptability of the applicant for the service contemplated in such

award;...."<47>

In the 1980-82 biennium, the General Assembly has appropriated $121,000
each. year to the Department of Health for nursing and dental hygienist

scholarships.

<46> Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chapter 4, Sections 23-35.1ll. and 23-37.3.
<47> 1bid., Title 23, Chapter 4, Sections 23-35.10. and 23-37.2.
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Virginia Mental Health and Mental Retardatiomn Scholarship Fund.

" The Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chapter 4, Sections 23-38.2, establishes

the Virginia Mental Health and Mental Retardation Scholarship Fund to consist
of "funds appropriated to it from time to time by the General Assembly [to be]
administered by the Department of Mental Hygiene and Hospitals, for the
purpose of providing scholarships for study in various professions and skills
that deal with the treatment, training and care of the mentally ill and

- mentally retarded."<48>
No™ funds were appropriated for this program in the 1980-82 biennium.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION SCHOLARSHIPS. The Council 6f Higher Education administers
two types of Affimmative Action scholarships. First, undergraduate Imino:ity
‘students- who have campleted their junior year of college and have the
potential to became outstanding graduate students may receive awards to attend
a special sumner session program at either the University of Virginia or
Virginia  Polytechnic Institute and State University. The tuition of the
recipients is paid for two classes in each student's chosen field. 1In
addition, a graduate level seminar is offered to help each scholarship
recipient learn more about graduate degree programs and how to apply to the
graduate school of his or her choice. In the 1980-82 biennium, $25,600 has

been appropriated each year to support minority undergraduate scholarships.

Under the second program, minority faculty or administrators employed by
state-supported institutions of higher education in Virginia may receive

scholarships enabling them to return to graduate school and earn terminal

<48> Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chapter 4, Sections 23-38.2(a).
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degrees, usually the doctorate. Each scholarship pays graduate tuition and
fees plus a cost-of-living stipend and another amount for books and related
educational expenses. For every year of support, the minority award recipient
is obliged to remain employed for two years by a state-supported college or

university in Virginia.
In the 1980-82 biennium, $74,400 has been appropriated each year to support
graduate student scholarships for minority faculty and administrators in

Virginia colleges and universities.

VIRGINIA NATIONAL GUARD TUITION ASSISTANCE PRCGRAM. The Code ‘of Virginia,"

Title 23, Chapter 1, Section 23-7.3, gives the Department of Military Affairs
the authority to administer a program of grants to pay up to one=half of the
college tuition of members of the Virginia National Guard who have a minimum
remaining service obligation of two years upon the completion of the academic
temm for which the tuition has been paid. In addition, award recipients must
have completed initial active duty service. Grants are currently limited to
$250 per term (semester or quarter) ‘and $500 per year although a 1580
amendment to the authorizing legislation gives the Department of Military
Affairs the authority to increase awards to $500 per term and $1,000 per year.
The money can be used to pay tuition at any state-supported college or
university, private institution, community college, or public vocational or
technical school. Funds to support this program come fram the total General
Assembly appropriation for the National Guard in the biennial budget of the

Department of Military Affairs.
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In the fall of 1980, 68 National Guard members received tuition assistance
through the program, and in the winter and spring of 1981, 163 additional
recipients will attend Virginia colleges. To date, for the 1980-81 school
year, the Department of Military Affairs has paid, or obligated for payment,
to approved institutions $38,298 under the National Guard Tuition Assistance

Program.

VIRGINIA WORLD WAR ORPHEAN EDUCATION ACT. Under the Virginia World War Orphan .

Education Act, incorporated in Title 23, Chapter 1, Section 23-7.1 of the Code

of Virginia, any child of a deceased veteran or a veteran who has been 100

percent permanently disabled as a result of a wartime service-related injury
<49> may attend a state-supported institution of higher education in Virginia

free of tuition. Once such a student has been certified as eligible for the

program. by the Division of War Veterans Claims, a Virginia state agency, the
institution notes the certification on the student's pemanent record and
thereafter treats. the tuition remission as an offset to the amount payable by
the student. The institution recovers no money for War Veterans' tuition
remission. Students enrolled under the program pay all other educational
expenses. Tuition remission continues over a period of four years or until the
student reaches age 26, whichever comes first. Full-time and part-time

stidents are eligible.

<49> There 1is a further requirement that the beneficiary's parent must have
been a resident of Virginia for ten years before the student enters college.
If the parent is a deceased veteran, he or she must have entered wartime
service from Virginia.
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At present, 818 students are enrolled in Virginia colleges and universities
under the provisions of the Virginia World War Orphan Education Act. Of the

total, 342 are attending public four-year colleges or professional schools,

and 476 are enrolled in the two—year colleges.

VOCATIONAL REBABILITATION. The Department of Rehabilitative Services receives:

a biennial appropriation for Higher Education Student Financial- Assistance,

and the money is used for scholarships and loans to students with vocational

'handicaps- In 1980-81, $567,600 has been appropriated for this purmse, and in -

1981-82, the amount increases to $650,400.

SENIOR CITIZENS' TUITION WAIVER. The Virginia Senior Citizens' Higher

Education Act of 1974, as amended, 1is incorporated in the Code of Virginia

under Title 23, Chapter 4.5, Sections 23-28.54 - 23-38.60. The legislation
provides that any person damiciled in Virginia for at least one year who has
reached sixty years of age before the beginning of an academic temm may enroll
in a state-supported college or university with full waiver of tuition and
required fees on condition that all tuition-paying students are given first
priority for limited class spaces. Senior citizens whose federal taxable
income does not exceed $5,000 for the year preceding the year of college
enrollment may receive full credit for course work successfully completed,
tuition and fee—-free. Senior citizens whose income exceeds $5,000 the year
preceding may only audit, tuition and fee-free, courses offered for credit, or
enroll in non-credit classes. Under the provisions of this legislation, senior

citizens may register for no more than three courses each academic term.
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In Fall, 1980, the Council of Higher Education conducted a study of the
Fall, 1979, enrollment generated in the state-supported institutions by the
Senior Citizens' Higher Education Act. Senior Citizens Headcount and Full-Time
Equivalent Students (FTES) are shown in the summary table below. The Council
estimates that the program costs the institutions approximately $200,000 each

year in "lost" revenues.:

T

Fall, 1979

| | Fall, 1979 | |
I | I |
I | Credit | Credit |
I I I I
[ | Headcount | FTES I
I I I |
|Public Four-Year Institutions | 667 | 46.06 |
I I I I
|Public Two-Year Institutions | 836 | 55.74 |
| ‘ : | [ |
| Total | 1,503 | 101.80 |
I | I I

STATE STUDENT LQANS. Title 23, Chapter 4.01, Section 23-38.10:3, of the Code

of Virginia authorizes aixy statesupported institution of higher education to
make loans to needy stx.ﬁénts "who might be unable to attendv such institution
without such loans and who are duly admitted into degree or certificate
_programs at the institution." An institutional student loan fund may be
capitalized from the school's appropriation for Student Financial Assistance,
and schools who do so must file with the Council of Higher Education a
detailed annual report of all loan fund activity. Loan terms are set by each

school's governing board with the approval of the Council, but the statute
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fixes the rate of interest at 3 percent per annum. No student may receive a

loan in excess of the institution's annual tuition and fees applicable to that

student.

If the student loan fund at any institution is depleted.so that it can no

longer "carry out fully the purpose for which the fund was established,"<50>

_ then the institution may, upon the Governor's written consent, borrow up to-

$25,000 to replenish its fund.

Since the loan program was established, institutions have tended to use the.
limited money availabe to them in the Virginia appropriation for Student

Financial Assistance as matching dollars for federal student aid programs,

support for graduate students (within the statutory restrictions), and

scholarships for needy undergraduates. The trend has been re-enforced in the
last two years with the increased availability of Guaranteed Student Loans
(GSL's) . In August of 1980, the state-supported institutions reported that, in

1979-80, they had over $300,000 in current accounts under the State Student
"loan Program.

MISCELIANEOUS STATE PROGRAMS. The Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chapter 4,

Section 23-38.3, authorizes Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University to award 20 annual tuition scholarships .to Virginia - residents
preparing for careers as Soil Scientists. Scholarships are renewable up to a
four-year limit, and they carry a service obligation to the Commonwealth for a

period of time equal to the number of years the student has received support

<50> Code of Virginia, Title 23, Chapter 4.0l, Section 23-38.10:7.
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from the program. In each year of the 1980-82 biennium, $11,000 has been

appropriated for Soil Science Scholarships.

Through 1its SREB contracts, the Council of Higher Education awards
scholarships ta students seeking degrees in Library Science and Forestry at
out-of-state institutions. In each year of the current biennium, $73,500 is

available for Library Science Scholarships.. Forestry Scholarships are funded
- by an appropriation of $13,695 in 1980-81 and $15,200 in 1981-82.

D. Other Sources of Student Aid Available to Virginia StudentsFinancial aid

is available to Virginia students through other social welfare programs, state -
and federal, that are not primarily student assistance vehicles. Included in
this group are Social Security benefits, assistance for the dependents of
certain military personnel, payments through the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and
payments to the participants in certain programs under the. Comprehensive
- Bnployment and Training Act of 1978. In addition, through the Aid to Dependent
Children (ALC) Program, a single parent who is a full-time student can receive

payments to support his or her children while the parent attends college.

According to a report prepared by the College Scholarship Service of the
College Entrance Examination Board as a part of this study, the money
available to Virginia students in 1980-81 through "other" sources of aid is
approximately $15 million. This amount, however, is based mainly on an
estimate of institutional and private sources of aid as well as collections of
money for relending under the National Direct Student Loan Program. What is

significant about the CSS calculations is that, despite the number of federal

-SCHEV =52~ December 22, 1980



and state social welfare and student aid programs, the College Board
researchers computed the ummet need of Virginia students in 1980-81 to be
approximately $34,335,00. This figure, however, is merely an estimate of the
need remaining after exclusion of the funds available through Basic
Educational Opportunity Grants, federal and state social welfare programs, the
three major campus—based programs (National Direct Student Loan, College Work.
Study, and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants), Guaranteed Student -
[oans, state student aid programs, and institutional and- private sources.
Further, it is computed to be the ummet need of students enrolled 1in, or
actively seeking admission, to college. It does not include the amount of need
of students who finished high school and decided, perhaps for lack of money,

not to attempt to go on to college.
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INTRODUCTION TQ THE 1980 FINANCIAL AID SURVEY

Through House Joint Resolution No. 7, the 1980 General Assembly
requested the State Council of Higher Education to conduct a study of the
financial assistance re=ceived by students attanding institutions of higher
education in Virginia. In particular, the Council was asked to look at the
number, type, and fund availability of financial assistance programs for
students at Virginia institutions of higher education; to determine whether
the Commonwealth's programs are complementary to faderal programs; to examine
_ the impact of student aid on the financing of higher education; and to
determine how all aid programs can best be used to serve the needs of
stodents and the Commonwealth. The Council's findings and recommendations

aTe to be reported to the Governor and General Assembly prior to the 1981
session of the General Assembly.

Guided by the General Assembly resolution, the Council staff developed
a list of topical areas to be covered in the study; the list was endorsed
by the Postsecondary Education and Financial Aid Advisory Committees.
Subsequently, the Council staff, with the assistance of a task force of
financial aid officers from private, public four-year, and public two-year
institutions of higher education in Virginia, prepared the attached suzrvey
instrument to gather data about the topical areas. Some of the questions
require the submission of data from professional staff at the institutionms,
but many of them are intended to elicit the ovinions of a cToss-section of
respondents whose views are important to the results of the study. There-
fore, we would very much appreciate your taking time to complete the survey
and returam it to the State Council of Higher Education by Wednesday, September 3,
1980. For your convenience, a stamped envelope addressed to the Council
is included with these materials.
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FIC Instituzion: FICZ Cada
Cade (1-4)
Name of Responcent: Tizle:
Talapnone Numper: Dace:
Cax2 # (3
Soace (3)
For Qfiica L. Financizl Aid and P2ckaging Philcsoony
Use Only
Calumm *l. Assuming that future state Smding for financiil aid remains
. Telatively conscant, and takiag into cconsiderztion the vazious
faderal and other sourses of aid, what studants snould be
targeted to Teceive state aid dollars? (Circla-one from each
section.)
N 1 Low-income studenes
2 Middle-income students
B - I Full-time sTudents
(3) - 2 Half-time studanes (§ - 12 hours)
‘ 3 Less than half-zigze studancts
(2) 1 First-time sTudents
- 2 Continuing studancs
(19) 1 Qther. Please commenc:
* 2. Assuming that Sutuse stat2 funding for Sinancial aid remains rslacivaly
constant, and taking iato considerztion the various Zederzl and ather
sourcss of aid, what Types(s) of award should be made o 2ach of e
following gToups o students cthsTugh a stata need-basad program?
Full-zime Hali-tige Lass zhan nalZ-
Students Students, tize Sctudencs
(l1-13) Grants only
(1¢-16) Loans only
(17-19) doth grants and loans
z9) Comments :




Far Qfice
Use Only

Colum

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

*4'

-2-

In order to rTecsive ZEizancial aid under Virginia's sca
Tuition Assistance Grant and Collage Scholarsnis Assis
and in order to qualify for in-stat2 tuition ratas it
institurions, sTtudents must be Hdona fide domiciliary residar
of Virginiz. To establish domicilz under Vizziniz scacutas,
students must nave resided in Virginia for 2 ainizum orf 12
consecurive montias and qust nave dsmonstratad in unqualifiad
intent to rwmain in Vizginia indegfinicely altar zzzcweaction.
Scudents tyvically demomst=ate this intesnt 0y filing a resident
state tax reTurn, obtainiag a Virginia dziver's license, or
registering as a Virginia voter. Iadicatas whether you agree-
or disagree with the following statement.

The current requirements and procsdures for astablishing
domicile in Virginia are too -igorous. Circle only one.

1 AgTee
2 Disagree

[adicate the minimm requirements that you beliave should de used
to establish dowicile in Virginia, thereoy establishing studsnt
8ligibility for a state-fimded Zinancial assistance program.

Residence r=quizement. Circle only. one.

1 Nome

2 Six months or less

3 Twelve azonths

4 Eighteen months or aore

UnqualiZied imzent to remain in Virginia indefinicaly. Circle
quly one.

1 There should be no intant rsquirsment.

2 Notarizsd statement of intant to remain i Vicginia
indefinitaly.

3 (Jbjective evidenca of intant through payment of stata
taxes, obtainiag a Virginia's driver's license, or
registering as a2 Virginia voter.

Should non-Virginia residents who attand Virginia institutions Se

eligible for state-{unded need-Dasad aid? Circle ome.

1 Yes
2 Yo

If you answered "Yes' to No. 3, should non-Virgiania studsnts de
Tequired to Teet my cTitarion other than need in orZer to qualily
for Virginia stats 2id? Circle one.

-4~



15 you answersd '"Yas," specily

-ha

wes

Assumiag chat future sctata Tundiag

ZoT Zinancizl a2id Temdilg

Telatively comstant, and caking into considerzation cthe vazious.
fedarzl and other sources of aid, snould the state 2stablisa a

progrm of studant financial aid based on aeritc?

Why or why not?

Yes
No

ircle one.

*10. If you answered '"Yes' to No. 9, should nom-Virginia studencs

If you answersd "Yes'' to No. 7, should the primcipal meri:

(Circle only one.

Minimum grade point

‘Minimm grads poine

Minizmum grade point

Specity

averaga
average
average plus cocummity
Qther merit criteria astablished

-1y
o

Qther merit CIitaerii esctislisneg :

Specify

Should non-Virginia -esidants who sttand Virgipia instictuticns be
eligible Zor stata-funded meri:z-dasad aid? Circls ome.

Tequired To meet any criterion other than ne
qualify for Virginia state 2id?

1T Qfice el -
iea Qnl;
).Umn . —— -
729) = *6.
*7
T 1
N 2
(239)
*8.
be:
1
2
(29) 3
4
== 3
- oy
- 1
(39) 2
1
3} — 3
(32)

Yes
No

Yes
No

-
Tt

Circie one.

If you answer=d ''Yes," specily the <zic

oy
-

on.

De
in qrder <o




-da

For QiZice 1l. Give the number and Jer cant of students it ycur iastizuction who
Use Cnly received financial aid for cthe 1979-30 academic vaar ZTcm
Colum federal, stata, or other souczces. ("'Other sources'' should
include only chose progz=ms chat 3iTe administared chrough rouT
iastitution's financial aid office.)
(35-37) (# e
(33-33) (%)
(40) Commerres :

12. What percs=ntage of a student's need (on the average) was your
institorion able to zmeet through Sederzl, staca2, and otier aid
progzams in 1979-80?7 ("Other aid jrograms'' should includa only
those programs that are administared thoough your institution's
finmecial aid offics.) :

(31-42) o 5 )
(43) Commencs:
15. Has che percesntage indicatad ia No. L2 remained cconstant ovar tae
last saverzl years? Circle one.
. 1 Yes
(44) 2 Yo
(43) If thers is 3 —wnd up or down, please sgeciiy:

lé. On the average, wnat percentage oF each student's need did yous
institution meet in 1979-80 through 2ach of the Zollowing TyDes
of aid?

(467) % Sckolarshiy/Grant
(18-49) % Loan

(30-31) %  Work-Scudy

(32-53) % Qther (Please speciiy):




for QfZZze 15. 3ziefly 2xplain the percantages given in No. li. Are they, dor
Usa Calyr example, the rasult of insticutional noliizy? £ linizacd Zundiag?
Sal=m_

(34)-- ----- -

- LT 16. Pleasa indicate the order (1, 2, 3, etc.) in which you use the-

following programs when building a student's aid package. Use
'N/A" where appropriita.

NA =@
’33-36 __ Basic Educational CuporTmumicty Grant
EST-Sag Supplemental cducational CpporTwmity Grant
LFd) - —-- - -+ - Guarantsed Student Loan
{81-582) Nazional Dizezt Studeat Loan —
CE=7=o —__ Collage Work-Scudy T
£35-46) Caollege Scholarship Assistancs —_—
3r=a3)- - - ~ . Tuition Assistaznce Grant T T
(83-70) - - : Commonwealth Iacantive Grmet
(T1-72) ____ Underg-zduates Scholarships/Loans (Srom state aid apuropriacicn)
(73-74) ' ____ Other I=derzl (Examples: )
(73-79) ___ Other stats (Sxamples: ‘ )
(77-78) __ Institutional/privata -

(79) _. Comments:

17. Other comments about packaging.
(30)
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FIC=

Cage (l-4)
Cazd # (3)
Socacs (6)

For QfZicse
Use Only
Colum

)

€))

(9

(10)

(11)

e —— e =+ = g ——— ..

- mLm—— e

I[I. Stats-adminiscared

-6-

Financial Aid ?rogTams

A.

*13.

*1S.

*20.

(14)

———————es .

*21.

College Scholarshiz Assistance PTogmzam (CSAP)

[£ CSAP Sunding remains -elatively constant and the aumber of
applicants remains constant or cnly sligntly increases, wnich of
the following policies would you Zavor Zor the 1581-82 academic
year? (Circle only one.

1 Continuation of the 1380-31 policy grznting an average
award of $200 - $275 ($240 acwual in 1980-81) to
mproxinately S0% of che total elJ.g:Lble ipplicants
(that is, applicants with a net need of S;. S00 or more)

2 larger awards to fewer students

3 Smaller awards to zmors studaents _

4 Ancther mechod of making awards (Please a2xplain under No. 19.

How would you put into effact the policy expressed in No. 137
Circle no more than one from 2ach saction.

1. [ncmase the minimm need required To r=ceive ian award
(==rencly $§1,500)

Z Reduce the minimm need requirsd to
(ux==mely $1,500)

Tecesive an awazd

Increase the percentage of need CSAP will neet (curTently 9%)
Reducs the percsntage of need CSAP will meet (curzently 9%) -

~ -

1 IncTease the maximum award (cusrently 3600)
2 Recducs the rnaxun:m award (cur=ently 35600)

1 Qther

With its cuzTent lavel of ﬁ.md.ing and distribuczion of awards, is
the CSA? an effactive program of student assistance? Cizcle ome.

1 - Yes
2 Nao

I£ not, why not?

What changes, i< any, would you racommend 3T the C3AZ2?




Far Jfiize

Usa Cnly

Calizm #22. Comments 2bout the CSAZ:

—

(13) -

T T T T 37 Virgiaia Program Jor 0f5-Campus Work Study -

B 25. Please comment on the Virginia Program Jor C£Z-Cimpus Work-Scudy
?lacement and its aractiveness iz assisting studants ic—yoar
insticution. How might chis JTogram de Lmproved? _

(18) - . ]
—-24 — Comments—-about work study (the Zaderzl am-campus or Virgenia
off-campus DTOgTIM): e
an —
C. Guaranteed Student Loan Pragmam coee -
: 25, How has cthe iacTe=ased aczessibilizy to the GuaTantaed Scudent -Lcan—
Program cthrough che Yirginia Zducation Loan Authority -‘f-_.-c. ile
o rscommendations made 3y financial aid counselors o sTtudants—2t-
“your instituzion? Cis-cle 10 zore cthan one S-om 2ach seczica.
E(I;S) 1 Loans ars recommendad for moTe scudents.
s 2  Loans are recommendad Zor fawer sTtudants.
BT} RN 1 Larger loans ire recommendad for those studants who JoTTaw. . _
——= —————"— 2 Smaller loans ars c-scommended for those students wilo bor-ow.
i'.’U”} ——"""——""= 771 There has been no change in the rscommendations mads by
o o _ financial aid counmiselors. m

e Bttt M B &~ ke e =

e e .____ 24 HYow has the incre=ased accessibilicy

zo the Guarantaed Scudant Loam

—QWN through the v].*g:.n-a gduczction Loan Authoricty afZactad zhe
porrowing patteras of studants at vour insctizuction? Cizcla no
" “more than one from 2ach saction. N
1 More stedents berrow zoney.
Fewer students bor—=w monevy.
1 The average GSL adbtaized 2y studants 1as lacTsase<d.
2 The average GSL cocained oy scudancs 212s decTeasead.
1  There has been 10 change in the horTowing 3aczarns of studanss.

-9-
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(30)

- e A

Sor Qffics *27. Comments zbout the Guarantsed Student Loan Jrograz ia Virgiaia:
Jse Only
Columm
(24)
0. Tuition Assistacs Grant Program (TAG)
- .#23, When established by che General Assembly in 1373, che TAG program
eliminated about one-third of the ctuition gap between public and
- private collsge studeats. Now, even though che tocal approvriations
. for the program have increased substantizlly, only about one-Zfourth
of the tuition gap is zet for each student recipient. Should che
TAG program be indexed so that the size of awards would automatically
incoease 2ach year in order to eliminats 2 speciiiad percantigs
of cthe tuition gap? ) i
Circle one. . . . =T
(25) 1 Yeas
2 No
(268) Comzents: —
7g. If you answersd '"Yes' to No. 28, please indicats wnat percentage
of the tuition gap should ammually be aec through the TAG
progzam.
(27-23) %
C’9) Comments:
*30. Comments about the Tuition Assistancs Grans PTogram:

-10-
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For QfZEcs 2. Commonwealti [acsntive Grant ?Togmaim
Usa Qb —=.. -~ —

Jlum *#31. Is the Commonwealth I[acentive Grant ?Togrzm an 2ria2ctive neans o:'
atTracting acadesmically superior '"other-tace’’ studsnts o Vizginia
o sTaT2-suppoTTad imstitutions of igher aducaticn? Ciztle ane.
(Jl) L  Yes
2 Yo

. »32. [£ vou answersd '"No'' to No. 31, pl2ase axplain your cesocnse and
indicate how =he Progr=m could be nodified in order to acsommlish

its goal.
a7
F. Ceneril Adminiscrztion of Aid Programs
- B
—————————"3=—-Plaasa comment on the Jresent administTative orzani:zaticn 0f sT2t2
financial 2id programs Zor Vizrginia students (i.2., the _ipdenendapr
= administration by saparate agencies o7 _the Collage Scholarsnip

Assistance ProgTam, Tuition Assistance Gramt 2Tog-2m, Gua=angaed
—————————-—3tudent Loan Progrmm, and other JrOogTams).

-11-
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Ise Only
L] -

[ S

(34)

(35)

(36)

(37)

(38)

(39)

(10)

(41)

(42)

34.

Using the chart below, pleuase Jlscuss any problems you ave expeviencing with the adwinistration of state

student aid programs. PForv exawple, are you able Lo use al) of the funds allotted ro your institution
for a pavticular program? lavy fodoral programs vendeved state funds superfluous For any prograw?

Ave there policies ov procedures with which you disagree? Ave the individual awards wnder cach prograwm
large enough to be meaningful to your students? (1§ addicional space is needed, continue on a scparato
sheet or on the back of this page.)

(a) Colleps Scholarship
Assistance Program

(W) “Tuition Assistance
Grant Progrum

(c) Couwmonwcalth Incentive
Grvang Program A3
. o

(d). Geneval Assewbly
Nursing Scholarships

(6) State Medical
Scholavships

(F) State Dental
Scholavships

(g) CGuaranteed Student ' ‘ Co .
- Loan Program/Vivginia
Hducatioy Loan Authorvity

(h) Other

Comments:




TS -11-
Cace (I-4)
Cazt # (5
Scaca (3
Far QSEce III. P2orszbiiliTr/Racizrocicy
Usa Cnly )
Cslu=m Eoz;.tu.;:.;:_ a2y be d=fined is che sTudant's sprion 35 zopiy 3T mnd
Tecsive 3 stata Sinancial aid zrant in ‘n g_::;a., Ihen carTy chat zwasid
T0 an out-of-stat2 iasticusion. A recijTocity igTesment Jecwean
Virginia and anotier stat2 would 3llow 20TT2pility of studant
financizl aid zrznTs Decween cle TWO sTatas.
*353. 0o you cthink ¥irginiz should allaow Zor=zbilicy of stazza2-Sumded
: . - sTadent fiaancial aid grzncs? Cirsla one.
1 Yes o7
M - 2 e . S
w3g2-0a. you faver reciprocity agreements: . . _
] - T————————
— vie'ween Vx.:gm..a. and contigugus states’ Cizcla ome.

Yes
No

™y

«“

—t
"~ -

Jectseen Vizginia and aon-cs

e 1L

Tigugus sTites?

(9} Yes_ o o
R 2 No .
T T T T Commaes:
(10)
_57. Sow mamy qut-o<-state students (Sull and pazr=-tize) enzsllad in

your izstitgeion in 1979-30

IR — =

STESST===T - "= [n descending order,

13

cmd e

che

cae
.

NS ‘of stodents with grancs Sfrom
T Stata
TI5<I5, 17=19) -

(@4 CF sy ors) i

oiy, oo~

(Z5-25,27-29)

(30-31,32-34)

(33-36

,37-33)

-13-

neld Jorsasis awarss

Sve priacizal

Number of St

Szom ouiIT ICLTES T

states foomwaichT—
these studencts neld jortabls awards and e approximacs number
2ach stata.

sues




Far Q5=
Usa Only

Caleom

(40-<1

(£2-43)

(46-47)

(48-43) -

- —— - A

33. Ia -=mk order, iist the Zive grixzcizal statas wich which
TecipTacity 2gTmements would Denefit yous iasticusicn.

IV. Virginia Sca=a Agprooriation -

*33. For a mmber of years, the stats-supportad four-vear instiTucicans
lave heen r=ceiving a biemial apuropriatisn stecifically Zor
stedemt financial assistance. Tais 2ppropriationm, J¥ statutas,
@St Je usad Zor one of cthe following Jusjoses:

(1) Need-dased g—mts tg ull-time Lmd.emb-s,

(2) Assistantsaigs or fallowships co Sull-tize graduass scudencs

wisx the stipulaction that no aore® than 30 gerssnt of e total

amunt availabls to the institution through the apoTopriacicn

may be used 3T ;:zd.ua.a studamz fizmamcial aid.

(G) Ias—itocional cont=ijutions ta the St3iT2 Scudant Lazn
ogren.

(4) Instic=cticnal matching funds for Saderal pragTmms ci
sTedent financial aid.

Please comment on the Testricsions Sor usa of cthe Virgizia stata
zuprama::-on and saecz.:/ the changes, il any, that you wauld

rycomuend 33T the use of futuse iporopriaticms.

R e . T e et e

Taank you for youz paswicipation in chis suzrey. Alchough al

1 izmdividual
Tesuanses 'n.l- Temaix hsn::daq:ial in order Zar the Council 3 dazar=ins
t:ha.. questiommai-ss zave Jeen rac=ived from i ST9ss-sacticn of che
tovulation, plaase sign and daca the surrey belaw.
(Signatse) (Qaza)
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