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e B\/ THE COMPTDOLLEQ GENEQAL

kS ,‘r1' To The Congress ¢

D
1\

R Inconéistencie’s.ln‘Awa;rdihg N
" 'Financial Aid To Students .~
‘Under Four Federal Programs = -

- Office of Education finayél aid programs e - S
- have helped many needy fudgnts, but under - .
four programs, aid has been distributed = - °
inconsistently to students - in-similar situ- - ¢’
ations. Problems contnbutmg to this incon-

. ’ o US DEPARTMENTOF NEAL:N
“ snStency are: ) , - & DUCATION & WELFARE
: NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. v Funds to States and SLhDDlS hdve not . . . EDUCAT!ON
: | ' OCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
SRR been ‘allotated on the basis of stu, . - s vocumENT ras BECR S1KD
-dents needs and SChOOls,have over- ™ PERSDNOR owcnw;xxgggm;«a
- ) ‘ : £

stated requests for funcls. I T

SENTOFFITIAL NAT!GNAL lNST!TUTG OF
EDU(A”QN POYITION OR POLICY

Ny
\,

--Systems that assess smdents needs for _

financial .aid have used different R b '
measures of expected family contribu- . : . / ‘
. tions toward the cost of education. ’ , T

“Methods used by schools to develop
financial aid ‘‘packages” failed.to con:
sider all sources of student aid.and : .
have resulted in seme students getting
more than their computed needs, )
while, others did not regeive enough. g ‘ : KR

——

‘ ﬁ -Inadequate ~ Op u'nelnforoed ‘standards . ' \ )

1_:. have allowed ‘students to remain in ‘ ’

school and receive financial aid with- - .

‘ ' " eut makKing *sattsfactory ‘academic
P

progress _ P
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 Speéaker of the House of Representatives .

. e C v +
‘. ) - ) - .
R _ - ot ,
’ + COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
( .o WASHINGTON, D.C. 20843 AN )
‘ . ‘A - S O h . -
. B-164031 (% - _ R o
. . . . .o 4, Al
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v : | _ R v
'To the Bresident of the’Senate and the | .

' The Departmentsof Health, Education, and Welfdre's office .

of Education sponsors several majdt student aid programs that

provide financial aid to .needy students enrolled in a variety

_of‘péstsecondarz‘institutions. These programs have helped
~ .many needy students. However, - improvements are needed to -
© _better ensure that students in similar circumstances are™

EducationdAmendments of 1972. . v

treated glike by these programs, ds intended by the Higher

The Congress needs to revise.the State allotment for—
mulas for three aid programs so achieve a more. equitable

‘distribution of aid to needy students, We are recommending’

that the Director, Office of Management ‘and Budget, improve

.coordination among agenties providing student aid and that-

" the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare strengthen

-

‘administration of these aid programs.. . . T

‘We are sénding copies of this report ,to the Directdr,

-

- Ooffice of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of Health,

b

Education, -and Welfare.

B } . E e Compgroller/QEZe;al o
i . ‘ e . T of t ‘United States - , ¢

. .- e . t . ‘ ‘ ._'., N .
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. FINANCIAL AID TO STUDENTS

UNDBR FOUR FEDERAL PROGRAMS

) . . e | ; . " o . . -
"DIGEST - o S
Federal financial aid programs have ndt

» . provided students with similar needs with | ,
the same amounts and types of assistance. . ~° RN

‘The Department of Health, Education, and _
‘Welfare's (HEW's) Office of Education -~ = . "
sponsors ‘four programs which. are.to help ’
‘'students at postsecondary schodls and
which are administered by schools' finan-
. cial aidrqfficers. HEW awards Basig¢ Edu- - °
“cational. Opportunity Grants to anyone who - o
. ‘qualifies. Awards unfler three other pro-
'~ grams are determined by schools' financiagl
~aid'officers.~‘TheSe'campus~based programs
- include Supplemental Educational Oppgrtunity
Grants, College Work-Study, and National.
Direct Student Loans. Fiscal year 1979
funds for  these four programs total about
-$3.8 billion. L | - |

.-
. .-
¢

students are not being treated cdnsistént}yp
~ because: T e

--Methods used to distribute funds to States
ands institutions resulted in a distribu-
tion of funds inconsistent with student’.
‘need. (Seg-'ch. 2.) | |

o -

\

¢. ° --Aid programs use different systems for
assessing students' needs, which produce.
‘different results for the same student.
- (See pp. 25 to 27.) , . - .
~-Flexibility allowed ifistitutions .in estab- _
lishing student budgets and awards results
:in students. with similar resources and - .
, expensqs-receiving different amounts and . '
 types of aid.. (Bee chs. 3 and 4.)

4 /
—-Some students remain in school and receive °
~ financial aid.without making: satisfactory
academic progress. (See ch. 5.) o v
Jsar Sheet. Uponrcmovm,&mfepd&ujﬁ\ -t . o '
cover date should be noted hereon. i - ' HRD-79-16

INCONSISTENCIES IN AWARDING
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B “RECDMMENDATIONS 0

B L
,.‘—~Ver1f1catzon of 1nformat10n sdpplled by

. students and garents differs’ w1del¥ among
- schbols., (Se€e pp. 33 and 34.),

~—Students do not al ays repsrt thelr finan~

- cial. resources as equired. {See pp. 45
.t049) Y . ‘ ' C

- THE SECRETARY OF HEW

The Seet tary should dlrect the Ccmm1551oner
of .Education to: = . _ . -

)

- --Complete plans to sgreamllns the folcé of
'~ Education's system for* dxstr&butlng funds
. under the campus—based programs. {See

L "_ p-2 )-‘ B N ‘Q

_—-De51gn a single” system to‘determine a
family's ability to meet educational
costs. -The system shouldxuse one ‘appli-

~ . - cation, . compuite one famlly cantribution
L amount, and determine -one financial need
amount for'each stuaent.' fSee p- 36 )

e Y

able students' living. and mlscellaneous )

for 'and applicable to Basig Grants and the
R campus -baséd programs. (sde p. 36.)

-

——Requlre verlflcatlon of 1nformat10n sup— _

. -plied by students ‘and parents for campus-:
.~ based aid programs before awards ar  made.
S (See pP. 36 ) : _

¥

-*Establlsh guldelines to requiré'totsl aid -

-packages of. students in siniilar circum-

., -stances to.have similar mixtures of grants ~

and self -help alq\(jobs -and loans) (See-

'~~Promptly carry out plans to integrate and
'coordinate Federal and non-Federal aid and

emphasize the need for financial aid offi-
cers to check all avaxlable sources of ald

“to determine if rec1p1ents of campus-based -

" aid are regeiving any other financial

i a551stance. (See p. 51 X

| i. 5
~ T
¢ . 0 .
. N
. '

-

- - °

'--Establlsh more. specific crlterla for al owf-,

expenses and maKe such criteria consxstent'

S

Ny

.~ .



 L-1f authorized by the Congress ¥develop -

HEW diﬁ-not'respbnd ih writing to GAO's

 tiong point out problems
, concérn‘tQ_HEW.

.mendations and once thé‘dffice of grdudation

,\FA‘M,

J'.

* minimum :standards for student academic .© (-
progress. (See Dp. 59.): . 2 _ /)

o

request for‘commerits on this report in time

for inclusién in the report. Office of

Education officials said, however,/ that “

mapy of GAO‘svobservatidns.aYd recommenda- ¢
of lon

gstanding-,

They sqé9”5tgps.had been taken to revise
the system fopvallccgting\campus-based.
funds among. institutions.. GAO believes

¥

that, if the Congress acts on.GAO's recom-

has complgted its revised\system for allo-
‘cating these funds, the digtribution of such -
funds will be improved. - AR

4

" ‘Although the Office?cf}Eﬁucation'officialé -

agreed with jost of GAO's recommendations,

" they did not believe that the same criterig’

z

‘for eligible miscellaneous and living expenses. \\
should apply to the* campus—based and Basic Y
Grants programs because the programs sexrve
different purposes. They believe that many
schools h¥a réyised.procedureajgcverning
satisfactory academic progress since GAO's

" fieldwork anq,‘therefcre,'GAO's.reCommenda~

tions might not be relevant. .,

GAO believes that workableé~provisions can be
formulated to govern allowable miscellaneous

and living expenses that can be applied to

.- the campus-based” Ad Basic Gtant programs.

{Sée pp. 37 to 39.) GAO, also cenfinues to
believe., that more ‘specific critexia are

‘needed regarding requirements for satisfac~ ",

tory academic progress hecause some gchools
may be reluctant .to enforce adequate standard
when faced with the drops in enrollment pro- - ‘
‘jected for the 1980s. -0ffice of Bducation

. officials' specific comments on GAO's. recom-

L]

" mendations are 1hcluded throughout this.

. report. R ' | . T
N 4 o ’ ‘ : o v T T S B

- *



I';}

. (o

e
b

";/; : ['j f

- RECOMMENDATION. TO THE DIRECTOR, -

‘Accordiny to the Offlce of Management ‘and

“DFFICE OF, MANAGEMENT AN%:§UDGET ‘

The Directer should require agencies that
provige education assistance to include in
their regulations a réequirement' that the names
of students and the amounts of student aid -
they receive be provided to schools' financial

- aid officers for consideration in develop1ng
aid packages.‘ (See PP. 52 and 53.)

Budget, it shared GAO's concern for assuring -
efficient distribufion. of student financial.

aidand it was studying the. problem in connec:-
"tion with the developnent of its proposals

for reauthorizing: student_fxnancxal aid prg—f
grams. Y(See app. II1,)

-

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

-
I

The Congress should rev1se the State allotment
formulas  for the Supplemental Grant, Direct -
- Loan, and College Work-Study programs to. . %g'

'-—1nclude cons1stent 1ndlcators of - relat1ve )

need of students in the States,

. “smake formula factors for each of th prQ-.

grams, consistent with the tybes of students
: who are el1glble, and ¢ o

--allow greater 1nterchangeabi11ty of funds
. between the initial and continuing year.

'._&ppplemental Grant pregram. (See pp. 23 -

.and 24 )

iv
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y GLOSSARY

= : ¥

. 'ﬁlgocationl - . 'pistribution of éampus—based prSE:f;-

funds' among.the institutions withIm .,

_ a State.
. Allotgﬁnt | "Dfstﬁibutiénmof camszfbaseS program
- . funds among the States. B
. American College A private, nonprofit firm located_'
-~ Testing Program - ~in Jowa Qity, Iowa, which pexrforms
: : : ' need analysis and other functions.
: .o It has a contract with the Office of &
< Education o perform the natjienwide
) ' ~needs analysis for the Basic Grant .o
- program. . ] :
.Basic Grant A_A formula'for3measuring‘a family'éf“
system o ~ financial strength and ability to "~
. - ', contribute toward the costs of
i 5 '~ postsecondary educgﬂ}on; O
‘Campus—baseé B .Collective term for the Office of .
-programs . Education-furided student aid programs -

for which the schools' financial aid

o, ) officers control awards: Supple-

. mental Educational Opportunity, Grants,
. cbllage WorK*Study, and National - -
.'f'a. N Direct Stydent Loans. - =~ L
- College Entrance - A private, nonprofit ,organization
. Examination "~ that provides tests and other edu- .
Board. . cational services for studentsy
o ' -schools; and colleges. ~ ”

»
.

College ‘Sgholarship A‘dompcneﬁt.of the'Collgge\Enﬁrance

Sexvice Fxamination Bdard,'wigh principal
' offices in Princeton, New Jersey,
. .. and Berkeley, Culifornia, which e
o P Xg..'pgrforms need analysis.. .l
“ ’ ' ' - l ' . . :
Cost of edu- ‘f, ' The amounts charged for tuition,
) cation o fees, room, board, books, supplies;
. and other expenses. . ﬂ ’ .
, . 2 ' Y . ot : ] ‘ o~
‘Dependent .. Students who do not qualify as inde-
students’ pendent students (see defjinition of
v ‘ S . independent student) . Y
¥ 4




-4
. Expected family® = An estlmate of- the amount that a
- contribution , : '~ stbdent and his or her parents can
P -~ . pay.tqQward the cost of postsecondary
o B . _ educatlon. . _ v
e . : . | > N
_ F1nahc1al ald‘ - A postsecondary institution offici al
,.efflcer - © ¥ who helps students meet their fina
: ‘ o : ‘ cial need’ using the various types of.,
CURNR f‘- ‘-; o ,fznanc1al aid available.,

‘.
) .

. Flnanc1al aid : A comblnatlon of the varlous es
package Lo of financial aid available fndyp

o Federal and State programs, prlvate-

w and institutional scholarships,,

*  loans, and grants which fin-

o ancial aid officer uses‘to h 1p

LT e o P - students meet the1 ost of edu-

S o catlcn. . ‘

.‘_‘ . ) . . -
’ ’ [N

.—J‘

' ‘Financial need °  The dlfference between the ‘cbst |
: s .| o education and the. expected
— ~ . - fahlly coptrxhutlon. .
Fiscdl operations = A compsiggghfve annual report .
. . report ~+ . - ,.on the~ of funds for the three -
| . ; -cagmpus-based aid programs which
: /> LT ‘ S .the Office of Education requires -
S . ST g; schools: part1c1pat1ﬂg in these
[ o, ‘Cj’- programs to‘iubmlt
S . Inéepehdegt‘ o Stuéents who are either veterans .
+.  students . _ or who, for the calendar year in
- B _ . . Which-they receive aid or fot the
. . S o _ - prior’calendar year, (a) do not'
. E T receive financial- supports of more
S e R . than $600 from the{r parents, '(b)
o : . L do not reside with their parents
R ‘ . -~ for more than 2 consecutive weeks,
T o and (c) have not been claimed as
A o S exemptlcns by their parents on -
L z N | | 'Federal income tax returns. -

5 : ‘ i <

-

- .

) S / ) t . .

~—7: - 7 _Need analysis . - @he process of -assessing a famlly'é
S N = . abilj cy to meet the cost of educa-
S ' : tipn . ’
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v o | A ' ‘
Pérents' cdnfid4 | The College Scholarship Service's -

- dential ‘and _application forms on which students -
stuslents’'. .. apply for a need analysis. Depend—
financial . ent students use the parents' confi-

.. statements - | ‘(:‘dentlgA statements. Independent .
B S L ' students use the students flnanCLal
, : e : sstatements.‘ ! . . C ‘
J A | :
. Student ellglblllty The document contalnlng the student 5. "
report e : Basic Grant ellgiblllty index repre=--.'».
. ‘ . o - semting_the family's expected contribu-
R .+ tion,. which tHe student takes to a
| | ~ Ce v ‘financial aid.officer-:at: the school |
g SRR ; selected, whe‘bays the- student and/or
e : ,credlts his or her account.
~ B | ] .ok .
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) oL T oo CHAPTER 1 - oL,
~'ﬁ~.f | o INTRODUCTION oo ]
o The Offxce of Educatlon (CE") ,. w1th1n the Departmen £ .
< . Health, Education, ‘and ‘Welfare (HEW ), sponsars. the following 7
LA major student a1d programs- - R r _ ] L.
' ..: . - v e D .
- ‘ v—-Baslo Educatlonal Opportunity Grants (Ba51c Grants),

o " -'~*Supplemental Educatlonal Opportunlty Grants (Supple—"
DESEEE mental Grants)ﬂ . Lo

L
-

1‘&ollege Work—Study,'
. . .
e t_——Natronal Direct: Student Loans (Dlrect Loans), '_'l o
. S ’ ' - '
B --Guaranteed/Federally Insured Student Loans (Guaranteed
e Lsans). and - > . o

-

'—~State Student Incentlve Grants." - . : .: .‘” S e

jr Funds for these programs are to be dlstrlbuted on the
basis of need to students enrolled in' a wide range of post-
gﬂ"secondary institutions, 1ncldilng colleges, ‘universities;

‘commundty and junior colledes,,vocatlonal, technlcai' and .
'ibusiness schools,'and hospital schools. of nur51ng.u_ o
. .« - N X : x«& « w“.?
o The programs are forward funded——money approprlated «“-n “Nsﬁ%* .
any fiscal year will Be obligated in that fiscal year buﬁ‘ R
not be - expended until ‘the next fiscal year. Approprlatlons “4" e

. for these six programs increased from $1.7 billion in flscqb
‘_year 1974 to $4 6 bllllon in flscal year 1979. ‘
_ ) .
Summarxes of authorlzed act1v1t1es, ellglblllty'trlm-_T
terla, and funding -levels for OE's major student aid pro~, . -
‘grams are 1ncluded in appendix I. : ~§ L

" %

' The @klnc1pal ob]e&tlves of our- rev1ew were to evaluate
e ’ L
- ==the proceSs of allocatlng campuS*based funds (Direct
S Loans, Supplemental Grants, . and College Work Study '?.,
o o iunds) to 1nst1tptrons- .

-—the systems'for determlning students nggd ford'
f1nanc1al aid;

r~—the schqgls' methods of dlstrlbutlng a1d to students,
and Y .

o

=

- / S, 1 13




o~ . ——the criteria used to deflne satisfactory academlc
L standlng. :

4

r DESCRIPTION OF STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

- * . - i .

Coes e Title I-D of the Educatlon Amendments of 1972 (20°U.S. c
IR n.,1070a) (1976) authorized the Ba31c Grant program. The pro=-:

" .. gram is designed to assist. needy students in contlnu1ng the1r.'
"postsecondary education and to be the "foundation" or start-
ing POlnt for packaglng aid "for these students. Under the

'.program, students receive grants ‘that are considered "entitle- -
N ments that is, financlal a551stance for’ any who quallfy. ‘

HEW awards Basic Grants to students, and the schools act «

,_as disbursing agents. . For academic year 1978-79, grants were
-~ limited to $l 600 1/ or oné-half of the cost,of educatlop,'
,'whxchever is'less, Unlike a loan,. the Basic Grant does not

.~ - have to be repaid if the student attends,school during the

~ ' entire academic peridd for. which the gralt.was made. Basic*

v . 'Grants are intended to be supplemented, if warranted by

- .other Federal student aid- programs, such as. Supplemental
,Grants, College Work—Study, and Dlrect and Guaranteed Loans.

Supplemental Grants, College Work-Study, and D1rect i
Loans are referred to collectiveély as campus-based programs
because ‘awards are determlned by flnanclal aid officers at
"postsecondary schools. .

-N,
g Supplemental Grants, authorlzed by section 131 of the
Education Amendments. of, 1972 (20 U.S5.C. 1070b)" (i976), are
- to assist undergraduate students who demonstrate "exceptional .
frnanclal need" and who, without such aid, could not reason-
. . ably éxpect to:enroll or continue in postsecondary educatlon.
.+ - . Grants canhnot' exceed $1,500 or one-half of the .financial .
" ~ assistance awarded to a student from all sources by his
school for a glven academlo year, whlchever is less.

~

.‘.c' The College Work Study program, authorized by part C of
- tit¥e IV of the Higher Education Act of ‘1965, as amended
.. (42 Y.s.cC. A. 2751) (West Supp. 1978), 1s a c¢ost-shared
' program of Federal-plus~employer support intended to promote
part- tlme employment of students: needing funds to. attend

-— i

v

l/The law currently prov1des for a maximum grant of $l 800 ‘
if the program is fally funded. Because this condltlon I
was not met for academic year .1978-79, OE reduced the - ‘
. maximum grant fo $1,600. For academic year 1977-78 and
v prlor years, the statutory limit was $I, 400 .

8,
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'+ postsecondary jnstitutions. The ba ic requirement for a - |

(" student's participation in the program is financial need, .but

Voo preference'is‘givén_to students with the "greatest financial

i_;’- negd. " «Institutions make jobs available to their studehts--

;- including, where .possible,. educgtionally significant work

. - -assignments. The earnings are applied tcwardﬂthe'student‘s
.cost of attendgnce asa meansg pf supplementing financial aid .

L

' .available from other sources. - - . o .
."* ' The Direct Loan prqgram;\kgthorized by part E, title IV,
of the Higher Edugation Act of 1965, as amenhdgd (20 U.S.C.

1087aa-££) (1976), makes low-interest, long-term loans not
to exceed $10,000 (over a 4-year period) available to quali-
fied students needing financial assistance.  The program is - -
~ "supported b .Federal.and'échoo;‘contributions to a‘revolvinq*;.
~ fund established at each participating institution. o

L

~ The Guaraqteed-Studenﬁ Loan program was authorized by
"section 421 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended
(20 U.5.C,; 1071) (1976). Its major objective is to enable
eligible students to borrow money te pay part of their educa-
. tional costs: Students obtain long-texm logns directly from
banks or certain other participating -lenders. Guaranteed - P
.loans are insured- by either the Fedexal Government or a State -
or-privatelnonprofit*guaranty‘ageﬁcy; A s : a

.. The State Student Incentive Gfan;.programw'apthorized. ;
by the. Education Amendments of 1972 (20 U.S.C.(1070c) (1976);
"/ 'is to assist States and territories to initiate or ex and |
grantAandfscholafshipgprograms:far_postééCondary duc tfont
.‘studénts)having'subSténtial.finaﬁiial:need.._Eac tate
_ - agency .selects grant tecipients‘uSing financial need criteria
_.@stablished annually by that State and approved by OE.
' . : . ' : -\ . .
" studentsattending postSecondary.séhools‘ﬁay receive
* financial assistancé from other Federal agencies. "The two
largest soutces are the 'Veterans Administration (VA), under
the Veterans' Educational Assistance Program, and the Social
*‘Security Administration, under the 0l1d Age and Survivors and
'~ ‘pisability Insurance tr st‘fundsfprobram.' During fiscal_year -
1977, postsecondary education cutlays.fof_theseVproqramsuwere'
o about $2.8 billion and $1.2 billion, respectively. VA educa-'.:
r_wu;ldtional‘assiStance pregrams,provide'financial aid to veterans

*

. --and, in some cases,~their'eligiblefdependehts for school and
- .+ living expenses. The. Social Security Administration helps
. meet the educational expenses of .children of retired, dis-
: ",,ableérjor.deceaseé,parents-who qualify for social security
'« - benefits. Unlike OE programs, these programs provide finan-
? cial aid to students who qualify regardless of their needs.

oo - : C
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* - ANALYSIS TO DETERMINE - - . = % .‘,‘
. STUDENT FINANCIAL NEED L o

A : The ba31c premlse of OE ‘student q}d programs is that
| - '~ studénts ‘and their families are primarily responsible for
the cost of postsecondary education. Therefore,. a family's
ability to meet these costs must be. assessed a process
' referred to as need analysisg . Student ellglblllty for OFE
: . campus—ba#ed programs can be qetermined by any of several
S ,approved systéms. The three m jor OE~approvyed, systems are:
' ' (1) the College Scholarship Service {CSS) sysfem, (2) the
American .College Testxng Program (ACT) system, and (3) the
- Basic Grant system. : .

ananolal a1d offloers at postseoondary schools are re-
sponsible fior helping students meet the cost.of educat ¥on _
with the resources available. A student's financial need is
the difference between the cost of postsecondary education
and the family's- and student's ability to meet that cost
" (referred to'.as the expected famlly contribution). The
. expected family oontr;butlon is determined by analyzing’
-famlly income and assets, consxderlng such factors as family
" size, the number of family members in postseoondary schools,
‘and extraordinary expenses. To meet. a student's need; the
‘aid officer- usually develops a financial- aid package that
includes various types of drants,” scholarships, loan%, and
work-study funds available from Federal,-State, prlvate, and
' 1nst1tutlonal sthces,» ‘

. All appllcatloqs for ,Basic Grants are processed oentrally o
. < by‘one HEW contractor.  Students meetlng the eliéibllity cri-
; : = teria. are entitled to a'Basic Grant and are assigned an index
e number, representlng the’ family's expected contribution. -.The
- Basic Grant amount is determined from an OE payment schedule,
“'which shows the ellglbllity index and the costs of attendlng
the school of the student's choice. The amount of an award
under’ the’. three campus-based programs is determined by the
) 1nst1tutlon S flnanolal aid officer. . - :

' *Ww%o

K

‘.LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
" , ' While oonsxderlng the Educatlon Amendments of 1972
g ~ (Public Law 92~318), the Congress noted that equally needy
\ ‘ “students attending different ‘schools received- unequal :
‘amounts of aid. " In enactlng the amendments, the Congress
intended that students in similar circumstances across the
¥=h country would be treated con31stently. The Congress estab-
Llshed the Basxc Grant program to help meet that goal.

L]
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.- . A students eligibility for a Basic Graht‘ahdthé\iize*;
of the award were to be determined by subtracting the ek~ . i
pected family contribtition from the cost-of the schoeol .

. attended. The Basic Grant, which is limited to one-half of . =
the cost of attendance,:was expected to be the foundation - |

+ * of all student aid, and,' therefore, would affect the amount
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- of aid ‘ayarded by institutions under the other need-vybased
.. programs, Undexr the Basic Gyant program, students ih similar
- financial positions youra.be~treateﬁ consistently. At least
© _part of.the cost not covered by the Basic Grant is"usually - :
. ‘met through the campus=based aid programs. . A
~ “When considering the 1972 amendments, the House Committee . , '
¢+ on Education and Labor deScribed the award onCampusﬁbaseq"tf/J/
 aid as follows: BT > - Ya o S
_  wphe student's resources are finally determined
» . . by the<institution's financial aid officer who I
: ‘deals. with him persbnally; In practice, the o
programs have gradudlly evolved into ‘a 'ladder' . - I
of -aid; starting with grants and moving ap to- ‘.. i
work-study, [and] NDE} [National Defense Edu-
cation Act] student loans *.* *. - There is con= - = o
o ‘siderable overlap and flexibility with the .= : -t
'¢. . . general result that the financial aid officer . | T ‘
‘ has leeway to put'together a 'package’ for the

student in front &f Rim:" *

. -
S The*fleXibility,xesulting,underjthe.campusfbased programs
~~ ' from allowing fimancial aid officers to make the final deter-
mination of need on an individual basis can help eliminate
_ the inequities caused by regional differences in family in—"
" comé and costs of living., However, students in similar eco-
~ _nomic situations still might be treated inconsistently by
* / ‘financial aid officers. TFor exam le, some students- might

/ be\qgerbur@ened'with'self-Hélp—type‘aid, such ‘as loans and |
!/ work-study, whereas other students in similar gircumstances ~ '

)

miépt receive aid’packa%és,ma@e uppprimarily of grants.

o

- SCOPE O_F"R'EVI‘EW:\ \\ U o | | .

- 'We made our ﬁevieﬁyat,QE headquarters id Washington,

U , e

o, DeCeyat -6 HEW regional offices; at the American, College L

- =+ Testing Program in. Iowa City, Iowa; at.the Educational Test- | .
., ing-Service in Princetoh, New Jersey; at 10 state higher y

e - educatiqQn agencies; and at 23 postsecondary education -insti-

AR tutiong in.l0 States. Basic Grant and campus-based funds ..

‘allocateéd to the 23 schools for the 1976-77 academic year "
totaled $50.5 million {(or 3 percent of the total funding

. . S ) . . P .
. . . ' . et .. : . . .
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for these programs) - The names and locations of the sghools
and the informa‘,on used in select:.ng them are contamed in
appendlx 1I. | s _ L ,,-" - .
+ .. The 23 postsecondary~schools-were selected to 1nclude a
RPN divergity of schools. part;clpating in OE student assistance
oo pxograms. The numger of “s¢hools selected in each‘category

" was in the approxlmate proportion that:eaéh’ type of school.
partxcxpated in" OE's Basic Grant- and cempus~hased programsz;}y
. Factors cons1dered 1ncluded . - o >

kt"x"“ff "—~geograph1c location, ; ._c , p o 1__5 SR
S »‘.,-otype of - school (for examplec 2- and 4- year public and
N o prlvate,'nonproflt, and proprletary)c and s .

. =~number of Federal. student aid programs 1n§yh1cb the
.« schools partlclpated and amount of Federal funding
1nvolved., ‘

R The schoolé selected were not consxdered to bk better-

- or worse than those not selected. Since this report is

,dlrected at improving OE's adm;nlstrat1on of 'student fihan~
- L cial aid programs, the sgchools are not 1dent1f1ed in the
ST report except in appen ix II. '

N . i ~ . . ’ ' . R
H

~

S We'revzewed the law and leg;slatlve hlstorles of the
""‘ﬁ.student aid progrems and program regulations, policies,. and

B ‘procedures, . - Schools'’ applications for campus-~based fundzng
.anﬁ annual expendlture reports weré&aﬂso reV1ewed.

We :andomly selected a sample of 1 669 student azd
folders for the 1976~77 award period and examined such docu-

p,elxg1b11ity reports.' We interviewed financial -aid officers
. and other- educatloq institution officials, State higher edu-
.. cation personnel, officials of the Amé€rigan College Testing
.. Program and Educational Testing Serv;ces,'and HEW regional -
and headquerters off1c1als. -
S Our analysxs of 1ndlv1dual student aid flles was #&n-
o tended to determine whether students in similar situations
- were being treated consistently, as 1ntended‘by the Higher
Education Améndments of 1972. We examined (1) the methods ..
-need analysis firms used to assess a family's expected con- = -
tribution.to the student's educational casts and (2) the . -
~methods financial aid offxcers used to distribute aid to
needy students. - ( 0 . .

ments as need analyses, award letters, and Basic Grant student. -



-

) . v 'CHAPTEg‘Q_T'{ SR
o L . .M

‘ggmn FOR IMPROVED METHOD OF ALLOCATING
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L  CAMPUS-BASED FUNDS TO INSTITUTIONS

" e

Financial need is the primary student eligibility crifﬁ

. terion for OE's student aid programs. However, OE's method

.;of'allocating,fuﬁds,té‘instétutigns for the three campus-
. based programs has not resulted in-‘a distributison.of funds
consistent with student needs Some institutions received

. all or more than the funds necessary to meet the needb .of

‘their studentsgwhile others received much less than needed.
- “he statutory forulas OE uses to allot funds to States
‘do not measure relative student need among the States. '
'Although -institutions' applications inglude a section for
projecting the number of needy students and ‘the amount of.
 aid they require, such applications were not used to allot
' funds among the States,” - = . S S

~ ;Hmef problems were that (l),tﬁewelemé%tS'ufthéstapu-

© tory formulas for alloting funq? to States differed among '’
‘the three programs and (2) institutions inflated the amounts

_requested on their applications to compensate for reductions .

" mad¢ during OE's review process. - | o - o

. . ) ‘ - . X - o e ,.. "uv 111" . S K .n . . . N .
. To. reduce the existing dispar\ities ‘and inconsistent’ o

treatment of institutions and students, statutory allotment® .

-+ formulas should be .amended. In October 1978, OE revised -

o AaLOCAT:ON,PRdcsssES

its procedure for allocating campus-based funds ‘among
inStitutions'u } . . e ] Lo ’:; . e ’ T

PHE ALLOTMENT AND . .. - - A o

e

. Except for part of one program, OE. allots campus-baséd
funds to States using statutory formulas. Funds are then
" allocated to each;participating'ihstitutiop; .

Ninety percent of the available funds in the programs
are allotted among the Sg:tes_g:_the.basis of the formulas.
~Phis results in all States rec iving ‘a share of the funds
for each program basef \jpon selected State demographic
characteristics.'.A.portiéq,of the other 10 percent of the

.

funds in each program is used to bring each State up to its

1972 funding level. "Remaining funds are to be ‘allotted

mong the States according to equitable criteria eftablished
y the Commissioner of Education. Also, if a State does not
use all of its allotment, the unused funds can be.reallotted

among the other States. ' . o



N

Institutions apply to OE annually for fuhds under each
campus~based ptogram.  Institutiondl applications  (refe¥red . >
to as tripartite applications) were reviewed by regional ?
panels composed of institutional financial aid officers and
OE representatives. The panels determined institutional
needs for funds dnd recommended approval-or adjustment of A
the amounts requested.. Although the State. allotment formulas o

~ and not panel action determined the amounts received by the
States within the HEW regions, the panels affected amounts
allocated to specific institutions within the States. This
resulted because the amount allotted to a State under the’
formulas was prorated to institutions on the basis of the
.amounts approved by the panels for all ingtitutions in that -

RN - State. :

.~ réceived 75 percent of its. panel~recommended a

‘' _For example, if a"State's- allotment under the formulad®.
~was 75 percent of the total panel-recommended :funding for
institutions within that State, éach iﬁétitutigg would have

amount. There
1s a separate allotment for each of the campus-based programs.

. The Supplemental Grant ‘allotment.is divided into two parts-- 'y'

“initial year grants for firgt-time applicaiits and continuing

- year grants for students who previously received Supplemental
Grants. These funds are not interchangeable-<initial year
‘grants cannot be used to fund continuing students and vice

.. versa. . . A

.. The Commissioner of Education has statutory authority -
to allot Supplemental Grant (continuing year) .funds in a :
manner that will best achieve the.purpose of the program.
“Phe established procedure was to divide; the tothl amount of
“contin?ing;year‘funds available by the total amount recom-
mended’ by the panels: to determine a uniform .national per-‘

"Tcentagegfor.all.States¢‘ Thus, the method of allotting.the

" continuing year funds differed mdrkedly from the procedures’ = ..
used tp allot Direct Loan, College Work-Study, and Supple- “

" mental Grant (initial year) funds. ~:-- -

Generally, those réspansible‘for‘distributﬁng financial -
aid contended that there were insufficient funds to meet
students' needs and that the method used for allocating
campus—based~fu ds (State allotment formulas and the panel

- review process)gcansed some schools to receive all of on
more ‘than’the funds they needed while others might have
received: substantially less than they needed. The amount
of assistance received by students from the campus-based
programs did .not depend solely on their finahcial need. 1In
addition to need, funding.available to a student at a given
institution was affected by the State in which the institu-
tion was located and the institution's total need im relation

. t6 other institutions witpin the State. ) \
‘ L - ) : N ) o,
. L ]
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. In June 1977, the student Financial Assistance Study
Group 1/ issued a report to the Secretary of HEW ehtitled
, ?Recommendétions‘for-Improved Management of the Federal
. ‘Student Aid Programs." The repo¥t concluded that:
¢ - . ‘ ‘ i :
k¥ ¥ the strengths of the application -pro-,
» ,cedures are soO far outweighed by its weak-
nesses.. We believe that .an alternative means
of distributing funds, to®institutions must .
be developed." . s o ‘ ‘
- . : 5 . e ' . ' o o L
_ The Study Group recammended that a new method of fund
- allocation be developed-and that it be fully operational by.
. ..the fall of:1978. It also recommended that panels continue
«LO review applications” and -decide appeals. It suggested that
.. the appropriations process precede -the'application process
. 'so that the panel could assign actual rather than panel-

- -

recommended dollars.- In addition, the Study Grodp suggested '

ffThe,standards,Atechniqués, anﬂ procedures used in the

-+ funding prQcess be uniforfi ‘and consistently applied

that:

B

. from institution to institution, from State to State,

* and from region to region,
_ =-No more .than one data collection document be used for
. the funding allocation process as well as for thpe

- end-of-the-year reporting process.
. - . o0 Coos ) o . ) e :
| . . =-Ideally, the funding process use only data that can
v ' be verified’and audited. o ' *? e

o As a result of recommendations made by the Study Group,
. members of the financial aid community, and us, OF .decided
. ”tzygevise its process of allocating campus-based aid funds
to schools.  The revised proceéz\QS”ﬁesigned to ‘
o - - . . ) o | S
.e% .+ —-be based on information gathered from a substantially
’ | shortened institutional application that is combined
‘with the annual fiscal operations report, . o

7%—use:aUGitablg‘(Uistorical) data that will permit a

f“cial need, S .
S j';/A'qréup-df I2'individuals‘eutéide\the Federal sector

" convened by the Seg¢retary of HEW to study the management
and organization of HEW's student g%nancialuassistance

. -programs. - : | - R | -
> 21

 standard measurement of relative institutional finan-

ki



~-place greater emphasis on instj
vious years' funds, and‘

\ D ;
-—ellmlnate ‘the panel review process and use computers
to objectLvely ass1gﬁ\1nstitutlonal need bylformulas.

tigns' use of pré=

i

: Thls new prosess w;ll be phased in over a 3- vear penaod

On November 8, 1978, regulationts were proposed for the allo-
cation_-of campusgp@sed funds for the 1979-80 school year.

~Regulations for the second and third phases will be proposed

after the ﬁlrstvghase is completed.'

.'STATE ALLOTMENT FQRMULAS NOT BASED ON NEED

-

The formulas that allot campus:based aid to States are

.-'1nadequate and inconsistent in thei: treatment of need. 1/
~ None of the formulas for allotting' campus-—based aid funds
- address need as defined by OE-=-the difference between the

 cost of education and the expected family' contribution.

~are based on demographlc characterlstxcs‘not directly re- - *
- lated to need. The poverty factor (number of children

Direct Loan and Supplemental Grant funds allotment formulas

L3S

- undep 18 from- famllles with annual incomes below $3,000) in
. the College Work-Study allotment formula was developed when
" the pro§ram was Yirst authorized by the Economic Opportunity

.. eligible for benefits. .When. the- program was
- OE, eligibility was no longer limited to suc

Act of 1964 and only students from" low-lncome families were
ransferred to .
students. s
llotment for~ -

However, the original poverty | factor in the

- mula was retained. S I | -

Ay

Co. 'In a‘l968 report on the adminlstfatlon of 'student ajid

vprograms, the College Entrance”Examination Board noted that .
~the statutory formulas did not adequately consider two 1h\\

portant factors: - (13 the’ number df students enrolled in

. high~cost institutions varied radically from State to State o

and- (2) the distribution of income differed among States.

'7 ' We believe income and cost of living information available °

from the Bureaus of the Census and LaborsStatlstlcs uld

- be used as 1ndicators of need.

,»‘l/The formulas allot funds to each State accqrdlng to the

&10 of the students-in that State to the national total
£ students. For Direct Loans, the formula includes only
' f 1-time students, for Supplemental Grants, the formula
includes full-time and the full-time equivalent of part~.
- time student-s"r for College Work-Study, the formula includes
full-time students as well as the number of high school
. graduates and the number of children- under 18 years of age
‘living in families with -annual incomes of less than $3,000.

-



- During our fieldwork, sédveral State and financial aid -
officials told us that the State allotment procéss c¢ould be
- improved -by (1) replacing State allotment formulag with a.
;natioﬁ;},formula-whereby.all.schools would receive the same
. .percentage of their panel-approved reco ndations or .
(2) revising State "allotment formulas 2e'that,mcre funds go .
 to States with higher percentages of lbwwincome families, ,
which spend larger percentages of their State budget on edu-
cation, and with lérgernpumbets of college-age st#dents. |
. Despite recommendations for revising the State alIocg:
- 'tion formilas from several organizations over the:rpast
s - 10 years, no significant changes have occurred. Thus,
‘although the campus~based programs are aimed at meeting o
‘student needs, the exigting formulas. that bring 90 per ent
"~ of these funds to the States still do not directly measure
. relativé State need. The curtent methods for allotting the
.~ discretionary 0-percent funds and for reallocating funds
attempt to alleviate the rigidity of the formulas by trecog-
nizing the differing needs of the States. . However, there
‘'was increasing concern that the methods -of allottimg the
‘discretionary 1l0-percent funds further encouraged grantsman-
ship in the institutional application process. This is .
" because the fairness of.thelfunding;procesz'depended heavily
. on fhe extent to which regional review pane | :
formly~ and consistently and successfully detected inflated .
institu;ional'fqnding requests. o :

. ‘The inconsistent results of the allotment process.
could be illustrated by co paring the campus-based funds
received by schools in dif%erent States as-a percentage of
'panelérecommended'amounts.‘?Total campusfbasedffunds-allo-"
cated to the schools in our review varied from 36 to 94 per-

cent of the amounts.recommended by the review panels.
. ' ' : - o S ) . .

- -
i . .

, The following table. shows, for example, that twé 4-year
- public institutions (A and B) in different States received
- widely different treatment through the allocation process.
Similar disparities are shown for two 4-year private schools
(C and D) 'in two other States. a o :

Panel~'._Percent,of”‘ S . Percent of

B ;}gAmount - - recom— amount . Allo- .. panel
.. applied - mended - applied cated - recom-
School for -~ amount for ~amount . mendation
" . a- 8,820,658 $8,114,193 = 92  $3,591,570, a1
B 7,598,053 7,586,607 - 100 j 5,405,665 ' ... 72
c 1,182,644 1,137,664 . 96 . 444,192 39
¢ . ll

ls operated uni- -
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" . Although sch&ol A's pénel—recommended,amount was. about
- $0.5 million more than school B's, 'school B received ove
' $1.8 million more than school &. And although school :

- ST panel recommendation was greatey ‘than school D's,.the Igtter i
- ¥ . received more than twice as much money. o ‘

2

. ) : a ‘.
« -. . In two States withil the same HEW region, the State \
. a§éotments for College Work-~Study, as percentages of.panel
' recommended amounts, differed by more than 32-percentage-
' points (54.8 to 87.1). Because of inconsistencies in the
statutory formulas, if two schools, Qne in each oflthe two
~ 'States, had, received identical panel recommendations of '
$100,000 for Coli®ge Work-Study, one school would have
received $54,800), the ‘other, $87,100. Such differences"also
+ existed in the otheﬁ\campus~based programSa-*@héQfollbwing.'m
table'shows, by program, the percentage of panel~recommended
funding actually allacated_to'applicant'schQle"n-each
State in our review. : ' o :

-

I Fiscal year 1977 allocations s a percent of
B --.paneldreqég§€hded,a ounts ‘ T
: ' College - R ' | :
- Work=- - ' Direct - = Supgllemental Grants
| . Study Loans ~ Initial  Continuing
New Jersey - 87.11 79.89 - 50.45 50.83
Florida . | . 83,09 © 6165 - - 45.74 50.83
~: Tennessee . 72.75 - 57.20 : 40.19 - 50.83
-« Pennsylvania - - 62.82 52.76 40.89° - .  50.8%
- . New York  54.76 . '51.85 - - 38.87 . 50.83
' California. . 46.87 : . 41.31 0 29.12 . 50.83
Colorado .-~ 46.87 39.47 76 .99 "50.83
Minnesota =~ = < 46.87 . 43.41 .. 26.99 - 50.83
New Mexico " =~ 46.87 = 39.47 . 26 .99 . 50.83

Wisconsin  46.87 39.47 26.99 . 50.83

¢ The Student Financial Assistance Study Group report con-.
~ cluded that review panel members were aware of. the diffex- *
~ ‘ences among the States. in the percentage of‘panel-reGOmmiﬁﬂgg
funding actually received and that their objectivity was
' thereby affected. According to the report, panelists were
tempted to compensate for these differences in making their
,frecamﬂendatigns for awards, even though they were .instructed .
to recommend the amount, that the collegé really needed and
S - would use. Howgyer, the following table shows that, if such
AR -cbmpenSaging efforts existed; they did not result in con- _
- sistent treatment of instititions applying for aid or Students
receiving the aid. S . - -

v
.
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S~ 1976-77 award period R
Average campus—-based . .Average unmgf‘
- , S aid@ allocation need .after
,xf/“ - 8chool = per aid recipient all aid
1 <« $ 616 - : $ 894
. 2, 571 T 575 ;
3 409 S Lo, 25 ~
4 - 520 - « 200
5 413 e T L., 400
; 6 1,181 - 745
7. 671 - 394
». 8 643 - . ) - 62
9 297 . oo =31
10 634 B [ 81
11 L727, - -244
12~ 377 o -0
| 13 335 . . . - 966
- 14 277 oy 811
. 13 . 89 DA 881
16 413 : . 293
17 o137 S 559
18 363 . 35
19 1,014 - . 105 -
20 15 - % 1,182
cLT = 21 - 856 - -0 1,717
- 22 +981 ., | 1,363
o 23 282 L 1,743
The table shows significant inconsistencies between per .
capita;allccations_adﬁ unmet negd. For example, one school
" (number 11l) was allocated $727 in campus-based aid for each
.L'}ireCipient enrolled. ' The students in' our sample at this
.~ school received aid averaging $244 more than. their need as,
.computed by the aid officer. ‘Another school in the same
State {(number 20) was allocated only .about $150 for each ,
- aid recipient enrolled. Students in our sample at this’ .
school had unmet need averaging $1,182. e :\L
. In a second State, one proprietary school (number 19) -
'was,allocated'$1,014'invCampus—based«funds per aid recipient
o enrolled. The students in our- sample had unmet need averag-
T 7. "ing about $105. Another school {number 15), a *2-year public
~ institution in this State, was allocated only $89 per aid .
“recipient, and students sampled had unmet need averaging $881.
. ' guch .inconsistencies occurred primarily for two reasons;
" {1) the process by which funds are allocated among.the States
‘is not based on need and (2) need frequently was not- reported
a€curately on institutions' applications, which provide the
‘basis for distributing State allotments among institutions.
Q S -13 \25 )
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- State poverty factor and' cansiders the number &
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PO : ' . .
) ' “" ' : ‘ . e
leferlng statuto:y elements o ' . ' o
;amogg the three programs L‘”; . '.\' ‘ '

' The . statutory formulas for. ellottlng fnnds to States for

all’ t%;eg Programs. are to provider meed-based assistance to
* studeh E only. the Ccllege Work~Study fqrmula.lf;lud s a | .
high“school
‘graduates. - The birect Loan and Cellege WOrk—Suudy formulas' '
consider enly full-time college, enrolim 2nt. . The Suppliggﬁgaé

.. Grant%dnitial year) formula considers.both full-time
"fullwtlmegéquxvalent of part-time enro ents~Qfﬁgoth gra duate v

and undergraduate. stuﬁenq although éaiy underdtaduates_ *
‘rattendlng scheol at’ eastlgﬁ&f tlme are ellglble for grants.

" . These problems were c1ted in a 1974 Collegejﬁoard study
of sudent financial aid programs. The study adnitted that
.no clear evidence has shown that ellmlnatlng the formilas

. would result in greater qoné&stency in'distributing funds to

“_needy s%udents, but it guestioned the need for three separete

“formulas.. Although. the study made no recommendations, 'we -
Jbelieve that the inconsistencies. noted above sheuld be- ®

elzmlnated w, AR : P .
"*fNSTITUTIONAL APPLECATIONS R
OFTEN OVERSTATED NEEDS L ’~'.f oo

L

Appllcations submitted by 1ﬂst1tut10ns for ‘campus=- ed
g funds are supposed to-reflect the tumulative financial ed’

. of thelr\studente._ However, ‘aid officers know from past
. experiénce «that the State allotmént formulas (and, toa-

. -lesser extent, the panel review proqess) resulted in: sig="

- nificant differences betwee he amounts schools requested

- and .the amounts. they receiv " For example, funds recelvea
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 by the schools ineur review
averaged 48 percent of the amoun{s requested, with a range .
of from 11 to.72 percent. Because of these differences,.
‘some 1nst1tut10n officials inflated requests to compensate
fon-the amounts they’ requested but d1d not receive.

_ In a preV1ous report 1/ we concluded that the allo—'
cation prqgcess did not insure an equitable distribution of

'yﬂzapproprxa d funds. As a result of certain institutions

overstating their needs’, some institutions received ajg of
or moxe than the funds actualily needed, while pthers received.
subst&ntlally less than they needed o = ‘

At ) e
o e e - ) -
. . Al

*

l/ Admlnlstratlon of the Offlce of Education's Student

Flnencxal Ald Pregram" (B-164031(1), Apr. _£\i974) L {;

J
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" * the "thred campus-based programs”are different. Even though .« v

. .
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' We asked OE and State officials and imstitutional aid |
 officers whether inflated requests were still a problem. = Y
- According to them, most schools continue to inflate their |
"applications to get the funds they need. Additional yeasons
«for inflating, accqQrding to one OE official, were: ‘ -

“- \ .

——There is more competitioh for Federal aid as the
. number of eligible schools increases.. '

4 .

direct relationship between the amount of” aid avail-
able at a school and the number of students it can

u —-Schd6ls are cémééting for studen%s,‘and there is a <«

. attract.
--Aid officers' job security is directly related to
their ability to obtain aid money. S i
i ff_in.its‘Jdne.l977‘report, the Stdéént Financiairggsistance°
' ;stpdyvsrquvstateg thage« - o :
T oS. wk % X ghe appiiéaticn and fundipg‘prOCESSes e J)f
A are complex, burdgnsome and time consuming. .
C They encourage grantsmanship and speculation
‘on the future. * *.* In order to receive the -
- dollars it actually needs, the dpplicant
. institution may submit an inflated application
~  to compensate for reductions necessitated by
the State allocation formula * * * and deci-
sions are based‘ugon‘projected*figures that? .. o
- -are aiffﬁcult to estimate and impossible to i
-!'7( “validate until two years later.” oL
A ‘ , o . \ - e - ,
‘Aid officers at 13 of the 23 schools we yisited ddmitted they
inflated the amounts on their applications. ' S L
) - -~ One aid officer said he had reqhested-the amountgpf-
: - funds he actually needed for fiscal year 1973. Becayge the
_.. request was so severely reduced, he has o6verstated the
"~ amounts on his apPlications Since them. ‘According to an-
other aid officer, he“kequested more funds than he could
- possibly uses C - .
R A;Tbeﬂfdllbﬁing‘table illustrates the inflatidn of

applications by three schools in our review.




AN

" School-

. 1. Amount of campus~-based | S S
aid recezved B - $268,000 $ 575,000 $3,592,000:
¥ . 2. Anount of additional o | | . -
oY N campus—based aid -
o ' needed to meet | ‘
L | -~ ’‘student need 100 o . . _
- percent (note a). = = _ 28,000 72,000 3,608,000

3. Totai.campus~based*aid o
- required #o meet

* .

N I8 Amount ‘of campus—based o

R S « - aid requested ‘ $834,000
LEo. 5,0 Amount aid request was
e DR ~overstated (note b) $538 000

. a/Amount is based on oiir computat1on

fstudents receiving Federal financ

total student need . $296,000

'$_. 647,000 $7,200,000

) )

ﬂsr;4és,b00 58,621,000
s 313 ooo"51 521 ooo

of the.average estlmated

aid (entire universe

‘unmet need of students in our sam%gi times 'the number of . - .

- of Federal aid recipients at each school) and assumes that
unmet need can only be met by additional campus-based aid.

-

Thus, our estlmate cf eVerstated amounts is conservatlve. N

h/LGe 4 mznus 11ne 3

' Instltutlons can 1nflate their requests for campus-based

' fundxng 1n various ways.r They can

: -«overstate the number of students needlng ald,

~-overstate the average need of

- EE o -~1nflate student budgets, and

o sources., %
- -,

-

—~understate ‘the amount of axd avaxlable\from other

students,

The - Studeat. Financjal Assistance’ Study Group c1ted a
~study by OE's region X Ao verify information submitted. .on

" the applications for the 1976-77 school year by 44 institu-
“tions. This study raised serious questions about the ac--

the funds requested

o | e N
ERIC - e

curacy ‘of historical data ahd projections used to jUStlfy

t



Although review panel members were denerally aware tﬁat
* .applications were often ovérstated, the panels could make -
“only a limitedereview of the applications because of their
‘nquen.anéllength. For example, for the 1977-78 award period,
~ the M-mefmber region II panel reviewed 434 applications and .
_ could devote only. about 30 minates to each.. The regionJdX
. panel of 21 members reviewed 583 applicatjons, devoting an
- average of 15 to 20 minutes.to each applgﬁgti n. The N
. " Studént Financial Assistance Study Group co nted on this '
- . problem as;;ollows:‘ S ' ' t |

sk ¥ * rhe immense amount of data is difficult,
. if pot indeed impossible for- the panels to con-
sider properly. The review of.so much data,
. - without computerized support which could provide
- comparative figures for similar types of insti--
" tutions, make the panel review process subject to
*inequitable and inconsistent decisionmaking within
.+ _ each panel as well as betweén regions.” ’
< e ‘ , . , .
. . 'An 4id officer told us that the review panels served no
~-useful purpose because there was an appeal process under
“which OE-made the final funding decisions. If an institu-
- tion was dissatisfied with its panel'necommendgﬁion;‘it_
. could appeal to HEW. For example, one school appealed the
panel's funding recommendations for fiscal year 1977, and
the following changes resulted.. . - . = . S

e

' - Regional

< o i

| B ' 'Amouﬁt} 3'¥§view ﬁéne} - . appeal
- Program ?‘; applied for - retommendatjon ~approval
' pirect Loan. 1,368,321 $486,561 $697,473
* _College Work-Study - ‘542,965 324,817 - 429,508
Supplemental Grant . 978,500, - 585,367 791,838

‘Another.School'appealed the‘panel‘s funding rebdmmendaticns
for fiscal year 1976, and the following chanqes“resu%ted.

R S . Regional
- ... Amount = Review panel - appeal
_ Program. . - applied for ‘recommendation approval
: . , o : . Sk ’
~7 ‘Direct Loan . . $767,500 % § - - - $ 26,566
College Work-Stud 650,000 . 200,000 -7, 360,063
Supplemental Grant 360,000 . 140,000 - 199,696 -

17

Yvd




e e -

N . - - . -h‘. ™ 1 ' B . . ’ .
Qi . o . - o . : e N

Although OE did not have natlcnwide statistics on the

N

effect of appeal .actions,” we analyzed appeals for eight

';schcols in our review for the 1974-75, 1975~76, and 1976- 77

. . award periods. The fcllcwlng table summarizes the results
- ofvcur‘analysis. ' .

Type 'Number‘dﬁ' - S L | .
. -0f <. "  appeal” . . Number . Number Number -
 appeal - acticns .~ increased decreased  unchanged
L E.'égional 4 22 2 22
‘ ational . 7 -, - .1 ., L= 6
) RN L . o (

The net effect cf the reglcnal appeal actxons was an 1ncrease'u‘

" in recqmmended campus-based funding of $1,525,702. - The net .
‘effect of the national appeals was an increase of $922 827.

Adjustments in panel recommendations affect the amount ag~ !

-*tuarly received. - According to OB, during the same 3-year

-

© 1974-~75 and. l&lS ~76 “/ there were 153 natlonal appea&

period, there were 1,976 reglcnal appeal 'actions. For
actlons.*‘. _ -

. During calendar year 1974, HEW'S reglcn \' experlmented-
thh an automated data processing system used in reviewing
inst1tut10nal applications for campus-based funds. The .
system was designed to reduce clerical aspects of the review
process, incredse the equitableness of allocations, and pro- ]
vide. an updated data base for statlstical purposes.(,_ , N

: A region V evaluatzcn of the system s first year of _
operatxcn concluded that it .improved the review process by ‘a"
prcvxdxng more accurate data, 1mprov1ng;commun1cat10n be- = a
tween OE and the schools, reduging clerical actxvzty, and . .
- improving analysis of the datafon the schools' applications, .
The system was further tested /fin 1975u ‘However),. because of

‘ hxgh operating costs, 1nadequac1es in some-programs, and

OE's lack of confidence in the data baee, the system was
dxsccntxnued in December 1975. - ‘

Accordzng to OE off1cxals, its revised process for:

~allocating campus-based funds will calculate awards by

¥ computer and elxmlnate the wontroversial reglonal Jpanels.

f 3

‘“l/OE cduldfnct'p;CVide figures fcrl1976—77.

.
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~ UNUSEB FUNDS'

A

{
4

" funds allocated to them during fiscal years 1975 and 1976;

Six schools in our review used all of.the campus~based

f',the other 17 schools did.not. ' The total unused funds at

these<schocls‘were”$i:S“miiiionmférwthasewQﬁyeafsTm~Reasansmu“”Mﬁm“wWM

g;ven'were R .
 --the rapid g} _
grant programs; some of whose funds went to students

who formerly received supplemental Grants; .

~--the inability to award all,Suppleméhtal Grant funds
received because there were not enough returning
students qualified to recejve continuing funds;

- ==the atéeptance:of College Wofk-Study awards by
students who work very little or not at allj Q
inds .

—=the receipt of reallocated College Work-Study
o —-aﬁrelucﬁance-to award students Direct Loans when

other forms of aid were available to meet needs,
because of fear:oﬁqg highfdelinquency rate'on loan

o~ repayment; and T . PN

‘J—~inadequate school planning arnd poofeadministfative
control.. -~ T S
The legal restriction against using init'ial year Supple-

- mental Grant funds for centinuing students ‘and continuing

year funds for first-time grant appliéants (see p. 20) &nd

_ the late realldcation of College WQrgrstudy funds (see p.”21)
- may be legitimate reasons “for underutilization., However, the
- other reasons could be excuses for intentional inflation of

applications or weaknesses in program administration. -The
result is that schools have been awarded funds which they
were unable to use. Surprisingly, most of these schocels
still showed unmet need ﬁcr.students in our samplet.

For example, during 1976+~77 thé aggregate amount ©of
unmet need at a 4-year pu?lic school was about $100,000..

However, during the previous 2 years, the schoal did not use

almost $400,000 in campus-based aid. Unused Work-Study and
upplemental Grant funds must. be returned to the Treasury,
whereas DirectrLoan funds already received by schools remain

"there and reduce the next year's award unless unnecessary

accumulation,of capital woul@ result. Fifteen schools that -

. F. < . : | ! ‘ 19

31

i

rowth of the Basic Grant progréiuand State .

too late in the school year to be fully used; - | /;f‘

”
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~had unused funds during 1974-75 and 1975 ?6 also had’ students :
.with unmet need during’these years; students at schools. that

used all of. tpelr avallable funds also, had unmet need

\

In the past OF did not prov1de spec1f1c, quantitatlve'

~—~*——*~f_cr1ter1a for'evaluatlng'an“InstItutlon S request‘for funds

Y

»

versus "its past use of similar funds. According to:OE
-officials, the revised process for allocating funds to
institytions wills be based on actual verifiable data, -such
at past use- of ﬁunds, enrollment, and- other relevant factors.
Separatlon of Supplemental Gerant funds : a - )
betheen 1n1t1al year and contlnulng year ‘ I

N\

The law that divides Supplemental G;aats 1nto‘1n1t1al

year and contlnulng yeay allocatlons was intended to assure >

conélnued assistanceé for students who previously reqelved
aid under . this progragm. According to aid officers, they can

Jeither use initial year funds for sygdents who have pre-
,v1ously received Supplemental Grants nor, use ntlnulng year

funds for first-time" Supplemental Grant candi ates, even

though they might have more than enough in one category and

- not enough in the other to meet students' needs. They con-

tend that a single allotmeg;,noﬁld enable them ‘to better

. meet students' needs for-these funds. Many schools have
.~ been unable to use the .continuing year funds because of de-
- . creases, in the numbers-of ellglble students caused by some

aropplng out. This results xn avallable funds not belng

| ‘used.  (see p. 19.)

"Other schools unable to use contlnulng year funds\have

. transferred these funds to the initial year portion through-
College Work-Study.+ The legislation’ and regulations for .

both the Supplemental Grant and College Work-Study. ‘programs
permit transfers of up to 10 percent between these two pro-

‘grams. However, ‘although ittgives institutions some flexi-
"bility, this appears to be a cumbersome way ﬂi/lncrease the

use of Supplemental Grant funds.
> . .
After dxscu351ng this matter with aid offlcers and OE
officials, we believe that a direct transfer between initial
and continuing year funds would more efficiently deliver
student finantial aid. Aid officers told us that they

~ would likely-increase their use of<\wpplemental Grant funds

if-a single allocation. were made.  As early as 1974, the

National Work Conferences on the Institutional- State—Federal

Partnership in Student Assistance recommended either - -¥emoving
the distinction between initial year and continuing year'
awards or allow1ng schools to transfer moneys between these
accounts. :

s

~
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Need for more timely ﬁgé}loéaéioﬁs

~ Funds sometimes become available for reallotment among
States and reallocation among institutions. This .can occur,
for example, when the funds originally alloted to a State _
(by the statutory formulas) exceed the total panel-recommended
- amounts’ for the schools within the State. "Also,”some schools
o ind ‘that they have excess College Work-Study funds during '
T ftheﬁacademic-year-andvnotify OE that this Wmoney is available.
. OE theh reallocates the excess money to schools that need it.
Our review showed the timing of the reallocationvprocess to
be a problem. : ST - -

- .

<

4 . Some schools had not used all of their College Work-Study
" funds because .they ceived requested reallocations too late:
in the school ygar. For example, at one school only $12 of
,000 in additional College Work-Study funds was used
‘béWuse the institution did not receive the money until \
April 23, 1976, and it had to be used by June 30, 1976. As .
of May 5, '1977y another school had nqt received an additional
$30,000 it washgwarded on April 4, 1977. Aid officers at
| these 'two Schools told us that, had the money been recefved
W¢J9§3éarlier,5theyiWDUldAhave been able to use some or all of-iﬁ
ek fori students having unmet need;.. If the schools are to usel
UoawrTadditional funds effectively, allocations must be received

20 'in time to adjust students' awards.or make new awards.*

.. CONCLUSIONS . ., _ ( . _ & .
. . Lo . o \ . e, 4 s ‘
The State allotment and panel review processes resulted .
in inconsistent distribution of campus-based funds to insti-
tutions.~ This occurréd primarily because (1) the formulas
for allotting funds to the States were inconsistent and did
not. include indicators of the relative need of students in
the States and (2) institutions inflated the amounts requested
on applications which were the basis for distributing the
amounts alloted to the States. In addition, the division of

- Supplemental Grant funds between initial year and continuing

- year, and the lack of timely notification of reallocations
_of College Work-Study funds to schools. that reguested‘addi—j
tional funds, contributed to some .schools’ gﬂégrUtilization

- of these campus-based funds. : _ .

*

In our April 4,. 1974, report (see p. 14), we concluded
‘that the allocation process did not provide for consistent
distribution of funds. Schools did not receive campus-based
aid in accordance with the needs of their students. .Through
the completion of the fieldwork on this review, the problems
cited in our earlier report persisted. ‘

. { .
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_ Many schools did not spend all the funds they. were‘
allocated. In some cases this may have,been beyond the
institution's control, as in the-case of reallocations re- ,
ceived too late to be awarded tosstudents and the restriction
I on. the-use’ of contlnulng year Suppfemen;al Grant funds. In

S ‘._,other-cases underutlilzatzon cculaybenattrlbuted to inten-

o - ‘tionally ihflated amounts on applications’or weaknesses in

';1nst1tut10nal admlnxstratxon of the campus—based programs.

- The efflcxency and- effectlveness ‘of the campus-based
. - programs in reaching needy students and in affording egqual
B ' treatment of students in sxmxlarqﬁgrcumstances, regardless of
where they are enralled, could be improved by giving greater
consideration to substantiated need and by“allowing institu~ _
‘tzens more flex1b111ty in the use of funds allccated to them..

_ OE'* s graposed rev1sxon to: the prccess for allecatxng ' v
(,campus—based aid funds to schools (see pp. 9 and 10) addresses >
many of ‘the problems discussed in 'this chapter. The new '
process is designed to eliminate the*reglonal panel review - )
. .process, use .computers to obBjectively assign, institutional .
need on the basis of verifiable data, and consider under- =~
utilization of: prevxous years' funds. . Howevér, the Congress
. - ‘needs to reexamine the components of the Staté allotment’
',"‘ " formulas for the campus-based programs and cen51stently
: -_include, in each, indicators of relative ne&d. We believe
that using incomg and cost of living: 1nf0rmation from the
Bureaus of the Wensus and Labor Statlstxcs as 1nd1cators of . .
need should be considered. s ' . ‘

,'RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

‘ We recemmend that the Secretary d;rect the Comm1551oner .
. " of Education to complete impleméentation of the proposed ‘
v reviged fuynding allocation procedures to help reduce the,
‘1nconszstenc1es in the distribution of campus-based funds
and to allow that students in sxmxlar circumstances recelve
Federal aid in acccrdance with thelr neeas.'
;COMMENTS DF_OFFICE OF EDUCAT\DN : L S N
"OFFICIALS -AND OUR EVALUATION | o ‘

s

‘ o OE officials concurred in our recommendatxon, and be-
Tt lieved they had already complled’w1th it. Spec1f1cally,<dbe
I new process for allocatxng funds to institutions recommended
by the Commissioner's Panel of Experts introduced several
new features,_xncludlng : : ‘
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--a combined énnual-fiscal*operatidns report and’?ppli-v_'
- cation; ' B ' - R a

--a request baséd‘on'actualVVerifiable'datat'inéluding
 past uﬁg;qi\funds;.enrpllment,~and.other relevant

 factorsy,

2

-~ ==procedures that produce a leve;vcf.conditional guaran-

_ teed funding based on use $ubject to State allotment ~
figures and a second fair share distrihution of any
extra funds after the first level is met; '

.f—prqﬁisiQn;fof‘instithtionsitb appeal level§‘dfvfund;

'ing to a nafional panel; . and R o S,
4-célcu1aﬂion of awards by cbmputetﬂ&nd'eliminatidn'of

the contrdversial regional panels. . |

Iﬁéleméhtaﬁioh of this process began with the filing of

" applications .in October 1978. ' The Bureau of Student Finan-
. cial ‘Assistance plans to notify institutions of tentative

levels of funding each. January, consider appeals in.Febtuary,,fﬁ'
and provide notices @f final awards in March. OE officials
said.that, beCause a charige in the State allotment formula

! L]

requires congressional action, awards must be based on the
_-same statutory State allotment requirements ‘as before.

" 'We believe that OE has taken several steps toward im--
proving the.allocation of campus-based student aid funds... = -
Howéver, because (1) these revised procedures were initiated o A
after our fieldwork, (2) regulations for the second and g A

third phases have not’ yet been issued, and (3) many aspects

of the revised procedures have still not had sufficient time

to function, we cannot say whether.furthervimprovements are .
needed. We believe, however, that the appeals procedure '

‘mentioned by OE officials -and the funds allocation process
- itself must be kept
;\ship"practices‘use

as free as possible from the "grantsmarn® Lo
by some institutions in the past.. Alsor
for the most benefit\to be achieved from the revised proce-

 dures, the Congress needs to take action on the following

recommendations.

to congider are = .

. . . T . [
. ' ! ,
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_RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS L

3 We;}ecomﬁénd that the Congress revisé,thé State allot-
ment formulas for the Supplemental Grant, Direct Loan, and

. College Work-Study programs to reduce the'inconsiStencies in

the distribution of‘funds'under‘these~progr§m5¢ ‘Some points

-

. . ‘
s .
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,~~1ncludlng ip the statutory formulag for all campus—

‘~—mak1ng formula factors for each of the campus—based

. . -
. : . o
Y . %
LR . . .
N

e

based programs consistent indicators of relatlve
- need of students in, the States;

»
.

, programs consistent with the types of" students who
are ellgxble, and S . .

G - . oy

--elxmlnatlng the dlstlnetlon between inxtxal and con—"

tinuing year awards under the- Supplemental Grant
'.program or permitt1ng the interchange of such funds
while assuring that all qualified students who re~

.ceive initial year gramts continue to recelve Supple~
‘mental Grants for the duration: ef their undergraduate

',enrollment

”
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[MPROVEMENTS NEEQED IN L
. ... SYSPEMS-FOR DETERMINING NEED =

Co . ' . o ' r
. Financial need ig.the primary eligibility criterion for
all OE programs disclssed inithis report. OE defines "need"’
as the difference between:the.costfsf‘educatidnﬂandfthe~ex-
pected family contribution. These two factors have been
specifically defined-.by the Congress and in HEW regulations
; for.the;gasic"Grant,program; ‘For the campus-~based programs, -
~ > .financial aid officers and need analysis firms are allowed
. flexibility in defining these terms.: This has resulted in |
(1) different measures of expected family contribution under -
the various student assistance programs and (2) inconsistent
tpeatment of students in similar, situations who. attend dif-

"  (;;K%nt‘Sthols;a‘ co R
- - .. . . ) . . & .

~ Also, because OE has not established umiform procedures
for verifying information on aid applications under the Basic
Grant and campus-based programs, aid has been awarded on the
basis of conflicting information. .~ . -

-

L

| DIFFERENT SYSTEMS FOR S <
~!  DETERMINING FINANCIAL NEED B .

»

... . ®The Basic Grant‘program'has;lts.own{need analysis system.
- .Eligibility for the q.gpuSebased”prQQrams can be determined
by any of several OE-approved systems, .including the Basic
Grant system. . However, most {schools sprefer not to use the
N Basic Grant system for various reasons. «or instance, aid.
‘% -~ officers told us that this system does not‘provide'them~with_’
. enough information to meet .individual needs. _ . o
_f»;ﬁ”‘ The two major analysis systems in use for the campus-
. ed programs are those operated by ﬁhe,Callege-Scholarship“
.ﬁ{Service and the American College Testing Program. Schools
select a system and pay the service firm an annual fee. stu- -
dents at most schools applying for campus-based aid are in-
structed to submit a completed need analysis application to:
- . one of these firms. _Results of the .analysis are sent directly
.~ .. to the school. ACT and CSS previously had differert methods.
* of computing family contribution, but they adopted a common '

. -award periods. |

processing foxmula ‘(consensus model) for the 1976-77 and later

I3F 4
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. ' Beginning with the 1978-79 award period, students may
~apply for Basic Grants, as well as campus-based aid and aig
‘from the States, of Pennsylvania and New Jersey, on a single

- form.. Information required of Basic Grant applicants will
be collected on the ACT, CSS, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania
applications. This information will ‘be forwarded to HEy's -
Basic Grant processing contractor, which will analyze the in-

- ',Ji formation and produce student eligibility reports as in pre-

-

. vious years. Students applying for only Basic Grants will

~;continue to complete a: form specifically for that program.

Student aid'applicants are généraily-encéuraggd‘tovapply7

'_-TfOf Basic Grants. Consequently, in the past most applicants

e

for campus-based aid have filed at least two: need analysigs
forms, one for Basic Grants -and another for the campus-based

- Programs. Ca L e o .

Different systems result in gif%erent

measures of family contribution

... _The Basic Grant system and the other analysis gystems
can produce significantly different results for the same ap-
Plicant becauserof different treatment of income, assets, -

- family size allowances, .and other factors in determining the

- family contribution. F example; therfollowing table shows

for three students at one school the variance in financial

need resulting from use of three different systens. . »

L ‘Finéncial'ﬁ§ed computed by (notes a‘and b)
\\ ' . S ‘ T . Financial
B ~ Basic Grant -~ State -, - need
: . _system aid system LSS variance
* -7 . Need Award Need . Award Need Award  (riote ¢)

. ;

Student 1  $4,478 § 726 $4,842 $1,200 $3,935 §$2,049-  $867

- Student 2 4,953 1,176 5,198 1,200 4,770 1,702 428

Student 3 4,092 326 4,833, 1,200 4,300 . 800 741

S/Basic-ahd‘S:ate grantsAare outside‘the‘contnoi of ‘the aiquﬁficet
'~ who, in the above cases, relied upon the CSS' analysis to compute
campus-based awards. = - : : v - 1B

. b/Each system computes need independently of the others. Information -

- on @ll aid that will be received by the student is not available
when need analysis is performed. | : - ;
c/Computed by subttacting the smallest computed need from the largest. |

——
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Aid was .awarded to these students by the Basic Grant

 program using its need analysis, the State using its anal- .
ysis, and the campus-based progiMams using the CSS analysis.

The amount of aid received and the amount of unmet need varied

 significantly depending on which need 'analysis system was '
. used. For exanmple, student 1 received a total award of $3,975

. need of $1,766, $2,507, and $1,97

‘and would have unmet need (need less total award) of $503,

$867, and S0 under the systems. Student 3 would have unmet . .
4, depending upon which com-
puted need was used. The process of data verification, (see

pp. 31 to 33) is made difficult because the different systems

require different. information. . .

. At another school we compared the family contribution
computed by ACT and the Basic Grant system using the same Ce
data for 47 students. .The average difference in expected
family contribution was $325, with individual diffefrences

. ranging from $0 to $4,265. Most of the students in our sample

- one need analysis system = e

had their family contributions (and financial needs) computed
by two or more systems. : W K . .
T . . « -

L. ' "::‘ R y - ‘ .(.
Moreover, because priorities have not been established:

. vﬁor_the types of aid to be awarded and because aid officers
. do not control Basic Grant awards and State grants, students

could receive aid in excess of their need even before any

- campus-based qid,is‘qyérded.,j(See,pp,-42,_455.and.46.)‘

Potential for using only"  ‘ " S o , d -

-

¢ ’ -

. \ several student aid advisory groups have found that pa-

‘rents and students f£ind the different expected family contri-

butions confusing. Also, private, State, and Federal systems

~ vary in their use of estimated versus actual family income,

which might result in inconsistent treatment af students

- from program to program. In addition, each student's use of

- two or more need analysis systems results‘in.duplicétiaeh\.

¢

processing of data. ‘

'For thé 1976-77 award period, CSS and ACT collectively o
processed about 2 million need analysis forms.- In addition,
numerou$ analyses were processed through other approved sys-

' ‘utems,,inglndingAQpe Basic Grant system. During the same
- period, about 4 »
~ cessed by OE's contractor.s -Applicants-for campus-based aid

illion BasiC'G:an;-applications'were pro-

generally pay at least $4 for processing. the need analysis.

‘In some. instances, the school- pays the fee,  Processing of

Basic Grant applications is paid for by OE under.a contract

 which cost-the Government about. $5 million for the 1976-77 .
award period."y - o | o ‘

\
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@ . ¥ Several student financidl aid SQEEE'g:Qups,hawerecame“
~ . -mended that a single need- analysis system be used for all the
-student aid programs. 1In the past OE did not believe this -
.action was feasible. OE officials told us they would face
a dilemma in adopting a single neéd analysis system because
. (1) if they used only the Basic Grant system with its strin-
gent’ eligibility formulas, many students now eligible for ‘
- .campus-base€d aid would become 'ineligible or receive signifi-
'~ cantly less aid and (2) if they adopted the consensus model
- (see p. 25), the more liberal needs assessment processes
. would increase the dmount: of Basic Grant funds needed.’

» .

. L . : . | . N \
K ‘an OE official estimated that, based on the original -
«, - fiscal year "1979 budget request, the cost of the Basic Grant

program would be increased by $1 bil}ion if ‘the consensus

.- model were used. However, provisions of the Middle.Income

- Student Assistande Act -(Public Law 95-566) passed on Novem-
ber:1, 1978, would make students from families earning up to -

425,000 a year eligible for Basic Grants. During the péeriod
- ' .covetred by our fieldwork, the upper income limit. was $15,000.,
» ‘This change would expand the Basi¢ Grant program by -an esti- .
matfd $1 billion and 3.1 million students. According to an -
O8 official, if the program is funded@ at the higher level, -
us-NYg the consensus model will’hot'significaptly increase - ,
* the c‘o'st\ of. the Basic Grant program above this level. . ¢
v d L ) f“'.;:ﬁ"’{?‘?“‘ | Co
T - .~ In August 1978 we'discusségﬂthe'f?ésibflity of "using ' a -
oo o single nee¢ analysis for all QE programs with the Deputy Com-
. Wissioner for Student Financidl Assistance. He said that,-
- although increased fupding of the Basic Grant program will
o greatly increase the'syStEmaticLfeasibility-of using-a single
* . need analysis systemn, some political and practical fagtors
-+ - . must be considered. rpeseéﬁactorsvipclugg:, T
v TR S U ‘ o N
0 ' —=The question of who will pfy for processing students'
' : o igplicatiéns. - L L : :

Teoom ~~The effect gn the private need analysis firms}

C -

-~

 §.--The neea.to adjust either the Bagic Grant formula or -
+ . consensus model formula. Although adjustments to the-
'~ -Basic Grant formula would be made as a result of ‘the
"~ increased funding levels, the increased funding wouild
;- not eliminate all differences between the two formulas.
' ]

i

iy
[ &4
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"STUDENTS ' IN SIMILAR,CIRCUMSTANCES =~ : .
TREATED INCONSISTENTLY. BY. SCHOOLY : :

B . + N .
2 , s ¢

¥

T Becguse'ofAthe'fléxibilit§ allowed in considering factors
that affect the student'$ cost of-education (for example,
-~ books, transpo:tatign,(perSQnalfexpenses) and family contri-
* . bution (for example, family size allowances and retirement
. .. '_;reServes),fOr,theqcampus—based programs; the amount of aid a
- prospesctive student can be offered varies significantly among
: different- schools even when circumstances are similar. Each
- ' schaol is. free to establish students' budgets and to adjust
-~ , .. the family contribt;}pn_determined bythe need .analysis sys-
tema s - : : - . ’ .l St ' . - . o

Budgets -
- The ‘two major-determinants of a student's financial need
S~ are the cost-.of education and the family contribution. The .
. ™ Basic Grant program plawgs limits on the eligible cost of -~ .
-, education, but the campus-based programs afford participating
" institytions greater flexjbility in developing student, budg-
_ets. For example, campus—based program requlations define

. ‘the cost of education as , ) ’
. ! <~ E . ‘ . )
R [ #% *.% tyition and fees, the amqunts charged -
& -by“the'institUtion_or*the-expenéés,reasonably ‘ .
L incurred. for room and board, books, supplies,- )
P transportation, ang miscellaheous,personal ex-"
. - penses, and expenses related to maintenance
2y ‘. of a student's dependents.” . . ' S
R . L . STt Ly el ot
S Ty T T : e P
¢ ' .Therefore, in ahditicn'to having difﬁerént estimates of ex- , ,
e pected family tontribution, the aid applicant often has two - Ry
- or more estimates of the costs of education or. budgets. - ., .
. . . . . - '-‘ . X - .'. . . ‘-_' ’ . ' .. -
NG K ] . ta | P ‘ R . Lo . : 3
>\§'f. : The campus-based“programs‘ regqlatlons“prov1de for stu-

" dent budgets which.includefpongducatiénal‘cos@sf The schools
'make‘inconsiSﬁentnaLIOWanéés for similar 'or ideéntical items.- -
e augh most schools in our sample deweloped a series of

“N.. ' standarg—student budgets, one school ‘accepted estimates of

.. expenses fro students. At this school -the 1976=77 budget .

\

% used gor'oﬁe*Stﬁde t included $2,508 for paying bills to ‘
it ” vaerus*departmen§ stores and specialty shops, an .automobile

D ire -

PR ~service center, a finahge company, ‘and the city. 'Also included’

17 - were $600 for recreation and. $655 for medical and dental exr
'\ penses. We believe that s owances are excessive and

e that limits should be placed on these costs. - .
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* transportation costs for two round trips to their

'.-. '. ‘ - “ . , ". ) f’
) ‘ ] -0

. The amounts budgeted by the schools in-@ur review'fpr» 

' items other than tuition and fees for a -dependent student
-living at home varied from $100 to $2,640. Although some
- variations should be expected due to cost of living differ-

- % 2 -2 : ' : . .
ences among geographical areas and other extenuating circum-

- stances, the amounts ranged from $1,450 to $2,250 in one

metropolitan.area, where the actual cost of several of the
items included should' have beén about the same- for .all.stu- -
dents. The allowed budgets foq‘ﬁhreeischools we review in

" this area were: N L I

: 'l , '... . K ) . : ' . . ‘ " : - w .

- Standard. &= .. o L SR
- budget item = ° School'l |, MQ School .3 .
““Room and board * § 750 L?\:'si;Q§5f§v(' s d02

Personal expenses = = . 400 e 450 . . p85
. Books . Y150 S 175 200
Transportation .- 150 oL 600 - 585
o . E ) | . ( ‘ . _—L.-—f} 7" S — - N . . :
. 81,450 $2,250° © _$2,072

The $600_transppr£a£ion'éllowance usedﬁby\séhboi72'Was stand-
- ard for all students, eveén though bus. transportation was - -
: available\forlmost.studenﬁs at a cost of less than $1 per day,

or about $150 per year. The financal aid officer was unable

- to satisfactorily explain the basis for the $600 -allowance.
At school 3 the average round trip is about 26 miles per stu- -,

]

| aentgﬁénd‘no'public,transpé;;ation is available.

" Another sChOdliailoweé“SZZS‘fér'aormitorylstudentskf‘

of these. students lived in ‘the States where the school was

students was less than $85. i

{

'The"budgets of_the'schoéis reviewed included room and

board allowances for dependernt students living at home that -

-ranged from $0 to $1,650. Allowances to married students at
~ two 'schools in the same city for the support of a child were
~ $1,400 and $850-~a difference of $550. .. . L e

OE'sfallqwahce=Qf,differentncalculAtions of costs of

~believe OE shpuld issue regulations concerning elements of
the cost of education (for example, books, fees, room and

. of.its student aid programs.

RN
-

) &_:';A 30 42 . o

ggmes, Most

y

- located. 'The total cost of two round trips by bus for most -

- education for Basic Grants: and the campus-based programs can
%>T~~be*confusingpﬁor”stuaéhtS“anq'timé'céusumiﬁg“éhéfburdensome
~ for aid officers. Furthermore, it is an illogical way to
. determine aid under programs administered by one agency. We

.'~board,.énd*miscéllgnequSIExpenses)‘that‘can'be.applied_tc'a{l a

s
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~ Adjpstmentslto family “contribution Lo .

N,

e " At five schools in our review, financial aid officers

'n:“ fohtinely made adjustments. to the family contribufions com-

R puted under the need analysis systems used for the campus-

i'{j';,based.programs. ‘Among these.adjustments were o
. : C. ) : 3 . LI N co . .

\ ;{ N —-changing the amount included Ain the student contribu~ .
| tion as summer savings and | o |

-=revising theitreéﬁment.bf nontaxable  income.

- - puring the 1976-77. award period, aid-officers at 14 of
. the 16 schools in our sample that used one of the two major
o %patiqnal,need analysis systems made adjustments to the family

. 4contribution, either routinely or in special circumstances.
Thus, the family contribution could be computed differently

at different schools, even though they used the same need .
‘analysis system. For example, two 4-year public.institltions -
both used the same need analysis system. . One school generally-
. used the family ‘contribution figures provided -by the system; - -
+ the other routinely adjusted the family contribution: figures - (f/‘
to reduce the expected summer savings, thus increasing the
amount of the grant. S S

<

. Although flexibility is needed to adjust the family con-
tribution figure to account for extepuating circumstances,
at least three schools' aid officers arbitrarily adjusted
~  jtéms. The reasons for these adjustments frequently were not
"~ documented. When questioned, aid officers could not always.
remember the reason or provide a reasonable explanation for
_the change.” .. ¢ S L | . '

For example, a proprietary school purporting to use CSS's -
~ . need analysis system used its own forms and manually computed

the family contribution. This 'school failed to collect some

- information, such as cash balances and home equity, that is

" needed to compute the contribution. When questioned,. the aid -

. officer said there was no need to reduest thig information
from the students because they wegp too poor to have such as-
sets. S ST e ' ' LS

| Need for verification of aid
——application information

e

| At the 17 schools in this review that used the ACT, CSS,
or modified Basic-Grant analysis systems to calculate nead
- for campus-based aid, we compared the data on the applications

~

R N
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s -of the 780 students in our sample who received. both campus- ,
"~ based aid and Basic Grants. Thirty-four percent of these. |
... ... studenty reported differences.of $100 or more in data on the .. "
« . ., Ttwo applications. For example, the following family income -
+-.. . was reported on 'the applications of seven students at one -
B ~ school. o : - K PR
. s Student ‘f_§ésic~§rants ' Css . '  Difference’
%_ 1 $-4,269 . $18,925 $14,656 -
C 3 2 0 7 8,000 - 8,000
a 3. 7,764 7 4,404 . 3,360 -
4 6,390 . .8,798 ' 2,408 .
+ 5 11,000 -+ = 12,864 - ' 1,864 -
6 10,234 9,110 ¢ 4 1,124
7 5,976 P 7,068 - 1,092 .
. S

. Students ngo‘fréduently :eportedfdiffefeﬁces_in~c£her‘datal.’
- including assets, expenses,'and number of family_mgmbers.

>, The data differences.can significantly affect the amount
- of awards.  For example, one dependent student reported family
iricome of $2,500 on his Basic Grant application and was -~ ~
awarded a Basic Grant of $962. His'application for campus-
' based aid showed family income of $17,412. If this amount had -
‘been reported on his Basic Grant application, he would have
. .been ineligible for an award. -However, the school did not
.. .routinely verify information reported by financial aid ap-

. plicants.,

— o I SR T L ~N o ‘
SRR In noting such differences, we did not try to.determine .
-« . which form contained current, correct information. However,

. the frequency of differences between the two applications
‘is significant~=for 34 percent of the students who file both
applications, at least one of the forms is incorrect or in-
‘cludes data thit changed after the initial form was filed.

‘Financial awards made to these students were likely to be

‘too high or too low under either the Basic Grant program or

‘the campg§ﬁbésed‘programé.- o S :

L iy

L

‘ o A February 1977 study by the State of 'Wisconsin of nearly
= 27,000 students who filed both Basic Grant and campus-based

‘ . "applications showed significant data differences in about 50
~"f““j‘f=*ﬁpercent50f'the'cases.”’mhe‘étu@y‘aﬁtribUtéd'EheseTdifferences‘.

- . to (1) applications being filed at different times, (2) care-
.. lessness in completing thé applications or misunderstandings’

-+ - about the questions, and (3) purpasefullunderstétement,‘ i

. B e T Th S R \ r .

-

*
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 There is also evidence that, aftef'submitging applica-

jtigns forfBasié Granté, students ‘can revise. them to increase
the amount of thé award. The financial aid director at one

- school estimated that 65 of 1,100 students who applied for
~ Basic Grants later revisedtheir applications. o ,

ff: ~

Basic Grant based on his first application reduced. reported

*

" Thréee examples in which students revised their Basic

f'Grant applications apparently in order to ‘receive larger

grants -are summarized below: , _ \

 —=A" student reéﬁéedfféﬁorted'parénté' income from $11,378(;'

| tafSll,QOO'anﬁ‘increased/itemizedjdeductions_from'$0
_ to '$11,000. This resulted in changing the eligibility
index, from 599 to 0 and increasing the Basic Grant from
$826 to $1,400. No attémpt (such as reviewing tax re-
turns) was made to verify the revised data. ~ . . -

'.'?4A,student teaucéd her reported.incbmévﬁrom_SI,QSB to
$0 and reduced her‘reported.cash‘savings'and'checking

 account from $600, to $0. .This resulted in changing the -

‘eligibility indéx’from 1,063 to 0 and increasing

the Basic Grant from $326{f§i$l,400. A

s -~A studeit revised her status from independent to de-
.pendent, thereby causing her income of $1,756 not to
be included in the Basic Grant need analysis formula.

This resulted in changing the eligibility index from
- 567 to 0 and increasing the Basic Grant from $826 to
lﬁ-r $1,400. o ) ‘ f o o o -.'v.

At an6ther school, a student Jhojqu’iﬁéligible'for'a’

. family income from §6,995 to $2,769. As a result, he reetived

.‘;.

K 3
'

.)

a maximum Basic Grant of $1,400, and his total aid package was

'$1,851 more than the need computed by-ACT for the campus-based

programs. The revised inggme‘data«we:e;npt_verifieds

<

. _ . S | . , ] ,
... At the time of our fieldwork, schools were not required - °
to verify data on the applications *for the Basic Grant program

or the campus~based programs. Howevex, 9 of the 23 schools.

_visited were doing some routine verification of financial data

used in the need analysis for the campus-based programs. This
ranged from requesting verifying data from a sample of stu-

aid applicant.

_dehts to intensively examining Federal tax returns for every

. .

-
-~

L
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' Grant program. ' o o

-

To more equally match the aid awarded to students w1th

‘“tthelr actual neeqd, data on which the heed analysls is based

should be accurate. A systematic, comprehensive system of
data verxfxcatlon would help to assure such atcuraey.

4§
o Someeschools in our revxew, ‘as well as others not in-
cluded; have established such systems and have kade studies.

which show -that the systems are cost effective. For example,.

one school in our review, after a 1973 study showed that .

39 percent ‘of the aid applicants' had understated their income
by $1,000. or more, established a requirement that all aid ap=-
Plicants submit Federal income tax returns. The school's aid

' director estimated that a 100~percent verification of aid ap-
" plications would cost between $30,000 and $50,000 annually

‘and would identify an additional family contribution of $1.3

'fmxllton each year. According to him, all schools should re-

quire submission of tax returns because more accurate data

.would result in hlgher family contrjbutions, which would '

enable the schools to° help more needy students. His school
has reportedly not had any major-problems in obtaxning tax
.returns.- .

‘A" sxmzlar study in 1974 at another school showed that,
-for nearly 52 percent of the appllcants, the family contri-

"lcbutlon computed for the campus—based programs would have beenﬁ

higher if the famxly contribution ‘had been based on the data

- . reported on Federal incoime tax returns. For 23 percent of

“the applzcants, the family contrlbutlon would have been

“.greater by $250 or more.__ - o

L

- )
;

In a report on the Basic Grant pragram 1/ 1ssued after,'

'g'fleldwork on this review was initiated, we recommended that .

HEW increase and strengthen actions to verify applicant in--
formation. HEW substantially agreed with these recommenda- °
‘tions and on. January 25, 1979, OE- published regulations to
strengthen- the effort to control student abuse of the Basic

Proposed regulatlons for the campus~based programs

" would réquire schools to wvalidate data reported by students

3who file an appllcatlon before January 1 preceding ‘the aca=~
‘demic year for.which aid is requested. According.to an OE
official, the validation requlrement applies only to.such ap-
plicants because they use estimated data, whereas those who

apply after January 1 can take actual income and. expense data'

from ‘earning statements and Federal income tax forms.

-

—

a .

l/“0ff1ce of Educatlongs Basic Grant Progtam Can Be Improved“‘

(HRD—?? 91 Sept., 21; 1977).

34/ 48
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. CONCLUSIONS .. T
In. many cases both students and the Federal Government.

have. incurred processing costs to determine the students'
financial need. - .This resulted because OE allowed institu-
‘tions to uge different systems for determining students'

" need under the Basic Grant and campus-based financial aid

" programs. These systems produce different measures of need
‘assessments for the same student and often cdhfuse students-
and parents. o , A -

L4 ’ -

The systems request differentniﬁform@tion‘from students
applying for.Basic Grants and campus-based programs. This
can make data verification more difficult for aid officers

.attempting to resolve conflicting information supplied by
- applicants. " ‘ - '

- OE brought'the following problems associated with devel-
oping & single need analysis system for Basic Grants and the
campus~based programs to our attention. :

--Tnelquestion of who will pay for the processing‘oﬁ

stdentS' applications.
. --The effect on the private need analysié firms.

,;r~$he'need'E3 adjust either the Basic Grant or con-
sensus model Maxmplas. |

_ J i cants are‘ggneraily'enCOUrageakto
apply for-Basic -Graf&y™ is already paying for a need _ ‘
~analysis for most of *he students who would use the single '

need analysis. For students who would not now receive an
OE~financed need analysis, we believe the per-student cost
~ would not be a significant burden on either OE or the student.

£t

Although we recognize that using a single need analysis
‘may adversely affect some need analysi§ firms and will require
an adjustment in one of the formulas, we believe the effort
is justified in terms Of reducing (1) duplication of effort,
(2) parental and student confusion, and . (3) inconsistent
 treatment of students in similar circumstances. T

. . The cost of education varies signific¢antly among post-
~ gecondary institutions. OE's established criteria for deter-
mining costs of education for the Basic Grant and the campus-'
based programs allow different cost calculations and ‘con- |
siderations. -‘Basic Grant criteria are quite specific, whereas

L . | N
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those for the other programs are more flexible. Consequently,v
"the same applieant often has two (or more) estimdtes of the ‘
~costs of education or budgets. - The flexibility allowed in-
‘stitutions in establxshxng student budgets for the cost of
*attendange and in' modifying the results of need analyses can
‘be beneficial; however, it can also result in inoonsxstent
2 © . treatment of students in.similar sxtuatxons at dxfferent
" \J o SChQOlSo . : )

\ “The data verlflcatlon procedure in’ tbe Bas1c Grant*

: . regulations shoyld improve.the accuracy of the data used in
” determining eligibility for and amounts of Basic Grénts.‘
% Proposed regulations for the campus-based programs, by

‘requiring verification of appllcatxons submitted before
- January 1 preceding the ‘academic year for which aid is re-
- quested, should improve the. accuracy of student- and parent-
supplied data submitted by some campus-based aid appllcants.
Most applications for campus-based aid, however, are sub-. _
- mitted after.January 1. The absence of a requirement for
- datglverification of these applications might result in-
awards being made on the basis of ;ncorrect or outdated data. B

R '_;RECOMMENDATIQNS TO_THE SECRETARY OF HEW R

. | We recommend that the Secretary dlrect the CommxssxOner
. of Educatxon to- o 4

~~Implement a. slngle need analys:s system that wxll (l)
‘use one aid application, (2) compute one family con-
~tribution figure, and {3) determine one f;nancxal '

need fzgure for each student. ~ o : rff- v -

LN

’ ' ‘-'~-Establzsh more’ spec1fxc crlterxa for. allowable stu-
o @ dents' living and miscellaneous expenses and make such
S criteria consistent for and applicable to ‘Basic Grants
% .~ and the campus~based programs. - .

4 o : : - o B
. A~

f——Requlre student- and parent-supplxed data veriflcatzon
' for the campus-based aid programs regardless of when
the application is filed. This verification should be
made by financzal aid offlcers before awards are made.
ot N
Q'COMMENTS OF OFFICE OF EDUCATION

nOEFICIALS AND OUR EVALUATI@N

‘Office of Education offiolals concurred in the concapt
of a single need analysis system, They said the followzng
steps are being or will be taken toward lmplementlng such
such a system: : ,




_ ==In preparing for the 1979-80 reauthorization of the
© Higher Education Act, HEW is developing legislative
..proposals that will address our recommendation.  Ideas
being considered include a single form -and a system
{ to calculate a need figure for all Federzg'need-based
- student aid programs. Another issue being explored =
is the formation of an outside group to—deyelop an.
annual family contribution formula, which would be
‘submitted to the’Secretary of HEW for approval.

~ —=Concurrent with the development of the reauthorization.
" ~ proposals, OE is developing a single, application for
the 1980-81 academic year, and is working with private .
‘ need analysis firms and States to encourage them to E
adopt it as*well, Some ideas being explored include -
(1) having students submit W-2Z's Or actual tax forns ,
rather than providing information from those documents, .
(2) having short and long forms similar to Internal
. . "Revenue Service forms, and (3) developing programmed
.7 . applications with built-in instructions. This process
' is underway, and a final form should be ready by the
-late summer of 1979. . : : . -

_OE ‘officials agreed in part with our recommendation to
establish more specific criteria for allowable students' liv-
ing and miscellaneous  expenses and ‘to make such criteria con~ =
sistent for and applicable to Basic Grants and the campus-
. based programs. They said that one of the proposals being
considered in- the reauthorization deals with the pgoblem of
:inconsistencies among institutions in determining off-campus
«'Iivin97allowanGQS'andﬂreasonable‘amounts of miscellaneous o
. expenses -in esgtablishing student budgets for the campus—based .
programs / Sgﬁce the campuSﬁbaseé_programs are intended to
give institutions the flexibility to take into consideration
different student situations, OE officials believed that set-
ting absolute cost eriteria and levels for fllowances was not

"\. appropriate. . . - o A

A One approach being considered by OE is”to set up uniform
_procedures fox determining these.costs i the ‘campus-based
' progtams. These procedures would be designed to take into
account varying costs of living, thus enhancing gchools'
| ability to deal with differences in individual student situa-
-t iONG. - -Schools not using these procedures would be required
. to use national averages developed by OE. ) T

. . In-contrast to tbe'procedhres'beihgrconsidered'for the
campus-based programs, OE officials told us that the Basic

37, %
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‘Grant . pragram is' a natienw1de farmula—based program which ;
does not allow for adjustments to réflect different student -
situations. Uniform, consistently applied criteria govern
. the awarding of Basic Grants. . Therefore, OE officials said
“that the use of standard cost: elements and allowances is ap-
" propriate. Since the 1974-75 academlc year, eligible off-
. campus students have been entitled to maximum allowances of
,.$ 7100, for off-campus living costs and $400 for miscellaneous
expenses. Because of the different requiregepts.of the Basic
-Grant and campus-based programs, OE officials believe .that
\~h§v1n9~the same -of f-campus allowances would be 1nconsxstent !

~with .the purposes of these programs. o v _ L . )
o’k\\“

¥
v -~ &, ' ]
. ~ As mentloned, we' agree that the flexxbllgty to take 1nt
.- consideration different student sitlations which exists in
D the campus-based programs is.desirable. Howpver, our recom-
.f/ / mendation is intended to curtail the types OE .situations dis~
' cussed on pages 29 and 30 wherein (1) studenks were allowed
to include what we consider unreasonable’ expenses in their
cost of %ducation budgets and (2) schools d4id not adjust .
budgets to xeflect the fact that some students’ mxght not '
"~ incur costs wh;ch the schqols calculated by using a standard ' -

o al;iwance..v - . _ Co o
- We also bel1eve that students in 51milar fxnanczal situa~
o tions should be treated alike. .Under present. OE procedures .
L this does not always happen because different. schools' fznan-
o - cial aid officers use different.policies. Therefore, we be-
lleve that DE should establisly more specific criteria for -~
- maximum amounts\end allowable types of miscellaneous and liv-
ing expenses and that ‘these allowances should be’ applicable
to both Basic Grants and the campushbased prograns. If, as .
OF pfficials have. stated (see pp. 36 .and 37), they are ex-
. 'ploring ‘a single need analysis form and a system to calculate °
-. one need figure applicable to all Federal need- based student
- aid programs, we believe that permitting different allowances
for the Basic Grants and campus-based pPrograms for mlscel-
. laneous ‘and 11v1ng expenses 1s ‘unrealistic. _
e L L
Since academlc year 1974 75, under the Ba51c Grant pro-
. gram OF has allowed up to $1,100 as-an off-campus living
.. allowanceé and up to $400 for miscellaneous .expenses. These:
. amounts, established in OE. regulations, are subject to change
_.by the Commissioner. Therefore, we believe that 'allowances
I for such  expenses under the Basic Grants and campus-based 4 o
.. .. programs could be changed to more accurately‘reflect realittic
' . allowances for such expenses which .could (1) maintain the . e

I
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-

existing flexibility in the campus-bdsed programs and . .

‘(2) treat students in similar circumstances more equitably

. by curtailing the unreasbnable allowances that some schools
. a . have charged to Federal programs. . ot

- OE officials'concurred-injour'reéommendation to require
" student~- and parent-supplied data verification for the campus-—
‘based aid programs. These officials believed that to some
extent this process will begin in the 1979-80 academic. year, -
; when the regulations dealing with institutional standards -
« for administrative capability and fiscal responsibility become
‘ - effective. These regulations requfe institutions to have a
'system to ensure the consistency of all documents related to
a student's eligibility for aid. According to OE officialgr
this requirement, coupled with the validation requirements
in the Basic Grant Program, will identify the kinds of prob-
lems discussed in our report. S !

In addition, OE is planning to develop procedures for
yigorous validation of students receiving campus-based
, do not apply for Basid$Grant funds. However, since
" “the Pasic Grant population wiYl expand as more middle. income
" students become eligible for such.,aid, OE.officials stated:
that they will have to study this further befor® finalizing -
, ‘ *

Lo 3

:heir.procedures; o _ y

(%)

Y
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CHAPTER 4

- INCONSISTENT DISTRIBUTION OF AID

: . "To STUDENTS o R

- QE's studéhtjaid prbérams ére'heléing'many heedylstudents"

. get a postsecondary education.  However, aid packaging poli-
. cies -and procedures have resulted in-unequal and inconsistent

treatment of aid applicants.

. Under,the'campus—based programs,. awara amounts are deter--

- mined by financial aid officers at postsecondary schools,

. These aid officers are responsible for helping students meet
- the cost of education with the resources available to the -

- school, such as various types of grants, scholarships, loahs,

and work-study funds available from Federal, State, pgjvate,
and institutional sources. - o I "

"Schoélé',QOIicies and procedures~fér‘packagihg finanqialA

‘aid have resulted in some students receiving more aid than

they need, while others are left with large unmet needs. |
Also, students with the greatest need do not always get the -

" most aid. Some students' needs are met entirely by grants,

while others'  are met mostly with work-study or loans (re~
ferred to as “self-help" ‘aid). If low-income students receive

  jsma11'grants and large amounts. of self-help aid, they can be

burdened wifh excessive payback requirements in the case of
loans and long hourg of ‘'work in the case of work-study com-

- mitments. & e

Some students have received duplicate payments for educa®
tion expenses because aid officers have not considered all

~available sources of assistance. - e

“This ch#pter addresses the inconsisténcies in distri- .

‘buting aid to needy students. In demonstrating these incon-

~sistencies we have relied on the financial need figures used
- by the financial aid officers at the €chools in the review.
"~ In previous chapters we have pointed out that the need figures
may be inflated or otherwise be questionable. Therefore, the

amounts of financial need, unmet need, and overawards used
in this chapterare ‘intendéd to illustrate the nature.of the

[Wproblem,,rather'thanwprecisely,measureTits‘extent.

OVERAWARDS AND UNMET NEED

EY

Of the'15669‘sfudents-in'our{review, 1,140 received aid

from one or more of the campus-based programs. - In these

40
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_cases, the canmpus financial aid bfficer had some control over

the total agount of aid received. The other 529 students
.rece&vei-aié f:omB@sic_G:ant;'Guaranteedeoans,and_State

. .and private sources; wilich were not under the aid officer's
Ncontroli ' - S e : ‘
- Campus-based aid recipients: ‘ S 2

- .~ Most of the 1,]40 students in our sample who rgceived.
b e campus—based,aid;alsb'received‘aidgfrom'othef ources.
N Nevertheless, most of these students -did. not Keceive enough
-aid to meet their need, as computed by, the need analysis
system used for ‘the campus—based programs: " |

<

- ' 'At 22 of the 23 schools, 818 students had unmet need
. averaging about $711. .The average unmet need by school

ranged from $143 to $1,717 per student, One reasoh for
students' unmet need was that_thexschoals_did not have enough
‘aid to fully meet the needs of all students. Another reason

 was that some students refused to accept loans or College .

. Work-Study. Some of the 529 students who received aid from

" Basic Grants, Guaranteed Loans, anéyother’sources_were"eli*

_ 'gible'Ear.campus-based.aid; however, they did not apply for
"such aid even though_their‘aidugiles indicated unmet rneed.,

- .. At one school, student aid packages did not show unmet -
‘ need-because.the.schsolfawardeﬁ-enaﬁéh College Work-Study to
£ill any unmet need after other aid had been packaged. In
some. cases, however, the aid packKages reflected unrealistic:

situatipns~because'the]Students;CQuldenot reasonably be ex-~ o

~ pected to work the number of hours reqpired.to,earn.the.amount~
... awarded. S : S S . : _

-~ ¥
(ATl

8 R ‘ e . L ; ' .
. At 19 of the schools, 238 students had received an aver-
age” of $192 in excess of their need. Average overawards by
school ranged from $20 to $655. °° gulations for ‘the campus- ,
based programs permit certainlagis\ggdeunder the- Guaranteed -
 Student Loan program to satisfy the éxpected family contribu- -
tion. In computing dveraward$ we did not congider loans as -
a source of aid when 'they were used for  this purpesg. '

o ‘The primary’reasons for the dvgtaxgrdé, accnrdihg té
~campus financial aid officers, were that: ' - '

ffStudeh€S‘may;have failed to repprtfcertainfresourcesf_“
) . such as aid from the VeteransAdmiﬂiaL£§E;on, the . .
N ‘Social Security Administration, or other>sources..
. : . - Y I S URE ST ‘
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‘-4—Stu&ents obtained loans under the Guaranteed Student

P _ Loan program which exceeded the family contribution

R s ‘'without the aid officers’ knowledge or after a full
e 'f‘,'~ package of. other aid had been awarded. NG

e R LTE . «—-Students mayxhave broughtcxn a Basic Grant student

eligibility report, entitling them to a grant,
after a full aid package had been awarded, and
e ald offzcer dld not adjust- the ‘aid package.

DR ?ﬁﬁ'Oth explanatxon for the. overawards is that schoois
- .adopted different packaging philosophies because OE. -

. has*hot issued any guxdel:nes for packaglng aid when varlous
e scurces are xnyolved. \ ' ' ‘

N N A}

: .'4{1 L: We belleve that ‘the aid officer has a respon51blliﬁy

Lo adjust campus-based awards, when possible, to prevent in-
61V16ual students from reéceiving more aid than they need,

Current campus~based program regulations pe?mlt overawards '

e

of up to $200. (See foq;note, p. 46. ) IR L

- We do not belleve that overawards are 3ust4f1ed, espe-.
czally when many students have unmet needs.. A1l 19 of the -
schodls wz;h students receiving overawards also had students
"'wlth unmet need. For example; at one school, 21 students
received an average of . $327 more than they needed, while 25
“others had unmet . needs/averaglng $642. At another school, .-
. 30 studehts received overawards averaging $501, while 104
e others had unmet needs averagxng $924.‘h'- e
N The aggregate unmet need of the students in our total
salmple at the “23 schools was more than 10 times the amount

~ of the aggregate overawards. Interestlngly, most of the

. students Wlth unmet need were able to remain 1n~schocl.
‘ : f : v

Bas1c Grant recrplents L '- o } S B
of the 529 students in our sample who dld not rece€ive

- campus~based aid but did receive Basic Grants and othér aid

‘not under the .control of the financial ai officer, 76 had
‘ngerawards. Fifty of the.ovérawards coul
ated if the schools had author1ty to red ce the Basic Grant
ﬁ entitlement. When such aid packages are involved, OE and
--the financial aid community need to establish an order in
which sources of aid can be eliminated fro students' finan-
cial aid packages so that aid does not excged need.

/

have been" elimi-

L}
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. . NEEDIEST STUDENTS ARE NOT i
o ALWAYS AWARDED MOST -AID: ! %
o “ﬂTStu&ents.with5tﬁe éfeéﬁest.finanéial;need often do not

“7g~.-régeive7the most aid. For example, at a proprietary school, .

7o students had average financial need of §$3,384 and average . -

: awards of $1,721. Students.at a 4-year pulfic school had "'
“avera§eﬁfinancialjneed'of*$2,780 and average awards of $2,167.

' At a 2-year public school, students had average financial

need of $2,170 and average awards of $1,/226.
’ ijY~Althouqh,eaCh"of‘the_campus:Based_programs‘bas estggjﬂ,.;".

. .1ished c¢riteria for maximum awards, no overall criteria ex- - - .-
“ist for packaging a given student's’ aid from the various . ‘

-;,avpirableuseurces, -As a result, packaging philq&cphies:have"'“

. varied at différent schools. Some schools limit aid to a ™~
-,ceptain'percentage,gi‘a]studeﬁt’a,néeds;"while'others have

L aid "ceilings™ that limit the ajd given:.to an individual - ;
. - student, regardless of need. A o ST S

... - striking examples. of the latter are provided by some of *
o . the. proprietary sc¢hools.  'The policy at thrée of the five ;

- ‘proprietary schools ¥n-our review was to limit aid to the ~
__amOunt’of~tq}tion;and?féeS”charQed.~'This.can.reSUltninvL
‘substantial pnmet‘financial'neéd_forrstudents~who'hawe to

"l'pay‘fOrvtransportatioh;,rocm"and_baard: and - other edUéatian%.ﬁc ,
_related costs. ., ... L oo e

\ .

" Sthdents,at.théSe,thpee'schoOls,héd‘unmeﬁgneed‘avgraging
about $1,451., From 28 to 50 percent of  the students in our-
. " e " their course of .study before complegion. At the school with
“i the highest perqentagé‘cfvdﬁopOUtSjKSijercent),1finandiﬁl,»
~ -aid files indicated that 7.0f 15 students. in our sample, o
. dropped out for findncial reasons. - Lo
. ‘School .officials told us;that,_in“xheir‘experiencéy,
» ,-35 pergent of students whqy do not receive financial "aid drop
©7 . out. chever;‘amongwfinanciallaid‘recipientsvw o do not re-
ceive enough aid to meet . their financial needs, e dropout
_',rate is,mudh,nigher;ﬁ(Accerdingjtoqthe officials, . among a .
-~ gample of 106 financial aid, recipients énrolled rom- Feb- e
ruary .to April 1976, there were .73 dropouts, 39 of whom o

‘ dropped out dué to unmet financial need. ,Theiother"Bi'gave :
;ifW‘x~0ther.reasgns~Qr na‘reasqn:fcrgdropping~§uthﬂ : e |

_ ,,;' 1t is not qlear*ﬂhé%heg the‘scppélS'thatwiimit'Stuaents‘-"
~ aid to amount# returned to the school for -tuition and fees

. -

-

r,‘:‘ B v o
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"sampleés at these'scﬁools.had”eithér-terminatedfortshspendedwgﬁg]j‘7'*‘



.....

Y

LR

'INCONSISTENT DISTRIBUTIeN oF ~fQ,Hg-a'a,j,fQﬁ,;'-

8 -

i

: 4
x do s6 because of profxt metlve or begause they lack funds to
-~ provide more ald.@ By le1t;ng aid ‘to tuition-and fee charges.
. however," they are ccntrxbutxng to the ancdhsisxent treatment
‘*?of students in sxmllar Cchumstances.'

- GRANTS, LOANS, AND COLLEGE .~~~ .~ .«

‘ J"QwoRggsmuny AHONG STUDENTS -

Schools xp our rev1ew dad not dlstrxbute grant and- self~f~€“

'Jhelp (work-study ang loan) funds consistently among students.

- While some.students were awarded aid packages which met. their '~
'f;entire need with grants; others- in s:mzlar economiaq. eltua~~j oL
,“,;txons were awarded only loans or. Cellege Work- Study.,lxn scme{‘
.-.~instances, the grants_ (fig example, Basic Grants .or. ‘State ‘
' fgranta) were. qutside the o
Jorewery in-other- cases, the awards incladed- Supplemental Grants .

ontrol of the-aid officer.. How- -

n}“;awarded by the aid offxcer. . If lowwincome students with, hrghfli

need must rely entlrely on self~help, 'they" may'be burdened

'i”fthh an unrealistic nunber of work hours -and large. loans.
'“.The follew1ng examples from three schools 111ustrate the

“inconsistent diStribution of - grants and self help ald-te

Tﬂstudents 1n sxmxlar 51tuaglons. o T ,l\%”,“ g |
Cr S Ald awardeﬁ “or over- | - ,
o School Student Need ,;Grants Self help - award ( -)
'-‘Ajf” ﬂ\_ | $2 100 '$1,448 rs 750, - “'s .~9854:
- ‘f."_}z; 2 lﬂo f;hﬂou. lJZBO te 9004 b
L *Sei'f¥i"ai* 1850 - 1 200“"= 350«'~*'lf‘ 4 L
’ ”"Q~~.-'*7“Zﬁ” l 550 ;G ‘:uf 200 ia( l 350%ﬂ_aﬂf;
oc isf-llﬁ';, 13,630 - 2 576 . .1, 600 .. - ;545i,' .
L ;.2‘ S 3, 375 J 900 l 000 B 475 N
; At each sehoel, the azd package of student I 1ncluded
Supplemental Grant funds awarded by.the ald officer. A more
consistent distribution of self ~-help and grant aid .would have; ;
Melped achieve a. more equal treatment of students in sxm1lar
e c1rcumstances. 7L[ X o £ ,“;,“w sl “_,“ .
| EY ‘
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J{Qf:tﬁg’fgfih'é‘Juﬁe‘l§1§::gpqr£) the National Task Force on Stu-
7 dent' Aid Eréblems_(f@ierredftd<as\the Keppel Task Force) 1/

BRR Jwredommended-a;haﬁcept“éalled'“equity,packaging.“.,The con-
S ‘dePF.$u§geSts'btﬁhgiqgfeééhuaid”recipiant.to a predetermined ,
, :,equitylézfél}‘compqsed of family contribution and grants, =
i T before. 7stributing,lcanS”%ndjwork$stqdy.,nThg\cohtept,is.
-+ . based,on two 'premises: . RN AT 3 L
. --That students with ‘lesser résources from parents and, -
~ "~ .. .other sourCeSythat’do,ﬁct.nequire*employme@t or - :
.- bor wingrhagﬁﬁa;g:eaterrclaipwon scholarships and
. “grants than S¥ |
.t . ‘able-from such sources.

" .=~That scholarships.and grants:should be distributed |
,i"soﬂqs&ﬁQ4QQUalihegjpportdﬁityrrather than to perpetuate
”,g_exisﬁing;inequi;igs’éaQSéd;byMbirth\orfineqhitable:l1'
., "-access -to other. resources. T S

PO

&

- "variations of the Keppel equity packaging model have been. - -
-~ developed by schools and a.need-analysis.'firm. One sets the, -
. eguity level asca'perdentége}of[budget instead of the fixed
.+ .dollar amount of the Keppel model.. The other is alsq based |
" of' percentage’ of budget but-requires a minimum dollar amount -
. of self-kelp before any other aid i& awarded. A packaging -
| ~“~~conqept“91milaftt@.theSé,might%hélpiallEViafe some ofvthe

ﬁ-incqngistént,treatment,cf‘squEnts-in simjlar circumstances.

T

.. NEED 70 IDENTIFY OTHER AID'SOURCES .. - - T RS L
.Y OE. ' These sources includé the .Véterans Administration, ‘the -
- sodialk Securitysls inistration, welfare. agencies, the Bureau
~ Of . Indian.AffaiNend others.. Regulations for the campus-
:>based programs;requi:e‘institutions:to appoint. an official

L .nen~Féderal student aid'pfogramsi‘\The'rEQUIatieﬁs,'whichw_‘
. establish criteria Sor a student's. total award, state that:

.

+

e - 2 edane

P

ST e B DR S
7 1/This task force;;representing more than 26 educational
« * asSdciationsgand'orggnizations,‘was.formed in May 1974
'Hff"f‘ﬂ*tQ;StUdy‘thg,?:leems'pf student aid delivery systems. 1

e .
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dents who have ggeater réngrces‘avails_" N

"FV“fv'Studentsyméykréceiveﬂéid,f%omfvéribps,sourCeé‘other than;t”:<§M 

. $0 coordinate-OE student aid programs with other Federal and fﬂpkg



- ?Ak\institution mayvnot award assistance ,
| - under this part in an amount which, when .
combined with the ‘other resouyrceés made
‘available to“the student. from Federal and
-non-Federal sources, exceeds the student s i
flnanczal need. * & 1/ ' ro -
;.Wyff” The regulatzcns defxne “resources made avaxlable to the -
1" student from Federal and non-Federal sources“ as fallows:.

a_u.ﬁ“  "“ “f"* o 1nc1udes. but is not llmxted to, 2 |
DR L the aimount ‘of funds a student-'is entitled = .
T T Ty te -receive under the “basic grants program % .. L
f ok ET% sny waiver of tuition and" fées,. any j o . )
s sqholarshlp or -’ grant~inuaxd including sup~ S e
T " Plemental grants and athletic scholarships, - S
ﬂwﬁf,luj‘&<. any féellowships *-* * . any. loan made under ~ *° SRR
& 7 .-+ . 'the guaranteed’ student loan program ¥ * ¥ S
gq“““'*f; 1:any long term loan-made by the, Instxtutxon
AR “other . than upder: the gua:anteed ‘student”
- A v loan prcgram and any net earnlngs LA AL

" ~

R “‘“Hawever stuﬁents then-amit cther ald on the;r neeé
¥t . apalysis applications.’ Whether  the omissions are 1ntentlona1
Sowino V- orscaused by oversight or misunderstanding, the: ‘result dan
e bes duplldate awards of Federal an§ ‘State" funds and, in some . -
., cases, overpayments sznce aid of xcers are ‘Rot aware'of the = -
other ald -sources. . , ,E,\ o . \ . e

TR We dxﬁ th ‘review the reQU‘at1ons of other agenc1es that'““
LT iAJadmlnxster student ass;stance e ograms to determine whether -*
-~y 0. othey have a requxrement s:m;lar to OE 's fon_an official to
¥ coordindte jthe various types of aid., ' However, we believe the
. Office of Management and Budget should require all. Federal w;
uuf'”‘*‘*agen01es that provide -student financial aid to implement pro-

' cedures ‘to inform financial aid offlcers of assxstance : L
xjwprov1ded tc each student.. ],_Ki - a 7

e
l/Thxs provxslon prohzblts overawards, but regulatxons
TR provide that.any-:award whlch does not exceed the computed
: need by more thaq?$200 is"not to. be cohs;dered an. ovef-!Vt
N award. e | IR, :

PRI



" of 1,669 who were receiving VA benefl
‘ported on-ope or more of their need analysis applications.

’*against_thei:frecgtdéfofffinandialvaid recipients.

»

8
e

o,

In a repptt to the Sectetary of HEW on the National
Direct Student-Loan Program; 1/ we pointed out that some

- students did not always report all aid resources, such as

¢

veterang(benefits. HEW concurred in our ;ecommendation that -
it instruct aid .officers to coordinate the various types of

"aid students receive.. According to an OE official, institu-
‘tions involved in OE's s;udeht'assistance-prbgrams will re-
ceive a summary of our réeport, and OE will reemphasize the ~

need for, aid officers to seek information from other campus

‘officers about resources other than campus-based aid.

 'puring fiscal year 1977 VA educational assistance pro-
grams provided about $2.8 billion in financial aid- to veter-

_ans and their eligible dependents for school and living ex-

penses. Four different kinds of payments can be made on-be-

.half of or to a student. Unlike OE aid, ‘these benefits are

not need based. . . )
" 1In this review we identifiedt70'students'among.cur sample
th that had not been re- '

Y

Asva result, some of these students were erroneously awarded

fﬁ,Bééic Grant or.campus-based aid or received too much aid under
these programs. - Most major Federal sources of financial aid

to students, including VA, require sthools to certify students'
at;endaneegk(Einancialjaid,officers,WE‘contacted were not - .
always checking the.names of students receiving VA benefits '

L

.Jﬁérrthbséfséh&ents*iﬁanﬁified;as reCeiVing,VA'benefitS":

“that had not been reported on:their need analysis applica-
. tions, we asked the .financial aid officers 'to investigate:and
‘take appropriate corrective action. . At the completion of our
fieldwork, one school had terminated Financial aid payments

N

”_totglng $16,0D0'to,l4"5u;P students, and- another had begun
action tofc§}4ect~overpay
dents. e

ents totaling over §$3,200 to 2 .stu- |
“The,SoéialfSeburity'Admihisﬁfétiou'has describéd £he

“intent -of its-0ld Age and . Survivors, and Disability Insurance
* o trust funds as'providing*benefit‘incomewto;replace the, earned ;
’ingomeilgst'When the worker dies, becomesfdisabled,”dr retires. . -

e

. - . : v '

. 1/"THe National Direétgéfu&ént'goanPrcgrgg;quuiresnMGréd,
-7 'Attentiopn by the Office of Education -and Parti
.~ Institutions" (HRD-77-109, June 27, 1977}..

g coe ., - -
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‘Thé“aqency do€s not classifyvstudent benefits as education.

assistance;, but cOnsidgrs them to ke a component of family

- - income. They aré paid o 18- to 21\year-old full~time stu- -
~dents. in recognltlon of \their continding family.membership.

'However, according’to a ngresszon Budget Office study 1/
‘this distinction between famlly, come and educatlonal as-
51stance R _ S RN (
Cw Nk Kk kg not observe&-by the Office of = = »
Management and Budget, which unequivocally
_ characterlzes the * * * [educational] bene-
fit as a 'student grant,"nor was * * *

¢ [this distinction] drawn by the Congress_
" when it legislated social securlty student
beneflts in1965." . . IR
n°,  *_ I .tv”' 5* |

! o ‘The socxal securlty student beneflt
o farmula produce& results that are incon- ,
- sistent w:th,the-usually stated purpose of

N ~ the federal #ole in student aid--that is,

to try to ensure that' financial barriers will

not Keep young people  from pursuing post- _
. . secondary education. - The operative effect of

~the formula is that those’ w;th the least

family resources receive the least help,

while thaose with the. most resources are glven

the most help " f ,

[ T .' 3 ..‘ . . . ' : )
* .k . LI '
¢ S . .
, _ “Pestseccndary .student grant programs -
- like BEOG [Basic Grants]. and Supplementary Edu-
- cational Opportunity Grants (SEOG) also differ.
" from social security in that they are needs
tested. Consequently, they take into .account
‘the resources a student may have in the form of
- social security benefits. 'But none. fully off-
sets the social security benefjt agalnst the
-..heeds- tested beneflt, with the result that
‘_\:%afamllles identical, in size and 1ncome, one with
ﬂW(w'and one- without social securlty, recéive dif--
v . -ferent total amounts of student aid on top of
‘that income." . S :
AR PRI VA :

. : .-'l Lo S . : . -t . - A ) . . . . .
. ) . . ‘. o . . : E ) . . ra .
R ‘ . - . - .
( . . “ . . s ) L . ' L » . x
" - . *
- 14



. “"Overlaps in student benefits among . '

social security, civil service, VA and similar
¢ - -programs are not the consequence of any arti- -

¢ . culated federal policy or finding of special

.. need. .While it seems :likely that some students
are receiving duplicative (or triplicative)
federal awards that in the aggregate exceed e

AR their costs of attendance,; there are no data ¥
~." . on which to base an estimate of the frequency '
- of such cases." : :

‘ The Congressional Budget Office study states that some
_students and their families tend to count the student's
. check as part of the family's resources. However, the Of-
B fgcé of Management and Budget characterizes the benefits
‘¢ as a “"student grant.” S o

.., 'We noted that"students also often did not report as a
: _,Ureﬁannaalthe;education'benefits received from the Social
Security Administration, Of the 1,669 students in our sample,
. 166 were receiving such benefits, according to Social Security
. : records. For 7 of the 166, the information necessary to de—
. .termine whether benefits had been correctly reported on need
" analysis applications was not available. Of the other 159, 43
. {27 percent) had either omitted or underreported the Social
 Security benefits. . As a result, needs were incorrectly com-
puted, and'these~students,may-have\received,aid that they
should not have received or received -awards 'exceeding their
, 'If VA and Social Security benefits were specifically
‘mentioned as aid sources in OE's regulations (see p. 46), the

problem off aid officers' failing to check other campus. offices

“.regarding such aid might be reduced. , R
¢ In July 1978, after the completion of our fieldwork, OE
announced plans to .develop a three-point progranm to ensure”

" that no recipient of Federal financial aid receives more than

i /‘}-';5work with involved agencies to .develdop an overall
. . policy for dealing with benefits for all programs;
T S
. =-contact: States ‘and institutions to work out ways to
~ “integrate and coordinate institutional, State, and

" Federal aid; and - : : . .

-

A

100 percent of the actual cost of education. OE plans to

P S



| . \b , ~, | ‘ .
- ==work with-higher education institutions to improve the
- status and quality of student financial aid officers'

o+ work. | o 4
°  QUESTIONS HAVE ARISEN OVER THE CONTINUED . :
~ "+ NEED FOR SOCIAL SECURITY EDUCATION ‘BEREFITS S
/ 7 . ‘Former President Ford recommended the elimination of

social security benefits to students as a way of reducing the
. social security system's financing problems. Most of the
- current need-based Federal student grant programs did not
exist when social ségurityjeducationfbenefits'were enacted in
.1965. The 95th Congtress-authorized an increase in total fund~
.- ing for several of the.present student assistance programs. .
.. It also consjdered (1) bills to allow tuition tax credits to
parents with children in college and (2) other measures to
bring tax relief to families with children in college. Pro-.
. “ponents. for ¢ontinuing social security educational benefits
claim that eliminating or even reduciny ‘these benefits would
- deny significant assistance to one of the nepdiest segments '
of the population and diminish the capacity of Federal aid
~ programs to meet these students' needs., - - - A
‘ in the Congressional Budget Office
.-study, for phasing out the grogram 'is that this is a necessary
step in moving toward a comprehensive, nonduplicative Federal -
program to help those needing:financial assistance. In testi~
, mony on February 8, 1979, before the Subcommittee on Oversight, -
~ Housé Committee on Ways and Means, we concluded, based on our
fieldwork invalving Social Security student benefits, that a
. - phaseout of?such.paymenﬂi\ff.postsecondary students was war-
B ranted. N S : S o

An'érgument,.presentedé

< .
 CONCLUSIONS

‘ The 1972 Higher Education Amendments"intent,that OE
foL , student assistance programs gid the neediest students and A
A provide equal treatment for students in similar circum-
. __stances ‘is'not _always achieved. The ‘neediest students
'__;kfjggggtimes'do,notfget the most aid. Also, the amount and I
.=~ “type of aid (grants versus self-help) received by students
' . in similar circumstances vary among schools. OE needs to
~ issue’ guidelines for packaging aid.that require more uni-
~ form treatment of students in similar circumsgances. The
S Keppel Task Force recommended "equity packaging” as one
-~ method of providing more consistent treatment of' students.
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. -~ “ ‘;,, N . . -

. ...OE regulations.require that financial aid officers
. coordinate campus~based programs with all other Federal and
non-Federal student assistance so that the total aid package
- does not exceed the student's need. However, because campus .
financial aid officers are sometimes unaware' Qf aid from . ¢
ather than OE sources, students can receive duplicate or '
‘triplicate payments. OE recently announced plans to develop
~ a program to prevent such overpayments. . = . . .-

-

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We, recommend’ that the Secretary direct the Commissioner .
of Educatiqn to: B - C

--Establish aid packaging guidelines‘that will require
"the total aid packages of students in simidar circum-
' stances to have similar mixtures. of grant and self--

e

w

. , ~ Federal and non-Federal student aid programs and .
. . emphasize the heed for financial aid officers to check -
... all available sources of aid to determine if recipients
of campus-based aid are receiving .aid from other - -~
sources, : : :

lk/f/fl——Prcmptly implement plans to integraté and coordinate

--Proceed with,ﬁlans“to'devélop‘a_prdgram to ensure that
_recipients' Federal financial aid does not exceed their
'educational/FOSts. : o AL

€

. COMMENTS OF OFFic¥ OF. EDUCATION OFFICIALS
 OE official$
to establish ai
total aid packages

agreed with the thrust of our recommendation
ickaging guidelines that wig 1 require the
of students in similar c¢irlumstances to
have similar mixtutes of grant and self-help aid. They said
' that, in preparatics for the 1979-80 reauth#rization proposals,
aid packaging guidelines are being considered. .
, "OE officials also concurred in our recomm ndation’to .
promptly implement plans to integrate  ahd coonSinate Federal
‘and non-Feéderal student ajd programs and emphasize the need
- for financial aid officers to qhéck all available sources af
" aid to determine whetber recipients of campus-based aid are
receiving aid from other sourc¢es. The offigials said OE is
‘develsping a plan to identify sources of Federal and non-— o
Federal aid. . . SR , S o

-"' Y
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. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET _ f' |

’.V‘to them

L T

]

The magnltude of the problem of overawardxﬁb will be
determined. and- used; as a basis for working with other agencies
to coordinate financial aid programs. In the 1979-80 academic™
year, Basic Grant applicants will be matched @gainst Social
Securxty Administration files to ensure that social security .
educatxenal benefits are reported. Students who do not re-
port .correctly. w;l} be rejected.. If_ they provide .additional
information which is,different than ‘that reported by the s
Sccxal Security Administration, they will be selected for ‘

_ valxdatxon. OE‘officials said that the expanded Basic Grant

@lation-expected in 1979-80 will mean that almost all .
pus-based recxplents will be covered in this process. .

Accordlng to QE off1c1als, negotlatxons are underway
thh VA to_conduct similar matches. Also, in- preparation o
- for the 11979-80 reauthorization proposals, OE is -considering
- requiring States receiving funds through the State Student

=+ Incentive Grant. Program to take Basxc Grants 1nto account-

when they make thelr awards.. SRR
In adéxtlon, QE plans to emphasxze through the publlca-l S
“tions available to it the need fotr financial aid officers and A
institution presidents to coordinate the. awarding of fxnanc1al
alqggo prevent overawardifg. - Program reviews will monitor the
deg ce. to whxch this coo dlnationvtakes placéf : o
"OE - foic1als sa1d that thelr agency 1s develcplng a plan
to 1mplement our reccmmendatlon to dqwelop a- program to ensure
that Federal aid received by récipients does not,exceed their

_~cost of education. This plan will identify steps needed to - ‘5‘

‘achieve this goal and will be forwarded to the Secretary by

‘Aprll 30,‘1979, for con51deratxon at the departmental level.

-
RECOMMENDATION TO THE DIRECTOR,

. }“,'
\ fu

‘ To assist OE 1n ltS coordlnatlon efforts, the Dlrector,‘
Office of Management and Budget, should reguire. all agencxes

‘using PFederal funds. for ‘education-related asszstance to in-
+ clude, 1n\the1r regulatxons a requirement. that the names of

¢ givefi to schools" flnanc1al aid offices for con-.
51derat10n in developlng students total aid packages.
e .
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. OFFICE OF. MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET COMMENTS = .

The Office of Management and Budget said that it shared
our concern for assuring efficient distributien of student
financial aid and that it was studying the problem to which
our recommendation is addressed as it developed its proposals
®  for the reauthorization~of student financial aid programs. -
~ In particular, the Office of Management and Budget is studying
 means .to improve the coordinamion of financial aid, including
" means of providing aid officers with more information about
‘the assistance students are receiving. - N\ '

v-"The_Office said that itiwouLd advise us of the conclu=,.
sion reached. /[ : ' e . : :
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‘ l/We have prev1ously dlscussed the need for better defzned

'CHAPTER 5 . -

© - NEED TO FURTHER DEFINE CRITERIA T )

. FOR SATISFACTORY ACADEMIC STANDING

; Sectlon 132 of the Education Amendments of 1976 (20 -
u.s.C. lOSSf(e)) states that- '

. 'Any student asslstance recelved by a student
under this -title shall entitle the student
receiving it to payments only if that student

-1is maintaining satlsfactory pProgress in the
course of study he is pursuing, according to
the standards and practices of the:institution
at Wthh the sgudent is ih attendance- L L . ]

- P

We belleve that the statute's lack of spec1f1c criteria ; ’

enables .students to continue rece1v1ng aid while maklng ¢

| dquestlonable academlc progress.

»

Schools are allowed to. set thelr own standards for
academic ‘progress.. - Some sSchools have adequate standards and
‘enforce théem, but others do not.” As a result, students have

' "received aid payments for extended periods aﬁ?hough they had -

-made little or no progress toward a degree or completlon of .
thelr course of study. 1/ . " T r
At the. beglnnxng of thxs revxew, 10 of the 23 schools .

in' our sample did not have what we considered reasonable
standards for academlc progress or were not enforc1ng thelr
,standards.“' , o

No standard (note a) %
- Questionable or 1nadequate S andard
, Standard not enforced (the a)

',Totl

H*‘ |
O W

. a/Standards establlshed or. enferced after we began our freld— .

work . o S BN

-standards of academlc.progress in our report, "What As~
_'surance _Does Office of Education's Ellglbllty Process
Provxde?" (HRD-?B 120 Jan. 17, 1979). ‘ x,

.u ) " f\
. ) :
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. -~ SCHOOLS WITHOUT STANDARDS o

-

At two other schools, we were unablel 'to &

, ‘ » ‘T‘éiﬁate’the-
dequacy of the standards because records’wers

ﬂﬁnévailable;.

“at one school and the second schopl did not compute grade

point averages for‘determining'academic-progtégégfjihe‘ree
maining 11 schools had what. we considered reasonable stand-

‘ards which were being enforced for the students in our sample.

oot : t

A sehool which lacked standards is descfibed below. !Egé

fore the second semester of the 1976-77 academic year; a

‘year public institution did:not have any standayxds for sat~
isfactory progress because, according to its ai director, it

_wanted students to have the opportunity of learning through

. annually to students who aré not'makg’g academic. progressi

. prolonged. exposure. . Poor student performance in

icated that
an increasing number of students were not interested in
‘educational opportunities. They were, however, re eiving

Basic Grants semester after semester withdut makin ~academic

Ptﬂgrﬁﬁi;' - .

. ) . B : Y ot o . N
-~ . That school's director of financial aid stated that!
- similar problems are occurring at -instit tions with "

admissions® policies (schools which admit applicants

- regard to previous academic-achievement). He estimated that

these institutions may distribute as much as $100 million|

. ‘Under standards_thé school aaopteﬂ;dhfianfﬁe‘second sem-
ester of the 1976~77.school year, financial aid recipients

_had -‘to meet the following three requirements at the end of -

each semester. )

Coa

| —~-Maintain a cumulatiﬁe:éfade-point average, in accordance
‘with the following scale: . . : LT
Number of . f . .~ Required grade
™. -  Ssemester - . point average -
Q-Q;:%t?m:s earned . (4.0 systems) . =
' 16 -30 - . - 1.50
31 - 45 K 1,75

-

L—Suékassfully qompiete-(with a .grade of at least a “D")

. 50 percent of a11fc;edit,hours‘at;gmpted,ger,semeste:-'¢,

{

r

. -



-—Earn not more than 75 semester hours credit, l/
lneludlng credits transferred from other 1nst1utxons.

A9

After implementlng these standards, the school termlnated
“financial aid for 50 percent of the students in our sample.
. One terminated student had enrelled in 27 courses during a
- period of 4 academic years. ' The student passed only 2 of
- -the 27 courses, 1l with a *D" and 'l with a "B," but necelved
‘Basic Grants totaling $2,000.for five. semesters. Another
. student, who enrclled for 13 courses over 2 academic years, "
'passEd only 1 with a "D." The student recexved Basxc Grants'
totallng $1,218 for four semesters. ™ Ty

[

scaoo:.s wrm INADEQUATE STANDARDS S

, _Some schools had established standards that we bel1eve )
were clearly inadequate. - For example, at one school students
needed only to pass 3 credit hours per quarter with a "D" to:
’remaxn 1n good standing.

. Another schael did not establxsh a mlnzmum requlrement
for credit hours earned and ignored nonpassing grades in com- -
. puting grade point averages.. For. example, one aid reczplent '
. registered for a total of 38 credxts during three quarters .
- of attéendance. He passed only one course during this perlod——
S ca. one—credlt physlcal educatxon course ‘entitled "Fundamentals -
-, of Bowling,® in which lfe received a “C." 'Because the school's.
v .« system for camputxng grade p01nt averages 1gnored nonpassing
- .grades, his cumulet1Vé grade pojnt average fcr the three
‘l ,-querters was 2.0, & "C" average.”‘~ : .

o ‘ The student enrolled for e feurfh Quarter for three ,
.- :'courses totaling 13 credits, but’'did not pass any of them.
- During’ thls“quarter, the schoel .changed its cemputatlonrmethod y
v to. ;nclude in its grade polnt .averages courses in which no- .
credit ("F") grades were received.’ The student's cumulative o
grade point; average on the transcript after four quarters.
_.was shown as 0.143. However,-thls average included only ‘the
13 credits failed durij gng -the fourth quarter and the 1 credit
passing radgﬁfor the flrst three quarters. The other 37
credits that the student failed durlng the f1rst three quar-

ters were still excluded. . : . - !

l?x 'l/At a 2—year school, the typxcal number of credlts necessary .+ =
" __to eomplete q‘program would be about 60. ‘ . '

v
[
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. The change in the school's SXStemwfo:fcamputiﬁg'qtédéi
. point avegages,yas;made”at-the faculty's request, and it com-
... . plies with new VA regulations concerning the progress of stu-
" 'dents receiving VA benefits. These requlations require '

) schools to keep adequate reécords showing the progress of each
- veteran or eligibleeperson. .The regulations state that re-
..qq:dsAto.shaw_satis:actory progress |, - : : :
e e * pust include final grade, in each

subject for &ach teérm, quarter, ,or semes-, .
... ter; record of. withdrawal from any subject to -
Hinglgdq;;he~last‘date of attendance for a’ - L ‘
.. —resident course; and record of reenrollment
| ~ - in subjects from which there was.a withdrawal;
RN f}«and”may}includejsuﬁhhrécqrds:as,attéhdance,for o
; ’ " resident.course's, periddic grades and examina-
%W - tion results.® e ) L

‘_j'Thgfgggﬁlaticns fu;tnérfstipulate that

. “The school enforces.a policy relative to. - ’
.~ standards Qﬁ,gbnductlénd'grogress;required“ T
.+ + - of the student. The school policy. relative
, ﬁ\' to standards of progress must be specific )
~ | enough to determine the point in time when
educational benefits should be discontinued,
~ pursuant to sectibn 1674, ‘title 38, United . . <

.. ceases to make sa;isfacto;y'progress}‘,Np _

"~ student will be considered to have made sat-,
isfactory progress when;ﬁe-0n~she‘ﬁails,or';
withdraws frop all subjects undertaken {except

- when there is a showing of extenuating cir-
N cumstances) wheh enrolled in 2 or more unit
.. subjects. The pdlicy must include the grade . ,
. or grade point average that will be maintained
 if the student is to graduate." '

. ~ Although récognizing the schdcl's_tightvto‘define'stand?‘
. ards for satisfactory progress, VA assumes that such standards

State Code when the veteran or eligible pexson ;“ ﬁ“”ﬁf\-

f“*ﬁ*f“sné&IH”H@E“?@?ﬁTE“§Eﬁ&@ﬁﬁg‘t@“ﬁépéatéély“enrnii“iﬂf:ﬁ&rse&3~“~~h~«~w~«

not attend, and withdraw without penalty. VA considers such
l&-'..'practiceS‘as *tantamount to nonpursuit.” -
A At another school that did enforce its -standards, a stu-.

. 'dent had.enrolled in 16 courses over four semesters. The

. ~’.§E'udent?s_qumulafivé grade pgint average was 1.31. During ,

N N h76-77, the student received $2,750 ‘in Basic and State grants.
f (' - .

1Y . " . . . .
* a . . : .
' . . . , . . .
. PR : .
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. . Another studeﬁt at the same seho 1 enrolled in. 10 courses

- over four semesters. This studenly whose grade point average
‘was 0.77, received $338 during 1976- 77. Both" students were
'ultlmately dlsmlssed by the school.

i~

: SLHOOLS THAT DID. NOT ENFORCE STANDARDS

T e \"

RV As shown on page 54, five schools had standards but dld
""-@Ll,pnot enforce them. . For example, one school had establlshed 5

. = a'requirement that aid rec1p1ents maintain a "C" average for -

7L - o lat.least 12 hours each semesters’ However, beeause ‘the school °
L ”‘[‘was not adequately monltorlng the progress of aid recipients -
" for conformlty with the gtandards, 15 percent of the students .

fsglh our: sample were ngt meetlng the "Crlz“ regu;rement. -

5-{ PR A

—_— Two other schog}s, Wthh had 68 and 82 percent of thelr;'
S students véceiving &ome form of Federal aid and which had not-
§~px¢,es;~~enforced their standards for 2- years or more, began enforc1ng
; “-“thexr standards ‘during the 1976- -77 academic year. One was
- ordered to do:so, by - the State board of regents; ‘the. other's .
reason was not documented. ~As .a result, 900 .and 96 students,_‘
;respectlvely, werg d;smlssed for, fallxng to meet the standards.

L Some schools wereinot assurxng that students rece1v1ng
. aid were- attendlng classes. .  OE has not. establlshed attendance -
. requirements for ‘aid reolplents. ‘At one such schobl, a stu=
- dent received aid for two semesters in which she withdrew from
-all classes. Thls student>rece1ved about $1, 000 1n cash, 1n
.,Laddltlon to tultlon and fees. tﬂd. o . kﬁ,r,
i ‘At another school 4 of . the 30 students in our sample ‘
. "received aid’ payments after they had dropped out aof school.  °
~_One student, who last attended school on June 22, 1976, re-
~ceived aid payments of $700 on July 15 and $200 on August 2.
The school was not ~aware ‘that the student had dropped out
’thtxl a VA program review. in February 1977. School officials
‘told us that they would implement a new system of reportlng
attendance to prevent further such. occurrences.

o ‘concnusxons

kL - v - B T T L e

Students at some schools have recelved a1d payments for
‘extended periods without making sufficient progress toward ,
o a degree or completion of their course of study because their
- schools had npt established, or were not enforcing, adequate
‘ 'standards for academic progress. Students at other schools
have had" ﬁhe1r ald payments termlnated for fallure to- make

. -

~ -




.

académic‘prcgréss; ‘ThiS‘inqanistent treatment has resulted
from OE's reliance on 'schools’ academic standards and prac-

3

tices. Some schools have established and enforced réasonable . ..

standards for academic progress, but others have not. - =
, The Congress stipulated in'thé‘Eduéation:Amendmenfs"
of 1976 that students receiving financial aid must make sat-

_isfactory progress. However, the‘dgfinit&on“eﬁ'satistactory‘
\”;prggreSS‘was-leﬁt;td/$?stitutipns,ﬁ (See p. 54.) '

' We believe that, during getiédé of-less than full en-

"'education,‘and,fohperiodicallyAmonitot,schools’ adherence to

" . and schools

- these standards. = .. v oo

o - V. ey
S e S e e T N .- o
" The. abuses noted during our review show the need for cer- .

- fain’ minimum stanﬂardeéfpaqademic,prog:ESSQRﬁich”all'institu—
~tions must meet. In.our report on OE's eligibility process: -

" (see.p. 54), we xecommended that the Congress amend the Higher

. Education Act of 1965 to‘requlre'thevccmmissfaner of. Education

to develop regulations which define more specifically “goo. ’

;;standingF and “"satisfactory progress" .to preclude .students S
from abusing the;availability‘of,Federallfinanc}al{v_uJ

<
[ I

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

'If the Congress ameﬁds the'Highér EduCatibn Act of 1965

-in accordance with our previaus recommendation, we recommend

that the Secretary direct the Commissioner of Education to

implement regulations establishing minimum standards of aca-—

‘demic progress to be applied to recipients of financial aid

under OE programs. These standards should:

e oeeBstabtish ‘& minimum grade point ayerage, such as a "C"
.or its equivalent'fob*institutionslwith numeric grad-
ing systems. LT e 3 |

~--Require that a minimum numbep of ¢redits (or the
‘institutional‘equiyalent) be earned during each

enrcollment period. . S ‘ '

o~

59 N

Come re e

_ rollment, when terminating*a'student‘sfaid.might”mean the loss. .
' Qf”tuition—ahd_fees,lsqmg”schcqlskmight'be reluctant to.pen- -
‘force rigid academic standards. OE needs the authority to N~
‘éstablishvcerﬁainAminimUm%standards?for_aCademic progress

that treat aid”recipients more egually, to provide aid funds
~only to students who are genuinely interested in obtaining an



| . aid cemmunxty, they understand - that many schools have. estab—‘

--Previde that students meet the above crlterla at the"

- end of each enrollment period 1n order to be ellglble
fer further aid payments. : :

, If such standards are establlshed, we recommend also RO
~ that OE periodlcally review the procedures implemented by '
'pestsecendary lnéiltutlens to detefmine if their compllance ‘
- is aﬁequate, : S e ] R

COMMENTS OF OFFICE OF EDUCATION CE R L
OFFICIALS AND OUR EVALUATION . . U

kS

OE offxc;als told us that, beceuse our repert studles
. institutional behavior in the 1976-77 academic year, we may :
have biased the results. They said that the academic progress .
requxrement of - the Hzgher ‘Education Amendments of 1976 became
effective only in the 1977-78 academic year and that,. on the
basis of discussions with' representatives from the financial -

- lished- or revxsed thelz standards as a result of thls requlre- X
. ment. Lo .
. . - . . \a
o QE affxcials belzeve that establxshlng specxflc gu1de-
 lines 6n minimum standards of academlc progress would rep-
 “ resent.excessive Government interférénce in schools': academxc;‘ o
affairs. - They added that- 1nst1tut1anal standayds for satis-
v‘factory progress. are belng reviewed .in the regular program
. review process of the Bureau of Student "Financial Assistance -

i“, and that OE's administrative and fiscal ‘standards regulations
-n,requlre schuels to establish-a reasonable method of determin~" -

ing whether students are makzng satisfactory progress. ACT L

- ¢ cording to the\oPficials, in&titutional adherence to the re-

. . quirement. will be verified .during program reviews by OE's T
Bureau of “Student Financial Assistance, They believe that vl
these proceéures meet the intent of our. recommendatlcns. o

‘ As mehtzoned\prev1eusly, we' belleve that, during perlods‘
of less than full enrollment, when terminating a student's
aid might mean the loss of tuition and fees, some gchool
-might be. reluctant to enforce rigid academic standards.. ﬁ’.tn
our feport, "Problems:and Outlook of Small Private Liberal
‘Arts Collegeg (Hapq78191,aeug.,25, lﬂﬂajy.uehpalnted.out e
«-that*the Nation's celleges and. universities face many prob-'
“lems. One such problem™s how to cope with the enrollment
-declines for the 1980s projected by the National Center for
~_Education Statlstxcs. We believe that some schools faced
“with such declines might be unwilling to enforce adequate
“academic ‘standards for fear of discouraging ‘potential stu-
" dents from attendlng thEIt institutions. :

—



ST e - _ .
_ Therefore, we still believe that OE Qgeds-to morggspetﬁ
'éifically da£inay?goodnStandingﬁ,ﬂné»“satrSEactory progress

VU et

P g insure that students and schools are ot abusing the avail-.
"+ 7. .ability of Federal financial aid. L

Iy

o~ .. .« . . ~

“oL
LN ) .
- . -~ i . . -
. X ‘
LA .
. )
N e .
.
B a
. _\ :
- - ——
. - Al
- -
-
) . - Y
. . .
. o .
. .o < i ) |
e . . ‘
oy ]
R . //\ . K
.
) \ ¥
e &
. . . .
K .
. .
- . . . . P LR S
g fms e e 3 R | e (T + e e 0 R & e et e — - e . e
-

»
.
.




RN

et

ERIC

T,
~r

— S kg e e

A

=

-

 APPENDIX I

IS Ly .
- ERE Y

~Basic Edycational.
Opportuni®y Grant -

Supplemental @
Educational @@~ .
pq:tun%ty Grant

. “ . B

- |
|

L

’Collegg Wark— o
Study T

'Natxcnnl Direct
'Student Loan-

LY ey, et

Sub~tot;1;

iGuar&nteed Student
FLOln -~
State Student

Incentxve Grant

Total

L a/Prcgrams are forward funded. (1 ey
&n succeedxng txscnl year).

“bfAli recipxenc fxqures are estimates.

rogram . =~ "

SRt
Y %

Authorized s&ctivities -

-
< - L
- e
‘ | L U

Foundatxon for all Federal

student assxstance-'prcvides'”'
aid directly to students; when

‘fully funded pays $1,800 ¢/

($1,400 before academic year.
1978~79) minus the family con~

‘tribution, ar half of the cost
of xnstructxon, whxchever 15 )
‘less o . -

. Allcts funds for: xnitzal year
.and continuing year grants;

funds for initial year grants

. are’ allotted by State fornula;
. there is no statueory allot~ 7
“.oment formula for cantxnuing '

year funds

Allots funds (80% Federdl

to pestsecandary schools

”Allacs £inds (908 Federal, 104

instjitutional} by Sta&a farmula

‘.tc pqstsucandary schools

BAch Grants and canpus based programs

Provides for’ prxvate loans
to students with guarantess
by the Federal Luve:nment
for default

' Provides Federal and State
. funds {50-50) to encourage

States to establish or ex-

© pand student axd programs

ORI _s - e

208
“institutional) by State formula

N ?
QUERVIEW.
(ELigibjlity

All students are eli-

gxblg subject to the
ta@ily contribution

Primarxly for students
with “exceptional
fxnangxal need" e a

-
(.‘ A

e
Prxmarxly for gaudents
“with “greate&t inancial
need"" N

Primarily tor students

with financial need not =

met by other sources

t

All istudents-are eli:ﬁ7'

|

gible who can show

need beyond Basic

‘Grants

Pftﬁatily.fqr students
with “"substantial
financial neeg"

fiscal'year.appropriations are for use

_/Pragram was not tully funded fcr academic year 1978 ~-79 and rax Hum grant was

limited to §1, 600.

d/In addition tu the appropri:

. million..

&

Ky ‘ : ‘
ion shown,

., $Y,671.2

P L

———— i a

ST
_kundxqg Recig nts
(mxllxons) '
-8 47550 573,403
, N
210.3 390,000
270.2 570,000
_.298.0 690,000
. 1,253.5.
1398,7 924,000
. .
?:d 76,000

t

3,223,403

‘there was ‘a borrowing authority of $40

.47

1¥

-

»

(miigignsr

$*840.2 1,228,034  $3,536.7 1,945,454 sxpejrfz
. - . . ‘L ' h i -
o o L
$240.3 447,000 . .. 240.1 445,000 250.1 440,000
.
<
420.p 973,000 390.0 895,000 390.0 852,000
 329.4 799,000 © 3320 834,000 1232 831,000
1,829.9 2, 493\2;) 2,655.5
580.0 919,000 807.8 \ 1,208,000 357,3- - 941,000
. .
20,0 80,000, 44,0 176,000 60.0 240,000
$2,429.9 4,446,034  $3.350.6 . 5,503,454" $3,072.8 5,279,000
. '~\‘\
’ N " \ “
: ' 3
‘ o+
SN
‘ .! : ! ] \
¢ . .
. ih
‘\\\ : r

Funding'

N

1975

¥

v -

Reégyxcnts

RVIEW OF OPEILL OE EDULATION @TUDLNT Al1D PRO&RAM& EOR EISLAL YkARb 1974-78

Aygrogrxdtxond to; ixsgal_yLd: (notes 4 und b}

1876

kundlng

(mg;l;uns)‘

Recxpxents

ngPENDIX I

1977

(mlllzcns)

Reéxplent“

1,975,000

1978’ q;

"runding Reczg lents
(mi{liqns)

2,398,000

1$2,160.0
270.1- 464,00
335.0 796,000
325.7 853,000
3,190.8"
'n
Cd/479.7 984,000
. «
63.8 255,000
63.8 25.000
$3,734.3 5,750,000
ﬁ
63 ry
N i
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) , INFORHATION USED IN SELECTING POSTSLLONDARX SCHDOLb o
' ‘Universe - . - FY 1977
T e size Sample allocation
— 34w' N School State. = (note a) -.size : (note b) . -
2-year publxc** S . o -‘a61r7~"“ A
. Camden County Callege . N.J. 1,680 -, 4] $ 1,161,991
S El Paso Canuunity Col-. L o o .
C . lege | .+ Colo.. 1,075. = 42 816, 739 .
G -~ Florida. Junior Callege S Flaes. 2,230 86 2 l;
A Lakewood Community Col- . o ‘ ‘ : 9
SRR lege. Minn, o . 445 61 "429,042 %
ST 2—year private: oL = - :
y " .Hilbert College NoYa . 355 30 284,768
ﬂcxpn:xe Callege ' ‘Tenn,. ~ 414 30 630,993
4-yeat ublic- : : - S
_ .1ndiana Universirty Pay - »352 . 129 . 2,983,619 .
. 'Rutgers. University N.J. . G,S?ﬁ © 160 ‘ 11,140,014
. Tennesses State . ‘ . -\ IR
, University . Tenn" - 3,620 ‘140 5, 397, 689
. , University of cali- ‘ S o ‘
o ' fornia, Berkeley " Calif. 6,220 190 ' . 6,131,491
L. . University of’ New ‘ 4w e BT .
o Mexico N. Mex . 6,286 - 200 6,791,570
g fonivntsity of Wxscansin, ‘ . o . C ‘
_ River ?alls , wis.’ 1,372 53 1,417,037
tﬂyea: private: | . S o o - T
" Augsburg College Minn. 717 50 154,780
. Bethune~Cookman College Fla. 1,406 54 2,545,142
.~ Bucknell University Pa. ‘304 30 7 222,261
-c;rneqie-uellon o PR o IR (
‘University B " Pa. 1,447 - 1 55 1,567,303
‘University of R STV | T
'Albuquq;que N. Mex. 894 - 35 1,246,777
?rop:ietary. _ e
- Barnes Bulxness ' - B R : _
College . Colo. - 264 30 353,675
Condie College of - o
Business arid
Computer - ' ‘ C )
Technology Calif. 229 - .30 376,106
'IBA Prestige Beauty : o
~ .Schools Wis. ;671 . 60 915,532
National School of ~ ' ' - ‘
o Health Technoloqy Pa. 1,043 40 . - 1,172,605
e '”"’”'Niltréd Academy . ""”VﬁN.Y.'f‘yw*iyzsﬁ v 49 <0 «1,574,954 -
Public vocatxonal ~technical:
" SuBurban Hennepin
County Area
Vocational Tech- ‘ . ‘
. nical Center ‘ ‘Minn. 717 - 50 _ 501!611
~~~~~ i TQ&E ] v 40,633 1,669  $50,513,932 |
A/The total numbep of students recexuanq ‘aid fram Basic -Grants, . ¢

Supplenental Grants, Colleqe WQrk-Study
1976-77 award perxod.( )

b/Allocation of Basic Grants gnd aid Ercm campug based proqrams for

" the 1976-77 award period.

165

APPENDIX

3
——

, and Direct Loans during the.
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APPENDIX ITI

S “@°  EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
! i"“{&l} o OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Y ; | s wuumo*roru D.C. 20503

A,“",'?«*} A j .
| :i... ST

~ Mr. Allen R. Voss . S SR o,
Director, General o o ' ‘
.. Government Division '
General Accounting office -
Washxngton, D. C. 20548

'Dear Mr. Voss- S A o _ . ,

A This is in response to your request for our comments'on a - .
R N recommenﬁatxon to the Office of Manadement and Hudget con~ .

~ tained in .a’ draft report to ‘the Congress on the delivery -

£- student ‘financial ald. Please excuse the delay.

o.
'\\§he report recommends that OMB . requlre all agenc;es using "’
' ederal funds for education~related assistance assure that

_the nanes of students and the amount of .fipancial aid they
‘receive is prov;ded to the financxal axd offlces of thelr

sohools. .
A

':‘fWe é’%re your concern for: assurlng effxolent dxstribution R
. of student finandial aid, ‘and are currently studyxng the | .
probiem ‘to which the recommendatlon is addressed in con-f;,-g;‘
‘nection with the development of our proposals for: the I
reauthorization of student financial .aid programs;. In
-particular, we are studying means to improve the coordina-
. tion.of financial aid, including means of providing aid
officérs with’ more Lnformatlon ahout the assxgtance students

-~

are receiving. 'y A . o o .

-y

The recommendatlon 'in the draft report is belng con51dered
in our delzberaQ1ons and I will advise you of the conclhsxon
we reach. -If I]can be of further assxstance, please do not

hesztate to- not;fy me. , y -

\
\"
x\ '

W. Bowman Cutter
‘Executive Associate Director

o , - for Budget .
(104061) o
" 66
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Smgie copxes of GAO reports are - avanable "

free of charge. Requests (except by Members.

of Congress) for additional quantities should
“be accampamed by payment of $1.00 per

‘-Requests “for single. copies (wnthout charge) 1
.-‘gshoutd be sent to:

U\S Genermountmg Office

~Distribution Section, Room 1518 L L :

4471 G-Street, NW."
Washmgton DC 20548

'R'equests for muitrp!e copnes should be sent
-,’w:th checks" or money orders to:

u S General Accountmg@ffrce
Q_sstnbutron ~Section

- P.O. Box 1020

Washmgton DC 20013

Checks or money orders should be made
" payable to the U.S, General Accounting Of-
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