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. Our complex socrety demands of its c1t|zenry a hrgh degree of ,

,,personal understandmg, interpersehal  sensitjvity, and techs "

nological ekpertise. To successfully cope with thesge: ‘expecta-

.'tions, some form. of post-secondary preparation often becomes a

'necessnty for many imdividuals. However, this demand takes:

place in.an economic context which has pushed post-secondary

’ programs of study beyond the grasp of many who cduld benefit

-~ from them. Thus, ‘student financial assistance beco‘mes, in

.+ - reality, an important ingredient affecting the ultlmate success of ‘
.~ - our-democtatic social structul'e S . .. .

.~ .In light of the importance “of this issue, student frnancral-

, -+ .  assistance was idéntified .as one of the major concerris

, ' warranting special- emphasis in the Department of -Education’s

S planning efforts. The attached staff issue paper provldes a brlef"“.

.+ - background dlscussmh’covermg several key facets of this issue, 5

: and a series’ of recommendatrol'us whigreby. Mlchlgan car1l
enhance its efforts to deal ‘with the problem

Many of the observatlons and recon*imendatrons lncluded in thrs
.. lissue paper reflect the. discussions ancl positive statements of the
N Mrchrgan Higher Education Assrstance Authority which-has the
. .. statutory responsibility for advising the State Boatd of Education
t. -, on matters relating to- college co ts and programs of student
7 financial assistance. It is anticipatg d .that a variety of specific
wcrecommendatlons will be forthcoming annually from the-
“Authority, in. con;unctron with Departmgnt &f Education staff, 10 -
"~ assist the State Board in its ongoing efforts to speak. both
: effrc1ently and effectlvely to tl’]_lS |mportant issue of student,.
‘ o assrstance v :
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Introductlon i
., The: issue of ‘student fmancral aid is a compléx and -
contrOVerslaI one. The concept today operates under a

'l_.

variety of’ def"mtldns, th[ough a multitude of offices, .in - '

a wide range of forms, and is xpected to sugport a
variety of purposes and causgs. Mention thé term
"“finagcial aids” to any number of students or families
and one will likely receive a contrasting definition from
each one, as. dll expect this concept to conform to their
individual priorities and needs. Ask’ a. financial aids
administrator where one should look for financial aid,
and you.will doubtlessly be turned din a. variety: of
federal, state, and local directions in pursuit 6f these
" -elusive funds Asking similarly what.form student ‘aid ,
- takes, one is bombarded with a variety ‘of terms such as
scholarship, grant, tuition waiver, loan, work-study,

- pagkaging, etc. Each_of these has a very distinét
technical interpretation  which carries little uniformity of
.public understanding. and acceptance; Finally, when'

" “one asks what role financial aids sfould play in society
at large;_ a variety. of responses -are also received. In
.recent years student financial aid-has come to primarily
'support the goal of access, bl it is also alluded to in
_terms of support, for diversity of programs,” suppart for
dcademic excellence, a!vehicl€ to support student
institutional choice, etc. Multuphcrty of purpose is not,
_in<itself, bad, but such policy cannot be handled
effectlvely unless all such potential goals ,are cIearIy
‘-ad’dressed and articulated in a comprehensive priority
_system.. The alternative . tends- to be cenfusion and
_contradiCtory program expettations..

AddltlonaIIyLone must ilso carididly .indicate that

- neither the'abstract conceptualization. nor the pragmatic
= reality of “financial aid”” gperates in a yacuurg..Both are
" ‘subject fo, and indeed part of, a much larger societal

 fabric with its Qverriding priorities andsconcerns.

. The Felative paucily of universal “’truths” in. this field
dqes not, however, in any way’dlmmlsh the State s
responslblllty for thorough planning and evaluation in

. this area. Instead, it simply highlights.the critical need
for such actiop. if the legitimate needs of_Mrchlgan
- residents are to be responsibly addressed.
Before the" planning’ process can'be engaged\ln a
meanlngful manner, however, there must be avai able,
information as to (a) a mutually acceptable defrnltlon
regardlng/fﬁe concept of student‘fihancial #d, (b) an
understanding of. background of the field and its
currerit majoerrogra s, .(C) & perspective régardirig the
relative adequgcy of current expenditures in this field,
- (d). an overvreMpf the present delivery system matrix,.
and (¢) an idea’of the nature of some- of the central
issues of present concern in the field. This paper W|Il
address each of these major areas.

Definition — The ﬁ“Demonstrated Need"
Current Financiab Afeh dministration

To begin, an accept ble definition of “financial a|d“

. must be identified to&grve adirection to the paper’s

s subsequent considerations. Since, at present, the

: underlylng thread which seems to permeate the student
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financial assistance fleld“ is that o} “demonstrated
financial need,” it appears reasonableé to ‘use that
© concept as the basis.of this définition.
 While several major systems of formalized *'financial
needs assessment” exist, and it is not the purpose of
this paper to evaluate their relative mefits, just about
any student applylng for asslstance\ will be subjecf to
such evaluation. The result.of this evaluatidn, after due
consideratidn of family and student income and assets,
{Sta formal dollar figure called the “expected, family
contribution.” This figure represents the am un§wh|ch -
the system feels that the family should“reasondbly be
able to«contribute to the student’s educational expenses
for the school ‘year in question. This figure is then

subtracted from the stated schodl budget for the .

particular academic year mvolved,.and, if there'is a -

positive rema|nde|;, sthis amount. constitutes vhat is
called ‘‘demonstrated f|nanCIaI- need”. for - assistance.

After this calculation has been completed a wide range

of aid resources are marshaled to assist student
P appllcants with. “demonstrated financial need,” to help
insyre that their lack of resourcgs does not preclude‘.
continued study .

For purposes of the distussion” here, resources
brought to bear on these ."’demonstrated. financial
need” figures, thus, shaII consfitute, the deﬁnmon of
“flnanC|aI assistance.” " 5 . 1

Student F|nanC|aI Assistancg — A History
/ H|stor|eally, prior to thefmid 1950's there was Ilttle,or
no uniformity as to what' constituted “demonstrated
" need” and as to ‘how resources which were avallable
could’ most equitably' be+ distributed.. The "general
' student' aid concept has actuaIIy been around practically
from “the _inception of post-secondary study in this
~country, but aid funds for the "indigent” were. initially
_very limited in quantity and administred according to
each rndmdual institution’s personal*sense of |ust|ce
Unlformlty in allocation did not begin to develop until :
the mid 1950°s when a group of schqols vquntarrIy
banded together in déveloping what is now known as
- the Corlege Scholarship Service (CSS) needs analysis
methodology.. This subsidiaty. organ( of the College
Enfrance Examination Board became the first national
ngeds analysis system and is”still in operation today.
\ - “The CSS came dnto being pnncrpally as the
" result of- requests from a number of member
colleges of the Board for’a standardized method
of determining parental finaricial contributions
toward the' costs of attending college. Competitive
_bidding for students with exceptional intellectual
promise, or other ‘desirable talents. . : had
reached proporttons that’ were. of wrdespread
goncern. In the view of spany people, \funds in
~+ lirnited supply were bemfexpended unwisely in
‘the competition to induce excéptional students to
enroll at particular colleges.””
Prior t0\1958; also, most student aid was proy;ded
_either dlrectly by the schools themselves or through

.
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" private phllanthroprc endeavors Durlhg ther decade of N

the 195()?5’ a post-seconda_ry training was viewed to- £

» large extent as a privilege of the réflatively afflaent or the

academically talented *and- fmanmall ‘aid -camer to- beJ_

defined ‘mor

excellence thgh as a regsource for the! ‘needy. This trend
* has now Iargely beenr reversed, brmglng fimancial, aid*,
primarily under the ‘”demons;rated need” Umbrella .
identified earlier..

* in- addition to an. mcreasmg varlpty of prlvate and |
|nst|tut|onal aid programs which have been developing '
for needy students, the Federal governmient entered the .
general student aid scene with. its first “‘need based”
program in 1958. That year, the Cengress established
the National Defense Student Loan Program (NDSL)
‘whereby #needy” students became eligible to borrow
funds to continue their - stupy, wrth repayrrT'ent not
sched#led ‘to _begin until after | they left . school.
Orlglnally, this * progrm. was dlrécted only toward
specific areas of study, but, in recent yéars, these
réstrictions have’ largely been eliminated. “The title of -
, the program itself was “also recently changed to the-
National Direct Student Loan Program.

Then, in" 1965, the Federal government also created
the College Work-Study (CWS) anJEducatlonaI Oppor-
tunity-Grant (EOG) Programs. The former was ‘designed -
to support the employment of neédy students-and the
‘latter. ‘provides direct »Federal grants ‘to high- -need
students.. More limited ‘heed based Federal programs
were also ’ subs.equently\ addeéd to enhance the de-.

- Velopment of trained personnel in| shortage aréas such

“as the health- professions. and law gnforcement.

F|naI|y, in 1972, a‘ new Federhi Basic Educational |
'Opportunlty Grant (BEOG) Program wis ‘creatéd. This
program is- prolectedbas a basic entitlernent -concept
whereby all students can be assured of at I€ast:a basic

‘financial aid foundation of $1,400.00 to suppott their’

post-secondary studies. Agam, a f|nanC|a! need test is

employed to’ evaluate the amount which the family
should reasonably be able to \c@nfrlbute andif it is fess

than the-stipulated, $1, 40000 foundatron figure, Federal .

“grant monies will be added to insure that the basic

entltlement is met Slnce this program is so. recent,

-

in stekms of a* rewéad for ‘atademic -

4_";;‘- Alongsude these efforts,, _the
v "1960, es{abhshed its” owti *Guara &
' whereb){ vstud‘ent‘ obtamed,’loans

" demonstrated need as fhe basis for recrplent in
Qbeneflts i TSR URCE ;
A parallel {ﬁrUSts, in 1964 and 1966 réspectlvely, the
: Mlchlgan legislature established:a Competltlve Scholar- §
I . ship Progfam for stydents demonstratlng both academic
“ability and financial néed, and-a Separate Tuition Grant -
* Program to help equallze expenses betwgen public and
private colleges so that needy students’ ;postGecondaty
ch0|ces would ot be limited by this-differential. - -
-From the above, |t ¢an Be concluded that. th'e financial
 aids picture today is largely composed of a mixture:of
scholarships’ (based on academic excellence, and de- "
" monistrated need); grants (based ©n demonstrated need
alone), loans (largely need based), and .wark oppor:
“ tunities (need based- at least when utl|lZ|hg federdl .
subsidies).. Major’ public governmental programs have:
~ also become the primary source of student ‘aid, with *
private resoyrces now playing a- secondary role in terms
.of overall dollar availability, and a pI|cab|I|ty For the,’
most part when a student a&lles for financial .
assistance at -his’ or her campus, and . establishes ’
- eligibility, »a - variety of' the above’ types of aid are
"packaged”’. or combined to help .meet :ﬁe demay
strated need figute which has been for ally estab-
lished, - .
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. Mlchlgan Student Assnstance Dollar- Def|c1t .

- To faCIlltate state level planning Yegarding studdiit? ald

resources,” it is important -to determme the relative .

adequacy of the current-dollar, amount of this mixture of

stident-aid resotrces. While datain this regard is very

difficult to_obtain, by revievﬁ:?he\annual Tripartite®
Forms filed by Michigan cojleges and universities with”

the US.O.E, an attempt to assess' the perceived

adequacy of‘turrent student’aid programs, can be made. .
Reviewing cutrent Tripartite documents, -the fqllowing’

sumgary can be made regarding student aldavallable in

Mlchlgan for the 1972-73 academlc year .
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N Resources Avallable and \l Need :
o ' B S ST > Total Need ,
St T N . Amount °
Present atte‘ndance Costs of studentSv i i . " ~ '$251,000,000 ) -
Wlth demonstrated need at Michigan ' - : .- Tew
colleges and univetsities for the " o o
*1972:73 school year* . . v . o
¢(M|nus deductlons for existing resources) A R o
. c s L Percent - )
_ , . Resorces - Need - . T, S
. R o + . -Available . Met .
© A, Minug’ “expected” family ., LI . . S e
o Mcontnbutlons ,of . $1071,000,000 40% $150,000,000 unimet,
, : . remainder
B. Minus emsting mstltutlonal aid ) - * s ’ "
(includes $15.5 million in dirgct State o . .
appropriations to, pub[ic universities for ' EE N L ) - ;
) mstltutlonal student aid programs) totaling: $ 35,000,000 °  14% $115,000,000 -* unmet .
‘ O . remainder”
C. Minus exlstmg i“other” aid soe-rces - ’
(includés $33 million in State Competitive * ) . O
SChO'BI’ShlpS -Tuntlon Grants and GuaranteedLo‘&ns) S . . . o ) . )
of: ¢ . $ 35,000,000 .  14% $ 80,000,000 . , unmet .
: T e N S . * remainder, .’
D. ‘Minus existing-““Federal”. programs——— : ¢ AP o
(EOG, NDSL, CWS) totaling: * - $.40,000,000 - 16% $, 40,000,000 - .unmet
o : : s g ' - remainder
Total Resources: Availdble: ' $211,000,000  84%, o <
Remairﬁng Unmet Need (1972-73) > "  (16%), $ 40,000,000°" vdverall,
, v Lo . ot E <, upmet

. 7

1

\ .

¢ s R

TN

LS .3

. remainder

-
b

*This figure was eompllad from_ item 54 of (he Federal Tripartite form. It estimates th'e total sum of student expendutures {(umon, fees, room, board and mls&ellaneous) for all

"needy" students .applying forkai
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From this data, |t is noted that for the 1972-73 scthI
_year there existed an aid deflcit of some $40 million in"
the "State of Mlthgan ‘This represented aboiit 16% of
student expenses for thosé dssistance applicants: enrol-
led, who evidenced demonstrated neéd.

While the full “jmpact- of the new- fedéral Basic
EducatlonTpportUnlty Grant. Program (BEOG) on this -
“factor of upmet need inMichigan remains yet to be
determined, if - the- staté - contihlies to receive the

" roughly 5% of ‘overall federal* dolldrs. whlch it has.

.
v

.

regliwed in the past on the other existing federal student +
aid programs, the total dellars which will bk added to,
" the . student aid, reserveir by, this. new venture will
"amount to roughly, $6- millién for the current 1973-74

" academic year. No other substantial mcrease*ln federal.

E
respurces:ean be anticipated in this area for tl'ys year, as
all.other federal stkdent aid programs were funded ohly

. at last year's level. In terms of added State Comgit-

E

e

“ent, firm support hds been yforthcoming ‘in 1973-74°
_only for @n increase 6f some $3 million |r] the existing:
State --Scholarship and Tuition Grant. Pregréms to:
accommodate the\lncrei\es in award maximums .from
$800 to $1,200, which were’ recently enacted. by ‘the
Michigan Legislature."No substantive overall increase i’
student aid resources can be reallstlcally ant|c1pat_ed

} A

N

P
.2 ..
. T o

)

fr()m elther'the |nstrtutlonal or pr|vate sectors at- this-
]uncture

.4 . .‘. ” 3 P

~ Thus, if all else ‘were to remain equal (i.e:,’ no
increased schooling’ costs; no incresed overall enroll-
- ménts; no increased percentages of d|sadvantaged

_ students within-campus populatlons, etc.)‘the State 5till

. fd¢es an-overalt student aid deficit of some $31 million .

» for the 1973-74 $chool year. . .

“In addition, there re” some furtlier. compllcatmg
~ factors which te,nd to indicate that "the totai dollar
deficit, * if thoroughly Oresearched would - be everr
greater..Some key pomts “of con5|derathn h‘ere are tHe
'foIIowmg :

Fl

acceptance and support of the essentially norma-

tive standardized needs, dssessment techniques

- 'which have been utilized to ‘establfish the expected
analy5|s

As was\stated earller, the purpos‘e ‘of this’ paper

*is not to attemptBo assess thed:efatwe merits and

equ1ty of any particular_needs assessment tech-

nique..But it should candidly be stated, thatthere

is substantial disagreement with.the:-expectations

'

. * presently being levied by the national- needs.

4

_The aboVe, flgures afe predlcated .on famlly,

. family contribution factors being employed in this -

»
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i well be lnaccurate, thus.in essence
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assessment procedums Whether responsible v unless prompt correctlve action is taken. Several of the
dividuals. choose to view these concerns as'valid .~ recommendations offered .at the conelusion of “this
‘and whether they choose to-act on them is, of paper rdent|fy'methods whereby additional- resources
* course, distinctly a, policy and value issue. . could be brought to bear -on this problem: :
However, the fact remains that the overall \ It is, important to.note at this juncture also that
-family contribution figure being yrolected may - - recommendations are offered in this paper for both

)g)andlng the . - expanded _State level grant (recommendation . 6)-.and.

actual 'need -of the students involved. " loan’ (recommendatlon 7). commitments to help meet
‘These figures do wnot include  reference - to .~ - this doIIar deficit. If it can be’ phllosoph|cally assumed
part-time and vocational school students; most of - . that. both the individual and society have -an important
. whom, until very recently, have been: excluded “and equal stakeé in the post- -secondary vernture, then
from award consrderatlon under many aid prog- _ both approaches must ‘6}; considered in dealing with
raths. . - -the fiscal deficit at hand,.

"3. These figures include no estlmate of.the- need of V. Student’Assi tanceEDehvery System

Mjchigan . students choosing- to pursue their As prudentiplanning action is undertaken, athorough

post-secondary training - outside < of the stdte; or " analysis must aIso‘be made of- the current delivery
. - fdrced+fo "da so because Michigan does ,not - system which mplements the flow of aid dollars to
curgsntly offer an appropriate program intheir students. *The present delivéry system ‘is largely an
ared’of interest and ability. As population mobility . eclectic’ tombination.of a variety of methedologies.-
. , -continueés to. increase, the number of such First, the student applies directly through the financial
. student’s will doubtlessly continue to grow. © ' {aidstoffice on his or her chosen campus for the variety
, % The existing federal programs (NDSL, EOG, cws) " of federal government programs mentioned above.
. are currently in a-state of flux, and may; in the = . Through this office the student can also ap%y for any
’ future, be largely supplanted by the new BEOG " institutional st|pends that might be available.’Second, in
, ’ coricept. Thus, .the' additional funds evidently ~ Michigam the studms d|rectly to the State
- . < available under this new prograrh might s@bse- U7 Department of Education orthe M‘|ch|gan Scholarship
L e - quently be negated by, fosses in other establlshed.~ - and Tuition Grant Programs. Third, the student is also-
* . federal aid soufces.. = © " encouraged to individually puysue private donor awards
0 . . Alsa; the full BEOG impact, as yet# remains”’ which might be,available through his qr her Idcal
A unglear, as its' potential funding celllngand final - . community. *The range and scope of these® private
o eh§|brllty criteria are yet unclear. - .. programs are- highlighted each year for Mlchlgan
) .5. The aboye figures include no estimate of the . students in the Department’'s Collegé Admissions and
. ; added demand for resources which’ vvould be felt '~ . - Financial Assistance Opportunities Handbook. Fourth,
be - . 'if the post-secondary milieu were to be substan- - - students can now appIy for a BEOG stipend. directly
" - . tively, changed‘ by adding to. the present mix a . through. the designated Federal processing agency.:
. * significantly -greater percentage of ‘high-need, = — "Fifth, and. finally, there are a variety of educatiqn aid
P disadvantaged students. . . - _ -funds available ‘directly through various governmental
2 - There has recently been subﬁtantlal support c5r'or xent:les (social security, votational rehab|I;tat|on,,and
, this - very contention, |nd|cat.|ng that if post- = terans administration offices) for spegific categories
: secondary education is, in fact, going to «ontinue of students. This diverse delivery system includes
“ ' ta grow, the inerease must- come drrectly from scholarshrps, grants, loans, and Work-study alternatives
“\ - 'these lower*§bcio-economic .circles. The recent which span the entire range otaid type optrons To date
: Study ,of Student Financiat Aid Programs and «- little thought has been given to the systematic
< ¢ - Needs for the State of Florida, Togrexainple, has., « coordination, much less any “actual consolidation of
- conitended that higher income families are already . divergent sources. "A more coordinated application
" sending just about all of their students who r{ould’ - process would certainly seem desirable, Whrle present
L - possibly - benefit from such ‘expbsute on'sfor individual program procedures ahdregulafi N%ns would
further trarnlng Thus, increased enrollment and. -~ preclude meaningful development of a specific recom-
o ° recruitment concemtration - will have .to draw mendation in this regard at this juncpge; the matter will.
- Y proportionately greater numbers from the ranks , . - certainly receive continued staff review. In the future
KV of the ‘disadvastaged, placing even. grea@r strain the State -may be able. to.play accruc1al role in such
on existing student aid resources. e coordination, P :
r J T 6. The unfnet need figures. above ,\glll constaritly . - VI. Student Assistance lssues 4 ~ ?
P /e grow due to‘inflationary factors algne, even if all Given this brief overview of'the present student aid "
. else * remains static.. . (Exhibit A \lndlcates the =~ . mllleu controversial theoretlcal issues currently con-
. - approximate costs a§socrated with Michigan col- - frontlng the financial "3id gommunity must also be
: leges and universities for the 197475 acaderhic - / identified so’ that they can be dealt with as part of tl"\§\
B + yeark ® r. e pIanmng‘actMty A nu ber of ramifications invariabl
e * Thus, it js concIuded that Mrchlgan now faces an - - emanate from each action taked, therefére it behooVés
extensive dollar deficiency in student aid, and. this * the State to consider closely. these pressing issues.in
\problem is Ilkely to row to even larger propdrtions - suggesting specrfac coursesrof action. Some consensus
“ BN : : . - C oo .
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must be reached as td which goals are desirable and
what ‘the -rank order of valuespriorities are, so that
programs can be implemented accordingly.

The first such consideration which must be faced is
exactly what goals publlcly supported aid programs are
to serve. The issue of ““dccess’ has become predomiin-’
ant in most student aid thinking today, thus;: the-strong— -
emphasis on . “demonstrated ’ and targeting

n ”
+ . -student assistance to students wr?E the least resources.

However, strong arguments' have corigurrently been
_raised concerning the plight of the ‘‘mjddle class,” for
the use of financial aid as. a'vehiclg;for the reward of
academic talent, and for the support of the financially
pressed private post-secondary sector. Current State of
Michigan programs attempt to speak simultaneously to
rseveral of those issues.. The Competitive Scholarship
" rProgram funds the ablest of the needy. The separate
. Tuition Grant Program attempts to cover the normal
.( cost differential found between public_and. private
colleges and universities, for needy students, in an

' attempt. to minimize the_ cost .differential in such
attendance decisions. The Guaranteed Loan ‘Program,

. on the other hand, attempts to help a wide range of
family income groups. The point, here, However, is not

so much that one motive should repIace‘the others as
the focus of all student aid; but which priority, structure
should accompany future directions 'taken in * the

. ‘student assistance arenh. '
Secondly, there has, ‘6f late, been considerable

discussion regarding the overall equity of the student - -

loan concept. Argument hasobeen raised that such

* funds serve as a ‘““negative dowry” for female students

« _and as an unfair “burden” to the needy and disadvan-
taged who rust, of nécessity, apply for student aid,

A related concery. focuses arou2(¥he issue as to who

~ really.benefits from post-secondary study. If society is

* the primary benefactor, then should not post-secondary- ,.

study be offered on a no-charge basis,sor at least in a

very inexpensive manner to the student? If, on.the -

B

other hand, the individual is the primary beneficiary, a
-case can be built for primary student and family
responsibility for educational expenses. Both postures
have, in fact, been forcefully put forth, while yet others
would argue. for no revision in the current balance of
payment responsrbllty phllo,sophy which- -presently
exists. Recenit reports by the Carnegie Commission'and
the Committee for Economic Development have pre-
cipitated ‘much-discussion of this issue. - o
In like mannet, cdncern has been expressed regard-
“ing the ovVerall. responsibility tofeparents for support of
post-secofidary study. The legal aspects of this questlon
aresunclear, and the recént change |n age of majorify in
Michigan 'makes ‘the problem even more complex. In
the past, most aid programs have required an extensive
« period of demohstrated "independence befpre award
decisions could be made:without review of,the overall
fam|ly resources. The argument ,used was that these

" programs were available to supplement family resqurces T

“when: they proved lnsuff|C|ent not td replace them and
. effegtively transfer a. student’s dependente from the

home to the government or |nst|tut|on PersonaI rlghts oL
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, Ieglslatlon such as the age of majority consideration
. may, however,- redlrect this thinking. in the future.
Similarly, as discussed earlier, there.is much concern
-regarding the relative “equity” of ' current needs
. assessment techniques. Are-current theoret|cal-assump-

tions in this area valid, or should these need evaluation’
systems take into account relative “wnlhngness” as well
as theoretical “/ability’’"to contribute? .
- Likewise, what about the present delivery system'
which combines a variety of federal, state, institutional
and local inputs? Is 'such a complex system both
efficient and effective, and how should new program-
matic additions or changes in the existing structure best
be effectuated to assure support 5f student interests?
Also, should student “aid serve’ solely student pur-
poses, institutional . purposes; societal purposes; or -
what combination thereof? Implicitly, we have already
alluded to this issue, but the méfter deserves candid
acknowledgement and coverage in future plapning
efforts. Too often it comes into Play-as only part of the
““hidden agenda’” which surrounds so many poI|cy and
_program degisions. 3
In addition, much concern has perlodlcally been
. raised as to ‘the deg ee to which the umversrty should
be exposed to the fgrces of the marketplace. One way
in which the controversy is expressed is through the
relative control~ which  the 'school has over the.
availability .and distribution of student aid resources.
‘Those who -feel the open marketplace environment
fosters responsiblity favor direct studént allocations,
whereas those who feel the university is weakened by
sthe winds of poI|t|caI popuIarlsm favor more institu-
tional _control _over ‘the powerful tool of student
resources. g .-
Then, too, what'_ consideration should be .given to
private vocational schools? In the past, they have often
been excluded from™ student aid, programs. ,This
situation is beginning to change as the federal student
aid.programs have now formally béen &xtended to such

»

iristitutions. However, at this juncture on the state level, =
only the Michigan’ Guaranteed Loan Program is opera-. - .

tive in thisy arena. We must expand our horisgns to
encompass all post- seconﬂary education in our future *
financial a|d pIannlng N s . P
~ Similarly, little attention has been given to the atypical .
student, those. attending part—tlme or older adults
returning for, furt9 her study (i.e.; the lifelong’ education
_concept), etc. To date, student aid programs have
“largely been geated to, the “typical” 18:21 year*old
single student-studying’ full- -time on campus. However,
with -current deveIopmehts ‘this lock- -step stereotype is
.~ beginning to’ break -down. Commuter students, inde-’
pendent students, older adults, senior citizens, open®

o

schools,” external degree program students and .credit * )

by examination program students have all been added-  *

. andemust be consldered imfuture student aid planning.-

.+ Current court cases are also beglnnlng to questm*m
‘theissue of state residency requiréments and accom-
panying tuition differentials. Soon,, state’ assistance

_ program tesidency distinetions may also fall.under legal

- scrut|ny A number of states are ngw deveIoplng fee

[l . -
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’ recrprOCIty agreements. Should similar consideration
be taken regarding state a’nd/or reglonal student a
endeavors? : -

2NN ’ $ e

-

vil. Recommendatlons and Conclusron% ’

The above is but a brief summary of some of th;}\'

assistance field. These factors and more must .be
comprehensively and candidly : addressed if responsible .
long-range planning is to take place in this area.*From
the: above discussion it appears that such pIannmg is .
needed in terms of: . .
. Policy statements regarding the ultimate progr‘a
,gbals and phontles to be supported in Mlchlga
. studeént assistance prograis. -
" Recommendations reglardifig . the " nature of the.
L delivery sYstem which- should be developed:t :
| - best - facilitate drstrlbutlon of Michigan studen
- . . -assistance moniés in line W|t,h the pollcy pr|or|t|e ’
. “*"--addressed above. , .
3." Recommendations regardlngt e actual qua’ntitie
of student aid resources needed. '
“Consistent with the Departmeht of Educatron‘
o expanded pIannlng efforts.in the ar of«post-secondary
. veducatlon,'the Division of Student Financial As-
sistance Sérvices will ‘be continugusly stydying and
evaluatlng the entire .gamut . of | student assistance]
~ programs. It is antIC|pated th,at nce- «each ‘year an
evaluation cevering current po
\ procedures will be pnesented for itate Board _review.
v Wfaalltate such efforts it .is recoﬁ'\mended that:
) 1 The ‘State Board support, the authorization and
RN i fundlng of a formalized lnformat on Services Unit| "
" within the Student Finantial ALsrstance Service
"« Area, formally charged with t e respdnslbrllty for
Co - periodically -evaluating and reporting on” the
. , relative effectiventas and sufficieicy of current
. Mlchrgan student aid programs and dollars. K
* ® Such a,mechanism' Sho,uld prowde S ate Board with the;
." " - current information needéd regarding student needs|
‘and programs to facilitate responsible‘planmng activity:
| In addition, in I|ght of the srgnrflcant dollar shortage
. ® -hlghllghted in, “this paper, ®and in ‘the -absence * of
ompejhng ewdenée at this juncture for any_extensive
hange in the baslc nature of «existing programs, the
oIIowrng> recommendatrons are offered regarding im-
rnedlate support for a full trer of student assistance
programs. o Al .
i First, op the -Fe eraI level, It is recommended’ that:

e

;o © 1 2. The State Board of Education recﬁrd its support
- £ for 'efforts to fully fund a compre ensive federal

o student entitlement. program whichwould provide

@ a ‘urnform flnanc?al a|d “floor’* for aII fmancrally

. L3

¢ needy studehts. :

i'I'hrs concept has 'already been operatlonahzed in the’
»new Basic Educdnonal Opportunity Grant Program
(BEOG), and‘can! bé ‘made effectl\(e with full dollar.
funding. A. humbdr of operatlonal inyolvements are aIso .

licies ‘and . delivery

. difficult ‘issues which surround ‘the current studefitd .

~In add|t|on it.is also tecomm ﬁded that L
3. The State Board of Egucat?cWIEfe d its support
" for the contindation of exrst|ng eraI Supp‘!gf“

_ mental Educational Opportunity Grant 1SEOQG),

Natlon -Direct Student Loan* (NDSL)», College

. Work-St, dy (CWS), an Fede—l'[yTnsured Student

Loan (FISL) Programs. ‘ . :

These traditional fedéral aid sources serve to augment-
the basic floor concepx of the new BEOG Pfogram and
provide an innoyvative v r|e'ty of fundlng optlons for
students.’ :
Finally; »m’addmon-t' these spe,cmc féderal aid
programs that are outlingd and supported above, to
‘| help enhance creativé thi klng and stateZlevel/ initiative
concerning present aid d ficiencies, it.is a)so ?bcom-
mended that:
.. The ‘State Board of Fducation recorc}z its support
+, , for the creation and |funding of the. S(tate Student
"~ Incentive Grant Pragram (SSIG). Thts program
would provide federal funds to" match state
resources on a dollar-for-dollar basis and would
permit srgnlflcant expansion-of resources avallable
“to. Michigan students. .

‘It is further suggested that the State Board undergrrd
th,e pririciple of sharéd Federal/State responsibility in
stddent funding by supporting the. following additional

" state#level recomimendations.as well.

The -State Board of ﬁducatlon has perlodlcally

recorded  its - §upport for the_ existing Cormipetitive
.- Scholarship and Tuition Grant Prpgram cencepts. These
programs have ‘proven very valuable in speaking to the
overall Mlchlgan student aid dollar - deficit . wh|Ie
simultaneously encourglng the. talented but needy
student and insuring continued availability of a wide
- variety of post-secondary educational options. .
~.To help extend the Mlchlgan Competitive Scholarshlp
- Program to a more representative ?udlence, ‘however, it
is now récommended that: .

23

v

1

of.— .
0,

i 5. 'The State Board of- Educatlon_ re|terate its support
. fo the enactment Oof HB 4783 which. would permit
up. to 50% of the st,ate scholarshlp awards to, be
+ " . distributed on an |nd|vrduaI school basw’ (Exhlblt
B).-

4

From the outset the state schoIarsh|p program has
attempted-to build. %crea‘hve bridge between acknow-'
) Iedgement of academic excellence and support for the
" needy, by making honorary awards te all program
* “semi-finalists, and making actual financial strpends
‘available  to ‘those of this group - who ~might also
‘demonstrate financial need. Admmlstered strictly on'an
overaII statewide basis, however, it has beeh found:-that
many talented and needy students fail to qualrfy for
-these awards. In seeking this amendment to current
"+ scholarship Iegrslat‘lon, the program would bg made
. more accéssible to students throughout the' state,and
thus more responsive to individual nee at the local
- level. Simultaneously a*rigorous stateWide acknow-

. |now underway to hetp render the BEOG Program\ more
. }effectrve than It)I;eas been durrng |ts |n|t|aI year of i
v operatron .

Id »

1
I
|
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o

ledgement program wouId be maintaifed for excep-
tional- students with' demonstrated. financial need
» ‘through the rema|n|ng program funds -
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"o addltron Jto support for the continuation»of these
extstlng and - proven programs\ it ig further recom-
“mended that:

D

: 6 The State Board’ of Education’ express its con:
tinued. support for the eriactment and funding of
present SB 451 (Exhibit 'C) “whi¢h ‘proposed a
'_state-WIde Tuition Opportunity Grant Rregram.-

“This program will supplement the federal Basic Educa- .

. ,tronal Opportunity Grant (BEOG) Program‘and providea - =

further state-wide - _entitlement ¢oncept for needy"
‘Michigan - students. if ope'ratlonallzed on anp., early
‘identification’ basis, this program: could also serve as an
" added incentive for centinued study. In addltlon, its
flexrblllty could make this program. extremely’valuable
both t6 olderstudents seeking further trarnrng\ and to
needy students enroll‘ng for vocatronal or non- degree
" study..
Further, on the state IeveI, it is aIso recommended
that:” ‘ . :
- L - . ) . .' . .
7. The* State Board of Education express its con-
" tinued support for the enacfmenttand fundirig of _
present.HB 4218,  (Exhibit D) ,Wwhich proposes a
‘Direct State, Student Lpan Program.
Since its inception, the prevﬁ)usly mentidned Federally)
Insured Student Loan Program (FISL), as operationalized =
in this.state ander- the title of the Michigan Guaranteed
Loan Program, hus greatly increased the. resources
~ flowing to students from the private lending commun-
lfya However, invariably, the State has enceuntered
some areas in which lenders are reluctant to participate
in this kind of program, and some’ot
participating Ienders place extensr

v

”

PAruntext provided oy enic [

are in wh|ch
|ons on
¥

3

9

.

-
.

"+ - above recommendations; Michigan will be able to '

'*“("f under their, trad|t|onal “prudent Iendjng” pochres A

S R bpth within “Michigan and natignally to achievé

e student frnancmg

< L owlg ‘,‘ 7‘}“ N : .
L

students to‘whom they will extend such Ioan resou

many .private. Ienders ‘from high density population
areas find that they have totally &xhausted the resaurces
‘that can’ be’,committed to- this type of- endeavor: For——- -,
these reasons, the ‘impact of the Guaranteed Loan :
Program "has been less than umform and many students
have, as yet been denied’ access to ‘its resources. The
“above recl)mmended legislation would provide a "last |
“resort”’ alternate 'loan fund resource for these students

’ unabIe to’'borrow through the eXIstlng Guaranteed;Loan ’

. Program / SN o
To helpinsure that this full tier of federal and state
programs are admiristered in a consistent manner, itis
alsoarecommended that:- ° .
8. The State Board of Education encourage efforts

some tvpe of cHrification and compatibility .
between diverse. systems of financial need analysis
which presently serve as a’'source of confusion to . .
: parents and students e ot « -
In conclusron, it, sho\rld be stated that the tier of
- programmatic factdrs outlined above must not _be
mistaken as the- full answer or’ the _ final* step ini
Mlchlgans responsibility to creatively ‘déal with this
piessing issue. rther -.action will .doubtlessly -be
perlodlcally required as the overaII frnancral aid e
structure continues to develop in‘response to changrng '
studenf and societal needs.
It'is hoped; that through a |udrcrous moldmg of the

-
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' ma|nta1n and enhance. its Ieadershlp roie pertalmng to
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. MICHIGAN.DEFARTMENT OF EDUCATION STUDENT FINANCIAI. ASSISTANCE SERVICES ' ]
‘ COI.[EGE\ ESTI'M,ATE OF STUDENT EXPENSES SCHOLARSHIP AND TUITION GRA}IT PROCRAMS .
o o 197475 (For Septe,mbep- through luIy only) | o .
Term'or .+~ " "Name-of School. - * - Tuitién. " Room & Books & . .
| {Semester " Public Colleges and Universi - & Fees Board * - Pers . Trav " Total
- | 2 or\ CENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY e T - S A
) Mt. Pleasant v e $ 567 . $1,160 - < '$550 $200 - $2477 |
2 02 r EASTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY - oo : T
<t " Ypsilanti . = 600 1,189. 550 - 200 2,539
+|{.:3- 03 ' FERRIS STATE- COLLEGE N C L o
" Big -Raplds L e 501 1,350 550 . 200 2,601“'
-3 67 GRAND VALLEY STATE LLEGE N T o .
"« " Allendale D . . 518~ 1,140 © 550 . 200- 2,408
3. 49 ' LAKE SUPERIOR STATE COLLEGE ‘o S e
=~ Sault Ste. Marie” = . 498 - .1,300 °  550. * 200 2,548
3. 04 . MIGHIGAN STAPH | UNIVERSITY L o
A East Lansing © - - N 720 1,223 , *550 - 200 2,693 L
3 48 'MICHIGAN TECHNOLOGICAL IJNIVERSITY : S , -
. Houghton * + Co S5 T 1191 * 550 200 2,51 !
«s82+05  NORTHERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY ‘s o CE -
. Marquette f . @ 538 - 1,236 550 <. 200 2,524 -
2414 OAKLAND UNIVERSITY LN ‘ L B
.. Rochester . | o _' o621 1,290 850 200 - . 2,661 . - |
2776 SAGINAW VALLEY COLLEGE - . T S ' L oL
,- - University Centér . _ v +"539 1,250 550 \.200 2,539
W . 206 . UNIVERSHY OF MICHIGAN, Ann Arb;_ir.f o = ‘ SN :
N reshmdn & Sophmore ¢ .Y 800 1,402 " 550 200 2,952 .
. o Junior & Seniér -’ : .904 . 1,402 - 550 © 200 , 3,056
" 2 50" UNIVERSITY.OF MICHIGAN ) S L T
: . Dearborn’ . -, 59 900 . 5507, - 350 2,396 -
. 2 51 . UNIVERSITY GF MICHIQQN - . o T
Fint - 568. + ~900 - 550 . ' . 350 2,368, .2
. 3 07 WAYNE STATF UNIVERSITY R T LN
¥ Detroit : . o, 703 900 550 - 350, 2503 "% .
2 08 . WESFERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY e " R A
: " Kalamazoo - . 576 1,175 550 : 290, Too2,501 7
~._ Y, . ‘ . Co A - .
- ) . - .- . . e . * ‘.‘ i’ ' o ) . N 4
Term or’ ., -Name of School | .- ‘Tuition Room & Books & . L
5 Semester 3 Non-PublIc Colleﬁ and Umversmes -& Fees Boarg . Pers - Trav Total - |
L. 209 ADRIANCOLLEGE' . R g e ‘ ot e
5 ‘Adrian . - . T s $2102 - .-7$1,094 $550 . $200 ¢ $3,946 -
-2 10.  ALBION COLLEGE - T - . E ' R o™
. *._  Albion Sl Cep 2330 0 1,310 ©°5507 - 200 7 4,390
+ 2 11\ ALMA COLLEGE - . S
o \Alma: . 2,272 1130 . - 550 200 - 4152 - ¢
3. 25* ANDREWS UNIVERSITY . : R :
. 'Berrien Springs®, = 2106 - 1,140 550 . . 200 .  3,9%
2 12 . "AQUINAS COLLEGE . e ot v Ty .
' Grand’Rapids * L -2,060 1,100~ 50 -, 200 3,910 ».
.2 90 , ART SCH@OL/SOCIETY/ARTS/CRAFrS ~ . B g St e
: Detroit . ® 1,650 ° 900 550 350+ 3,450
2 13 CALVIN COLLEGE . , . v A W v
v, Grand Rapids ERR ' 1,789 930 © L5507 . 200. 3,460,
~ 3.55 - CLEARY. COLLEGE i . . . . e .
Lo ) YpSIIantI S ' ' N+ 1275 1,075 550 200 - 3,00 ]
"3 56 CORDIA LUTHERAN JR.. COLL‘EQE O L -~ ]
oo ‘An Arbor 5 _ . C1,125, 0 940, 550 2000 . 2815w
s / ’n' : s ‘i toe I : ) o
e . ’ o ¢ e K 'D . .
Py “ . P w a 1 2 ' \ o » ! N
N . - . : R
oF - ! e . - N < ¢ N ”
! . o _ B ,' Q‘\ ok W ’
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. ¢ , . - .
Term or ~ 'Name of School - Tuition Room & Books & ., Lo
~ - Semester Non-Public Colleges and Unwersmes & Fees - Board . Pers: Trav Total
2 57 .~CRANBROOK ACADEMY OF ART . i S S
. Bloomfield Hills. "~ 2,146 71,200 550 7200 '4,0%
3 58° DAVENPORT COLLEGE OF BUSINESS oo T e
. " Grand Rapids A 1,440 * . 805 . 550 - 200 2995
2. 60. DETROIT BIBLE COLLEGE - o L O
v . ' Detroit 864 1,000 550 . 200 2,614
361 DETROIT COLLEGE OF BUSINESS . Y oo T -
. Dearborn 1,281 +900 .- 850 ' 350 - 3,081
* . 2 62, DETROIT COLLEGE OF LAW ) - v LT 1
.. . .Detroit © T 1210 -~900 . 5507 - - 350 3,010
" 2 26  DETROIT INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY e, . , ' T o
_ " Detroit | - e T 41,352 90D 550 - . 350" /3152 .
.2 27 ' DUNS SCOTUS COLLEGE . * R S S R RO & o
.4 . Southfield ‘ S e 14000 - 600~ - - 550 - 200 2,750 -
., 2 28 GENERAL MOTORS INSTITUTE ' SRR h b RET
7. Hint - L, ;915 e e e 15
2 .65 GRACE BIBLE COLLEGE T LS R A
. “Grand’ Rapids B 710 900 550 "\ 200 -, 2,360
2 .66 - GRAND RAPIDS BAPTIST' COLLEGE . : R B 5 T
oy Grand Rapids : _ 1,450 1,050 . 550 .- 200 ‘*3 250
3797 'GREAT LAKES BIBLE COLLEGE e, - - _ o .
: Lansing : T . 976 810 - 550 ° . 200
] 15. HILLSDALE COLLEGE— Lo B Ve
Tl Hlllsdale T e © 2,588 1, 014 " 550 - 200
' *2 16~ “HOBE COLLEGE I Xoo ot
¢ <. "Holland. ~:. . < 2,210 °° 1 1oo.~.~ . 55¢ 7 200.
2 75 JOHN WESLEY COLLEGE AT Owossb R N o
- Owoéso - - 712,040 .7 "9 960 550.- *° 200 ;
2 _'63’ JORDAN COLLEGE R T .
: " Cedar Springs- - ¢ ©1,025 700 ~.550 - 200 2,475 .
3 17. . KAVAMAZQO COLLEGE o R R S Sy
R ,;Kalamazoo - 2400 . 1,200 5507 - 1200, 4,350 .
68" . LAWRENCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY o A
B ’SDuthfreld St A, 030 900 . 550 "350 7, 2,880
MADONNA COLLEGE ,, R Lo e
... .. Livonia® - Sl S 1 eoo 1400 - 550 ° 200 - 3,750
: «;'2;":419- ' MARYGROVE. COLLEGE _ . _ o T . B
. e Detroit ) o 1,810 ,-1;200} v 550" 200 3,760
"2';20‘ MERCY - COLLEGE OF DET B S R TN -
.7 v .Detrojt |, .- JR \-‘1,560“ B : 1,200 . . 550 - 200 3,510
'3 ‘29 MERRLLL-PALMER INSTITUTE"'_. T s e
Detront : A ,650 1,350 - 550" - .200 3,750 °
Student attends one term or one semester durmg the year and returns to approved College
2 7 'MICH[GAN CHRISTIAN -,IR"COLLEGE o . s
"~ Rochester. .. 1,358 - * 1,140 .. .-550 2000 3,248
3 73, MUSKEGON BUS)NESS COLLEGE e - o
: £ . Muskegon . ; - 1,200 900 550 200 2,850
" 2721 . NAZARETH COLLEGE S A : o
. . Nazareth 1,630 1,280 550 200 *3,660
3 74 © NORTHWOOD INSTLTUTE R o, . T
. "Midland °, 1,770 - 1,080, - 550 2000 . 3,600
2 22. OLIVET COLLEGE A v T :
- Olivet 1,975 1,200 - 550 200 3,925
2°94 . REFORMED BIBLE COLLEGE ASSOCIATION e . R '
Grand Raprds : " 950 500 200 . 2,620
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Term or Name of School . Tuition ~Room & .- Books & . .
v . 'Semester ! Non-Puqu; Colleges and Universities - + & Fees Board . Pers ' Trav Total
230 SACRED HEART SEMINARY L RO ' ’
* % .Detroit . ‘ . NB845 400 550 . <200 1,995
2 72 SHAW COLLEGE OF DETROIT. ¢ e L : S
Petrdit- | . - - ' 1,500 “~ 900 ' 550 350 3,300
72 78  ST.'MARY'S COLLEGE - ( Lo ¢ -
. chard Lake’ - - - 1,000° © -800 550 200+ 2,550
: 2 ﬁ/gENA HE|GHTS"COLLEGE e e >, o » s <
- “Adrian . J - ] 1,55 995 550 - , 200 , 3,295
2 31 SPRING ARBOR COLLEGE 2 s S el
"% & - - Spring Atbor " L2 - 1,850 1,000 © 550 . 200 3,600
BT 2 32. SUOMI COLLEGE T f el - o ;
L "Hancock - ) ' . 1,970 - 1,200 550 , 200 ° 3,920 |
2 64  THOMAS M. COOLEY LAW sCHOOL : v ~ ’ |
ook _ lansing = - .- 4,600 900 - . 550 0350 3,400
‘.2 24 _,UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT ‘_ ‘ ‘ . s v
.. Detroit ® - 2400 1,300 . 550 200 47150 |
: 2 24 UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT-GRADUATE PROGRAMs- v - : S
B © .77,  COLLEGE! Law, Ray School . o~ 77 2080 - 1,300 - - 550 - 200 4,100* |
- E * COLLEGE;Law, Evening 15400 - 1,300 © 550 200 . 3,450 *
o COLLEGE s General Graduate o Yoo *1,400 1,300 . 550 - 200 -3,450° |
» o . - COLLEGE: Dentistry (1st Year) » .~ - .- 3,600 « 1,800 . . 550" - 200 .6,150
' S .~ COLLEGE: Dentistry (2nd Year) - @& 43,600 - 1,800 5507\ 200 6,150 . -
RN COLLEGE: Dentistry (3rd Year) - 2 400 - 1,300 550 200 4,450 '}
¥ 2:-80  WALSH COLLE\:E/ACF & BUS. ADMIN T : SR |
. . Detroit _ 1,010 900 . 550 .. 350 2810 ‘
B L '_»‘.t_ L o - o - .
Term or < . Name of School —_— Tuition -Room & Books & = . - :
- Semester . Publlc Commumty Colleges “+ & Fees - Board = -Pers Trav Total.
2 33  ALPENA COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Alpena B , S
" Resident of District . . Lo 402 ..900 - 550 o350 2,202
SR . Non-Resident of District . ‘ ~7T 650 1,100 * 550 © 200 2,5Q0 -
“. 2 52 ° BAY DENOC COMMUNITY COLLEGE Escanaba o RS G .k
S . Resident of District - . 326 ., - ."900 .‘{' 550 350 X 2,126
. Non-Resident of District. <. . . 481 - 900 - - 550 . 350 2,281
."2. 46 - DELTA COLLEGE, University" Center : LT S
_ “ Resident of District .+ . ©.900 .. . 50 .350 2,175
«* ~ 7w o7 Non-Resident of District .. I 900 ' 550 T4, - 200. 2,385
2 - 'CHARLES STEWART MOTT COMM coLL ‘Fh;t R B R VO S
) Resudeﬁt of District = .- e 1900+, " 550 © 350 ¢ . 2,172
Non-Resident of District .- "\ ST 682 900 S 550 350 . 248
2 84  GLEN OAKS COMMUNITY COLLEGE Centrewlle B T e PO
. Resident of District ’ R Co 454 S .v550 . 350 2,254
. on-Resident.of District -~ 1. ST 640 ;900 .. 50 350 * 2440
- 2 GOGEBlC COMMUNITY COLLEGE, lronwOod . R AT e :
N Resnden’ol;l,)lstrlct I - 340 - 900 © 550 . 350 2,140 -
-1~ 'Non-Resident of District. ©495 900 550- 3500 . 2,295
2-37  GRAND RAPIDS JR. COLLEGE, Grand Raplds oL W E
B Resident of District -+ , e 338 900 550 - 350 2,138
. * . Non-Resident ‘of District " ' .. 586 900 . 550 350 2,386 . .
2 38  HENRY FORD COMMUNITY COLLEGE Dearborn- R - R
. Resident of District ' 320 900 " 550 350 2,120.
Non-Resident of District . 475 " 900 .- .550 350 2,275 l
2 39  HIGHLAND PARK- COLLEGE,aHnghland Park PR SR o o -
- " Resident of District - 300 -« . 900 550 . 350 2,100 N
o Non-Resident of District -~~~ Do 600 - © 900  °.550 350 . 2,400 ]
14
) . K N | B T
. . B



£
. Lo o :
N N . ¢ . . . [ b P . .
Term or » ' Name of School * .. Tuiion Room & Books & . - .
Semester - . Public Comlpunity Colleges ' - & Fees Board Pers Trav = - Tota}’
~ 2 0 ]ACKSON COMMUNITY- COLLEGE, faekson DR : . ’ e
) _ * Resident of Districf e, . .o 434 900 - 550 350 234 -
2 . % MNon-Resident of District | ! 682 ° - 900 550 " 350 .2,382 .
"2 92, KAIAMAZOQ VALLEY COMM. €OLL, Kala.s-* ' 7, . .
.o - Resident of Dismict™™ . - B 325 . 900 550 © 350 - 2,125
. Non-Resident of District - =~ 7 635 " 900 550. 350 2,435 ..
.~ 2° 41 KELLOGG COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Battle Creek ~~ ~ - = = = o L
. , Resident .of District ‘o S0 . 372 .%7900° T 550 350 2,172 .
.. Non-Resident of ‘Djstrict - b Te 604 990 550 -+ - 350 2,404 -
2.89 KIRTLAND COMM. chLEGE Roscommon B - '
*  Resident of District - o s 325 ~900 550 350 2,125 _—
: * Non-Redident of District =« + - . 635 900 . 550 350 2,435
2 34 .LAKE MICHIGAN COLtEGE, Beriton Harbor I e B
*Resident of District - ~ 1 320 9000 550 350 . 2,120 -
. *  Non-Resident of District . © 4705 900t 550 v 350, 2270
< 3 47 LANSING COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Lansmg T e . .
" Resident of District - v T 330 900 . 550 -7 350 2,130 ~° .
Non-Resident of District = - o 600 - - 900 550 350 . 2,400, .
2 69 MACOMB COUNTY COMM, COJ.L., Warren S - L e
. " Resident of District '+ -+ o , . 36 900 ..550  .350° 2,164
- - . Non-Resident of District . . 674 900 550 350 ., 2,474
. 2.88  MID-MICHIGAN €OMM. COL,, Harrlson L . , ' : S Y
: _‘Resrdent of District . *330 900 ' 550+ 350 2130 .
. . Non-Resident of District - ~ . 485 - 900 o 550 _ 350 . 2,285 -
2 86 MONROE COUNTY. COMM. COLL., Monroe ~ <Y o e
M Resident of District . = - , 370- 900 - 550 350 2,170 g
’ Non-Resident of District : : ' 670 . 900 . 550 -, ° 350 2,470 N
2 91 .~ MONTCALM COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Sldney . Wt e ey o !
«  Resident of District 5, gy 390 900 55¢ , 350 - 2,190 °
" Non-Resident of District ' 5% 900 . 550 ., 350 2,330 .
2 42  MUSKEGON COMM. COL.,, Muskegon o A K : o
: Resident of District . -t .357 ‘900. . 550 . 350 ° ~2,157 -
- . Non-Resident of District . 667 900 - 550 350 . 2,467i .
2 45, . NORTH CENTRAL MICHIGAN COLLEGE Petoskey ST v o T o '
Resident of District » 344 - 900 5500 * 350 ~2,144
" Non-Resident of District . . ' 7494 | 1,250 . 550 200 . 2,494
3 43 - NORTHWESTERN MICH. COLL., Traverse City * - - : : . .
", Resident of District ‘ . 477 900 -550 - 350 2,277
: - Non-Resident of District * 747 . 1,150 - 550 200 -~ 2,647 *
" 2 82  OAKLAND COMM. COLL,, Bloomfield H|IIs , .. S . o v
Residéft’ of District . ' 330 900 - .550 - 350 2,130 ;
_ Non-Resident of District: "~ . . 630 900 550 . 350 © «2,430 '
2 44 ST, CLAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Port Huron . , , ‘ .
- Residerit of District . e 426 900, 550 350 2,26 . .
- Non-Resident of District . o 581 900 . 550 - 350 2,381
.2 79 SCHOOLCRAFT COLLEGE, leonla Lo o . L
' \Re5|dent of District =~ ., R 345 900 - 550 350 2,145 -
e e Non-Resndent of District : " 675 , 900 . 550 350 2,475
2 83 SOUTHWESTERN MICH. COLLEGE, Dowaglacv- o : T = .
' " Resident of District L . 32 900 - - 550 ' 350 '
. " Non-Resident of District - : S 658" 900 , . 550 350 *
2 87 | ‘WASHTENAW COMM. COLL., Ann ‘Arbor | . . o
-~ Resident of District . a - 375 900 550 350
R Non-Resident of District ' 720 % 1900, - 550 350 .
¥ 2795  WAYNE COUNTY COMM. COLL DetrOIt R , M
*. " Resident of District : 314, » 900 550 . 350
R Non-Resident of District 624 900" . 550 350
3 93- - WEST SHORE COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Scottwlle : , S . .
Resident of District N " © 382 900 . +550- 350
' Non-Resident of District|. "~ * . 652 900 . 5500 350
Q ‘
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s +. " HOUSE BILL No. 4783. S

May 17, 1973, Introduced‘ by Rep. Kildee and referred to the Committee on Colleges agll Umv rsities, 4
A bill to amend Act No. 208 of the Public Acts of 1964, entitled . ' i
J'An act to grant scholarshrps to studénts enrdiled in institutions of higher Iearnmg, and to provrde or the approprlat}on

aof money from thé state general fund in furthérance of this ob]ectrve, i
being sections 390.971 to 390.980 of the Complled Laws of 1970, by adding section 11. i
A : THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ENACT:
Section. 1. Act No. 208 of the Public'Acts of 1964, being sectlons 390.971 to 390, 980 of the Co Npiled Laws of 1970‘ is
amended by adding séction 11 to read as follows: “ / .
11. (1) A high school shall be allotted a number of scholarshrps in proportron to.its student en ollment Scholarshlps
allotted to a high school shall be awarded to those students ‘having 'the h:ﬁzst competitnfe ekamiiiatio score and

otherwise meeting all eligibility requirements of this act, including that of demanftrating frnanclal eed. The hoIarshlps, '

awarded pursuant to this subsection shaII not exceed 50% of the, |n|t|al freshufan scholarshlps a rded pur uaﬁt to this

) act. . |
-(2) The remaining scholarshlps shafl be awarded on a statewide,. competltrve basis ‘ I
1567 s ' : ' SR AN ; /
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SENATE BILL No. 451 o E&HIBIT C
LA r . Lo [ ' . ) a : 5 / ! i | l

Aprll 12,1973, Introduced by Senators BURSLEY STAMM, FAUST GRAY PURSEL‘. YOta/NG BALLENGER FAXON and’ '

"HART and referred to the Commlttee on Educatron

prescrlbe a penalty, and o rake:an appropnatlon therefor. .
- THE' PEOPLE OF THE ‘STATE OF MICHIGAN ENACT:
Sec 1. A hrgher education fund is ‘established in the state department of treasu
~to reimburse ‘each ehgilgle student from the state, who is a full-time equated first-year student enrolled in an approved
post-secondary educational institution-within the state, an amount équal to the a nual tujtion rate but not to exceed
~.$500.00. A student enrolled at least half time but less than full time will be- ellglble for an amount equal to the annual
tuition rate but not to exceed, $250 00. For purposes of this act, “a student from the state” means a student who has
graduated from a publlc or private nonprof't high school within the state, e !
1619 '73 : . g .o _ v T a
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‘Sec. 2. A studeqt from the state who is the recrplent-of a'state competitive scholarshlp in accordance with provisigns

of Aét No. 208 of the Public Acts of 1964, ‘as-amended, being sections 390,971 to 390.980 of the Michigan Compiled Laws, -
or a state’ tuition grant in accordance with: provisions of Act No. 313 of the Public Acts of 1966, as amended, belng
sectiqns 390.991 t6 390.997a of the Michigan Compiled Laws, is not eligible under this act. :

Sec. 3. An applicant shall demonstrate financial need, including famrly mcome,hmrtatlons, for a turtlon opportunlty
grant as determined by the state board™ of educatlon S P

Sec. 4. The state board of edutation shall establish procedure for the Certlflcatron of students for partrclpatlon under '

the provisions of this act, ‘and shall promulgate rules pursuant to the provisions of Act No. 306 of the Public Acts of 1969,
as amended, being séctions 24.201 to 24.315 of the Mlchrgan Compiled Laws. The department of education shall
adniinister the tuition opportuhity grant program pursuant t rocedures and rules promulgated by the state board,
'Sec.'5. The state auditor general shall “be responsrble for the postaudrt of the higher educatron fund herem
established. : - . - '
Sec. 6. - A person partrcrpatmg in or makrng applrcatron to participate-in this tuition Opportunrty grant program who-

. furnishes or attempts to furnish any false information relative to the act”is guilty of a misdemeanor. ,
Sec. 7. The sum df $5 000,000.00 is appropriated from the general fund of the state to carry out the prov15|ons of this

act ) . . .
,1619'7§ e e L
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Moneys in the fund shall be used
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SR N S . EXHIBIT D *
> o , HOUSE BILL No. 4218 - o .
~ o~ o : : . s ) ¢ . ’ . Y

» .

. Februarv 20 1973," Introduced by Reps. Snyder, Kok, ]ondahl Guastello, Owen and Vaughn and referred to the

Committee on CoIIeges and Universities. e L. . | .
A bill to establish a higher education fund; to provide for, student loans; to pre;gcnbe tertain powers and duties; to
promulgate rules; to provide penalties; and to make appropriations. _l .
THE PEOPLE OF.THE STATE QF MICHIGAN ENACT , ' >

Sec. 1. The hrgher education loan fund is.established inthe department of treasury. The fund shall be used to make"
direct intergst bearing foans to residents who attend an approved pgst—secondary school in this state. The direct foans  +
shall be made in accordance wjth the’ _provisions ‘of the state plan for adminjstering the direct loan program as
promulgated by the department of education. . ~ T

"Sec. 2. A student’is eligible to apply for a direct state loan of not more than $1 000.00 agnually if he certifies that he - ~
was unable to .obtain a guaranteed Student’loan throu,gh an eligible Iender and- that he was unabIe to obtam a loan ?}.

directl)\om the post-secondary school, -
Sec. 3.> A student who is receiving a scholarship, loan, or graht pubhc or private, is exclu ed frem this act if his .
Minancial aid provides sufficient funds to meet. approved educational costs. If the student is rece'ivrng less than the -

approved educational costs,” he may borrow the difference, of not more than-$1,000.00, - . Tt
Sec. 4. A person otherwise qualifying for a direct state;loan is not disqualified to receive a d|rect state'loqn by reason
“of his being under the age of 18 years. For the purposes of applylng for, recelvrng or repayrng a loan a person ‘shall have

3

, the-rights, powets, prrvrleges, and obligations of an adult perSOn S -’
g Sec.'5. The state board of education shall provide the procedure for the @ertrfrcatron of students to participate under
*the provisions of this act and the department’of education shall admlnrster the provisions of this act apd shall p?‘om ulgate
rules to implement the provisions of this act pursuant to Act No. 306 of the ‘Bublic Acts of1 7 as amended belng *
.sections 24201 to 24:315. of the Michigan Compiled Laws. . . T
- Sec. 6, \ The state board of education may‘req.uue a student&/ho recelves a d|rect state Ioan to remit a fee whlch may ' ‘
lnclude the payment of a life insurance prgmium, .« - :
- Y Sec. 7. The state board of education may enter into contracts with: the federaI governmenf and receive fdnds from 4
the federal government to assist |n |mplementmg federal aspects of the guaranteed loan program Wthh apply to direct
state Ioarr [')rograms . e - %) oAl ' : oy s
Sec' 8. A person who furnishes false mformatrOn m or‘der t.Q,,parnc ate- or: in attemptlng to partlcrpate ina program i 5y
: u’r’fder his act is guilty of a misdemeanor, e -8
, ‘.‘S:_ee 7 There is appropriated to the hrgher educatlon Ioan fund from the general fund of the state the sum of
$1, 000, 000 00 to |mplement thls act. A
. 1416 737 f’ _ - S ' _
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