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SUMMARY

The Office of Education sponsors five main progralls of studntaid.

They are Supplemental (Educational OpportunityGrants, the College Work

Study Program, National Direct. Student Loans, Guaranteed Student Loans,

and Basic Educational OpportUnity Gratits. In the first chapter of 'the-

report, wp identify and examine five factors that are important in the

distribution of these aid programs. 'They are
_ I

Legislative guidelines

Student aid officer effectiveness and biases

\ ailability of matching funds in the instituti
1..)

State tuition policy

Other sources of financial aid.

J.

Chapter II identifies.the factors that are ,used to distribute student.

aid. Low family income and unmet need are two definitions .of financial

need.. These definitions are immensely related. Low-income students

attend lower7cOst schools and, as a result, have'less unmet nded than

students from higher-income families who attend higher-cost colleges.

Need-based student aid funds would be distributed'very differently de-

pending on which of these criteria are used.

Two factors make it difficult to define unmet need" of college stu-.

'dents. Estimates of unmet need are based on the differencvbetween what

the education costs and what a faMily can contribute toward these costs.

There is no widespread agreement as to how much a family can or should

pay for college education, so several needs/analysis systems have de-

veloped. Another complication is that"there are no unambiguous estimates

of income for families with children in college. The problem is even

iii

vt



more difficult in the case of financrally independent students. There

is no agreed-upon way to define, independent students and little data hare

been collected-on their income. It/is estimated that 19 percent of all
.

students-in college are financially_ ndependent, but they are estimated

to have 10 percent of the unmet need. Because of these-complications,

three estimates-of the aggregate unmet need of students are includedin

the report:

The third chapter of the report describes thadistribution of OE

student aid programs. These programs generally meet the nea4r,f stu-

dents with family incomes under $9,000. Students attending private col-'

legeS with higher costs receive p;71Svtlonately more Lid per student but

their share/of unmet financial need after aid is distributed is oh a par

with the share of unmet need carried by students on public college cam-.

puses/. If the current student aid distribution patterns are.advantageou'S
A

to'any one institutional segment, it is-the public four year c011eges

<this 'category includes. university students). \Students in two-year public

colleges generally seem to be underawarded, given their need, bilt,they

are more likely to'qualify,for Basic Grants when they apply.:. Whether the

Basic Grants program proVidea a larger share of aid to students in two-
,

year public colleges than do the other four programs remains a question.

The;two grant programs provide proportionately more funds for low-

income students than the others. Guaranteed Student. Loans are more li ely

to provide aid for students from families with incomes over $12,000. In-

dependent students have a greater probability of receiving aid from one

of the grant programs ,than the oiher,programs.

At the state level, Basic Grants go to states wItha large propor-

tion of low-income students. College Work Study is the only other aid

program that shares this relationship. The distributioo of the other

aid programs to states is not clearly related to either the proportion

6



of low-;income students in a state or the .per,student.unmet need.. °Guaran-
,

teed Sudent Loans are less likely to be available in ates with a high

proportion of low-income students.

Chaper IV identifies fundsavailable, to students from sources other

than the Office of Education. These programs provided $5.7 billion in

student support in FY1973. Rost important among them is the Veterans
5

Administration Program, which',providet a total of $3.1 billion. It is

expected that_the number of students receiving GI 'benefits will decline

liver
the next 10 years. This may increase thedemand 'fOr need-based

.programs because veterans tend to come from bore disadvantaged backgrounds

that4 Average students. They are older and more likely to be financially,

independent than most students; 69 percent of them have dependents.'
4e
They are more Likely to attend a public college than nonveterans.. They

O

are reported to have a Low participation rate in Office of-Eddcation Aid

Programs.

Social Security provides.$500 million for students in postsecondary

education. These students are from families with a median income of

$6,130. If the student benefits were included, the income would be in-

creased by $1,000. A greater proportion of students in the southeast

receive these benefits than in other payts of the country.

State programs of student aid have been increasing over the last

few years, but five states still account for a majority of awards. Thby

are New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois; California, and New Jersey. The

availability of state grants is increasing, both in teems of dollars and

geographic distribution. The State Student Incentive Grant Program has

provided a positive impact on the development of state programs of

financial aid.
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Institutions provided over $1 billion of student aid in FY1973.

Nearly half of it was -in private colleges and most of the remainder wet

available in public four-:year slhoOls. Two-year colleges have.less than

5.percent of the instiutional aid. This deficiency makes it difficult

for-two-year.schools to meet federal match1ng requirements to become

eligible for the College Work Stiffly program, Supplemental Educational

Opportunity Grants and National Direct Student Loans.

Other programs of aid are authorized by federal/agencies, such as

the Department of Defense,Alea161 Agencies, and the Department of Justice.

In total, they provide an estimated $400 million of student aid. The aid,

to graduate students, has been declining over the .last ,few years, Which'

hat'increased-the demand on the Office of Education programs from grad-.

uate students.

The need-based aid programs in and out of the Office of Education
V4

provide a total of $3-billion, which meets 42 percent of the estimated

unmet need of enrolled students. No estimate is included, and there is

perhaps no way of making one, of the aid that would be necessary if thOte

students who did not go to school because of financial need were to go.

Under current distribution patterns, students in North Dakot,'

Kentucky, Virginia, Iowa, and Mississippi are most likely tohave their,
,

. 0 ,,
financial needs met by student aid. The other extreme, where students

have the least likelihood of having their needs met by student aid are

Alaska, Washington D.C. Utah, and South Carolina.

Our last objective, described in Chapter V, ( was to investigate the
- .

alternative distribution patterns that would be activated under different
..g.

assumptions. The current mix of Office of Education programs awards more '
, . .

, _ /

money relative to need to students of families with incomes under $6,000
,.-

. ,

.. .

and over $12,000; students of families with incomes between $6,000 and

$12,000 do least well. The grant programs are closely related to the

,
vi



attendance of,low-income

lated to unmet need. Th

4 .

students, and the loan programs are closely re-

e distribution of funds could cover, the unmet

need more evenly by modifying the mix of programs or by changing legis-

lation.

There i8 great disparity in' the distribution of need-based funds to

students in this country. Funds'iare unevenly distributed geographically,

by income, Category, and by 'typekfJenalitution. Sdme of the disparity

. U

is built in the legislation, some is due to student aid otfta-er ef7
4

"ficiency in attracting funds, some is due to the uneven distribution of

institutional funds necessary to match the federal programs. Other
.K. .0 d, ., .,,.

factors arie We. cooperation of Guatanteed.Student Loan lenders and state

.., .
. .

programs ot4student,,aid; Financial aid helps provide student access and

choice, but beCause these funds are unevenly distributed, the opportunity

for'cpntinued education beyond high school is unevenly distributed.

Some of the student's who are least likely to get funds relative to

need Are those frpm:.

Families-with incomes from $6,000 to $9,000

Two' -year public colleges ,

Alaska, Washington D.C., Utah, and. South Carolina.
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PREFACE

This paper hap been developed to answer a series of questions posed

by the Office,pf:the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Education (Policy.

Developm,n0 in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. There

are two companion volumes available which explain the procedures used in
o

developing our data base and student aid simulation model. The volumes

are A Flow of Funds Model for Assessing the Impact of Alternative. Student

Aid Programs by Daryl Carlson and The Development of the Data Base for

... "Student Aid: DePcription and Options" by. Ann Herghberger et al.

This report contains information from a variety of sourcesits com-

pletion would not have been possible'vithout the cooperation of many

people who took time to mail documents or talk to us on'the telephone

about our needs. Special thanks go to Bill Van Dusen, Richard Tombaugh,

and George Weathersby for helping us identify important issues and review-

ing-early drafts. Others at SRI provided help to ,us throughout the'proj.-
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Bob Quick, and Norm McEacron. The principal authors,-however, take full

responsibility for-any-errin.P.-0Y exist -in the paper.
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I INTRODUCTION

The primary purpOse of the Office ofEducatiOn's high's duca-

tian assistance rograms is to remove the financial barriers that thight.

otherwise keep qualified students from receiving some form of postsecondary

education. Other agencies of the federal government certainly rave other

goals besides this, and funds for research, manpower development, and

titlements provide the largest share,of,federal spending In postsecondary
. ,

education. This report investigates the extent to which cur ent student

.,-/<=aid programs promote equality of access to some'form of pos secondary
0

q education.

,

In order to maximize access, OE Student aid programs st work in

conjunction with other federal programs and with funds pr vided by

states and institutions. Information about the distribu ion of student

aid front all these sources is contained in this report. .If funds.from'

all these sources are combined, there is nearly $8 billion of,direct aid

available to postsedondary students. This does not include indirect aid

provided through subsidized tuition rates.

The diatribution of student aid will be compared to the aggregate

unmet financial need of students as it is distributed geographically,

. by income level and institutional type.' This will provide a measure of

the effectiveness of current programs in egrCing'student financial need.

A final section of the report will simulate the distribution of dollars

under several hypothetical student aid policies.

The programs of most concern in the report are the Supplemental

°Education Opportunity Grant,,College Work Study, National Direct Student

Loan, Guaranteed Student Loan, and the Basic Education Opportunity Grant.
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In 1972-73 these programs provided over $2 billion-worth of aid to

postsecondary students.

History of Federal Invorement:An Postsecondary Educatton

The federal government has become a major influence in the nation's

postsecondary education community. 'The initial ,involvement
o

began. in 1862

with the Mofrill Act, and proceeded through several bills to the.1920s.

The cumulative effect of these acts was to provide finding of vocational

education, and agricultural research by the federal goverdment. The 1930s

depression generated a number of laws that aided etudents indirectly, but
4s

it was not until after World Wdr II that the Service Man's Readjustment
.

Act, commonly called the GI Bill, wasopassed to provide direct educational

benefits to returning servicemen,

The Office of EduCation's involvement with student aid began with the

National Defense Student Loan Program in 1958. The prograc as buttressed
.

in 1965 with' the passage of the Higher Edt,cation Act that included funds
0:

for educational.opportunity grants, work study, and cooperative education

programs. The programs were premised on the idea.that the federal gov-

etnment should help eligible students gain access to college which

marked a significant change fiom the government's previous roleof devel-'

oping trained manpower and research capability. The 1972 amendments added/

the Basic Grants Program that was a further development in identifying

access as a major federal goal.

The period beginning with World Wardil was a time of rapid expansion

of postsecondary edUcation. At the same time, there was an extraordinary

change in the federal posture toward postsecondary education. It is

estimated that in 1951 the federal Rovernment spent a total of $500 mil-
,

lion on postsecondary education; by 1957-1958, this'had increase& to $723

million, or 19 percent of the total higher education budget of $3,762 0-

million. By 1974, this portion had increased to 3a percent, as the

r\N
2
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federal government spent neatly $14 billion out of an estimated total

postsecondary education budget of'$36.4 billion.

The magnitude of change is in part dub to 'the increasing breadth of

the postsecondary community. The 1957 estimates were baaed on budgets

of traditional higher education. Now, however), a wh e range of proprietary

and nontraditional opportunities are included.

This increasing complexity is complemented by the diversity of the

federal role. The number of federal agencies that provide ,funds'to post-'

secondary education for differing purposes make it difficult to assign

a specific role to the federal government. The National Science Founda-

tion, the Veterans Administration, and the Social Security Administration

. provide twice as much money for student aid as does' the Office of Education.

Figure 1 shows the degree to which the various institutional segments

share the overall burden of financing postsecondary, education. An obvious

problem is posed by this shared effort, since decisions made.in,one segment

may not be coordinated with program decisions in the other part of the system.

Table 1 presentA the broadest interpretation of postsecondary educa-

tion. It includes funds for in-service training, research, student aid,

ilding programs, and others. It does not include vocational education

rograms at state or federal leVel. It is a general estimate of the-

Ff1973 budget for postsecondary education.

Figure. 2- indicates the shared portions of the student aid burden.

The percentages are estimates of the student aid dollars available for

postsecondary education. It is obvious that the federal government carries

the major burden of providing student aid, with they largest portion of.-

the federal share carried-by'the Veterans.Administration. That is the

program most likely to decline in volume in the next few years. A Rues,

tion'of concern is how the OE should anticipate this decline.

3
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PRIVATE
$6.2 BILLION

STUDENTS
$6 BILLION

LOCAL
$2.7 BULLION

STATES
$7.3 BILLION

FEDERAL
$14 BILLION et

TOTAL FUNDS IDENTIFIED
FOR

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 1973=t1.974
$36.2 BILLION

FIGURE 1
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Table 1

TOTAL STUDENT ASSISTANCE DOLLARS

IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION (1972-1973)

Office of Education*

Veterans Administration

Social Security

States

Institut-ions

Other Federal

Total

Millions

of Dollars

Percenq
of,lb:211\

26.1%$2,043

3,200 40.9

800 10.2.

341 4.4

1,046 13.4

388 5.0

7,818 -. 100.0%

Includes all GSL.dollars loaned.

o



VETERANS ADMINISTRATION
41%.

N ON F EDE RAI. 004
17.4%

OF TOTAL I

TOTAL $7.8 BILLION
SHARE OF STUDENT AID FUNDS

1972-1973
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Poligy,Issues for .the Office of Education---

t ----6-tudent.--ii-d-Pregram.

'.TheW),is the major federal agency that provides funds to student0H-'-

on the basis o£ their inability to pay their own educational costs.. The

definitiod of their ability to pay, or "financial need, if the key factor
,

in determining who receives -funding.

1

LegislatiNfe language is particularly Vague

pnrasesfor defining eligibility in Title'IV Of the Higher Educationct
0

re:- :exceptional :deed," "..:for lack of fi nancial

!to -obtain suCh'benefits;" "substantial financial need,"
...., .

low income families," "adjusted family income is less than $15',000,"m'

:treat financial_need," "etddents in need."' .

1.

an this point, and typical

means, would be unable

"students from

% .

.There aretwo major interpretations of these

The first is that these programs are for low=income

attend college. in,fact, all OEprograms are

,

definitional phrases.

students who wish%to

tied in'one way or another,

to:lbw-income recipients.

The second interpretation is that student a OrograMS shauldilelp

meet financial need, which is the difference in ost letween the family

4 * 'bontribdtioh and cost of attendange. Ne-ed-increases if the family's

-.ability to contribute to a student's cost of education declines or if thee .4#!
. . -. . -.. 6 X f

_..:_. ,

' education costs .increase. The Conse4uenceS of using changes to one or
,

.

the Other of `these measures of need=call. be inferred from tWe iacr that
°

wealthy states in the northeast with Ai& average incomes and high costs
.

of attendance hav higher per, capita Unmet need than states-fa-V7W-aill0=-----.
,

east with lowfamily incomes and low Costa'cf2attendance; .

average unilet.need in the",southeast lowef' than national

ff low- income criteria are used

-Students, in the
.

southeast

In fact, the,-

averages.

to distribute student aid, then

receive aiafger share. If need is used, the

northeastern states receive'a"larger share.

7

The .same conclusions can be

01:0
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drawn for students attending low -Cost schools versus those attending highs

cost schools. More low7income students attend public Colleges but stu-

dents attending private colleges have more need.

Using.need as the criterion for distribution of aid tendsto.tip OE

'aid toward the middle-income groups attending private colleges in the

higher-insoMe states. Using low- income as the criterion would beradvan-

tageous-for students attending public 'colleges in low-income_states.

-Currently, OE Programs are attempting to fulfill both functions.

The, resulting distribu,tions'of funds are influenced in part by low- income

students attending collegeiand in-part by relatively more affluent stu-

dents attending colleges with high cost levels.

Table2"indicates the number of low-income students'in eaCh state

.
c,

.

as aTercent of the national total, and the unmet need in each state al

:a percAnt. of the national total, Data:are from. the Institutional Appli-,,

,cationsto Participate in Federal Student Aid Programs for 1972- 3. c7.

The last column is the ratio formed by.dividing the percent und 6,060

e 4

by the percent of gross need. If the, resulting ratio is' less than one,

then the percent of gross need7i'S larger than-the percentunder16,000,

andlf-the ratio is More than .one, the percent under $6,000 is the larger

of the two numbers.

Eight states have a ratio over 1.7, indicatipg_a_high proportion

of students from familis with Incomes, under $6,000 relative to gross

need. They are: Arkansas, Mississippi; Alabama,- Keneucky, New Mexico,'

North .Dakdta, South Dakota, and Texas. These states would benefit from

formulas tha,t depend on low-income ,quaygcations inithe distribution of.

funds. Seven stapes fall below a ratio of 0.65, indicating a high pro-

portion'ofs'unmet need in the state relative to the number of students

,-.-attending wkthincomesunder '$6,000. ,These states are -Alaska; 0:inflect-

icut; Indiana, New_HaMpshire, New York, Rhode Island'i and Vermont.
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\
maitable 2

NATIONAL PERCENTAGE OF "TULb IME EQUIVALENT STUDENTS
< $6, poo AND NATIONAL PERC TAGE. OF GROSS NEED

Ratio of 106cent

Percentage of FTE Percentage
o

,,-

State <$6,000
Percentag
f Gross Nee. of Grosii,Need

Alabama 2.10% i.16% 1.8
Alaska 0 ' 0.09 0.15 0.56

...
Arizona 1.27' , = .0.91 1.39
Arkansas . 1.38 0.53 2.6
California 11,57 ,10.93 1.06
-Colorado 1.92 1.58 .21
Connecticut 0.88 1-.56 A. 6

Delaware 0.22 0.21
DC " 0.81. 1.21
Florida 3:09 2.79
Georgia 1.79 1.41
Hawaii 0.43 0.28
Idaho cl .0.57 0.38

Kansai
Iowa 1.29

3.91

1.40

_5. H.__

1.. 04
1.38 - 0011.35..: 795

Illinois

6'23'

Indiana'. 1.37 Z.19
°

Kentticky 1.52 .. ' .0.78 ' 1.95
Louisiana 2.86 1.22 2.34
Maine - . - 0.53 0.58 0.91
Maryland .:/1.43 1.47 0.97 ...-.

Massachusetts . 2.45 i,..33 ' 0.46 ,
Michigan-- 3.64 3.91. 0.93
Mijtnesota 1.96 1.88 1.04
ississippi 2.2k .; 0.70 .3.26

Missouri 2;09 2.00 1.04
Montana 0.58 0.38_ 1.52
Nebraska 0.93 0.80 i 1.16

Nevada 0.11 0.16 9.68
New Hampshire 0.22 0.67 0.33
New jersey 2.26 2.67 0.85
New Mexico 0.86 0.45
New York 6.46 12.09

-a 1.91
,0 #53

North 0. Carolina 2.89 2.-Q3 1.42
NR4,,th Dakota... 0.73 0.30 t 2.43
Ohio, 3.92 ° 4.27 . 0.92
Oklahoma 2.37 1,45 ..1.63

' Oregon , 0.92 1.24. 0.74
Pennsybania 3.63 6.02 "0.60
Rhode gland - 4 0i34 0.78 , 0.43

41- SoutIVIaroLina 1.51 1.02 1.48
Scrh Stkota 0.73 1 0.39 1.87
Tealliteilee 2:445 1.64,,,,f,T,... 1.49
Texas 8.33 4.514'''' 1.84
Utah 0.99 1.08 0.92
Vermont 0,22 0.51 0.43 °

Virginia 1.65 1,50 1.1
Washitngton 1.92 1.73 1.1
West Vil.'ginia '0.91 0.56 1.6
Wisconsin 2.04 2.40 0.85
Wyoming . 0.18 0.19 " 0,95
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Formulas that used measures of unmet, need as a major factor in distribut-

ing funds to students would increase the share of student 'aid going to

these states.

It.is clear that southeastern states dominate the first list. The

cost of attending college is low enough in these areas to offset the low

income of attending students. The nertheastern states are represented

in the second list...The higher costs of attendance in this region increase

the average unmet need., eved--t-hough there are fewer students with low in-

comes.

The, average need per full-time equivalent (FTE)* student for the

predominately -southern states is $1,002, and the average percent of stu-

dents under'$6,000 in these states is 22.25. Conversely, the northeastern

'states have an average need, of $1,624, and their average percent of stu-

dents under $6,000 is 12.9. A Pearson correlation across all states shows

an inverse relationship between a state's proportion of studeilts under

$6,060 and per student gross unmet need.( = -0.38). This is significantly
.

different'from zero at the 0.01 level.

States are"used 'as the point of reference because they represe

important-demo "c and policy differences that must be considered in

developing'student:aid policy. Unmet need is influenced as much by-state
%

subsidiefs of higher education as it is by feral subsidies. The'devel-

opment of the State Student Incentive Grant Program is an example of one

,way of dealing with this intereeticin: Analysis based on national samples

overlooks the important rdle of the states in providing access for students

to the colleges of theirtchoice.

*
_ ,

\

This distinction is used throughout ta report. 4. full-time undergrad-'

uate degree student is counted as bne, an a part-time undergraduate
. degree student as one-third.

10



The majority of tables in this report will be'presented in terms of

.hoW.aid programs influence the unmet need of students: This term will

be used as a measure of student access and choice. It narrows:the issue:

to a question of the net price paid for education. The major role of the

OE aid prograMs is to make the.costS reasonable enough for loOer7income
. .

students to.attend college. A host of other factors influence access,

but they are beyondthe immediate reach of federal policy. ,Currently,

the baseline, data necessary to measure access, and choice directly on a

state -by -state basis does not exist. For these reasons the concept of

unmet need is used extensively in this report;

Summary

o.

The federalgovernment is providing increasing portions of

t
the postsecondary bu get. In 1974: the federal goyernment

spent nearly $14 bi I ion dollars, or 38 percent, of an estir,

,mated 36.-2 billion total postsecondary education budget. 0

The .0 fice of Educationcan, regulate Only 5 Percent ($2 bil-

lion) f the total national postsecondary budget.
I .

There is a difference between helping. low-income people attend

calege and-ii-eeting unmet need: A'pearSon COrrelation across
.4.

all states Shows-An inverse relationship betWeeke state's
proportion of, students <$6,000 *Id groSs unmetneedr ...t.. 0,38).,

Lqw-income criteria are advantageous for students a ding

public colleges in low-income states, and unmet needs bene
ficial to middle-income groups attending priVate colleges in

the higher-inc mee States. Thus, southern states receive a

tarter port' n of aid when low-income criteiia are used, and

northeastern states benefit:*hen unmet needis used.

I

3 1

r



O

I

II DEFINITION OF UNMET NEED

Three factors determine the financial need of students. 'The f3lrst

is the cost of education, ihluding all costs of Ilyingt 'tuition, fees,

and books. The second is the expected' parental contribution; this is an

estimate of how much parents in a given cixedmstance cari,contr'ibute ta

a son's or daughter's college costs. The third is the student's own con-

-\ribution,'-which ccones from summer or part-time work. 1

Unmet need can be defined in equation form sOollows:

Unmet need = cost of education - (parent contribution + student

contribution).

The estimate of what a family can contribute to support a StUd nt is

a significant issue in.devei4i-hg -federal policy. There is also the spe-

.cial problem posed by students who are.fifiancially independent of their

parents. At this time, there is no single agreed-U0bmWay to define in-

dependent students or estimate what they can contribute to their own /

school costs.

Historical Perspicti36

Several needi analsis, systems are i determine how much par-

cghts can cont/ribute to the cost of their child's e tion.

is ultimately based on a valhe judgment of how mu h parents

Each syste

id con4ib-.

ute. The outcome provides a scale for rationing scarce student aid funds,

The development of a needs analysis system started in the early 950s

when colleges began to shift from helping the most capable students to,

13



helping the most needy. The f rst systems of analysis were an attempt

to discover what families` were paying to send their children to school.

These early systems were used y financial aid offfcifs-t-erlmispense

institutional funds. /As the ollege Scholarship Service (CSS) developed

a standard system and as more schools used it, the emphasis was changed

from the willingness of parents to pay to the ability of parents to pay.

As federal programs of student aid developed, the current system Of .

timating parental contributib s 14as'applied when diatri6uting funds..

Additional systems were developed by the American College Testing service

(ACT) and the federal governm nt, 'among others. Each system showed a
A

ferent expected family contri ution.

The National Task Force p Student Aid Problems has now developed a

common needs analysis system hat both CSS and ACT will use. Tb effects

of different family contribution schedules will be analyzed in Chapter V

of this report. Any system used is ultimately an arbitrary device used

to distribute limited funds. Recipients of student aid are determined

by'definitions of expected f mily contribution.

et Need for Dependent Students

EStimates of 'gross, unmet need for dependent students are generated

by subtracting the expected faMilytontribution and student selfsuppQrt
.

from the total cost of education. Cost equals the sum of tuition and

fees, bOokS and supplies,meals and housing for a/full-time resident

student. Costs are assum d CO be/equal fOrNstudents in all income cate-

gories tn,the same type o, institution.

It is estimate& that families are capable of\ ntributing the amounts

shown in Table 3.

14
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Table 3

AVERAGE EXPECTED FAMILY CONTRPUTIONS

TO POSTSECODARY EDUCATION
BYFAMI).4Y INCOME LEVELS*

Type of Irieti_tution Income

,

Contri
,

butiOn.

Avegage

Income

All colleges 0 $ 3,000/

6- 8",999 $ 172 7,50A

9-11,999 - 802 10,500

Public four-year 12,000+ 1,926 15,500-

Private four-year 12,000+ 2,071 16,000

Public two-year 12,000+ 1,792 15,000

Private two-year 12,000+ 1,926' 15;100'

CSS for FY 1973.

/
ssume d

Dependents

2.5

2.5

2,5..

2.5

2.5

2.5

2.5

In.addition ,to the family contribution, it is assumeld by CSS that,"

on the average, students in two-year schools are able to contribute $460;

toward their,costs, and that students in four-year institutions:cancori-

tribute $5.10 front part-time earnings.

The other major factor

attendance. Table 4 giVes the national eve ges.for the costof atten.,

used to ,estictte unmet need is the cost of

dance.

the form

estimates of

f4 1972-to

Estimates are provided' fiom two source'' , TheAfipartite -tape,

a.

that student aid officers use' to apply for student. aid, ,provides

the Cost of attendance at each institution. These estimates

1973-are compared with the 197401975 CSS estimates. The

systems are very close 'in

Apper144 A cOritAipS'41* cost data -for each statte. The average pri-
,

vate'four-yeat school is 11:800 more expensive than the:Overage two-year

p4hliC school. This means that the unmet nee&of a student going to a

two -year publiC college. from a family withJan income between $6,000 anciP'
111,

$9,000 is nearly the same as that of a student going to a private four-

year school from a family with an income of over $12,000. The unmet

need is estimated to be roughly $1,500 in both cases.

estimating the Cost.

15
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Table 4

:C8S COST OF ATTENDANCE ESMATES FOR 1974-1975

COMPARED' TO TRTPARTITE REPORT 1 12-1971

CSS Resident

Type of Institution' 1974-1975
0

Public four -year $2,400.

Public twWiy,ear. '2,153

Private. four -year, _4',019

Private twO-year* 3,617

Proprietary ' 3,1617

Average $3',205.

*

Tripartite

Residen

19

$2,580
2;177

1,993

2,831(:

2,815

1. .. ,

Throughoutithe study, private two-yeRr. institutions,

have been a problem, (There is little agreement among
datiNcolleqors and researchers as to what comprises a

0-year private college. This fact, linked, with the -

sthall enrollment number prodUces misleading infor-
matOn.

lo

"N.

Aggregate need in each,incomp 'brackei:bY,institutiOnal categories

can
*

be determinee\hy mul,tiptying the number. of students in each category

by the average, unmet need, for thatcategory. Unmet need ,was .estimated

by'Subtracting total expected parental and student.ontributions.froM

the aggregate costs. ,It is assumed that other factors in estimating
it

o

unmet need, such as size and assets, randothtle cost. TaW 5

-shbias the Percenrage:FTE enrollment in the matrix of institutions. by

income categories. Ibia'provides'a comparison point-for Table 6, which

'presents the percentage of unmet need in each segment.

Approximately equal proportions pf dependent students in .income'

grotips $046,000,, $6,000-$9,000, $9,000-$12,000, attend college, and

16
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Table 5

PERCENTAGE OF ENROLLMENT'gY4INCOME AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION

FTE STUDENTS FY 1972-1973

Income Level

Type of , $6,000- $9,000- Inde-
Ingtittition 0-$6.000 $9,000. .$12 000 $12,000+ penderk. Totals

Public

four-year 8.9% 8.9% 9.1% 16.4%

Public4

two-year 3.7 3.7 ' 2.9 3.3

Private

four-year 3.4 3(.6 4.1 T0.6

Private,

two-year,

,

v

0.3 0:3 0.3 4,4

Total 16.3% 16.5% . 16.4 %.:, h0.7%

IVO

Total FTE Eni.ollment 5;478,138

Table 6'

10.9% 54.3%

, 6.3 20.1

,2.5 24.1

PERCENTAGE OF GROSS UNMET NEED 1972-1973

Inc-ome Level.

1.00.07.

Type of $6,600- $9,000-

0-$6,000 $9,000

Inde -

)0 ", $12)0004.' Totals

Public

four - year' 14.1% 13.2% , 9.1% 2:49. 4.99. 43.7%

Public

twoyear 4.8 -0.2' 2.5 - A3.6

Private

four-year 8.6

Private

two-year 0.6

Total* 28.1%

Total Unmet Need $7,004,584,228

9.0 8.3
:. ,

11.7 3.3' , 40.9

0.5 0.4 0.2. 0.1 1.9

27.1% 19,9% 14.1% 10.8% 100.0%

Rounded 17.
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nearly 75 percent Of the tot 1 undergradnate enrollment is in public in-

rstitutions. Table 6 gi tves he aggregate unmet need of students as a

percentage of the total reed. A comparison between the two tables makes
. ..

ft clear that students of families with incomes under $12;000,have greater'

needs than those of amilies overN$12,00, and that students attending

privhte colleges. ill make a greater sacrifice than those going to public

colleges.

.(It is estimated that there is over $7 billion of unmet need in

4,unttyt,before student aid is \distributed Th s averages out to rou

per student unmet, need.,

the

\ Parents with incomes greater than $12,900 are expected to contribut
-

More than the total costs of.a community college, wh dh explains the

negative number itli'that category.

. Alternative Income Distributions for Dependent Students

that

These estimates of aggregated need should, be tempered by. the' fact

student aid .officer estimates of the income distributions for all

students on their campuseS differ' from other data. This section intro-

d

.ducestwo additional estimates-Of dependent students':. family incomes.

Roth the altprnative estimates increase the proportion of students in

the category over $12,000 while reducing the proportion under.$12,000.

.The effects.of these alternative distributions On unmet need will be

described.

Three ;income Distributions

for Dependent Students

The student aid officers' estimates on the Federal, Applications to

Participate'in Federal Student Financial Aid Programs for FY1973were

used as the basis for this study because they are.the only comprehensive

data on family circumstances at individual campuses in every state. All

estimates assume a potential enrollment if the requeited student aid

18
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4

dollars were made available to the 'institution. When the student ai.

'ficers''estimates of family income distributions are compared to estimates

from other sources, it is apparent that-the aid officers overestimated the

number of low-inqbme students actu/illy attending thei,r campuses.

The American Treshmad-Natiphal orms for Fall 9 4 were used.as the
.

, . .

first,altern:a ve ineome distribution f dependent s It is as-,
...,

.sumed'that it m st nearly reflects the i pact of inflation a family
, \

income compared to esti tes based\on information that is near three

years old. The nations norm data presented for 1974 were based .re-

sponses from 189,724 freshmen entering 364 institutions. ;Fable 7 sho sI

that the freshman norm income. distribution of dependent students is con-\\
0

siderably higher than the aid officers', estimate. The table also presents\,

a mid-range estimation produced' by using estimates. fiom d'everal sources.

'S '

Table 7

,..ESTIMATES OP'ENROLLMENT/BY INCOME CATEGORY

7%
(Percent) - .

. Mid-Range Student

, Estimated Aid Officers

Freshman 1972:1973 FTE 1972-1973 FTE

'Income Norms* Enrollment Enrollment

Category,, 1974,4975 Undergraduates Undergraduates

, q
40-$5,999 8.7% 13.87 16.37

46,000-$8,999 7.9 13.4 16.5
4-

$9,000-$11.,999' 13.2. 15.1 16-.5

$12,000+ / 50.2
)

37.6 4 .00.7

Independent
' 19'9

,,oi

19.9, '

Total
t-

100. ° ' 100:0% i 100'.0%

*
Full-time first-time enrok meta.

tRounded.

The variation between the freshman norm income distribution and the ai

officers' estimation is partially explained by the different samples
I
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the different methods an& years cf data

/ full-time and half-time students, while

/ - time students only. As is shown on the

theinclusion of part-time students lowers

collection. Aid officers include

the freshman normeinclude full-

censui distributions in Table 8,

Table 8

MILVINCOMES
COLLEGE STUDENTS

reent).

ESTIMATED E

DEPENDENT

(

Family Income

,40.45;999

$6,000.-$8,999

$9,090-$11099

the income distribution.

''Census 072

(full-time

students).

12.6%

5.

58.0'

Census 1974

ull 4+ part-

timerEitudents)

_

The laid -range estimates of the income distribution for students a

each type:Of,institution in each sta.tewere developed by comparing the

16%

2 14

15

55

o

financial aid:office erg' estimates to census bureau estimates ofthe

.population with.de pendent i in th e cellege, age group. ,Ad-ju stme. nts to .

the

aid,officers' estimates were made, from h variety' of s. ources,-inclUding
,..

- ..
..

1 .

reports from the American College Tegting Program,, the College. Entrance
.J. - . ,

.

4eminttion Board, the_Gollege Scholarship ,,erVice, and Baafc Educational

pp ortunity'Grent.program data.

repOrts or theqsmily,incomes

The ACT ajI College,Roardhave pdblished

f students,, Porticipating in their testing
!

programs in individuarstates, and 09 Ahndal Institutional Summary Data

Service Report'from CSS publishes summary data on fttudents filing the

Parents Confidential:Statements and. Student Financial. Statements, 'inally,

a limited number of statewide financial aid studies were available as'k



ell as: nether rep

of's:students. A

the m'id-range

its from'state agencies on the 4nanciaLcirc stances'

these sources were included, when available to: obtain

noome distribution for a State.

Effects of the Income Distribution/

on Gross Unmet Need

As, would be expected, differe

students direct effect din the gross

income distr atx ns

and institutions type. The freshman norm distribution

unmet need b

50 pertent of the stu nts have family incomes

pared to 30 p c'eht to 40 percent in the other

theNaggregate gross unmet ,nee is considerablyiess when the freshman

for depend nt

Income categ
i "

ciicats that

greater thaft0.12,000,-:com;

two estimates Therefore,

norm data are used in the unmet d formula thar%hen the other income

distributions are implemented. Natio, al gross unmet noted using the three

estimates are: freshman norms, $5.2 billion; mid-range, $6'.4.bipion;-

and aid officers', $7 billion, A.:percentage distribution ok'grOsa unmet

need by income category is"shownin Table 9.

Table 9

GROSS UNMET NEED BY INCOME CATEGORY.

(Percent)

Stude

Freshman Norms Mid-Ran4 9ffieers..

Family Income 1974-497.5 19721197 102-1973.

$0-$5,999 .g4.4% ° 26.17. 8.1V-
$6,006-7$8099 , 18.2 " 24.2 27.1

$9,000-$11,999 3221.6 = 20.2 19.8

.2,6604: ,,..; 24.2 .17.7 14.1

...Independent 14.4 - 11.8 . 10.7

Total 100.0% 100 -.0% 100.0% ..'

($5,177,817,104) 06,359,691,181Y ($7,004,584,1228)

Rounded.
21
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Since the.freshman norms report a greater proportion of, students

in the'$12,000+ income category than theimid-range estimate or the aid

officers, the freshman norm 'Percentage of unmet 'we'd in hat 'category. is

greater; and the loroportion of unmet need in the two categories under

$9,000 is less than in the other other* two estimates:""The nuinber, of
Pa

independent students is constant throughout the distributions (1,092,418
,

. . , , ''.

or 19.9 percent);, the independent students therefore constitute a greater
.

proportion of the freshman norm's $5.1 billion gross unmet need than the.'

.aid officers' $7bIllion gross unMet need.

I

Thethree income dis ribiitions 1 effects on ,gross unmet need can also

be observed on a ppr-stu ent bpsis (see Table 10). wTha average per-
. (

student unmet need for the freshnien.norm data- ($945) is $30 less than

the pee-student unmet need using aid officer 'estimates ($1,279).

7

Table 10

GROSS UNMET,NEE0 PER STUDENT tY INCOME CATEGORY

',(DO1/ars)
ti

.,

Student kid -
, .

-
. -. FVeshman, Nolms . -Mid-Range Officers

Family Income . 1.974-1975 . ..-':S.---1272-1973 ' 1972-1973

$085,999 $2,331. ; $2,196- $2,265_

$6,000- $8,999 2,175 - : 2,097 2,091'.

$9,',000-$11,90 - '.1,546 1,536 1,544

$12,000+ - '455 546' x 589
Independent ' !691 691. N601

Average, $ 945
%

". , $1,161 $1,20

_ -

By income category, the per-student.unMet need is greater for the fresh-'

man norm data in.categortes,under $9,000 and less in ,the $12,000+

category than the otherestimates.



o" 0.

There are 'only siight.veriations between the three sources In the "'

percentages gross unmet need by type of institution (see Table 11);
, -

the greatest difference is ifithe.private four-year sector, where-fresh,..

man norm estimates are 7 percent higher for gross unmet'need than aid

officer estimates,.
4

, *

Table 12 presents the same dataon a per-sttnt basis.. As would

be expected, the per-student unmet need is less in each, type of insti-
,

tution using the freshMah norm estimations than either of the alterEna--,

tives.. The greatest variation, is in the public two'-year sector, where

the aid officers' per,studentunmet need ($86.5) is over twice the fresh-

man'norm's unmet need ($419).

:

'TableI3,details the percents e #hare of the, funds going to each

''
state Under the three systems.. p 'r; e freappan norms:ta to inchase the.

7.
.,"

'r

share to tile noriheaqtern states the mid-range estimates show a prefer-

ence for sputheastern-states, and the'student aid officers.' distribution

. shbws rpreference fo the mountain States. ia

Summary 'and Pol1cyfm
1J%

These three- estimates provide,alt rnative distribution patterns Of.
gl.

student need. They are based upon different data sources, each Of which
e

,..

is used in the postsecondary community for various purptges.- The adoill,,

tion of any one of these, estimates introduces a particular bias into the

analysis:of the distribdtitnof need. -The freshman horm_income esti-

matesmates result/1n 15.1 billion tf unmet need compared to the 'mid-range

estimaters of $6.3 billion, or the aid Officers' estimates of $7 billion.'

On 'a per-student; basis, the national average unmet need is between $945

(freshman norm estimates) and $1,279 (aid officers' estimates). The

greatest difference in the estimation of unmet need is for two-year public'

'college students, who vary on a-per-student basis from $865 (aid officer

N ,23
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Table '11

FTE ENROLLMENT AND GROSS UNMET NEED BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

(Percept) '04

14

[Type of
Insti- FTE EnrnI1-7 'Freshman Norms

iYution 'Vent FY1973

Public

four-year . 54.3%

Public

two-year ' 20.1

Private

four-year' 24.1

Private

twb -yr 1.5

1974-1975 Mid-Range

41,3% : 42.5%.

8.9 12.8

47.9 42.7

1.8 148

Total 100.0%

Rounded.o.

($5p177, 17,104

`Table 12

' 100.0%

($6,359,691,183)

Student Aid

Officers

FY1973

3.7%

100.0%

($7;004,584,228) ..,

GROSS UNMET, NEED PER STUDENT BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

(ir

Type of

Institution.

Freshman

Norms Mid-Range

StuIent Aid

Officers

Public four-year 719

1

$ 909 $1,028

Public tWb-year 419 745 865
.,0.

Private four-year 1,879 2,0.61 2,168

Private two-year

Average

1,152

$ 945

1,437,

,$1,161

1,594

$1,279

24
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NN,

State

Table 13

GROSS.UNMET NEED

(Percent of National Totals)

Freshmen . . Stutlent,Aid

Norms Mid-ReAge Officers

Alabama ,,N

Alaska ,

Arizona

Arkansas/.

California

Colorado

1:007.

0.18

0.79

.0.25

11.13

'-1,53'4

'

.

1.307.

0.11

1.00

0.55

1'1.15..

1.31

. \

1.16%4,

0.16

0.91

0.53

10.93

1,513

Connecticut 1:84 1.60
./- 1.56

Delaware. 0.19 0.19, 0.21

DC 1.29 1.18 1,21'

Florida 2.75 2.97
!.. 2.79

Georgia 1.42 1.57 , 1,41
Hawaii 0.24 0.25 0.28
Idaho 0.32 0.33 0.38
Illinois 6.05 ',' 5.62 5.58

Indiana 2.63 2.40 2.19

Iowa T.41 1.41 1.38

KanNas 0.76 0.77 1.04

Kentucky 0.51 0:84 . 0.78

Louisiana 0.67 1.13 1.22

Maine 0.59 0.58 0:58
Maryland 1.54 1,62' .1.47

Massachusetts '',6.43 5:6. 5.33

Michigan -4, 3.93 3.84 , 3.91

Minnesota 1.77 1.73 1.88

Mississippi 0.24 0.74 0.70
Missouri 1.77 1.85 2.00

Montana 0.28 0.25- 0.38

Nebraska 0.60 0.66 0.80
Nevada " 0.14 0.14 0.16

New Hampshire 0.84 '0.72
.

0%67
New Jersey 2.67 1.60. 2.67

New Mexico . 0.33 0.41 0.45
Newyork 13.79 11.77 142.09

North Carolina 1.89 2.20 2.03

North Dakota 0.12 ' 0.17 0.30
Ohio' 4.23 4.36 4,27
Oklahoma 1.06 1.30 1.45

Oregon 1.41 1.25 1.24

Pennsylvania. 6.57' 6.01 6.02

Rhode.leland 0.98 0.80 0.78

South 6rolina 0.88 1.10 1.02

South Dakota \ 0.24 0.29
44-. 0.39

Tennessee \., 1.40 1.67 1.64

Texas ', 3.28 4.77 4.51
Utah .1.06 o 1.03 1.08
Vermont '0.65 0.56 0.51

Virginia 1.50 1.57 1.50

Washington
. 1.79 1.62, 1.73

West Virginia 0.40 0.60 .0.56

Wisconsin 2.47 ' 2.22 2.40

Wyoming 0.18 '' 0.17 0.19

25
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estimates) to $419 (freshman,norm ep lmates). On a national basis, private

four-year institutions would need smaller proportion -if the freshman norm

estimates were used rather.tha the mid-range or the aid officers'.

The proportion/of ross unmet need b income category'also varies

depending upon the income distribution \* lemented. The'mid-range es-

tiMate and the aid 'officers' data show tha the proportion of gross unmet

need increases as family income decreases; hus, the $0-$5,999 income

category has the greatest proportion of unme need. 'Conversely, the.

freshman norm estimates show a Mbre even perc ntage distribution of unmet

need among dependent students, and the greatest. percentage of aggregate I

.unmet need is in $12,000+ category (24.2 percent), followed b09,000-

411,999 (21.6 percent), $0-$5',999 (21,4 percent),an4,$6,000-$8,999

percent). . Therefore, on a national-level,.studentS.froM families in the

442,000+ category would need a latter proportion of aid Moniesif freshman

norm estimates were Jed, while students from families in the low-income

categories, would need progressively greater,proportions of aid monies if

the mid-range of the aid officers' estimate's were implemented. The finan-,

cial aid Officer estimates form the basis'of this study b cause they are

the only comprehensive data on the income distribution of oth aid recip.-

ientgkand the undergraduate student body at individual camp ses in each state.

Unmet Need for Independent Students

Independent students make up nearly 20 percent of the FT under-'

graduate degree *nrollment, and the question of their unmet ed must be

analyzed separat ly from dependent students because the two groups have

differing resourc s and living expenses. There is no single cr teria

for defining an independent student. The Basic Educational\Oppo tunity,

Grant (`HOG) program's definition was used in this study because t is

the most widely used criterion for awarding federal, state nd inatitu-

tional funds. That definition describes an independent stude t as one

who:

JJ



(1) Has not and will not be claimed as.an exemption foi,federal

income tax aurposes by any person except himaelf'or.hie

spousefor*tie calendar year prior to the ecadeMic year
for which aid is reqUested, and

(2) Has not rece ved and will not receive financial` assistance.

of more than $600 from his or her parents in the calendar
.

years ln whi h aid 0 received and thecalendarvear prior

to the acade is year for which aid is requested, and

(3) Has not lived or will not live for more theirtwo conSecutive

weeks in the home of a parent during the calendaryear in

which aid is received and the calendar year prior to the

7t

academic year for which aid isArequeste4:.
.

Estimatiolvvracedures fOr the dietributian of independent students

and unmet need are describe&fully,in the complaniod research note.

The over one, illion independent students ere.MOrelikeIy to have low'

.incomes and a4end public.colleges than dependent students1-:able 14

provides './Et percentage distribution of independent students.

Table J4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION BY INCOME AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION
. FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS 1972-1973

,TYPIP of

.Institution

Public

four-year

Public.

tw&-year-

Private

four-year

Private,

two-year

Total

$046 000 $6,000-$9,000 $9,000412,000 $1Z\0004- Totals

.11.

36.1% 8.4% 5.37. 4.9% 54.7%

o,

22.5 5.2 '2.5 31.7
1.d

,>

7.6 1,9 1.3 1,8 12.6

0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8

66.7% ' 15.6% 9.2%, 8.3% 99.8%.

Total students 1,092,418
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.Eighty=six percent of the independent students attend public insti=

tutions and 66.7 ercent are in the $0-$6,000 income category. A com--
1

parison of.depend nt and independent students by income category and .

institutional type is given in TahAe 15. Dependent student "eta are

from the tripartite tape and data n independent students were 4stim ted
----

by the procedures outlined in the c mpanion technical report t i

volume.

Table 15

(

COMPARISON. OF DEPENDENT AND.INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

BY .TYPE OF INSTITUTION AND INCOME CATEGORY

(Percent)

Type of

Insti-

tution Dependent

Inde-

pendent Income Dependent

Inde-

pendent

4

Public

four-year

Public,

two-year

Private

four-year

Private

two-year

54.2%

A7.2

26.9

1.7

54.7%

31.7

12.6

0.8

$0- $6,000

$6,00049,000

$9,000-$12,000

$12,000+

20.4%

20.9

20.5

38.4

66.7%

15.6

9.2

8.3

11,

As can be observed in the columns onthe right,_ the independent

group has a greater percentage of low-Income students than the dependent

group. It is evident from the columns on the left th6t a greater propor-

tion of independent studentg than dependent students at ?end the inexpen-

sive public two-year's0hools, while-proportionately over twice as many

dependent. students attend private four-year institutions.

28



Independent students' gross unmet need was measured by subtraCting'

'their annual incomes from direct educational and maintenance costs. Direct

education costs (tuition and fees plus books and supplies) were aq.sume,/

to be the'same for independent and dep dent students at each institu-

tional type in.each-state. Maintenance c sts for full-tithe independent

students varied according to the student marital status, number of

dependents, and geogratihical location. ndependent students were assumed

to have lower-level standards of living, as defined by the Bureau of Labor

StatistiCs. When all these factors were combined, an estimated weighted

average maintenance budget for all independentikstudents in each of'five

regions was produced. It was assumed that a student's total resources,

including spouse's, income, was available to the direct: educational

,,and maintenance costs; this resulted in the following need fdrmula:.

INeedG = (maintenance budget + direct costs) - annual income.
0

According to our estimation processes, independent students have

$755,092,138 in gross unmet need. 'Independent enrollment and grqsa/uhmet -

need are dist:rAuted across institutional types in the manner shown in

Table 16.

Table 16

INDEPENDENT ENROBMENT AND OSS UNMET NEED
BX.TYPE OF INSTITU ION

(Percent) 0

Type of Institution. -Independent Enrollment Gross Need

Public four-year 54.67% 45.10%
Public twolyear 31.86 23./9
Private four-year 12.68 430.46
Private two-year 0.79 1.25

Total 100.0 % ,100.0 %

Totil students (1,092,418)

29
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Gross. unmet need percentages are greaterhan enrollment percentages in t

the case of the private institutions beCause of high attendance cost6;.

While independent students make up 19:9 percent of the enrolled

FTE undergraduate degree students, they have only 10,47:.'ercent ofnhe

gross unmet need. The average gross unmet need per independent FTE under-

graduate student is $691.21; for dependent students, theaverage.gross

unmet need'is $1,424.96.. This may be because of the comparatively high

percentages of independent students enrolled in public two-year institu-

trons and the low percentages enrolled in the more expensive private

four-year institutional.

Moreover,. the maintenance budgets for independent students are

,based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics loWer standard of living, and

independent students' resources are taxed 100 percent. These factors

result in a conservative estimate of4independent student gross unmet
/

need.

The national total unget need before aid is $1,313 per student, with

a minimum state average unmet need of $908 for Hawaii, end a maximum of

2,420 for Washington, D,C. It is clear that the.southeastern states

have a lower per student unmet need that the northeastern states. This

is explained in part by they higher costs of `board, room, and tuition in

the northeast compare.0-to the'lower costs in the southeast.

Table 17 is based on information from the student aid officers and

the expected family contribution schedule presented earlier in the chapter,

as well as the unmet need of independent students. It represents $7

billion of unmet need. The cbmparisons between states indicate that

students attending college in the northeast -- Illinois', Massachusetts,

New York, Pennsylvania, Vermont, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island- -

have an average unmet need averaging nearly $1,600 per student. On the

other end of the continuum, students attending ccllege in Alabama,

30"
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Table 17

GROSS NEED PER FTE STUDEgt

(Based On Estimates by Student,Aid Officers)

(Dollars).

State Gross Need/FTE State 'Gross. Need/FTE

Alabama
. /

Alaaka'

Arizona,

$1,051

2,030

y 1,134

Montana

Nebraaka-

Nevada

1,21.9,

L223

1,-.304,,

'Arkansas 996 New'llarcipshire... 1,95

California:: 1277 New Jersey 1,406,

Colorado 1,485 New Mexico 1,5)85-'

Connecticut 1068 New York 1,662

Delaware 1,021 North Carolina 1,41.

DC "2,420 North Dakota 1,097

Florida /1,320 Ohio. 1,225

Georgia .01,071 Oklahotha -1,239
...

Hawaii 908 Oregon/. 1,372A

Idaho 1,117 Pennsylvania 1.,600-
..

Illinois 1,509 Rhode Island 1, :Ct

Indiana 1,178 South Carolina
/

1,216

Iowa 1,307 South Dakota 1,275

Kansas 1,028 Tennessee. 1,151

,Kentucky 934 Texas 1,11)3

Louisiana 1,055 Utah 1,347

Maine.
o

1,695 Vermont 1,850

Maryland- 1,197 Virginia 1,090

Massachusetts 1,944 Washington 1,143

Michigan 1,204 West Virginia 1,012

Minnesota' 1,222 Wisconsin 1,343

Mississippi 1,007 Wyoming " 1,458

Missouri 1,273
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Arkanias, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentudki, Mississippi, New Mexico,

Virginia, And West Virginia have an average unmet need hearer'$1,000 per

student. It is important to note that states.in the first list generally

'enjoy a higher average income than'do those in the second. The unmet

need is influented by cost-of-living differences as well as differences

an average tuition levels.
o

Alternative estimates of unmet need would alter the magnitude of the

'numbers and'some of the ranking but they would not alter the fact that

the unmet need will show a wide variance in different parts of the country.

Any federal student aid policy that is adopted will Ave to take this

into Consideration.

Summary and Conclusions

The postseconda'ry community uses several estimates of the dis.-

trfVution of unmet need. None Of them are free t f bias.

The freshman norms tend to increase the aid to t e north-

eastern states, the mid-range estimate shows a pr ference

for the southeastern states, and the student aid officers'

distribution shows a preference fOr the mountain states,

Student aid officers tend to overestimate the number of low -°

income students attending their schools.

The unmet need of dependent students in this country ranges

between :$5 billion and $7 billion.

National average unmet need for all tudents is between $945

and $1,279 per FTE student.

AR greatest variancein estimation of unmet need is for two-

year public college students. It varies on a per-student

basis from $865 to $419.

The financial aid officer estimates form the basis of this

sendy because they are the only comprehensive data on the

income distribution of both aid recipients and the under-

graduate student body at individual campuses in each state.

51
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The following conclu

income, distribution:

io s are made using the financial aid officers'

Of all undergraduate FTE students,-54.3 percent attend public

four-year institutions.

Students attending private colleges have a greater gross'unmet,

need than students attending public colleges.

Students from low-income groups have more unmet need than

students in. high-income groups.

Southeastern states have a lower per-student unmet need than

northeastern states.

Equal proportions (16 percent) of FTE dependent students in

income groups $0-$6,000, $6,000-$9,000, $9,000-$12,000 attend

college.,

Of the independent students, 66.7 percent are in the $0-$6,000

category.

A greater propOrtionof independent students than dependent

students attend public two-year schools, while proportion-

ately over twice as many dependent students attend piivate

four-year institutions.

Of the FTE undergraduate.degree students, 20 percent are in-

dependent but, according to SRI estimates, they have only

10.7 percent of the total-gross unmet need.

For dependent stueents, the average gross unmet need is

$1,425, for independents it is $691.

a

0
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lit MICE' OF EDUCVION.STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

!Ai

The OEsponsors five basic
,

.

student aid programs. They: -'are the Basic-
.

Education Opportunity Grants, Supplemental Education Opportunity Greets,'

(SEOG), College Work Study Program (CWS), National Diredt:Sttident Loan

Program (NDSL), and the'Guavanteed Student Loan Program (GSL). These

programs are supplemented by other progra414nclUding'the State Stedeet

InOentive Grants -.(SSIG), which ere operated by the 0E4

All theie programa4istribute.funds 6 students on`' the basis of fl-
,)

nancial need so that low income students can afford to attend college.

Table 18 preaents a bTief description of six of the Programs and a threeL''

year history of their funding.

These programs have been developed around the goal of assisting poor.

students to go to college.' Each is distributed differently and thusi'has

a different effect. The'following expanded descriptions of the programs

highlight thOSe differences. The three institutionally based programs

are described first.

Supplemental Edlicetien Opportunity Grant Program (SEOG)

.Program Description

This is a program of: greet aid to "exceptionally needy" undergratuate

students, based on financial need calculations made by postsecondary in-

stitutions. Student grants under the ptogram, which is to be built on

the "floor" provided by BEOG are made"from 100 percent federal funds;

they cannot exceed one-half of the total amount of financial assistance

actually awarded to the student for a given academic year (including

BEOG, t WSJ, NDSL, and thestate and private scholarships) or $1,500

35
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whichever. is less. 4here"is a $42000 overall ceiling on payments to .any

-Student ($2,000 ,for a five -year Study program), and no payment of less.
a

than $200. per academic year may be.made'tO any individual student., ,BP'

newel payments are also authorl2ted2 las on thencUrrent financiai need.

- ADistribution Qf Funds

:Ninety percent of the federal do iars appropriated annually for the

,e
§EOG program are allotted among the states on .the basis of student. atten-

%
.

..

. .. ' & .-
'' dance figured, The.remaining 10 percent is allotted in accordande with

.0 ...

the iss discretion. Institutional allocation& withtn
9. .,

, - -
, states, are based on the ',iecommenda ions Of regional panels composed of

. . ,

vi 5 ° -.

,,
. . ... .., _

.financial, 'aid
6

Officers and OE _reg nal staff members* who assess the

validity aid- precision' of *insOtu tonal requests. Student payments, arZ.

made fro within institutional= a Vocations; and .up
49

'to 10' percent; of an.
.

. 4'

: institution's SWG allocatiOn SI be transferred to i'ts CWS allocation

in a gimeh year (and vice versa without OE approval.
, t

- stitutliona-,ticust maintain their previous levels of student assist,ance. -

.(exclusive, :of federal prograMs) as a condition of continued participation.

,institutions may' claim,. from their program allocations, up to 3 per-

cent of their 'combined SEOG-CWS-NDSL expenditures 'td offset administra-
,...

cive expend-es-, ndt to exceed a tqtal of $125,000 per year.

An evaluation done*of CWS in- 1972-1973 (Friedman). indicates that

the geographic distribution of funds for -the *program was not correspondent

with the distribution ,of' need .

College WOr:Study Prograr (CWS)

Program 'Description

College Work StUdy As a cost-shared pro rata of federal-plus-:

institutional support (8.0-20: for part-time and vaCation:period employment

4

.%



J

for aeudents'attending eligible postsecondary institutions, with emphasis

on those students with the,"greatest financial need," as determined by

the institution. Tnstitutions make work assignments available to their
I

,

\students--including where possible, educationally significant work as-
\

-
.

tignmentt e. The arnings are applied toward the students' cost of atten-

dance as a means of supplementing financial aid available under, the

BEOp program and other sources..

Distribution of Funds

The pattern of distribution under this program is similar to,SEOG..

Wages are,paid to'stUdents by institutions (or by participating offeampus

employers) based on current hourly rates,' the institution or-agenCy'con-

tributes 20 percent of the wages paid, and suitable arrangements are made

,for 'withholding any applicable income taxes. Particip ting institutions

must rhaintain their previous overall level of effmrt ins the student as-
,

sistance area in order to continue participation.

Fins to support the'CWS have remained constant over the past two

,years, and the program continues io play an important part in the overall

strategy for student assistance at the federal level. Furflosmorel.its

recent liberalization to employ a relative -need stand ardQf student

eligibility--as opposed to an' income-based eligibility standard=1/s de-

signed to make the pragram's.benefits,potentially availa4e to greater

numbers of students coming from'both low- and middle-income families.'
ir

National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL).

- Program DacriptionN
N

This is a program of ',direst loans to financially needy students

attending eligible postseCondary institutions. The federal government

contributes 90.percent of the pri clpal for d revolving fund estab-
1

A .

lished at.each participating ins itution; institutional funds comprise

38

56



the remaining 10 percent. Aut one- third of all nda\curreritly being

loaned are derived from collections. Students' needs for this form of
,

assistance are analyzed by systems approved by. the Commiseioner, similar

. . . /to those used in theother "collegebased" programs.(SEOG and CWS).
,

Loans in an aggregate amount not,to exceed $10,000 are made available

on interest -free and low-interest repayment bases,' with prinApal rePay-

ment deferred,until the completion of the student's..couree of study,

plus completion. of certain forms of public sertice employmott If the

student elects to enter certain specialized fields of. teaching, 100 per-/.
o .

cent of the principal borrowed may be forgiven.

.

Distribution' of Funds

S' + +`

1

ral funds are distributed annually by means of a state allotment

formula similar to those used in SEOG and CWS. The recommendations of

`regional panels are used here, also, in the determination of institutional

_Allocations.

The program star d in 1958 and was'originall envisioned as a self-
.

austaining fundlwith collections prbviding the fu ds for subsequentre-.7

lending. HoweVer, the growth' rates~ in student attendance as well as in

the number of patticipating institutions have resurted.in the continuation

of federal capital conttlbutions.

The, benefits of this program have traditionally been reserved for

student with less severe need who might have difficulty qualifying for

assistance under other programs.' As such, it has been suggested that

the program may overlap with the benefits offered under the GSL. There

. is no inatittional maintenance of effort requirement as there is witri

-.SEOG and CWS.



'Summary of the Three Institutionally Based'Programs

These three programs provided $78temilliSn in'1973. :SEAand NDSL

have been critici;ed as duplicating BEOG and GSL. The policy hrgument

is that the'institutionally based programs-limit the free market and tend

to prop up inefficient schools by allowing them to use financial aid-
,

offered to induce students to'attend.

, The counter - argument is that GSL' funds are not evenly'distribute

:"--71ftcass the country,.and students must depend on the largess of, the lend

'ing community for help. It is fiArther argued thdtstudent aid officers

are much more flexible in unique 'cases of financial need that cannot be

'captured by the mechanics of the BEOG needs analysisThe pus is gen-

erally the most acceptable of (the 1.1ree institutionally based programs.

Tables '19-24 provide information on the funds distribution of the

o,

three institutionalprograms and.show how these programs reduce the

financial need df students. Gross need is the financial need before any

studnt aid is distributed, ndt need is'the financial need of students,

after the aid has been d4tributed.

Table 19

PERCENTAGE. DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTIONALLY BAOD PROGRAMS

Income Enrollment Gross Need OR Aid Net Need
f

$0-$51.999. 16.3% 28.0% 38.9% 26.6%

$6,000-$8,999 1.6.5 27.0 22.8 27.6

$9,000=P11,999 '16.4 20.0 11.2 21.1

$12, 000+ 30.7' 14.0 8.9 14.9

Independent 19.9 10.7 18.2 9.7

Total* 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

RoUnded.

40 ,
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AS is, seen in Table 19, institutionef aidprog

financial need of low-income students. The lowest i

proportionately less of the net.need than does the $

ams do reduce he

come category has

9, with. incomes

between $6,000 and $9,000. In the pressure to provide aid for the very

poorest, the next poorest appear to bear a greater burden of. unmet need

after OE aid has been distributed.

%v.

Y.,

ne

Table 20 charts the effects of the institutional prograthe on gross

d of students attending college in 1973. The emphasis of these pro-

gi'ams in reducing unmet need Of the lowest-income students can be seen.

Table 40

-.INSTITUTIONALLY BASED PROGRAMS' AID EFFECTS

ON GROSS UNMET NEED

Incothe

Need .

Before Aid.-

Need

After Aid

Percent

IteduciiOn

$0-$51999 $197112791334 $1163616801512 17.0%

$61000-$81999 1,895,3161700 1169911191757 10.4

$91000-$111999' 10391,477,633 1129511241380v 6.9 4

$121000+ 9 1418,423 91511551813 7.7

Independent 775,092,138 598,429,917 22.8

Total $7,004,584,228 $6,144,5101379 12.3

4.

Table 21 compares enrollment, need, and sid of the different insti-

tutional types. The conclusion is that on the national level the three

institutionally based programs are equitably distributes} relative to un-

met need, with some slight advantage..foi students on public four-year

campuses.
.
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Table 21

OFFICE OF EDUCATION INSTITUTIONAL AID DISTRIBU ED

TO STUDENTS IN FOUR TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS I'
r.>

(All Estimate's Based on Dollars of'Aid)

Type

of Institution

Public four7year

Public two-year

Private four-year

Private two-year

*
Total

111

Enrollment Gross Need 0E,Aid -NetNeed

54.0% 43.5% 51.5% 43.0%

20.0 13.5 11.7 14.0

24.0 41.0 34.7 -41.0

1.5 2.0 2.1 2.0

10Q:0% 100.Q% 100.0% 100.0%

Rounded.

It is.clear,from thiS table that even'tholigh students attending pri-

vate colleges with higher tuitions receive proportionately more'aid,per

student, their share of need after aid is stiff on par with the share Of

unmet need experienced by students in public colleges.

The 'propensity of the three programs to reduce the need-of students

in public fouri.year schools can be seen more clearly in ble 22. Students

in two -year public colleges eiljdy the leaStredu t on in their financial

need, closely f011owed by students in four-year ivate Schools:

the case, even though students four-year private schools receive over

twice' as much aid per-student as do students in the two-year schools

(See Table 23).

Tables023 and 24 present institutional awards-as the average amounts

7

expected-4f each,FT undergradUate degree student received an equal

share.
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NEED REDUCTION BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

Type

of Institution
. .

Four-year.public

Two -year public

Fourlyear private

Two-year private

Aggregate

Gross Need

' Aggregate

Net Need

Percent

Change,

$3,059,0881013 $2,616,317,733 14.47%

952,147,721 8p;431,000 10.S8

2,862,230,709 2156W1029,911 10.42

131,117,785 112,731,735 14.02

$7, 004, 584, 228 $6,144,510,379 12.28

4

I)

FTE STUDENT AID BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION
(Dollars)

Type

of Institution Gross Need OE Aid Net Need

Four -year public $1,028 $149 1-.$ 879

Two-year:public 866 -92 774

Four-year private 2,168. 226 .1,942,

Two-year private 1,599 223 1,370

',Average 1,279 $157 1,122

61
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Table 24

FTC. STUDENT A3b BY INCOME CATEGORY

(Dollars)

-Income Gross Need. OE Aid Net Need

$0$5,999 2 205 $374 0.029
$6,000$8,999 2,092 216 1,874
$9,,P00,$11,999 1,544 107 1)436

02,000+ 589 45 544

Independent 691 . 143 547

Average 1,278 157 1,122

Table 23 gives the per-student awards by type of institution. Thee

table compares the per-student gross need aid from the institutional

'program and the financial need remaining after the aid. The figured

underline the fact that there is a great deal of variance in gross need

between the institutional segments. The OE aid does not change the

relative standing of the types to any significant degree.

The numgers, Voth on the aggregate basis and on the per-student

basis, indicate thdt both gross, need and net need are greatest for lOw-

incoMe.fstudents and for students attending private schools. The distri-

bution of the three institutional .aid programs respects these differences

but still leaves the low-income students and those in private colleges

with greater costs to meet after aid than those in the other seeiehts.

While the sample tizejor two-year private colleges is small and
,

the data less precise, it can he seen from Table 23 that there is a

,greater reduction in the proportion of need fOr public four7year,inSti-
.

tutions than for either public two-year or private ioditTyear institutions.

_Table 24 present institutional awards as the averageamounts expected

if each FTElundergaduate degree student received an equal share..,
9 Y4
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The net need of students with incomes between $6,000 and $9,00g. is

greater than the net need of students in the $0- $6,000 category. This

outcome could be.explained by the preference of student aid officers to
o

4 ,
make awards to the lowest income students at a greater rate ttlan to the.

next group up. At the same time, the table points out that students in

these low-income groups must provide nearly $2,000 after the three OE

programs have been distributed. Two other major.student aid programs

will be considered, the Guaranteed Student Loan Program, which is aimed

more at middle- income students, and .,the Basic Education Opportunity Grant

Program, which is directed at the very poor.

Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL)

Program Description

GSL is the largest of the currently authorized federal student as-
,

sistance programs. The capital:funds necessary to'provide student loans,

come mainly from.primary and secondary market sources in- the private

sector. Federal funds are required to pay death and disability claims

on allo6eligible guaranteed loans, n, claims ofederal ly insured loans,

'80 percent of tl?e principal loss incurred by agencies as a result of de-
.

fault claims on student loans guaranteed by state or private nonprofit

agencies with reinsurance agreements. Appropriated fUnds are also re-
-

quired for federal interest payments to lenders on-behalf of eligible

students-while they are.attending eligible-postsecondary institutions'

and during authorized periods of deferment. Students who do not Aualify

for federal interest benefits may also receive loans, but must Matie-id-

terest payments from their,own resources over the entire life of the loan.

The federal government siso,pays a special allowance on all outstanding

loans made on or after August 1, 1969, subsidized or not, to lenders,

which may not-exceed 3 percent per annum. Individual loans are limited

in academic year to $2,500, and the total aggregate outstanding may not
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exceed $7,500 for undergraduate education and up to $10,000 for graduate

or professional education.

Distribution of Funds

Since appropriated funds are involved on a direct; individual case

basis, there is no state-allotment or . institutional allocation process.

, Payments on interest subsidies and special allOwances are made to lenders

on behalf of individual borrowers; and support the Central federal role

as market-faciliator.,.. The federal government makes payments of claims

directly to lenders under the federally insured program and to the state

agencies in the case of other guaranteed loans.' The Education Amendments

of 1972 established the Student Loan Market Assocation (SLMA) as a

secondary market source to enhanoe liquidity.in the marketplace and thus

atimulate.the generation of new loans. SLMA he6 two major functions in

carrying out this overall strategy--i.e., to serve as the .purchaser-Of,..

loans or as the warehouser of loans initiated in the primary market.

The recent introduction of a financial needs test as a prerequisite

for a student to receive federal interest subsidy benefits under this

program-has reduced accessibility to subsidized loans for students in

low, middle-income circumstances. Further, lender reluctance to make

nonsubsidized loans has deprived many middle-income students of access

to any loans at all.

Table 25 and 26'are based on FY1973 distribution of enrolled students

from the fiscal operations tape and FY1972 income distribution of aid re-

cipients from the GSL office. Table 25 makes clear that a significant
A

proportion of funds in GSL go to vocational and proprietory schools, which

are marked as "other" in the table.

6,1
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Table 25

DISTRIBUTION OF GSL FUNDS TO INSTITUTIONS

Type

of Institution Total.Dollars

Percent.

of Total

Public four -year $398,606,000 43.8%
Public two-year 169,5160000 18.3

Private four-year 189,218,000 20.4

Private two-year 14,5851000 1.6

Other 153,401,000 16.6

Total $925, 366, 000t 100.0%*

Vocational, proprietory kchOols

Excludes funds loaned by institutional lenders

and funds going to graduate students. The

total loan volume'was $1.3 billion if they*ate

included.

Rounded.

0

Income

'$0-$'5,999

$6,000-$8,999

$9,000-$11,999

$1g,000+

Independe

To ta
44

Table 26
_

GSL BY INCOME CATEGORY.

Dollars

Percent.
of Total Loans

Dollars

per,-FTE

$206,866,000 26.8% . $231

126,560,000 16.4 139

130,762,000 17.0 145

238,299,000 31.0 141

69,476,000 9.0 63

$771,964,0001 100.0%*

GSL loans goineto students in higher education only..

" 6 3t
Rounded.
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The propensity to fund lOw-income students, evem GSL, can be

seen in Table 26. The lowest income category with no more than l6Ver-

cent of the total enrollment (see Table 5) commands nearly,27 percent of

the loans.

Thd'difference in the income category distribution is much greater
/\

than the difference in'funds between types of institutions. The averege\

amount of money available to students in two-year public colleges is

slightly higher than expected, possibly because relatively little NDSL

money is available to student attending two -year public school's. Only

6.4 percent of the NDSL funds go to public two -year gchools.

Basic Education Opportunity Grant Program (BEOG)

Program Description

The Basic Education Opportunity Grant Program is based on the Con-

cept that all students are entitled to receive a grantp provided that
ti

they are in need of such funds, in order to attend an eligible postsecond-

ary institution. The program'is designed as the foundation or "floor"

upon which, ultimately, all student aid will be based.

Student eligibility for this program is determined by a Family Con-

tribution Schedule that assesses each family's expected contribution
0

toward eligible costs of attendance, based on Atandard alloWances and

expectations with respect to both income and assets. This Contribution

schedule is somewhat more restrictive than the Contribution 'schedule-used-

in the!'SRI system. Expected family contribution figures are made avail-
.r

able-to the student, who, is then free to arrange with the institution of

ig or her choice for receipt of itie-Basic Grant, sub,iect- to limits based

on t 'eligible costs of attendance at the chosed'ipstitution. Individual,

student asic Grants are limited in any academic year to $1560'pet one-
a

half of he eligible costs of attendance, whichever is less. The OE

A
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publishes a Schedule of Payments that compares family contributions and

. eligible costs to arrive at individual grant amounts.

Distribution of Funds

An initial allocatiOn of Rinds is.disbursed directly by the govern,

ment to each eligible institution, the amount'of which.is based on OE

estimates of BEOG en ollees. Once individual student grant amountS have

bpen determined by an eligible institution and grant expenditures have

been made, the institution furnishes requests for subsequene'allocations

to the OE at regular inteJels.. There are no state allocation require-'

ments and technically no limits an the amount of Basic Grant funds that

may be paid to institutions within a given state. ,,Such a distribution

plan is designe to maximize the range of educational options open to
-. .

t

students. Owing o the limitations of appropriated fundsin the initial

years of the progr: it has been necessary to limit the_ofize of awards

and to restrict elig bility to full-time,firet-'and second -year Students.-

Assuming timely a ion on budget Family Contribution Schedule re-

quests, the forward-fund character of he program permits'the OE
.

to

;
i

mount a national dissemina 'on effort t assure recipients that at least

partial funding will definite be available to meet student demand.
.

i

,

Althodgh the legislation wa passed ,in 1972, there was no distribu-

tion of Basic Grants until FY1974. In the first year only freshmen

were eligible. TheFY1975 year has a larger funding base, two years
.. ,. ,

of eligible students, and better data co ection. This analysis is .

based on reports on qualified applicants as of January 1975. At that

time, an estimated $393 million was, obligated of a total appropriation

of $475 million, plus a carry-over from FY1974. The actiial distribution

of funds will not be known until early fall 1975:
. .

to
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Table 27 makes clear the low-income orientation Of thesBEOG program.

Less than 4 percent of students with an income over $12,000 are qualified

for a grant.

Table 27.

BEOG'S DISTRIBUTION TO INCOME CATEGORIES

Income

Categories Total BEOG

Percent

of Total

$0-$5,999

,$6;000-$8,999

$1 2 688,087

r 8x,003,156

43.95%

21.12

$9,000-$11,999 4 581,536 11.09

$.12000+ 14 904,90A 3.79

Independent 8 1 089 20..04.

Total $392,9\28,772 99.99%

In looking at the distribution of BEOG funds to institutions, shown
,

in Table 28, it must be kept in mind'that only freshmen and sophomores ;
9 4

are eligible, which to some degree overemphaiizes,the two-.Year public

college shafe. The evidence implies.thgt pepple who apply for a basic

grant from a two -year, school are, more likely.to qualify than applicants
of.

in other segments.
rt

ThetEOG per student is the- only .OF program positively correlated

to the propoftion of students with incomes under $6,090 in a.,ptate.. A

correlation between the proportion of students attending college with a

family/income under $6,000 and the,BEOG funds on a per FTE student basis

produces an r= 0.78. This indicgtes that BEOGs are most successful in

re ac stUdents'in low - income states.



Table 28

BEOGSMISTRIBUTION,TO INSTITUTIONS

9

e.,Cr

ap

Public our-ear
Publlt. two-year

Private,four-year

Private two-yeat

Total

Total-

yollars

$i54, 557, 922

137, 179, 125

72;859, 333

28:, 332,392

$392,928,772

'Percent

of TOtal

Percent,

of FTE

EnrollmentTi
'39.33% 54:317
34:91 20.09

1811,,.54 24.10

/.21* 150

99.99% 100.00%

* -
P

The Basic Grant applications are included in types of in-

stutitm according to hoW the school officers mark the

fOrm. There seems to be morejnstitutiont 'included

in BEOGs as, two -year private than we included tbrpurposes

of enrollment. Poi these sons, "the comparksWi's not
valid fortwo-year private col es.

,
This concludes the description-of the fiveimajorOffice of Education

programs. The State Student Incentive -rant' is described only
. ..

,,

.

briefly, since at this time there are US data collected on the program.

O

State Studedt Incentive Grant_Proaram (SSIG)

Program Description . a ,

This is/a prfgram of4150/50 cost sharing (state/federal) under which

states are encouraged to develop or expand progranis'of grant ,aid to "Sub-

. !stantially needy" students attending eligible institutions of postsecond-

%. 4
ary education. The States are responsible for selectibn of grant re-

cipients,subjeft in 'turn to,a.review of SeleCtion 'criteria by the U.S.

Lmmiisioner of Education.' IndiVidual stude.4t grants are limited to

11.500 -($750-federal-share) per academic year.



Distribution Of Funds

Federal funds are initially allotted to the states based on for-

mule reflecting current student attendance patterns.. Redistributio of

funds is permitted-in cases where a state will not.:or,cannot takead-
./

vantage of its current allotment. .Theve is.no provision for any set-at de.

'45f admiistrative expense funds -to Offset costs incurred. by either federa\

,
.

or state governments in'prokramadministration. Disbursements are made
0

directly from the federal government.to the states.

°'
The SSIG program is designed_to provide a supplement to furiding

C7

available under the BEOG program, and should-provide incentives to tho

states that do.not at present operate student grant programs to d glop
/

this additional form of assistance. Aggregate state expenditur s for

student grants were about- $313 u1illion in, 1972- 1973, are estim te4 at

$375 million for 1973-1974, and are expected to approach $400 Jnillion, in

1974-1975. In its first year of operation, 9 to 11 states st rtpd student-

aid programs. There has been no evaluation of this program far.'
---....

Other Office of Education Programs

- These six programs-form the heart of"the OE student aid effort.

Other programs in the OE provide support for students, bUt they are not

included in our diStributions because they are small or narrower in the

range of potentialjecipients. Table 29 lised, some of-these programs.

Analysis of Office of Education Programs

1

The fo r basic Office'of EducatiOn Programs (SEOG, CWS ND814,,GSL)
,

N:,/ provided :the babis for the federal government's promise 'ofd access to cot-

legein 1472-1973;.. therefore, ,the distribution of these fundg as well aa

1.
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Table 29

OTHER OFFICE OF EDUCATIO STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

.(Thousands of ollars)
0

Upward Bound

Talent Search

Program Appropriation

I
.$31,000

5,000

Special Services for Disadvantaged Stpdents 15,000

Loans for Cuban Students . 3,400 ,(

Graduate Fellowships for Careers 19,400,
.,,.,

in Postsecondary Education
.

Training Piograms for Higher Edgpation Personnel 51044

Cooperative Education Program 10,750

'Total $89,594

thesBEOGJmney, is of major concern. `Tables 30 and 31 estimate hoW the

-funds are distributed to income categories and institutional types.

Appendix B provides the full breakdown of these figurab on a.state -by-

0

,

state basis.

f

PERCENTAGE OF OFFICE OF'EDUCATION AID DISTRIBUTION

TO TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS -19721973

Table 30,

0

Type,

of InstItUtion .SEOG CWS NDSL

Public four-year 50.1% 53.3%' 50.7 %.

Public tto-year '13.0 17.9 6.4

.,Private four-year 34.9 26.3 40.9

Private two-year 2.0 2.5 1.9

Total* *100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

I N,

GSL

51.6% 39.3%.

22.0 35.0

24.5 18.5,

1.9 7.2

-REOG

J00:0%, 100.0%

.4
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Table 31
\

PERCENTAGE OF 6FFICE OF EDUCATION AID 'DISTRIBUTION

TO INCOME GROUPS 1972-1973

Adjusted Gross

Family Income

FY73

SEOG, CWS, NDSLP-

FY72

GSL

FY75,

.BEOG'
0-

S
,

.

$0-$5,999 58.0% 41.3%. 28.9% 26.8% 44.0%

$6,000-$8199 26.0 22.1 22.1 16.4 21.0

$9,000-$11099 11.5 15.1 16.9' 11.0..

$121000+ 6.5 . 14..9 30.9 4.0

Independent

Total*,

16.0 18.6 1'9.0, 9.0 ,20.0

100.0% l00.p7, 100.0% 100.0 % - 100.0%

Rounded,

Table 30, based on the fiscal operaticn"reports of College officers

at the end of the 19721973 school year, indicates the 'distribution of

the aldprograms to types of institutions for the nation. The GSL

graM IS:not reported on the document, but.is included in the" table for

6OMParison. When compared in this manner,: it is*clear that students in

two-year public colleges are receiving little help from NDSL but do

relatively better on OSL. ,CohverselY, students in private ,four=y'earE).
.. ,.

.

schoalsare less,iiicely to, draw on",GSL c uompeds to NDSL:
, .-'

ili.

v
.

The most recent national study, done on the distribution of stud
, k

lid was prepared by Elr-Khawas and Kinzer (1974) who collected data from
I

the sample of 646 institutions used in the Freshman Norms study for the

American Council on Education (ACE). They define institutions in such

a way that it is not possible to make direct comparisons-with our d.4ta.

54
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In general, it appears that the results of the two systems show

comparable distributions for 6e":"SEOG program and the Ci4S.prfgram. There,

appear to be major differences regarding the distributionof loan funds
, -

-+
from both pr grams. ACE shows NDSL and GSL distributing 11.5 percent of

the total to two-year schools, SRI shows two-year schools receiving

6.4 percent of the,NDSL funds, and 22 percent of the GSL. funds...

Our estimate'of the GSL a cation to, institutions was baited on data

on-
45
the PY1972 income of the aid recipients and the FY1973 distribution

of enrolled students in those income categories in each type of insti-

tution.

Moving from distribution of funds to institutions to distribution

of aid funds to income groups, it appears that students, with incomes less'
4

than $9,000 receive.a larger proportion of the student aid funds than

students with idcoMes.over $9,00.0. Table 31 displays theaid-distributed

to income categories. The categories are anjUsfed.gross indome, which is

all salary and Wages.minus business expenses.

- The income distribtAon indicates thati,students with incomes below

$9,000 receive the largesOhareOfOE aid except GSL, as is the legid-
-

-lative intent. It atso indicates that the two grant programs are the

most likely source-Of help for independent students:

Comparing the distribution of funds to stated from the various aid

programs to the.proportion of .dependent students with family incomes

under $6,000 attending college in the state on one hand, and the per

Capita unmet need of,students -attending college in the state on the other
I

hand, produces the Pearson correlations shown in-Table 32.

There are four relat onships on this table that differ significantly

frOM Chance. The .most profound relationship is the BEOG distribution

and the proportion of students under $6,000 in a state. The next most-
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Tatile 32

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IPASURES OF POVERTY AND AID

with Proportion r with

Program of Students,< 6 000 per. Capita Gross,Need

SEOG: 0,13*

CWSP 0.32 t

NDSL -0.01

GSLP -0.39*

BEOG 6.78*

< oi.

tP
< 0.05

-0.281

=6.25

-0.14

-0.25

'significantorelationship is the negative relationship of1GSLP with pro-

portion of students under $6,000.,..,

This can be explained in part by the relative lack of Guaranteed

Loans in the southeastern states that have a proportion of low-

income students. GSL shows no relationship to,unmet need hoWever. The

same hols true for NDSL which is related neither to the proportion of

low- incotAee students or to per capita uftet needs.

..BEOG and CWS just miss being negatively rsl:ai\ito,per student
.. ..

unmet need, while SEOG is Significant in a negative direction,With. the

same measure... CWS is positively related to the proportion of the Oopu-
\-

lation attending school with incomes under $6,000. This can be. explained

-- tin part by the state distribution formilla of CWS which includes a low-

income factory while NDSL and SEOG are distributed to the states on the

basis of college enrollment only.

7 4
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theVe ata lead to the conclusion that only BEOG and, to a lesser

degree). 'WS are distributed to states 4ith'fow-income students. The

-rest of the programs either are unrelated to these measures or negatively

ejaqd to them.' This. is' tot to say, that the aid is not going to eligible

students, but that-the probability of low-income students 'receiving aid

varies' Significantly depending an his or her state of attendance. The °`

;second implication is that a student attending school in a state with a

preponderance of 4igh-cost institutions is going to have to come up with

a greater share of the cost from private sources after 6E aid is his

tributed than is a student attending school in'a state with lower -cost

Summary and Conclusions

'to

Students with incomes under $6,000 .have lesS4total need ter

aid is distributed than doOstudeuts with incomes b- een ,

$6,000 and $9,000.

Students attending private colleges rec ve more aid per

gp student than those , but they have greater

gross unmet need. "The students attending public four-year

schools have greaten percentage of their need met by OE

aid.

Students in4two-year public colleges are more likely,t6

qualify for BEOGs than are students in other types of insti-

tutions .

Students in private colleges -have greater access

and SEOG, while students in public colleges are' more likely

to.have,GSI- or BEOG help..

Independent studerits are more likely to receive BEOG funds

than other forms of student aid.

BEOGs are highly related to the proportion of lower - income

participants attending college.

The loan programs do not &hare.any positive relation ship to

either measure of need at the state level.

Of the institutional programs, CWS is the most highly re-

lated to low-income measures at the state - level.
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V IV OTHER STUDENT AID PROGRAMS

Introduction

The non-OE student aid programs provided $5.-7 billion of student aid

in FY1913, but less comprehensive data for these.programs axe available

than for the OE programs. The non-OE programs vary in intent and magni-

tude.' Thy Veterans Administration and Social Security sponsor entitlement

programs available to anyone who qualifies, regardless of financial need,

'and the state aid fundd vary by state and program. Table 33 shows the
0

funds available for general aid; several million dollars would be added

if categorical programs were included. It is difficult to analyze the
0

Table 33

NON-OE STUDENT AID

0Aillions of Dollars

FY1973

Other federal' $4,000

S.S.)

State 341
?I

Federal, categorical 388

(D.D., D. of Jus.,

Medical Training)

Institutional aid 1,046`

Total $5, 775
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fOnds available through institutions in terms of their numbers of reciP-
N

tents or purpose, Programs made available through federal agencies other

than, OE are usually used by students studying in a field of specific

interest to that agency. This includes, for example, mediCal programs

and law enforcement tratning.

A summary of the non-OE student aid programs is provided here, and

more detailed descriptio7 follow so that the distribution of funds may

be better understood.

In FY1973, the Veteran AdministratiOn provided $3.2 billion of

student aide the Social Security Administration made $800 million avail-

able to postsecondary student States provided $341 million of general

aid in-that same period. Gra s and,fellowships available through federal
. ,

agencies such as NASA and NSF, largely for graduate students studying in

the various fields of science, rovided $388 million (NSF, 1973). Grants

and fellowships for students in the sciences are declining; Social

Security benefi ts: on the other h nd, continue to shoui a steady increase.

State programs of student aid are lso expanding.

The mix and'focus. of these" var ous programs have implications for

planning in the 04 because the chan ea will influence attendance-rates

of students in the various segments mf postsecondary education. In some

instances, the programs overlap with E target groups; in others, the

programs may he providing suppcirt for students who are not eligible

need-based funds, or who would demand 'hem if their current sources

lost.

The Veterans Administration estima e hat the average GI received

$1,827 annually. Current legislation ha, increased this by 23 percent,

which raises the basic benefit to $2,247. Monthly beneftts'which,varied

according to the number of dependents a v teran had and his status as a

full-time or part-time student were multiplied by 9.5 to produce the
_

figures.in Table 37.
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The Social Security Administration estimated that only two-thirds

of its recipients are in postsecondary tnstitutionS. Since it does not

provide any state -by -state breakdown, this figure was used to reduce the

total amount it reported for recipients attending school.

State programs are generally covergd.in Joe Boyd's 1974 annual re-

port of student aid, but the report excluded some of the categorical

programs and all the tuition waivers made-available by states.for students.

Because of all these conditions, conservative figures have been used

in the estimates. The nearly $6 billion of non-OE aid reported here

probably underestimates the true level of student aid available.

Veterans Administration Programs

The largest student aid program is operated by the Veterans Adminis-

tration, which provides aid through three separate programs: Chapter 34

provides funding for veterans and servicemen; Chapter 31 provides voca,

tional rehabilitation nunds for service - disabled, veterans; Chapter 35

provides educational assistance for dependents of servicemen who have

been killed or disabled in service. The total dollar volume is over

$3.211 billion.

In April 1974, the attendance of GI Bill recipients was as follows

(data from Veterans Administration Information Bulletin, April 1974):

Chapter 34 Chapter 31

Disabled

Veterans Servicemen Veterans

1,448,393 88,331 17,419

Chapter 35

Sons and

'Daughters

44,171

Wives and

Widows

8,419

A'total of 1,606,73 individuals were in training. The average age was

28 in FY1973. Assuming that the labor market improNres, this year is
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expected to be a peak year of attendance for veterans. 'The end of the

draft, the voluntary army, and the decrease in the size of- the standing

army will result in fewer veterans. This will be offset in the shor't '

run by the increase in the stipend made available to the GIs. The magni-

tude of the decline is difficult to predict but some\estimate,s on the

impact on such a decline will be made 'later in thib chapter.

For purposes of predicting -future enrollmentit is important'to

note that the enrolled GIs modal hu of years since 'release` from

active duty is 10+ years, wi ust precedes the expiration of benefits.

As can be seen in Table 34, there, seenis to be,little inclination to en-

roll immediately on release from the service.

ENROLLMENT IN EDUCATION

Years

Percentage

of

nrollment

1 O.

2 2.0

3 12.5'

4 15.8

5 15.3 °

6 11.8

7 8.9

a 5.5

9 3.9

10+ /1.5

On Duty 2.8
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Comparison of Veterans and Other College Students .

Data from a 1971 California study based or student que3 nnaires
p

(ETS, 1973) indicated that the family income of veterans was somewhat

lower than that of college students in general. Atypical GI's family

income was between 9,000'and$12,000sompared with a median for the total

student body of $12,000 to $15,000. Twenty-seven percent of the veterans

indicated a faMily income under $6,000 compared to 19.1 percent of the

general student body.

A,1972 ACE study agrees with this assessment, According to'its

sample, the veterans were clearly from less affluent family backgrounds

than other students. Parents of veterans tended to be less educated,

and to have lower incomes. Veterans were mare' likely to be minority

group members. They had poorer academic records in high school than did

nonveterans, and also reported lower educationalospirations than nonvet-

erans.

As would be ex ected from the number of years elapsed since active

duty (Table 34), he students who attended college on the GI,billyere

older than the regular undergraduates. Table 35 shows' the age distribu-

tion of the GI Bill recipients.

T?Zle 35

DISTRIBUTION ovt BILL RECIPIENTS BY AGE

Age N, Percent

18-21 2,671 0.2%

22-25 118,271 9.1

26 -29. 564,933 43.4

30-34 332,823 25.6

35+

Total

. 282,80 21.7',

1,30_1,558
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Distribution of Veterans by /Type of Institution act& State

Eighty-one percent of the veteran trainees in higher.edocAtion are

in public colleges. Most are in largerinstitutiorte with-67 percent of

the GIs conc ntrated ih 507 institutions...:States-with highly developed

loWer*cost publy educational systemehave khe greatest participation by

veterans (ETS, 1973,-P :39). .,Our data indicate that 36 percent of the

total GI enrollment is Jo community colleges, comilared to 28 percent o

all full -time .students, in 1972 "(ETS, 1973,'p. 164). The ETS study quoZer''' --"

a correlation of 0.83 betWeen participation rates of states and accessi-

bility of free-access colleges. Table 36 shows the attendance of GIs by

type of institution.

0

)(

ATTENDANCE OF GIs BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

,4
Percentage

Institution Enrollment

Public

Private

Proprietary

76%

15t

9

Total 100% /

. The distribution of veterans among states is not random. Table 37

provides a breakdown on the number of veterans attending college in each

state. The second column gives"the ratio of veterans to undergraduate
4

FTE. Veteran's are_in terms of headcount and a.high proportion are part-
.

time students'. GIs attending graduate schools. are also inclUded.,, This

overestimates the n mber of Gis relative to the population, but the data
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State

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

/Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

DC

Florida

Georgia,

Ha_

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas,

Kentucky'

,Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massaclusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri
Mbtliana

'Nebraska-

Nevada

New Hampshire

Div/ Jersey

.New Mexico

New York

North Carol

North Dako

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Islantt

South Carol na

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

:Table 37

VETERANS. ATTENDING COLLEGE IN 193, BY STATE*

Number of

Veterhns in

Colle e 1973.

17, 44

1 602

,393

,241

5,630'

9,673

1,719

2,639

11,997,

47,969

20,867

6,548

4,014

53;163

017,373

10,470

11,752.--

11-0510

15,175

A7 3,515
21,)072

2 ,103

3,743,

18,209

8,585

24,303

3,626

.8,479

2,851

3,188
53

194

934

29,261

,310

,556

,561

8,331

36,527

5;883

14;101

2,727

19,148

75,882

10,420

1,186

18,817

29:186

6,092

21,733

1,823

Veterawalk o

as Percentage

of FTE Students

22.10%

27.38

33.43

17.14

37.20

25.09

. 14-.28

16.51

34.09

10%51

22.22 0

27.15

16.50

13.32

13.85

15.42

15/05

15.49

14.64

23.84

'13.87

18.95

16.57

14.61

21.02

16.56

18.24

32.02

12.86

17.43

23.18

12.83

24,39

14.64

15.89

21.77

28.49'

13.63

1.8.82

23.14

12.15

18.21

24.19

18.51

06.18

19.11

26.78

13.55

47.22

19.06

From, Veterans Administratioft1Summary

Dollars t0-4

,Veterans

/2 42 451 776, ,

3,65,264
45,449,140

16,273,158

507,745,445

44,967,528

23,921,342.

5,629,19%

24,907,347

108,976,447

.48,088,895

14,495,,812

9,6,74,838

1114,051,062

37,116,519

24,647,512
26,521,169

24,874,629

35,872,513

8,173,781

42,214,988

50,653,772

93,007,9133.

/41,464,545

/20,732,287

53,320,066

8,774,637

18,734,513
6,627,029

7,054,120

48,994,017

17,114,877

139,956,346

70,762,108

. '7,845,651

85,675,066

42,696;397
.

43,084,694

76,619,806

12,823,670

33,025,116

6,503,510

44,390,118'

169,690,121

25;103,873

2,752,302

39,967,801.

69,230,129

14,045,959,,

48,478,595

4,309,371

tapes, FY 1973.

65

82

veteran Dollars'

FTE

$523

609

'145

385

802

674

29

""708:

693

512

601

398

432

285 '

326

348,

340

366

340

478

i 290

403

377

353

462

401;

403

744

284

361

551

418

590

v352

336.
501

6

' 286

410

,542

290

422

541

446

143

406

635

312

384

450



are helpful in estimating the relative dilferellces between states." Ner-

mont with the highest,ayerage cost of attendance in the shpwi the

lowest percentage (6%),of-veterans to FTE.. californialeads with a ratio
. ,

of. 37%, the majority, of whom are` in public schools

The thifd column 'gives a, bteakdOwn of dollars to veter nsIn 1973,.
-

The last column provides another estimate of the magnitude ofthe Veterans

program by dividing the total number of dollars4nthe prOgrarpby the FTE,

enrollment. California again leads with $802, followed by Arizona' ($7425)`
e

and NevZdal($744);'Vermont "($143 ';_,"NeW_York ($ 268), 'ancV,Indiana

bring the rear.

t e s

been hypothesized_ that veterans tend to*migra

fie there are no conclusive.datait appears f
,

wall a pAttern, of migration does not exist.

z ., , a . ''Ot...
.

.. 6

2' The evidence indicates that any` cline in the number o
-

veteNis',W111-have the most impact-on western states', latte pub is

6 lower-cos
Su

OUT evidence \

,...-, , ,,, 4. .

'colleges, and.commUmity colleges:!,-. The $1,827 avvage entitlement cedes
,

.

dot allow the di t attend Private alleges with auvaypragertuition_
..-

:peL.72,-000 annually. The increased benefits, includin a $600 loan,

will grOvide a single GI $3'000, which is still less than
.. ..

-,-ii

the,costofAttendance at most Private colleges. 69 percent
''

. *.,' ,
,1, !-

Of Is'have dependents, which increases their cost of liVing comparedo,
7 , .

0 ' . 6

: J: to other students. e
b" .

, .40
, .

a, , ,

..

_In ,19.72=1 .41eannual budget for'a single veteran was-estimated to,
,.. --,,, ,t

be $2,847 (!,..ETS, 1973, pe 50); given $;200 iry,benefits, the veteran must
.'''ii "

still draw $647 from other sources. He.islhoar likely to do this through
.!'":----

..,

employMent And .wings. *nn peicent, oftheyeteransparticipate in

"guaranteed student loasy while feWer participate in other programs.
4 0

Table. 38 shoWs the veteran participAton ,in. federally funded student aid
l',

..:
.
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Table .38

CALIFORNIA VETERAN PARTICIPATION

FEDERALLY FUNDED STUDENT,AID PROGRAMS
Academic Year), )

-et

Program,

'Percentage
of Veterans

Participating

Guaranteed Student Loans 10.17.

College.Work-Study Employment 6.4

National Direct Student Loans 5.tr

Health professidnsGrants 2.4

Law Enforcement Grants 2.1
"3

LawEnforcement Loans 1.9

Equal Opportunity Grants 1.5

Health Professions Loans. 1,2'

programs.. The authors.explain this ,low parti patiOn ratein aid prOgraMs
,

by suggesting that local student Sid officers reserve.their funds for

students
-
who,dg.not receive help from other source8..

-Effects-9f New Legislation o-

T

The basic GI rates have been increased by 22.3 percent. A single

veteran received $220 a ognth undqr the old system;now he will gA

A veteran can also morasily-.qualify for disability connected vOca-
4

tiOnal rehabilitation;,he can now receive.benefits. if'ke is.judged 10

perdent:disabled. Each veteran or dependent is eligible to.receive up

to, '600 ini.oans' annually.- The amount sof.the lqah is based on the cost

of attendance and the resources-available to the applicant. Estimates

needllthIlbemade after, all :Other SOurces4of incqMe and assets, in- -,

d
.

cludAng Title IV aid, have been included. This bill also liberalizes a

:
. t-

. l':/.

,

.
.
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veteran's work-stuay-allowance. 'Veterans will be allowed to work 250 hours,

ayear,and'earn a maximum of-..$625.

As these improved benefits are enacted, veterans will probably-en- .

roll in college,at greater rates for the next few years. Moreover,.

eligibilit7. gualilecation for benefits have been extended ,tWo*years,
;

the number of paid attendancemontht has been increased to c0Ver five,

years of attendance instead-of four. This trend toWard increasing enrpllr

!tent may be countered by the increasing age of. GIs end by an army com-
.

. .

posed-of volunteers rather than draftees.
/

. .

It 'can' be seen that the ,GI bill is a major-program, the decline of

th'

which is going to:have a profound influence on the,05stsecondary community.

Federal Support td Viiversities and "Colleges
. ,

The National Science Fouriaatibn collects data on) federal support for

, science education and research. .NSF.accountt for $3,7 billion of aid to

institutions; most of'the'student aid money accounted for goes.to gramme

stnadents,in research and professional.educationt :There was a 7 percent

decline in this aid from 1972 to 1973; this loss of $108 Million was the

first,decline.since 1970. -The e*,pectation's are that this will continue
e

,

as a conscious federal policy Itreheman

Distribution of Funds **-

'This federal aid is distributed to-UniversitieS,With the.predominant
. .

fundtngTgiven to the two coasts :' UndAtertfties as such attract students
,
. Yo , ^,

!df, above average acadeMic ability'and_incomejevels. The regions re-' . '

.
, ' I 1 1,

A ,

re-

ceiving the most money,are the Pacific and the middle Atlantic, each

. receiving 32perCent of-the tata1. . The leading°states were California,
. ,..

New York, Magsachusetta, and..TennsylVania; which received 33 percent of
.. .

the fundt ant gave 28.3 percent of.-the nation's 'degrees.- The concentration
.,

..

Or 68
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\ of funds is even greater.on an institutional basis. Four percent of the

institutions redei4 67 percent of the funds..The top 100 institutional

'recipients P federal institutional funds received 65 percent of the total

aid and conferred 32' percent. of the total degrees. Government supportconferred

for fellowship's and traineeships in the sciences,and engineering declined

by:$101million, or 26 perdent, i973.
a

In ).972, 214000 full-time st ents were aided, according to the

distribution shown in Table 39.-
o

Table 39

u FEDERAL. SUPPORT.FOR'FELLOWSHIMAND

ASSISTANTSHIPS 1972-1973 '

(percent)
.

t*/
4<.

Type of Major Support

Control of

Institution

car

Public Private

e

Fellowships/traineeships

Research assistantships

:leeching assistantships

Other types

Total

17%

0212

28

33

34%

, 19

17
,

31

100% 100%*

Rounded

,. 't

The grants' are -more probable in private institutions, while students in
1.

.

..

o ,
public institutions are mote likely tdf-work'fdi their 'aid':

,

T."



Trends in Federal Support

'Sever$4 things are evident from the NSF te ort,-. First, 'federal

support fOr graduate students in. the sciences w s reduc d by $134 million

b tween1,921 and 1973,'a nearly 40-percent drop, drop.reflects a.

change Pn federal direct suppori, through fello ships and traineeships,

indirect support, through employment on rese rch projects. Overal1,

si ce 1971-197 e number of federally support -d full -time graduate

students dropped by 10 percent, It shopld be n teathat graduate. science

enrollments dropped by-less th-an 2 ,percent in t at same periOd.

A continuing decline in ,theSe sources of'a'd will, be Most felt in

he universities and wealthier states and by th more vell-to-do students,

It is not clear what the overall impact on undergraduate access i41.11, be
,

if thete monies continue to decline.,',It is clear that it will reduce

access to graduate school for btudents- with iim ted, financialtesources,
. ,

and these Students, in.:turn,ltould well2'increas demands on:QE's student
. .

,

aid programs. Assuming that funding is not ava lable from other sources,:

0

this could force the question of whether OE pro
,

improve 'access of low-Income studenta, to gradua

rams should be nsed,to
4

e school, The issde of

whether the OEshould-stress the development of educated"eliteg. or prO

vide basic access to college for; as many people as poSsible is unresolved

at this time.

The Social SeCurity Administration

Sgpcial'Security provides support for full-time students under 22
r

years of age attending college or_hig0 school: A person is eligible if

the parents are eligible for.Social.Security because they are disabled

or retired, 'or if they are now deceased aria were'previontly eligible.

student cannot earn mote than $2,100 and still receive6behefite.

70



There were 635,225 recipients in'poStsetondary institutions, receiving

million in the program in FY1973. Based On theie figure's, the annual'',

grant is estimated to be $1,290. The range of grants_reported by the

Social Security Administration'is between $59 and $109 a month. Seventy-
,

five percent'of the recipients attend college, the rest are in prepollege

programs. The Social Security Administration estimates that 85.5 percent
.

P

of the reCipients are e-white and 14.5 percent are other races..

;

Distribution-of Funds by Income Categorl and Type of Institution

An unpublished,,sfudy done by Social Security provides a national de-

scription of students who were Social Security recipients in FY1973.

Tables 40, 451, and 42 are based on these data. Table':40 shows the per-

centage. of students receiving Social Security whileattending,school, by

family income (excluding student beuefits) Table 41 shows the. percentage"

.distribution,,of recipients attending college by, incomeicategory and type

of institution.

-

p.

Table 40

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONIF SUCIAJ, SECURITY

.-BtNOIT RECIPIENTS BY FAMILY,INCOME

High Vocational/

Income* School' ,Technical , College
ti0' .

$01-$5i999, 73% 65% 49%

$6400044099 17 20, 20!

0,000412,499 v
7 - '11 .:,' .-7.17

-$12,5P4 4 . A d 14

Totalt 100. 100% '100%

The family -income igUres db not include. income to

the student fr m S cial Secuiity'll.
0

)

Rounded. -
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Table 41

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 'OF SOCIAL:SECURITY"BENEFIT

_RECIPIENTS ATTENDING dbLLEGE-, 'BY INCOME

!.-Tublic,, .. PubLic ',Private.' Privat
40'

Income , Four - Year. Two -Year Four-Year Two-Year
9j

$0-$5,09 -- 56% . 74% 48% Sample

,$6,000 ,99"0- 13 10 12 too small

$9,0-00412,499 /15 11 . . 21- to record

. ° $12,500+ 14 6 . ' 20

MediansIncome j $6,330 $4,550 $7,330

The median family income of Social Security stud4nts is low. It is

$6,130 for college students, $3,930 for high-school students, and $4,620
.

for vocationabitechnical students. . The medians wouldobe increased by
... , .

, . .

approximately $1,000 if the $100 a month allowed.in student benefits were
t f

added to the income.

The median income of Social Security students attending two-year

public colleges is comparable to those. attending vocational/teChnical

,pchoo1s. If the Social Security were'counted as family income, the ma-
,

jority of Social Security recipient6 would be eligiblefor
,

Table 42 presenti"the states.in rank order according to the percentage

of-he FTE-students receiving Social Security., The p-ercentages give a

o- relative position, the pbsolu magnitude/is overstated bec.ause there is

no way to delete the Social Securi recipientarattending vocational
.

schools.

There is no ready explanation for the.ranking of the statea, Southern

States tend to.be-at the head of the list, but there is no ;clear order .

,,.
-

-after that. There is a differece of 3.64between Maine at the head of

1.ihe list and Utah at the'bott m.

72-
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State

Table 42.

PERCENTAGE OF FTE STUDENTS RECEIVING

SOCIAL 'SECURITY BENEFITS BY STATE

Maine

Arkan

' Alaska

Mississippi

South Carolina

Alabaffia

Louisiana 4

New Jersey

Virginia

North Carolina

Florida.

Kentucky,

West Virgihia

Missouri

Georgia

'Montana

Pennsylvania

Minnesota

North Dakota

pew Mexico
Indiana

South Dakota

Illinois

Nebraska

Ohio

Tennessee

Percent .-State Percent

12.63% New York 6.94

12:59 Hawaii 5.78

100..98 Texas 6.53

, 0.98 Wisconsin 6.45

10.41 Iowa 6.44

-10.15 Nevada 6.43

10.01 Wyoming 6:43

9.80 Connecticut 6.40

9.60 Oregon 6.39

'9.11 Mar 'land 6.32

8.86 Idaho 5.98

8.42 Michigad 5.97

8.38 Delaware 5.96

8.21 Rhode Island 5.94

8.16' Washington 5.81

8.01. Massachusetts 5.47

,7.99 Oklahoma 5.35

7.82 Arizona . 5,30

`7.75 California 5.1.6

7.73 Colorado , 5.00

7.66 New 'Hampshire 4.94

7.37 Kansas 4.85

7.28 Vermont 4.37

7.22 DC o 3.88

7.02 Utah 3.46 I

7.01

The $800 million in.Social Security funds available for, postsecondary

education is a significant help for some low-income students attending

college. There is no sign of a decrease, but an increase could follow

the broadeveligibility requirements for Social Security in. general,

a

71

, 9 0



State Programs of Student Aid

The variation among states makes it diffic It to summarize the student

aid programs. that they provide. The following n rrative gWels kame of the

program highlights. All information from Joe Boyd's survey. (1975).

Distribution of Funds

In 1974-1975', 797,000 students were aided .by state-aid programs, with

a payout of $457 million, for an average individual award of $572. Five

states account for nearly 70 percent of the total award dollars, ;as shown

in Table 43.

Table 43*

MAJOR STATE PROGRAMS OF STUDENT AID
v

State

.

0

,

Recipients

Millions

of Dollars Percent
'.'

0

.

New York 269,000 $108.5 23.73%

Pennsylvania 107,871' 73.2 16.02 ',

Illinois ,, 90,000' 63'.2 13:'84

California 45,320
.

41.1 8.99.

New Jersey .48-J508 27.6 6.04,

562,699 $313.6 68.62%

These figures include 'Comprehensive programs only. Most states have

,
categorical progremsholuding medical training grants, aid for military

dependents, veterans,- dependents of firemen and lawmen killed in action,

and the blind, and various programs develop specially trained manpower

for state needs.
30

4.
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The results of this section are only suggestive and are not from a

val dated source; however, the median family income of stu

k
nt'reciPients

in Boyd's survey is approximately $9,000. The rangeis fr $4,300 to

$13,400, and the mode falls in the area of $7,000. Aid recipients in

state programs that are scholarship-based report a higher incomethan

recipients in need-based programs. The modal maximum grant is $1,000,

with a range from $185 to $3,4005 and the effective range is $2007$1,500.

Only 12 of the states allow for-profit schools to receive grants.

Only 13 of the programs allow part-time students to participate,

while 11 programs ban two -year colleges. Only 10 programs allow graduate

students to participate. A number of smaller categorical pregrams.

sponsored by states are not included here.

Trend's in State Comprehensive Programs

The comprehensive programs described in Joe Boyd's study totaled

$341 million in 1973, even though 14 states and territories had no pro-

gram. The availability of state grants is, increasing, both in terms of

dollars and geographic distribution. Currently, five states do not hav
0

a program, end,nine have a program pending. It is reasonable to assume

that the availability of State Student Incentive Grants, (8SIG) is'respon-
.

o"

,sible for these states developing comprehensive strident aid programs.

Boyd asked the state,ftnancial aid directors in.1974 about the:1m-

Pact of' SSIG on their prOgrams. tigheeen reported increases of state,

funding, nine reported none or very little impact, and the remainder

reported that itlIelped with.administ ative problems or otner,improve-
,

,

ments in programs. Those who repor, ed no impact were either- states that

already had major studentaid.programa-and were overmatched,--or -received

such a !smell grant that it had no impact. The'fatter was generallyphe.

case in the territories.
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Department of Defense

DoD provides aid to students'through two programs. First and best.

known i* ROTC which has the.f011owing enrollment projections:

1 \
1973 FY1974 FY1975 F111976 FY1977

-67,872 57:331 60,924 66,546 '67,706

There are two basic options in RO C. The fir'st, called the:Scholar=

ship Option, provides up tO\four years 'paid tuitiortfees, books, and

a $100 monthly stipend. There\are 6,500 of these annually. the graduate

hasoa fouryear active Military .obligation at the end. The Second option

4

pays the student $100 a month for hia 'unior and senior years; in return

the siudent,must'serveeither three monti active duty with six years

active,reserve, or two,years active duty foUeyears inactive reserve.

N

The other program legislated in 1972 is the H lth Professional&

Scholarships. They gave 1,.552 'scholarships to sstudents training in health'

prolessional areas. These students are in the reserves duri their en-

rollment aud'ser.ge obligatory forms of duty upon graduation The rogram

is authorized to proVide 5,000 of these annually through 1977.-

ROTC is currently cOnducted at 383:colleges and uhiversiiiesthrough,

out the nation. There are both scholarship and nonscholarship, as well

as two=year, and-four-year ROTC programs. Both scholarships and subsis--

tehce allowances are used
A

Scholarships are awarded.:tdstddents who
%

.
. ,/.

`exhibit potential ability and interest in field's of projected service

needs.

The military seyViCes also send full-time officers and enlisted men

coll'eges to upgrade their 'Skills: The following enrollees

o

are projected thr9ugh 1977:

/
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FY1973,

,582

FY1974

4,109

5 FY1976 FY1977

24 3,792 3,775,

The servic pays. students. in a degree completion program and in re-

turn demands a -rvice payback from the individual. In 1975,.4,972

militaripersonn 1 tobk part in such a program. The services have just

started a.progra to pay for graduate education in law.
0-

The cost o the military for education in civilian schools,

cludini p> and direct costs, are estimated in Table 44.

%,P

Table. 44

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE STUDENT AID PROGRAMS IN 1975

Graduate education

Ottier. education

Civil scho9ling, nondegtee

ROTC

Health Professional Degree

Other Health Professional Acquisitidn

Armed.Force6 Health Scholarship PrograM

Total .

//

$ 76,746,000''

82,494,000

22,668,000
48,763,000

9,642;000

.32,03/,000

429,491po

$301,846,000 ,

The pi Bill can also be used to -the expenses of armed forces

members attending school oma volunteer oflf-dut 9 -sis, In 1973, the

last year for which 'there are complete figures, 163,881 rvicemen were

enrolled in precbilee ,ourses voluntarily, and 34,464 were college 1

0

degree courses/on-their own. V
Military in-service training programs haveobot been included in th

assesgment, nor have:thesetvice schools that enroll 17,757'undergrad1}ate
ti
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/.
cer candidates. There appears to be renewed'in erest'in military

p °grams, not only for -the ed cational benefits but for the assurance of

lob opportunities. This woul be influenced by cha ges in the employmen

market.

Institutional Aid.

According to the triparti

over billion of student aid

0

'47

e- application, form, inititutions.Orovided

in 011973. These funds are used ,as a,

matching source, for federal prograths as well as for the institutions'
0

own

purposes. As TahLe'45 shows, institutional aid is hot available on an-
.,

even basis to 411 types of institutions.

Type of

Institutfbn-

Public four-year

Pub1ic two-year

Private' four-year

ivate two-year.

Total

Rounded.

Table 45

INSTITUTIONAL AID

Institutional

Ai

.$

49,540,728,

496,75 ,240

11,322,675'

-$1,046,490',129

.

These funds are most likely to be received by students in private

:foUr-year institutions,:and leaSt likely in public two-year. This

Yfactor will limit the participatipn.of public two-year institutions in.

Institutional Aid -.Enrollment.

AS a Percent"

of TOtaf/

47.0%!

4.7

47.0

1.0'

100.0%*

4a a Percent

of Total

54.0%

20.0

24.0

"1:4

100-.0%

bny program that demands matching funds.

4'
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'Aid from'All Sources

Table 46 indiCateA the magnitude of aid from all sor4es going to

each state. It is broken down into programS sponsored by Ithe Office of

Education in the firstcoluffin and those from'all other- fe eral source

in the second column. These represent direct cash transf rs for student

in postsecondary education. State aid and institutional shown in

columns '3 and 4.

The various program§ of aid overla to some degree and, inn the
'07

aggregate, influence the price that a otential student must pay t at-

tend. college. The cumulative effect of these programs are most c fleetly-

trated on students in the lower income groups. Students in the sou kern

and western states seem to benef t most from-theseTrograms;

stUdents in publiccolleges'i tead of private are more likely to bppefit

from student aid.

.

Phasing out of the. GI Bill will reduce the funding for low-inCome

students, expecially thosePwho are older and enrolled in-part-time pro-
.

grams. Social_ Security provides important funding for students frqm

low-income families. If Social Security were treated as family income,'

they would be eligible for much more-aid from the OE programs than is the

ease if Social Security is treated a§ student aid. The state programs

appear, in many cases, to overlap most closely with OE programs in terms

of target population. For the most part, the NSF programs have a direct

impact on:graduate students, but d creases in the funding levels'could
I '

influence the demand for OE prograffis by graduate students.



Total

Average
KinimAp

Maximum

%tato

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas'

California

Connecticut

Colorado

Delaware

DC

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Rentucky

Louisla*
Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nevada

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

.e Table 46

NATIQUALSUMMARY. OF STUDENT AID

4

A OE Aid
+

Other Federal
$TotalState Aid,

Institutional

Aids

0

44 .,

Aid

Total

Aid/

nett

Total

Aid/

Pross

Need"

OR Slate,

and Institu-

clonal Aid/

Gross Need"

$1,605,914,250
31,488,311

599,449

215,887,795,,

23,458,557

599,449

11,649,462

IC,586,250

132,721,936

22,595,649

35,041,339
2,940,654

8,441,257

40,288,062

23,727,749

3,936,001

5,659,031

78,945,274

41,871,159

32,660,737

21,111,687

20,110,653

22,833,986

8.945,842

24,491,452

49,742,619

48,768,000

40,824,218

19,192,934

28,122,794

7,873,979

14.932,732

1,749,045

6,081,193°

54,319,697

7,34i,458

215,887,795

29,637,102

$3,091,127,132

60,610,352

3,862,918

565,856,829

40

53,589,944
4,231,840

51,101,964

21,408,598

565,856,829

50,672,552

33,016,486

7,108,556

26,690227
128,356,199

59,051,815

16,851,852

11,867.406

143,705,798

49,661,455

31,859,936

32,315,337

32,746,445

46,654,521

.10,8%8,141

51,260,748

72,506,484

117,260,239

53,056,777

27,781,135

65,571,994

11,318,317

22,465,401

7,759,749

.8,832,304

71,090,441

20,096,197.

198,140;b42

84,870,156

$341,132,803

6,688,878

.
0

122,400,000

0

754,353

0

0

26,708,236

0

0

0

0

713,145

0

0

0 0

.51,200,000

8,225,281

4,233,154

4,145,992
0

0

150,000

10,343,750

7;948,750

13,555,408

4 ,656,174

0

0

0

0

-0. °
.0

0

, 0

122,400,000

0

$1,045,654,433

20,503,028

693,303

96,313,252

11,628,305

693,303

'. 19,457,702

5,007;229

88,766,442

27,198,498

19,286,237

3,286,268

13,359,106

33,774,442

14,003,069

2,865,274

3,9Q1,683

63,235,147

36,770,467

20,915;

16,984,07

16,826,515

11,410,006

4,516,395

16,493,199

58,405,226

38,074,446

21,673,317

10,060,261

25,282,283

4,401,940

89125,063

2,577,260

8,63q,696

t,7,(Af;r2.4

4035,643
96,313,252

23,494,583

$6,083,829,418

119,290,773

6,778,945

814,053,443

/

88,676,806

6,278,945

82,209,128

38,064,077

814,053,443

109,466,690

67,394,062

13,135,478

. 48,490,590

203431,441
96;782,633

23,653,127

21,428,120

337;084,219

136,528,862

89,669,823

71,517,092

69,683,613

80,898,513

24,480,418

102,589,149

188,603,079

211,658,093

120,210,48(,

57,034,330

118,977,071

23,594,236

45,523,19t

12,086,054

23,54411,93

141,457,267

31,475,298

632,741,089

138,001,841

$ --

1,111

793

1,378

1,092

1,073

1,348

900

1,285

1,281

1,065

834

1,378

1,292

1,030

, 981

881

1,277

1,047

1,186

939

952

826

1,019

1,160

d 961

943

1,094

$ 970,

1,029

1,07]

979

1,357

949

1,043

1,014

1,213

1,150

--

0.8685

0.4799

1.2867

1.0931

0.5617

1.2867

1.0232

1.0634

0.9093

0.7981

0.8925

0.5714

1.0408

'0,9775

1.2271

0.7998

0.8621

0.8905

0.9281

0.9810

1.2674

0.9490

0.6036

0.9983

0.5051

0.7944

0.9152

1.1612

0.8496

0.8933

0.8141

1.0517

0.5022

0.7569

0.9933

0,7474

0.9687

--

0 4272
.

00.17:0

0.4325

0.1831

0.4869

0.4468

0.3242

6,4507\
0.4 966

0.4148

0.2569

0.3831

0.3811

0.3528

0.3569

0.4946

0.5666

0.5983

0.5380

0.6718

0.4017

0,3357

0.4995

b.3109

CIO=
0.5956

00.1:

00.7172635

0.771::0

0.3591

0.5134

0.3729
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* Table 46 (Concluded)

o

Total OE, State,

Total Aid/ and Institu-

InatitutIonal Aid/ Gross tional Aid/* t $
0

**
State OE Aid Other Federal State Aid Ate Total Aid ' FTE tt Need" GrossoNeed00

0

ly 27,034,425 $1,212 1.2706' 0.7990,...--,...

237,321-,361 930 0.7929'' 0.4129

83,800,418 983 0.8262 0.3397

81,306,399 1,264 0.9334 0,3616

326,692.387 1,219 0.7749 0.5163

41,284,498 1,371 0.7598 0.4756,:

59,898,383 '183 0.8381 0.2685

23,701,576 1,047 0.8639 0.5488

97,218,859 925 0.8460 0.3783

128,363,425 1,047 1.0404 13.400

,44,665,705 793 0.5917 0.2203

17,016,399' ` 887 0.4799 0.3709

121,916,652 1;238 1,01566 0.6588

. 124,787,782 1,145 1.0276 0.3686

41,902,920 932 1:0754 0.5738

127,276,039 1,009 0.7585 0.3930

12,554,652 1,310 ;J.9516 0.5518 '

North liakot¢ $ 14,0114,962 $ 10,035,099 0 $ 2,884:364,

011Io 54c941,497 113,727,002 $16,000,000' 47,654,862

Ok4and/na. 16,946,256 49,346,413 0 18,507,749

Ode.gon 16,309,748 49,805,766 1,295,274 13,895,611
Pennsy1van'la 116,25'9,42 109,046,704 58,532,049 42,321,652

Rhode Island 12,468,903 15,441,686 539,400 12,834,509

South Carolina 10,647,379 40,709,276 150,000 8,391,728

South Dakota 10,640,213 8,569,942 0 4,291,421

Tennessee 24,984,354 53,750,934 1,170,771 17,312.800

Texas 70,065,467 200,530,129 3,000,000 54,767,829

Utah 10,411;000 28,035,185 0 6,219,520

Vermont 4,782,171 3,862,918 ,2,3801,343 5,990,967
Virginia 55,920,655 52,468,425 0-- , 13,527,572

Washington 26,390,207 4 80,030,265 684,200 17,683,11p

West Virgin 14,247,408 19,545,079 425,000 7,685,433

Wisconsin
1

42,534,118 61,330,899 i 4,921,523 181490,D99

Wyoming
.

2,576,178 5,g60,i75 - -0 4,692,199

*SEOG, CWS, NDSL, and GSL dollars obligated'FY1972 and allocated FY1973 (Factbook). Dolling to gradhete students,

students attending proprietary schools, end dollars loaned by colleges acting as lenders Were subtracted Scam the
Factbook's GSL data.,

Social Security and veteran benefits to college students (U.S. Dept. HEW, Social Security Administration% Office

Research and Statistics FY1973 and Veteran benefits, 1973. Monthly awards wore multiplied by 9.5 to produce the
yearly amount given.

State aid 1972-1973 ( "Undergraduate Comprehensive State Scholarship Grant Programs" by Josephloyd).

tt

Institutional aid FY1973 (Trip ite. tape, FY1973).

The sum of. OE aid, other federal, state, and institutional aid FY1973.

Total aid divided by full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate degree credit students FY1973 (FTE La frompfgher
Education General Information Surveys (HELLS) TRNST73B].

a
.

"Ty6x1 aid, Column 5, as a percent of grim,' need:" For dependent students, gross need equals direct educational co

tuition and fees plus books and supplies) plus meals and housing minus parental contribution and self-support. F

independent students, groat need equals direct educational costs and maintenance budget minus annual income,

§
Since social security and veteran benefits may be regarded as entitlements, they are not included es aid ha

n

0

9
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Summary and Conclusions

O

The non-OE student-aid programs provided $5:7 billion of

student aid in FY1973.

1

Veterans

In FY1973 the Veterans Administration provided $3.2 billion

of student aid to nearly 1.5 million students.

GIs differ from other undergraduates in a number of ways:

The average age for a veteran attending college was

1.0 FY1973; thus he is older than the average

un ergraduate.

- The family income of veterana is lower than that of

college students in general.

Veterans are from more disadvantaged backgrounds

than other students.

- Veterans are more likely to be minority.

Of the veterans, 10 percent participate in the Guaranteed

Student Loan program, whileIewer participate in other 'aid'

programs.
. .

Of the veteran trainees in'higher education, 81 percent are

in Tublic colleges, compared to 74 percent of all FTE under-

graduates.

Of the totaltGt enrollment, 36 percent are in community

colleges, while only 20% pf the FT undergraduates are

enrolled there.

Any significant decline in the.number of veterans will have

the most impact on western states, largepublic.colleges;

and community colleges. 6.

82,,
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Federal"Suppoi4l to Uniyeesitleaand Colleges

ThetNSraccounted. for $3.7 billion of aid to institutions

1.n FY1973; most of this money went to graduate students in

.research and professional education.

Of the ingtitutione, 4 percent receive 67 percent of the

funds.

The federal aid is distributed mainly,,to universities in

the Pacific and the middle Atlantic regions.

Private colleges receilzed, on the average, )rvaller grants

than public. y.

Federal support fbr graduate students in the sciences declined

$134 million between 1971 and 1973; nqarly a 40-percent reduc7,

tion.

Since 1971-1972, there has been a 10-percent4overall decrease

in the number of federAlly supported full-time graduate

students.

.Continuingdecreases will affect the iveraities in the

wealthier slates and the more Nor -do students most

directly.

Social Security

qver 606,000Atuden in postsecondary institutions received

0:23 milli n in S ial Security benefits during FY1973.

For FY19 3, tih median income of Social,Security recipients

attehd'ng col ege

$ ,550 f public two-year institutions

$6,33 for, public four-year institutions.

- $7 X30 for private our-yearinstitutions.

laps wofild be .increased by approximate $1,000" if

$1 04month allowed in student benefitskere included.
1.

e perdentage of FTE students receiving Social Security ,

benefits varied betweeg states. Le;sthan 5 percent o,f fhe-

FTE students in New Hampshire, Kansas, Vermont, D.C.', ancr

Utan'beceived Social Security benefits, compared to over

12 percent in peine and Arlsansas:

83

100



State Programs of Student Aid

In 1974-1975 nearly 800,D00 students werefaided with $457

million from state comprehensive programs,

The average individual grant was $572.

Five states; New'York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, California,

New Jersey; account for nearly 70 percent of the total award

dollars.

The availability of state' grants is increasing in both dollars

and geographic location.

Department of Defense

The DoD student aid programs cost the milita y an estimated

' $301,846,000 in 1975; including pay to stude s and direct

costs'

ROTC projectel enrollment is 66,546 in 1976 d 67,706 in

are authorized annually

officers and enlisted

colleges each year in

1977.

5,000 health professional scholarships

through 1977, and over 3;000 full-time

men are expected to enroll in civilian

FY1975, FY1976, and FY1977.

Institutional Aid

Over $1 billion dollars were provided in institutional aid

during FY1973.

These funds were most likely to be reZelved bY students in

private four-year institutions and least likely in public

two-year.

1 I.
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V ACHIEVING NATIONAL STUDENT ASSISTANCE OBJEC7IVES

As ment oned throughout this report, the primary purpose or objecttve

of the Offic of Education's higherfeducation assistance,programs.is to

remove the financial barrieis that might otherwise keep qualified indi-

viduals from receiving some form of postsecondary educat,ion. It is un-

clear from the current debate otkfitUdent aid what' this goal means exactly;

different constituencies have implicitly defined the goal in different

ways. Therefore, it Is difficUltftto assess the degree to which.this

general objective is being. achieval by the present student aidiprograMs

Even more difficult is the formulation'of alternative student aid pack-
,

ages to. increase fhe achievement s the goal, "remove the financial bar - 1

riers." .Beforg attempting to ormulate alternative student aid pack ages,

several: alternative stat ens of goals should be examined.

The federal ernment has three broad levels of control over the

f/) I. ,?diStribution student aid:

7 e total number of dollars appropriated: / , ,----- ,

.-N

.The prOportiofizof'the total aid split between alternative

prograMs.

The rules and regulations governing each'indiViddal program,
.,.

/

Beyond these parameters, the actual distribution of federal student

aid dollars depends upon the decisions made by administtlors at thou"sands

of colleges and universities And by millions of students and potential

students. The basic problem confronting the federal, government is to -J

manipulate the distribution of student aid across categories of institu-

tions and students in ways that will achieve a desired objective.
\I.

10 2
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The earlier chapters of this reporthave described in detail the

current distributions of".federal student aid programs. In this chapter,

these distributions will be,examined with refiipectto alternative national.`_

objectives, and efficient2packagS of aid will be foimulated. The effi-
.

cient student aid packages are derived so that each package represents

the minimum level Of federal dollars needed to meet a specific objec-
/,

tive; given the estimated response o. student aid officers and students.

Each package is described in terms of the decision parameters outlined

D
above: total dollars, pro m mix, and individual program regulations.

As noted in earlier c pters alternative sources of data uSed for the
..

,

inCpmedistrib on of otudents and.aid.recipients,,,alterfaive procedures
. . k

for inc g independent Students, and;the disaggregati n of the anal sis

state will lead to
, 9
different need and expected aid di tributions. 1h il

tt,

this chapter, the distribution of dependent students by parental income

categories as reported in the Tripar Stddent'Aid Ap lications is

cused, independent studepts are excluded, and n tional a grefte data

are.used. Alternative parental income distrib tions o uld be used and

independent students could lb included in a variety

approach would remain the same.

Specification of Student Aid Objectives: Calculatina.

Financial. Need and Preference Weighting

ways. The basic

Quantifiable objectives are useful criteria for assessment in eval-f

uating alternative packages.of student aid programs. Since financial

need is a nebulous concept subject to a variety of interpretations, it
)

is helpful to separate the specifications of possible objectives into

two components:

' The procedure for calculating financial need.

The preference weighting givenoto students with different

charaoteristicsi

86.
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In. previous' chapters, gross financial; eed (for dependent students)
) '5

has been deUned as the total.cost:ofattendance minus the expeted pa--

rental,contribution and the student's ownocontribution. This definition

is certainly the basic', accepted approaPn to catculaq-ng financial need;

However, for purpbses of federal policy, other definitiondmay,be more

apprtpriate. For instance, financial need may be defined to equal:

4.

0

The total cost of attendance minus tuition, expected parental

Jcontribution,oand the student's own contribution. The,argu-

ment for this definition might be thatItuition expenses

shoUld be covered froM institutional and state resources and

not by the federal government.

The total cost of attendance with tuition' set at the level

of,the average public fout-yea t tnsiitutiOn'in the nati

regardless of the type4of institution attended, minu ex-
6

pected parental contrinntion and the students ow contribu--

ticin. This definition of financial need may be favored by

groups concerned about public subsidization of private
tuition.

The total cost of atteodanCe minus expected parpntal_contribu-

tion, the'student's own contribution, and, the expected

amounts of institutional and state aid available. The ra-

tionale for this definitionits that the federal government

should attempt to make financial assistance available that

will supplement other sources of aid in away that leads.to

achievement of national objectives.,
11/

These alternatives illustrate some of the variations that are con-

sistent With different-I.deas about the federal government's role in-pro-
,

,riding aid to students. In addition, all of these definitions can be
7

` varied throUgh the specification of a particular expected family contri- 7

bution schedule, and the federal government may choose to inclu4 such

a schedule in the rifles and regulions for ekch aid program. Table 47
r0

shows the distribution of current OE funds along with distributions of

financial need for each of these alternative definitions.

The seeond component of student aid objectives 6ecifieg-'preference

weightings for different types of students. Since federal aid will most

likely be insufficient to meet the needs (however defined) of all students

(and potential students), either all students will have to receive some

87
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,Table 41

DISTRIBUTIONS OF CURRENT OFFICE" 0 EDOCATION PROGRAMS

AND ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF FINANCIAL NEED

(Percentages)

Type of

Institution

.Pbblic four-year

Public two-year

Private four-year

Private two-year

All institutions

Family

Income

Current

OE Gross

Programs Need

Need

less

Tuition-.4

4

Need Less

Tuition at

Average,

Public"

Four-Year

Insti-

tution

Need Less

tional and

State Aid

$0-$6,000

$6,000-0,000

$6,o00ls12,ob0

$12,000+

$0-$6,000

$6,000-$9,000

$9,000-$12,6004

$12,000t

$0-$6,000

$6,0004$19,000

$9,000-$1 2000

$12,000+

$o=0,00o

$6,000$9,000

$9,000-$17;000

$12;00o+

$07$6,000

$6,000-$9,000

$9,000-$12,po0

$12,000+

26.8%

11..7

7.7

8.9

4.5.

2,8

2.4

10 6

9.6

4,-,

4.7

7.5

1.4

0.7

0.4

0.3

41.7

23.5,

15.6',

19.2

15.1%

13.9

13.4

0.0

4.9

4.4

3.2

0.Q

10.2

11.3

11.2

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.1

30.9

29.3

28.4

11.3

22.2%

19:8

18.4

0.0

7.1

6.1

4.3

0.0

7.2

6.8

0.5

,0.5

0.4

0.0

37.0

33.2

29.9

o.b

21.1%

19.5,

18.7

0.0

"6.1

4.5

0.0

7.2

7.0'

7.4

0.0

0.5.

0.4

`0.0'

35.7

33:1

0.0

.12.77

14.2

15.4

0.0

5.0

5.0

:3.9

0.0.

9,6

12.8

12.0

0.6

0.6

0.6
S)

0.1,

25.a

29.4

32'.7

12.1.

45
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equal proportiOn of their need nr preferehces iiill'ave tofl3e -given to

Certain types of students. The most likely characteristic upon which
, , et

preferences are 'made is family income. It is difficult to'imagine that

the.federal goiernment wtuld propose student aid programs tk)t gave pref-
.

erence to male students over female students ;jet° white students_over
4 :1

black students. On the other hand, it is cOnceivable'that-preference might-

be given to poor students over those from higher-income families. ' The
ta

federal government may be more concerned with providing financial assis-

tance to the loWeat-income student than to m - and high-income students.

By formulating national. student aid objectives in )terms ofiNthese

two components, financial need and income preference weightings,\ one cane

quantify a variety of goals that would be.consistentyith several diverse
1

viewpoints about the role of the federal government
0
AnprOviding student

1

aid. In addition, current.programa can be examined with respect to these

explicit objectives and alternative aid packageb.can he fo6ulated:that.

will achieve the goals with the least Amount of federal resources.

P
Alternative Distributions of Need and the Distribution

of Current Office of Education Programs

An examination of current program diitributions with rewect t

the different definitions of financial need pr ovides a, base for the

formulation of alternative programs. 'Table 47 compares the current

distribution of OE programs (SEOGJ CWS, NDSL, GSL, and' BEOG) across

insti utional and parental income categories with, the distrilxition

of .tnancial need under alternative definitions. The aggregate distribu-

1'

for all institutions 4 family income'd

current OE programs distribute proportionally

R. 89
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tegories shOw that the

More funds, relative to



, ..

any of the need definitions, to, thel.owest ($Q-$'6,900) .incomestudents
,:-

.6 i ,

X and the highest .($12,000+) income "Eifudents, while the middle ($,000-

$12,000) income students receive te.°Eis aid relative to financial needs.

-Since these need definitions may lie"inappropriate, this result-does not
// , .

mean that the cu rent programs are undesirable. Table 47 does imply that
. /

if one of the.speCified financial 'need definitions is appropriate for
, . .

.

defining future .student aid Objectives, and 411 students ate to be given

pual'preerente, then the OEpackage of OE programs may not be an

efficient
\
moons of accomplishing these national objectives,

If'the d inition of financtalpneed (less tuition) is used and if

the following p eference for low- income groups Is i

7
osed:

1

Parental Income-

$0*6160
$6,00049,000

$9,000=q2,00Q
$12,000,

Preference'.

100% of need is to
.

be met

70% Of need is to be met,,

50% of-needjs to be met

Nopreterence.

then the currentset' Of programs matches the objective more closelyfor

the $0-112,00 income categories. -" Only the highest income category,re7,

ceives an am unt of aid inconsistent with the above objective.

.Before developing a methodology. for constructing alternative 'petit-
-

ages of student aid programs' to acilieve speciftedfbjectives., the dis-

tributions of. in ivaid Orograms should be amined,brieflY.' The

five OE programs are illustrated in TabLe 48. Sinc
.

\these distributions i

. ,
are quite different from ane another, it may

.

be posd
\

ble to achieve cer-
.,

tarn objectives by re- ,allocatingre-,aocating funds among ,i-existing.Programs
/1

°'J 4

rather than designing new pregrarh.

I
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S

The Analytical Model

Financtal.aid packages developed in this chapter are,constructed as
.

efficient combinations of OE student aid prOgraMs.;.A Student aid pack

age4: defined as "efficient" when the particular objective ts achieved
,

a
.

with- t1' leasteast-amount of totaraid. The least-costateproach is necessary

since 'the federal governmenA t does not have complete controt'O'Ver the

distiibutdon of student aid.',4S, mentioned before,"the'decision and'aC-
a

tions of many organizations and individuals strongly inTlUenc the actual
,

aid distribUtion. 'From the federalgovernment,'s perspective, it is 'ad-.7'

vantageouftO minimize factors that tend to aistribute.--more aid to some
.10 a

sectors than .is necessary to meet national objectives.

To determine'the least-cost package of aid appmpriate to
e

structure the computational model as ,a linear programming (LP) problem.

The. objective is to minimize the sum of the dollars appiOpriated to each
,, 1 , E o

A

of the individual student aid programs. The constraintsAre structured

to ensure that -6. specified measure of financial need is met for each of
,

the 16 institutional andfamily income categories." The LP model is

formally described in Table 4-9". The IP variables (the X's) represent
. ,

.

4

the dollars of aid that should be appropriated to each program in the

'packageto efficiently accompaish a specified objective.

o . .
.

The basic 6tructUre ofthe mpdel_shown in Table 49' can be used.;to
, . --

calcdlate the-degree Co Whit' any particular package of aid.might.meet
t''' .

' the level*,of peed across the..16 institutional/income-sectors. these
'It

. .

calculations can be done fairly. easily by.hand without a linear program:-.

'

ti

cOmputer.piogram.' Jill-the a ts,showh id Table49 are given In

Table 48. .For..example, all =Q.238, al2.= 0.347, Wndoi61 = 0,003. With
,

these coefficient's (the a- s) and specified levels of aid in each of-the
, , x ,

ij

programs (the,X s), it is simply a matter of multiplication.to calCulate
.

.

the expettedamount of aid distributed to each sector, which/can then be

comiared to the levels of need. for example, a package of $100 million

92
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SI h

O

Takde 49

TFLE' LINEAI P. OGRAMMINd MODEL

Minimize: . . Xi + X3 + X5.

,

Subject to: a
11

+ a
).22

.+ rq

a21X1
+
a222- ?23X3 a24X4

4

where.

X +a
14
X
4

+a25 X
3

y

a

11(1.±3162X2 a163X3'4- li64X4 4,:a1655 .16
,

= BEOG dollars

e

= SEOG dollars
/

X
3

= CWS dollars

X
4
= ND$L doUars

,=,Financial need - Public four-year -

$0- $6,000 family income

Y
2
"= Financial need - Public four-year-

$6,000=$9,000 family income

X
5

= GSIr dollars Y
16

= Financial need.-'Private two-year

$12,000+ family income

all = Proportion of BEOG dollars going to public four-year,

$0-$6,000 family income students

a = Proportion,of SEOG dollars going to public' four7year,
12

$0-$6,000 family income\students

a1645
= Proportion of GSL dollars irsing to private two-year,

$12,000+ family'income students.

.93

11

4

44.



in each of the five aid programs would result in $1.19:6 million of aid

being distributed to students with .parental incomes less than $6,000

attending public.. four-year institutions (0.238 X 100 + 0.347 X 100 +

.275 X 100 + 0.185 X 100 + 0.151 x 100 119.6). This procedure can be

ne over and over again with different amounts of pia in each program

until a desired level of need is met in each of the. institutional/incoMe

sectors. HOwever, it would be difficult if not impossible t o determine,

bV hand if the Specified:package of aid is efficiently meeting'the de-

sired level of need, That is, another ,gackage of federal programs may
0

meet the same levels ot need but with a smaller total amount of aid.

Linea programming techniques have been used to provide the capability

of dee'rmining'the most efficient, or least-cost, package of aid.

As outlined'below, the solution to the.LP model yields several.

types of information useful for policy analysis:

The minimum total federal cost required to accomplish'a partic-

ular objective. This. Minim* cost is simply the solution

value to, the LP problem.,

The distribution of the total federal dollars across-the five

pro rams.. The'levels of the five activities (the Ks)Andicate

the ,'''umber of dollars that, should be appropriated to each

,prog am in order to accomplish the specified objective at a

mini m cost. This information.indicates how the aid should

be packaged.at the federal level.

The slack, in the distribution process. Given the preferences

of4students and institutional aid officers for different types

of aid and the competitiveness of institutions for student aid

funds, it is likely that more money than needed will be chan-

neled 'co some institutional and income categories:before other

sectors can receive sufficient fun to meet their student

aid needs. Although current,pro ams might be modified'to be

more consistent with the: desired objectives, the change's are

likely to be relatively small in the short run. -Therefore,

the past distribution patterns of student aid will exert a

strong influence-on future distributions and substantial

amounts of "slack" are likely to result. The slack can be

calculated directly as the difference between the LP solu-

tion value (the minimum total federal cost) and the total

amount of financial need asapecified by the objective..

ti

v

94
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The. identification of institutiOnal/family. income categories

for which it is most difficult to meet financial needs, The

'shadow prices (calculat4...from the LP solution) indicate the

number of total federal dollars that could be saved if the

need in the sectors least likely to receive aid were reduced

by $1. If these'shadowprices are of significant magnitude,

further study should be undertaken to determine how the pro-

gram(s) 'shouldbe altered to shift the distribution appro-

priately.

4

\ Significant changes in the funding level.of any of the studept aid,
progka s would Obviously result in a different distribution of aid across '

instituti nal and parental income categories. -Also, enrollment, would proh-

ably be indu ed by significant increases in the level of funding An

iterative procedure to incorporate these behavioral changes into the analyt-
. 6

. ical model has been formulated, The procedure is to determine the optimal

level and distribution of the student aid programs assuming the current

program distributions; then to,,simulate the distribution for each program

with the new level of fUnding; finally to repeat the first step, using the

new distribution percentages. The model developed for simulafing the dis-
\

tribution of student aid programs across states, institUtional categories,

and parental income categories is described and'illustrated in an accompany-

ing research memorandum. The iterative procedure will approximate the

induced enrollment effects and the changes in each program's distribution

resulting from certain program specifications (maximum grant sizes es-

pecially) as well as the level of funding.

Also with the analytical model described in.this chapter, it is pos-
;

sible to calculate the, degree to which specified objectivesrcan be met

with the current level and mix of student aid programs. Two alternative

ways of examining current programs. are,

To calculate the percentage of financial need met with

the current program and the current level of funding.

To calculate the percentage of financial needmet with
the optimal program mix and the current level of funding.

95
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6 ,
Alternative Packages,of Federal Student Aid

.1

The purpose of the analytical model is to calculate "effic

packages of federal student aid programa. In this section,

packages of federal aid are formulated for alternative obje

50 shows.sevtralalternative packages-and their characteri tics. Th

distribution slack is. given in the seventh column. On the riga are

the cOnstraining.sectors, including twe of institution, parenta income

and shadow prices that indicate the federal dollars that Cnuld be aaved

if the need in the sector least likely to receive aid were reduced by $1.

To place these alternative packages in perspective, the#101-1974,mackage
fr/ '

with its distribution across the five prograMS is given at the toil) of the

' table. Currently, approximately 44 percent of the aid iS distrib ted as

grants (AEOG and SEOG), 38 percent as loans (NDSL and GSL), and th re-\

mainder,,: 18 percent as workstudy aid (CWS). .

-The first part of thts analysis attempts to construct efficien
-1

federal aid packages simply by changing the mix of current programs.

For short-run policy formulation,-this approach may berhe most, realistic

and usefuLat the present time. A second part of the analysis examines
;'.

modiflications'of current programs as well as alternative mixes of these

modified programs.

As shown in Table 50, Objective A, specified as meeting 100 percent,

of the financial need (defined as total cost of attendance minus expected

parental contribution and student's own support) for students with pa-

rental incomes of $0-$6,000, 80 percent for students with parental

comes of $6,000-$9,000, 40 percent for $9,000-$12,000, and 0 percent for_

$12,000+,is met at a minimum ambuntof aid by a package fairly,p1milar to

the current mix of federal aid. This. objective has a high degree of

preference for low-inCnme students. Several aspects of the efficient

package of aid for this objective should be toted. First, it costs a
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lot of money .to achieve'the objective,($5,228'million), Second the
1

paaage,of aid contains 55 pertent grants and 45 perc'ent loans. Given

the prOerence for low-income students, this mixture of grants and loans .

is.appropriate. Since CWS .has n distribution fairly similar to.NDSL, it

might be argued that the'45_percentsought to be split between NDSL and'

CWS. Third,. $1,376 million of aid over and abpvp the total amount of

need was distributed. This amount of aid went to institutional/income

categories at levels wen above their finarrcia need. .The most difficult

categories of students to reach with suffic =nt aid to meet the objectives

were the public four-year, $9,000-$12,00 students; the public two-year

$6,000-$9,000 students; and the priva four-year, $6,000-$9,000 students,

By examining the different ob ctives in Table 50 and the resulting
..' .

efficient packages of federal P grams, it is possible to roughly deter-
"

,

1.
..

mine.an objective that is mor- consistent with the.current"mix,of OE

student aid prOgrams,. The .w- income -only yobjective which gives pref-

erence solely to students iph Parents' incomes of less than. $6,000

(Objective B), can be mo efficiently met with an all-grant 'package.

At.the other extreme, he gross-need -objective, which gives equal ptef-

erence to all students (Objective D), can be most efficiently met with

94 percent loans a 6 percent.BaSic Grants. The current' program distri-

bution falls some ere between these two, extremes., Gross-need (100 per-

cent, 80 percent 40 percent, and 0 percent), Objective A, comes fairly

close to producing an efficient packgsge similar to the current mix of -

programs. CW comes into the package when preference is given t tudents
)

with parenta incomes under $9,000.

'41
By rearranging the mix of turrentstudent4,aid programs, 'a wide

'variety 'of objectiv can be achieved. However, as Cndicated in Table

50, consid rable slack Or excess aid may be required. This result sag-

gests'that current programs should be'redesigned or-modified to mare

closely m tch the desired objectives. This procedure is.illustrated by
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Objectives D and E in Table 50. Both, these objective are identical;

the, only difference is that the current SEOG program was considered Bor

Objective D, while a modified SEOG program was used in Objective E. This
(.)

modification was to extend the student eligibility to include students

with parental incomes'of $9,000 to $12,000. The result was that with,

the modified SEOG programs the same objective can be achieved for about'

$1 billion less than;with the current SEOG program. The new distribUtibn

,of -the modified,SEOG,programs across institutional and income,ategories

was estimated by :a student aid simulation model descriked in the accom-

panying research memorandum.

Summary and Conclusions

A useful method of formulating national objectives for student aid

is in terms of two components:

The definition of financial need.

The preference weightings given to students with Aifferent:

characteristics (levels of parental income were used in this

chapter).

With this approach a variety of o jectives can be quantified that

are consistent with several diverse view ints about the role of the

federal government in providing student aid.

The analytical model developed in this chapter yields the following
..

information:

\ - .

The minimum, total federal cost required to Accomplisha
.

particular objective.

The distr,ibution of the total federal dollars across the

five programs.

,)=

Thealack excessxcess amount of aid in the diAtribution

process. ,/

The identificaticn of institutional/family income catego -.:

ries for which it is most difficult to meet financial needs.

99

116



i.' For example, an obActive specified with financial need defined,as

the total ,eost of,attendance minus expected parental contribution-TO

student's oyn sUPport and specified as meeting:

100% ,.of the llnancialneed for students w/parental income $0-$6,000

80% Of the financial need for students. w/parental income '$6,k000,49,000

40% of the financial need-for silUdertts w /parental income .$9,000=.$12,000

0% of the financial need for,stUdents w/parental income $1,2,000 4.,+

45

Costs.$5,228,000,000.

Contains 55% grant , 45% loans. 24 '

Hasa slack of $1, 76 million Of aid that went to institu=
a ,

tional/ineome categories at Levels well above their finan-

cial need.

Is most difficult to meet thetifinana444 need,of. public

Dbur-year, $9,000-$12,000 .stuents;'Pkiblic 'two-year* $6,000-

$9,000 students; and private (tour-year' $6,000 - $9,000 studentsi

Ii
Given the large amount of slack r excess aid required to meet

specific objectives with current aid rograms,. it may be preferable to

redesign or modify the programs to tch desired'Objectives mgre'closely.

For example, it was estimated that a change in'the SEOG prOgram to in-

clude students with parental incomell of $9,000 to $12;000 would reduce

the total amount of aid necessary tfl) meet a specified objective by about

10%.

O
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or

NI CONCLUSION
. =

SpeakerS,often refer to the system of higher education in America

the postsecondary education system in this country, howe4er, the word

"system" is misleading. The decentralized nature of higher edupation,
Q1

amuch less postsecondary education, in this country "'strains the term's

definitional limits. The federal government has a diversity of policies
,

to match the complexity Of the system. It4provides nearly $14 billion
o

for postsecondary education, and these monies are distributed to programs

that range from inservice training for policemen, to sending college

teachers to Europe for--research

The Office. of Education and the related congressional committees
ks,

have attempted to develop a set of programs that strive t d a major

national goal. That goal is to imprqve low-income students' chances of
,

attending a postsecondary institution appropriate to gir
desires. This is most commonly called "access,'" order

.

goal, Several financial p.d PrOgrams have been.developed to

funds available to low-income:students who want to continue

These OE aid programs are approaching an annual appropriati

nee44a

to read

increase the

schooling.

on level of

$2.3 billion. The aim Of this report has been to describe the distribu-

tion of these OE funds and to estimate the impact of alternative distri-

buticin strategies.

Each of the federal aid programs has developed unique patterns of

distribution to states, institutions, and income categories. The. two

grant programs reach the lowest-income students, and the loans go to

sorjewhat higher-income,groups. Several points in the distribution of

the programs can account for the final allocation of funds. The three

institutional.progranis SEOG, and NDSL) are disMbuted from the
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national level to the state level and then to the institutional leVel be-

fore 'reaching the students. The other two majorprograms take a different

route. Guaranteed Student Loans are provided mostly by private lender;

directly tn.enrolled-students. Basic Grants go from'the-national level

to students.

.The distribution can be influencedat all these points. Student

aid officers are a"key element in this process.' They distribute funds

from the three institutional programs "and can also help students apply

for off - campus programs and inform them of possible student aid options.

The efticiency with which they perform these three responsibilities has

a direct effect on the amount of. aid a student or institution receives.
ti

There is a distinction between the amount of aid public and private

colleges proVide for studehts; on.the.average, private colleges apportion

more financial aid than-public colleges. This is partially explained by

the fact that private Colleges tend to invest more of their admilnistrative

effort in §ibeuring student aid. Even More important, private colleges

have mor4oinstitutional money that can be used to match federal student

aid funds.

Over. 20 percent of the FTE undergraduate atudents.attend public two-
.

year schoo b t these colleges have less than 5 percent of the institu-
;ft

tional money. Conversely, private colleges have roughly the same propor-

tion of the enrollment, bit nearly 50 percent of the institutional.-money.

This uneven distribution makes it difficulat for two-y6ar schools to. meet

federal matching requirements to become eligible for CWS, SEOG, and NDSL.

When the question of unmet need is considered, it appears that- cur-

rent student aid patterns are more advantageous to public four-year ill-

'YitutOns, which include universities as well .as'Other four-year colleges,

than to other categories of-institutions. Students in public fohr-year
D.

schools have more of their unmet need reduced by federal aid than do.
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students attending any of the other segments. Students in public

year schools have 1 ss gross unmet need per FTE student, and even at this
. ,4

level they have a smaller percentage.of their need met by student al

than students in other sectors. Evidence indicates; however, that thy

are improving their share of student aid. The ratio of qualified BEOG

applicants to all applicanta is greater for students in two -year schools

than in any other sectbr. This may result in an increasing share of BEOG

funds going to students in two-year schools in the future.

The questfon of the student aid officers' impact on the distribution,

of aid can also be seen in terms of the aid recipients' income levels.

Student aid'officers apparently give top priority to the lowest income

category. ($0-$6,000). That group of, students is more likely to get an

award, and a larger award, than .the-next highest income group ($6,000--

"$9,600). Moreover, the lowest income grdup has slightly less unmet` need
a

after the distribution of aid than does the next highest income category.

Givethe intent of the legislation, this is an appropriate outcome, but

it illuminates the financial stress on lower-middle-income families send-

ing their offspring to college.
; -

Another factor influencing the distribution of aid is the state al-
.

location formula for the thiee institutionally based.pro m The pro-

portion of students in a state with a reported family.inc me under $6,000.

is most likely related to the distribution of° CWS,, funds (r = 0-.38). The

other two institutional programs dp not show a .significant positive re-
,.

lationship with either unmet need or the proprotion oflOwer-income college

students in the state. This may be explained because the NDSL and SE00

distribution formulas use enrollment as thekey factor in allocating .

funds. ,GWS,. bn the other hand, is distributed using three factors equally:

the.number of 'Lowe -income children in the state, the number of high-

school:graduates, nd college enrollment..

6
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Evan through there is ncstate distr bution formula for pE6G, 11he

.Basic Grant funds flow to states in closet congruence with the state

enrollment of lower*inCoMe students than any other aid.prograM (r

In general,, the formulas- for d istributing the student aid ".ndaa-are less
z, uf-r, , ., _ :

likdiy popportion money to.spatea'with a high nuTher. elow-income'stu-
,

. u,,, .

, ,

.dents,than the Basic Grant 'procedure. CUrrent leg laden limits an
,

.

.

individuaatudent's Basie Grant in an academ year to'S1,500, o r One-
.

half of the attendance cOsts, whichever y4less. Deletion of the one-half

cost provigion would increase the Share of funds, going to 'students in

publicicolleges. Changing the one-half cost provision to one -half unmet

need would shift the funds slightly in favor of students in two-year pub-
* 4

lic colleges. These changes would also have an impact or the distribution

of funds to atates and geographic! regions, moving more money to the states

whic have a large number of public colleges..

The G$J, is not correlated with the ptoportion of low-incdme students

,in the states. The coope.ration,of lending agencies seems to.be more im-

portant fn the distribution of Guaranteed Student Loans than any federal

distribution policy. Low particpation in the GSL by some states increases

demand for the other aid prOgrams. States providing the least Gs', per
0

student have more low-income students enrolled than the national average.

In rank order, the low participation states are South Carolina, North 4

Carolina, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho, Arkansas, and Georgia. tatea that pro-
Rvi

vide the most GSL p er student are Il linois, Pennsylvani , New York, Colo- .

rado, and North Dakqta. These states have fewer low-income students

enrolled than the national average,
v.

These OE programs are supplemented by other need-base programs from

states and-institutions. State student aid programs have been increasing

cover the
.
last few years under the influence of the State Student Incentive

. -

Grant Program, and the availability of.these grants can be an important

104
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factor in aiding students. New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, California,

and New Jersey account for a majority of the ?tate awards.

,

When all need-based noneategorical aid is accounted for, the follow,

ing states"have-at least 55 percent of the aggregate student finanCial

,need met by aid: Indiana; ,lowa, Kentucky; Noith Dakota, Mississippi,

Virginia, West Virginif , and Wyoming. On the other extreme, Alaska,

Washington D.C.,So th Carolina, Utah, California,. Massachusetts, and

New Hampshire have less than 33 percent of the gross need met by financial

aid:. Forty-three 'percent of the national need is met by need-base fin- .-

ancial aid. -State tuition policy, cost of living factors, and federal

student aid policy interact to-nnottlly the amount of aileavailable to, stu-

dents relative to their needs, It is clear'that needy students haCre

widely differing opportunities to receive aid, depending on the state i

which they attend college.

A number of programs, provide money for students, but ate pot need

based. Money available through the Bill and Social Security fills

itqo 'this category and provides over $4 billion to students. .Even though

these programs are not need based, they tend to help low-income students.

The median family income for Social Security rectpients in postsecondary

educatiod is $6,130. Research indicates that G s also come from families

with lower than average incomes. The effect of these programs on the

distribution of OE aid can be seen in two ways. 'First, if a student re-

cei'es benefits from one of these programs, his or her eligibility for

need-based programs will be rediced. Sedond, if.these.programS are pur-

/tailed, as.is likely with the GI Bill, demandfoL the need-based pro4t-ams

will'probably increase.

The final factor that influences the distribution-afaid is the war.

'in. whidh the-need formulas are defined. The definition of financial need -

is based on the expected family contribution schedule and the costs of

attendance. There is po,empirical way to determine definitively' what

,105
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.

. families of students should pay for cotIege oro, how the'financial need
. , ,

, - .

ofcindependent'students should be eatimated.
.
Different assumptions about

4

thesel ac t ors-can make large differenceST

need on the aggregate level.

-
the estimates of financial

Cost Of attendance estimates also shoW variations by geographic are-

gioa,:which accounts partially for the differencen theunmet-need of '

4 Students in different, areas. It has been suggested that Basic Grants be

distributedusing the cost of attendance minus tuition as:the basic

factor in the'Pformula. On the-state level, :this cost varies for public

,two -year instktutions from a%loi,/ of $1,334 in Arkansas to 4 high of $2,605
^ 7 e

`1,n Alaska. In public four-year institptio'ns, the range is .$1,503 (Kentucky)

to,$2,809 (Wyoking.). The,southein states general4y show lower coat of

attendance ,minus tuition rates than the,rest of the nation.* If BEOG were

appor'tiOned according.theseco'Sts, the variance\wbUld be

factor in the diatribubd:on of funds.:

. .Current stuneat aid is di

low income and Garnet need, Grants are more' likely tb'he prOVided

a significant

ributed according to to mixed criteria -Wf

income, students,' whi..le loans are distributed to,thoge h the greatest,,..

financial need. mdibri of the alternatives, being'considered retainothi's

basic premise,, but they",Would7modify'the mix somewhat... Thpaittearch re-
.

Ported'in this doCument supPortsr,he,need-to,shift some suppbvt tb,at&;
. ,

dents in twp,year schools. This cOuld'he done by relaxing.the-matching

requirements for programs, or proyiairig additidnal 'training for 'the stun

dent,aid o licersin thess,institutions. '

The propbrtion:of students who,arepart time oefinancially

pendent, is increasing. EVidence indicates That both sets come from lower

I D.
than'average income,-grodps; yet federal stpdent aid pot ic9 is .

. .

'about resolving their financial needs Our data indicate that independent.
.

.

students'are'receiving an adequate share of the aid. .
Limited evidence '

1 ,

.

indicates that part-time studenes'are receiving insufficient. aid.

tie

4 .
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The objeclives of the current OE student aid effort are to meet a

larger sflareof the financial need Of low-income students than'those of

higherrincome students. The costs of meeting all the financial needs of

enrolled students would exceed 7 billion. The nation is not ready to

assume that level of funding for a student aid program. Each of the

current aid programs has a slightly different target population'than the

others, even though there 1s a great deal of overlap-among eligible re-
,

cipients. There is enough flexibility in current programs for different

objectives to be net by thanking the relative share, of the funding of the

programs. Any change in the d stribution to income groups, will change'

the distribution to geograph* region as well

Regardless of the particular criteria developed for the distribution

of-funds the continued evaluation of federal

be improved by better data collection. There

student aid programs can

is, an absence of data col-
.

lected"regularly about nontraditiohai institutions and proprietary schools.

In the traditional higher education segment; it ,difficult obtain

state-by-state information on student characteristics. This ,.t of in-

formation is necessary because, aid programs are expected -to the

diverse needs of the states.

HOw student Ail actually relates to access is the basic-issue under-.
,

lying the distribution of student aid. ,Simply Statedy there are no empir--

icaI'data on the relationOip between the acqessof students to post-
.

secondaryeducatia and the various cOmbinationa of student aid, tuition,

Qlevels, and the availability of institutions.

, . .

iThe fact tht there
.

la an uneven distribution of student' aid net
t. .

eive to need between stdtda, and acroSeinatitutional and parental. income

-categories regardless of, the definition of financial need used poses, the

.

most immediate task for new legislation: How can students' Chances-for

4
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gr

,

receiving financial aid be equalized across states and student character-

the_even_mate difficult, conceptual question is:

,What is_meant by equality and how should it be operational) defined?

In a preceding chapter; objectives for student aid Were SpeCified

in terms of. how financidl need is defined and calculat in -terms of .

the preference weightings given to students.with diffe nt characteris-

tics. This approach provides a means by which alternative objectives 4/4..,

can be quantitatively measured and yields criteria,by which alternative

packages of federal student aid programs can be assumed.

The federal government has three brOad levels of control over the
t

distribution of studentaid: the total number of dollars Appropriated,

the'proportion of the total'aid split between alternative programs,-and

the rules and regulations governing each individual'program. . As illus-

trated in a preceding chapter, the decisionsmade by administrators at

thousands of colleges and universities and by millions of students also

play a very latge role in determinirig the distribution of student aid.

As a result of these latter forces, it is extremely' difficult at the

nttionalleVel to manipulate the level and mix of aid in ways are

consistent with national objectives. The data and analysis described

in .this report ptovide a step towards understtnding the complexities

of eht problem and suggests ways of analyzing the distribution of cut-
e

r'ett and alternative student aid, program's- with respect to a varieti,of

objectives. The concept of _"efficient" aid packages as introduced to

illustrate the importance of designing ptckages of student ai4thai

miQimite the level of federal resources needed to accompli*cettain ob-
.

jectives, Under the current distribution of aid, a studeri#''t opportunity

te",recO.re a need based financial, aid package c anget dramatically depend-

ing upon the state in which he or the attends' c liege, the tyPeYof insti-
.

tufion attended, and his.Or het parent's 'income. The federal government
) : ,-

must play a major role in equalizing the availtbility of financial aid
.N. - .

. .
.

,

7-
- , acrOss

4
states. ,
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Appendix A

.COST OF ATTENDANCE AT POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS

IN THE UNITED STATES FY1973
*

(Dollars)

Type of Institution

Public 4' Public Private Piivate

State four -year Y1:ZET4. four -year, Evo-year Average ..........0,

Alabama

Atizona

T,314 2,925

$2,947

6,913 2,912 ''. $23:,,33396735-Alaska

$2,548 $2;504$1,662

2,726 1,869

KrfOnsas .2,0401, 1,615

3,930 1,740

1,813 2,053

2,985,

2,423\, ,

2,726California 2,218 -*C.:726 --)

2,228, 4,392,

3,097.

--tColorado 2,684 2,823

Connecticut

2,283

2,174 3,655 .-- 3,120

Delaware .,283 1,876

4,181

--t 3,308

DC 4.

Florida

2,623 _ 2,395 4,433' 3,350

242T705.2;828 2,011 4,094. , 3,080.

Georgia 2,317 2,631
---------4'."97----......... '

3,713 2,275 .

Hawaii' 2,304

Idaho 2,46'5

-1,161

2,349

3,710 21000 2,192

2,500

Illinois 2,786 2,451,

3,370

_4,120 4;477

Indiana 2,767 2,325' _ 3,479 32:09945

Iowa 2,579

2,170

1,8/7

Kansas 2,425

2,126

1,386

3,553

2,909

2,556

2,352

Kentucky 2,017 1,650 2,771

2,502

2,257 2......15.2.---

Maine . 2,700 2,745-

--t__....-- '2,20Louisiana 1;962 1,599 ,2,757

4,17S-- , -47.8817 3,075

Maryland \ 2;629 2,158. 3,967- 3,181 ,768.

Massachusetts 2,329 2,359 3, 58

Michkgan 2,808 2,352 , 3,285 ,,

4,634
302,66966' * 2,' 4

MinnAota 2,601 2,200 3,443 3,138 2,712

Missis41ppi 2,181 1,316. 2,603 .. 2,023 1,963

qontana
\\ Nebraska

2,348

' 2,522

2,443 1,804

1,992

1,893

3,199

3,805

2,702

3,194

2,023 2,620

2,482
Missouri' 2,841

\ NeVada 2,709 ;1,806 .2,850 -It 2,512 _

New Hampshire 3,098 :1,851 4,555 2-,03, 3,702

New Jersey 2,587 2,239 3,864 2,824 2,848

New Mexico 2,301 2,095 3,026 2,395

New York 3,081 \ 2,236 4,395

North Carolina 2,432 \ 1,824 3,469

3,394 3,546

North DakOta ... 2,189 ,1,763

2,408 22:40:13

-,t,,,,

Ohio 2,368 1,935

2,500

3,853 2,864

Okl,Shoma 2,391 2,011 3,487- 2,494 2,511

Oregon 3,049 2,478 3,835 2,570 2,892

Pennsylvania? 2,418 \ 2,453 4,102 2,791 3,371

Rhode Island 2,723 ,245 4,607 3,423

South Carolina 2,608 20107 3,0Q9 2,186 2,477.

South Dakota 2,158_ --t 3,169 2,668 2,395

Tennessee 2,327 1,729 3,342 2,529

oVermont `

Texas

Utah

2,284

2,805

. 1,024

2.347
i,r692°5

2,267

2,344 2,406

2,73?,

3,315 2,627 '4,092

3,604

Virginia ! 2,339

3,653

,2,432 3,389 3,034 2,575

West Virginia 2,145 , 1,802 . 3,103

3,616
2,261

2,736 'I' 2,244Washington 2,605

Wisconsin 2,878 / 2,396

1,760

2;909

Wyoming 3,320 I 2,035

3,510
...t

2,43r
--t" ! 2,786

2,706

The sum of tuition' and fees, booksand supplies, meals and housing for full-time reed-
.

dent students.

tThete are no institutions in this category in the state,
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Appendix .B

DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICE OF.EDUCATibN STUDENT AID PROGRAM DOLLARS,

BY,TYPE OF INSTITUTION, INCOME CATEGORY, AND STATE

Appendix shows" the, percentage,distribdtion of,aid dollars by type

of institution a recipient income caeegory. The upper section of the

table"for each state\indicates, the diacribution Of the institutionally

.based programs WOG, WS, NDSL) during.,FY1973.' Data fo/ theseprograms

ire from the fiscal operations-tape. Finaoial aid officers reported

the dbliars actually spent;'these figures therefore differ from appropria

tiona in the Factbook. NDSL,dollars that were being recycled-Itop loan

payments are included,in the(total shown.

The middle section. of each table'showi the distributibn of GSL dur-

ing FY1973. Dollars to gradUate'students, studenta-attending proprietaryl
schools, and dollars loaned by colleges actingas lenders were subtracted

from the Factboak's GSL data. The income distribution of aid recipients

is based on FYI972 information from the GSL office, which is the most

recent data iVeilable.'

The distribution of BEOG FY1975 is shown in the ipwer section of

each table and includes all qualified applicants as orJanuary 1975.

e, information was supplied by the BEOG officials.

In each section, the' percentages sum to 100 in 'the income category

column. The total dollars are'shown below so that their magnitude can

be-discerned. The column on the far right describes the distribution of

aid for all students by type of institution.

117

131

ti



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1

I
 
T
R
1
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
.
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
.
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
T
H
E
 
U
N
I
T
E
D
 
S
T
A
T
E
S

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
O
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
4
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
Q
.
,

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
:
'

A
l
l
 
S
t
U
d
e
n
t
s
'

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

°
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

5
3
%

5
1
%

1
3
'

-
r
o

3
2

3
7

3
2

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
`
9
3
-
3
_
"
'
Z
'

4
7
7
.

7 2

3
4
%

5

6
0

'
2

6
1
%

1
8

1
9 2

5
1
7
.
-

1
2

3
5 2

1
0
0
7

1
0
7
0

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

.

-
:
,
0
3
3
4
%
5
9
8
,
8
.
2
2
)

0
1
9
6
,
1
9
6
,
9
4
3
)

(
$
9
6
:
3
5
3
,
2
5
3
)

.
(
$
7
6
,
2
6
2
,
6
1
0
)

(
$
1
5
6
,
 
6
6
2
,
 
2
2
1
)

(
$
8
6
0
,
0
7
3
,
8
6
9
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
.
7
3

5
1
%

5
1
%

/
)

5
3
%

5
1
%
.

5
2
%

-

5
2
%

2
9
,

2
7

:
2
2

1
4

2
1
 
-

2
2

1
8

2
0

2
3

.

3
3
.

2
5

2
5

2
2

'

2
2

2

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
.

2

'

1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%

-
'

1
0
0
%

(
0
6
,
8
6
5
,
9
7
7
)

(
$
1
2
6
,
5
6
0
,
4
3
2
)

(
$
1
3
0
,
7
6
%
,
6
6
7
)

'
(
$
Q
3
8
,
2
9
9
,
4
-
.
)

(
$
6
9
,
4
7
6
,
7
9
0
)
'
 
(
$
7
7
1
,
9
6
4
;
3
3
2
)

.
.
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
3
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

6

T
o
t
a
l

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

4
3
%

4
3
%

3
0

2
9

2
1

2
2

6

4
3
%

2
8
.

2
2

2
.
5
%

3
9
%

5
6 9

1
9

-

1
0

7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.
'

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-

1
0
0
%
,

(
$
1
7
2
,
6
8
8
,
0
8
7
)

(
$
8
3
,
0
0
3
,
1
5
6
)
-

(
$
4
3
,
5
8
1
,
5
3
6
)
,

0
1
4
,
9
0
4
,
9
0
4
)
-
 
-
x
-
(
$
7
8
,
7
5
1
;
6
8
9
)

(
$
3
9
2
,
9
2
e
7
7
2
)

6
-

/
.



1
.

T
a
b
l
e
 
1
3
1
2

-
 
D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
A
L
A
B
A
M
A

t

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

°
.

$
0
-
$
6
'
0
0
0

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
4
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
u
l
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
1

1

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
4
%

4
6
7

\
6
1
7

5
5
7

6
8
%

4
8
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
0

8
5

5
-
1
1

'
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
3

.
4
1
 
'

2
7

3
2

I
6

.
3
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
4
'

7
8

5
4

.
v
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

.

F '
'
C
i

r
a
r
a

O
a

qD

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
,
;
(
t

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
X =

.
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
p
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
p
r
i
v
a
t
e

tw
o-

ye
ar

'.
T
o
t
a
l

(
$
9
,
1
4
6
,
8
8
0
)

-
.
,
4
5
7

3
2

2
2 1

c
-

(
$
3
,
2
0
7
,
1
8
1
)

4
9
%

\
3
1
.
54
 
.

1

'

4
(
$
1
,
1
4
7
,
6
1
0
)

;

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

-
 
(
$
3
6
4
,
1
0
7
)

7
9
7

1
1 9 1

(
$
1
,
3
9
0
,
4
7
7
)

'

6
1
%

2
4

'

1
4
, 1

.

(
$
1
5
,
2
5
6
,
2
5
5
)

.
5
8
%

2
6 1
5

-
1 

g

6
3
%

.
.
,

2
4 1
2 1

1
0
0
7
,

1
0
6
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
7

'

0
2
,
8
8
6
,
3
4
9
)
,

N
0
1
,
6
4
3

(
$
1
,
2
9
7
,
6
7
7
)

°

0
2
,
0
1
6
,
9
6
P
)

7

-

(
$
7
7
;
8
2
8
)

'
0
8
,
6
4
2
,
5
3
9
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

/
7

.
:
c

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
0
7

4
0
%

4
0
7

4
0
7

1
8
7

3
7
7

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
3

,
,
2
1

.
2
1

2
3

'
5
1
 
.
.

2
6
.
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

'
 
3
0

'

3
0

'
3
9

.
3
0

,
.
.
J
6

s
2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

-

7
7

7
7

1
6

8

T
o
t
a
l

-

1
0
0
%
 
'

1
0
0
7

1
6
0
%

,
1
0
0
7

1
0
6
7
.

'
1
1
0
0
W

(
$
5
,
8
0
2
,
1
1
6
)

(
$
1
,
8
3
8
,
3
5
9
)

'

0
8
8
7
,
6
8
1
Y

(
$
2
2
1
,
9
4
1
)

(
$
1
,
2
0
9
,
2
1
9
)

0
9
;
9
5
9
4
3
1
6
)

0



_
_

,

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
.
3

D
I
S
T
1
I
B
U
T
I
O
/
i
0
i
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
A
L
A
S
K
A

.

T
y
p
e
 
o
i
,

,
.
'

-
I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

-
^
.

n
s
i
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
-
V
-
'

' i
,

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0
°

$
6
,
0
0
0
 
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

'
$
9
,
0
0
6
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
;
0
+

.
I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

1
-

,

C
W
S
P
;
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.
.

=
-
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
2
%

3
2
%

4
8
%

8
%

3
5
%

3
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
0

09
0

5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
y
e
a
r

6
7
.

6
8

5
2

9
2

6
0

6
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

0
'

0
0

0
-
-
,
.

-
-
,
,
,
,

-
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

10
07

.

1
.
$
1
3
3
,
9
9
7
)

(
$
6
2
,
2
1
4
)

F
(
$
2
7
;
0
3
)

,
(
$
6
9
,
6
3
0
)
'

(
$
3
2
0
,
2
e
)

(
$
6
1
3
,
8
4
2
)

T
o
a
l
-
-

1
.
.
4

t
i
a
,
e
.

1-
,

tv 0
R
u
g
l
i
c
l
-
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
-
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

,

.
'

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

\
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
 
t

_
'
T
o
t
a
l

0

'
.

5
3
%

'

2
2
 
=

1
7 8

\

,
G
k
.
,
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

'
'
'

'
'
.

'

/
5
7
%

2
9

1
2

'
.

2
,

,
'

4
8
%

3
7

1
1 4

4
9
%

3
5

1
2 4

3
4
%

4
0
%

-
6
0

-

A
-

.
4
8

4
,

g

2
4

1
00

%
_

(
$
3
6
,
0
4
6
)

4
8
%

-

1
9

1
7

1
6

'
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

0
1
8
,
0
2
4
,
 
f
f
-
,

($
13

,9
32

)
-

,
-

.

-
-
,
.
'
 
. '
1
1
E
0
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

1
0
0
7
 
-

0
4
2
,
5
7
D
#

48
%

,
1
9

.

1
7

1
6

10
0%

,
(
$
1
0
;
9
3
5
)
'

4
.

1*
.
2
5 1
9

'

4

1
0
0
%

($
12

1,
50

7)
.

4
9
%

-
'
,
'
2
0
.
,

i
e
,

1
4
.

,

4
8
7

.
4
8
k

1
9

1
9

1
7

17
1
6

1
6

-

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
3
1
,
0
9
8
)

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
2
,
8
6
4
)

(
.
$
2
5
,
4
6
9
)

1
0
0
%
-
,

(
$
1
6
,
0
5
5
)

1
0
0
%

($
66

,8
42

)
10

0%

($
30

2,
32

8)



T
y
p
e
 
o
f
-

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
 
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
;
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
e
n
d
e
n
t

p
P

T
a
b
l
e
 
1
1
-
4
4

-
-
-
-
,
,
,
,
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

\
-

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E

F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
,
i
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

g
.

F
O
R
 
A
R
I
Z
O
N
A

I
n
c
o
m
e
-
C
I
l
e
g
o
r
y

ea

I

1

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

.
2

P
r
i
V
a
t
e
-
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

6
7
%

7
4
%

2
8

2
2

.

4
.

4

0
0

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

7
8
%

6
6
%

'
6
3
%

1
6

2
9

3
2

2
-

3
/
0

4
-

2

T
o
t
a
l

2
7
a
7
L
j
o
m
.

°
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
-
:
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
I

(
$
1
,
5
9
4
,
3
4
3
)

(
$
8
7
7
.
0
8
)

(
$
6
1
8
,
0
4
3
)

(
$
1
,
9
0
5
,
7
0
0
)

(
$
7
;
5
1
3
,
6
2
7
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
8
%
.

5
7
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

4
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
1

-
1
0
0
%

F
Y
I
9
7
3

7
6
%
,

2
1

'
-
'
0
1
'
,
7
4
3
,
7
6
4
)

(
$
8
0
7
,
1
3
8
)

(
$
6
6
9
,
0
1
9
)

(
$
1
,
 
*
2
1
2
7
)

(
$
4
2
6
,
8
8
2
)

6
4
7

,
6
0
%

3
4

1
7

2
2

1

p
o
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
,
7
4
3
,
1
3
0
)

P
u
b

c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
9
%
,

3
9
%

,
.

b
l
i
c
.
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

A
4
9

4
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
8

8

P
r
i
g
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
s

4

T
o
t
a
l

i
p
o
%

t
o
n

,
(
$
1
,
3
5
4
,
6
2
0
)

(
$
7
5
9
,
5
2
2
)

j
-
 
0
4
0
9
,
0
2
1
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

3
9
%

4
9 8 4

3
5
7
.

5
1
 
,

6

i
i
0
0
.
%

1
0
0
7
.
.

1
0
0
%

(
4
1
4
9
,
6
6
5
)

(
$
8
7
2
,
5
9
2
)

.
(
$
3
,
5
4
5
,
4
2
0
5



T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

T
a
b
l
e
;
B
 
-
5

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
p
E
N
T
.
A
I
D
'
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
,
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
-
 
A
R
K
A
N
S
A
S
 
-

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

-4
3

$
6
,
0
0
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
 
-
 
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.
% P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

_
7
1
%

'
'
'
.
.
-

6
7
7

6
0
%

4
8
%

-
6
3
%

'

.
6
7
%

'
P
u
b
l
i
c

tw
o-

ye
ar

1
1,

1
1

. .
1

1
,
.

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
.
y
e
a
r

.
,

2
1

-
-
2

3
7

5
6

.
3
4

2
6

,
_
_

A

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
'
 
-

7
,

5
-

3
-
 
1

'
,
.
:
,

3
t

,
 
e

5

1
s

T
o
t
a
l

1
6
0
%
_

1
0
0
%

,
-
,
,
:

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

\

1
0
0
%

1
-
4
:
,

(
$
5
,
2
6
8
,
5
7
3
)

(
$
-
-
7
-
1
-
7
§
)

(
$
6
9
5
,
4
8
3
)

M
4
0
,
9
4
4
)

0
1
,
2
7
9
,
1
3
2
)

0
9
,
1
2
1
,
8
9
8
)

I
v

4
,
.

C
.

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1

,

,
-
Z

FY
19

73

P
u
b
l
i
e
f
o
u
r
y
e
a
r

,
8
2
%

i,9
7

8
4
%

7
7
%

13
07

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
5

4
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
y
e
a
r

1
1
 
i

=
1
2

1
1

2
0

-

4
3
.

'
-
-
-
,
.
_

L
4

.
 
P
r
i
v
a
t
e

o
-
y
e
a
r

4
-

3
1

0
3

2

I
n
d
e
p
e
h
d
e
n
t

-
A
l
i
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

7-
-

.0
'
,
.
 
T
o
t
a
l
.

i
.

1
0
0
%

5

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
4
9
1
5
,
8
8
1
)

(
$
5
5
8
,
5
2
8

(
$
5
1
0
,
8
8
2
)

(
$
6
6
1
,
7
6
3
)

'

(
$
2
6
1
,
7
9
5
)

.
-
,

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
5
%

7
5
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
5

5
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
=
y
e
a
r

1
5

1
5

,
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
,

5
5

'

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
Q
%

w
a
%

0
2
;
4
7
8
,
6
2
5
Y

2
-
-
(
$
1
,
0
1
W
2
8
8
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

-
-

7
5
%

5
t

1
5 5

,
(
$
4
2

0
1
)
-

a
`
1
,
0
%

(
8
2
,
9
0
8
4
.
8
4
9
)

7
5

,

7
6
3
%
 
:

7
3
%

.
7

5
1
3

-
6

'
1
5

1
5
'

-
1
5
:

,

5
-
-
.

,
5

-
,
-
-
-
-

.
.
.
,
,
,
,
,
.
,

1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1 '
(
$
1
0
4
,
2
0
)

(
$
5
1
9
i
3
7
3
)

-
(
$
4
,
5
3
9
;
1
6
9
)



-

D
IS

T
R

IB
U

T
IO

N
 O

F 
ST

U
D

E
N

T
 A

ID
' P

R
O

G
R

A
M

S 
:B

Y
 T

Y
PE

 O
F 

IN
ST

IT
U

T
IO

N
- 

A
N

D
 I

N
C

O
M

E
C

A
T

E
G

O
R

Y

FO
R

 C
A

L
IF

O
R

IC
II

A
.

°
-

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
,

"
I
n
c
o
n
f
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
'

.
0

I
n
s
t
i
t
b
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
x
`
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
-
,
0
0
0
.
t
$
9
,
0
0
0

$9
,0

00
-$

12
,0

00
$1

2,
I
-
k
r
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
ll

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

-

sr
.
.

G
W

SP
, N

D
SL

,.S
E

O
G

 P
Y

19
73

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
8
%

-
52

7
°

' 4
8%

u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

29
21

1
4

v
-
 
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
=
y
e
a
r

23
27

' 3
8-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
.
.
.
y
e
a
r

.
-

0
'

0

1
6
0
0
%

-
T
o
t
g
l

.
'
1
0
0
%

.

1
0
,
0
.
'
4

.

1-
.1

"
.

($
23

,8
94

,2
62

)
'

61
2;

21
9,

83
4)

64
,-

55
5,

.8
72

,)

.C
.!

.?
-

n.
)

L
.a

.
,

,s
.

.:

(2
,

42
%

.

:4
8 

-
.

U

A
°

51
%

28
7,

.
.

.,
17 1

($

50
 %

-

26 23
,

1

39
0

10
0%

'

65
7,

14
8)

-

,
J.

,
.
1
0
0
 
%
;

',(
$2

6,
.3

14
2,

28
0)

- 69
,6

69
,

;
G

ST
., 

FY
19

73

i
R
t
i
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
-

28
%

.3
1%

38
%

'

'
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

64
':

60
51

.
'

.
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7,
...

11

I

47
%

.3
7%

35
%

35
50

54

18
12

0 
.'

'

0
o

,

I.
g 

10
0%

.

-
 
(
$
1
5
,
9
4
0
,
0
7
4
)

la
%

 .
($

.6
,1

50
J6

6)
._

.1
00

%
 -

.=
-

c6
68

,4
24

,.6
i9

)

'
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
0

,

0
t

1
0
0
%

:
-

.,

,.

1
0
0
%

0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

.

(
$
2
7
,
3
3
4
,
7
3
6
)

($
10

%
.4

69
',-

67
4)

68
;5

30
,4

29
)

.
g

a
B

E
C

IG
 F

Y
19

75
IL

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

29
7

':
29

%
-2

9%
24

%
12

%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

5.
3

,
5-

3
'

.
53

53
76

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
4
f
o
u
r
-
T
e
a
l

14
14

14
-

3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

-
t
w
o
 
-
.
3
7
e
'
a
r

3
3

3
L

tI
-3

 _
10

T
o
t
a
l

-
10

0%
10

0%
0-

=
10

0%
10

0%
-

L
O

D
%

 -

($
16

;4
16

,6
36

)
($

7,
99

3,
78

2)
($

3,
63

2,
93

2)

25
%

59 11

10
0%

11
11

1,
91

4)
($

11
,0

71
,5

20
).

;
($

40
,2

26
,7

84
)



,
T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

f
a
b
l
e
 
B
 
-
7

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
-
A
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
I
L
 
I
N
C
I
M
E
.
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y
:
'

F
O
R
 
C
O
L
O
R
A
D
O

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

I
n
c
4
n
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

o

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
'
,
0
0
0

,
$
4
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

.

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3
'
:

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
8
%

7
6
7
.
'

7
8
%

8
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
3

1
3

,
1
0

5
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

l
l

1
3

'
1
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

.
,
0

.
b

.
a
,

,

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

4
6
0
%
 
'
 
,

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
5
6
1
,
9
6
2
)

(
$
2
,
3
5
7
,
6
0
8
)

(
$
1
,
3
7
6
,
4
2
1
)

0
1
,
1
9
8
,
6
0
5
)

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

_
A
l
l
.
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
a
X

,
!
1
!
:

.

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
S
r
e
a
r

7
1
%

7
0
%

6
7
%

7
8
%

7
2
%

7
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
4

2
0

1
9

-
-

7
,

1
6

1
7

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

5
.
1
0

1
4

1
5

,
 
1
2
,

1
1

_
-

,
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

_
0

0
-
o

0
0

.
o
:

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

_
'
,
N
M

1
0
0
%

-
.
-
-
1
0
0
%

!

(
$
3
,
3
9
6
,
6
1
2
)

(
$
2
,
0
8
5
,
4
5
7
)

(
$
1
,
9
9
2
,
5
4
1
)

(
$
2
,
8
4
9
,
4
3
7
)

(
$
1
,
0
2
1
,
0
6
0
)

(
$
1
1
,
3
4
5
;
1
0
7
)
-

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
_
7
5

.

5
.

0

1
0
Q
%
-

(
$
3
A
8
9
8
,
6
4
8
)

7
8
%

-
*
A
1

1
,
9

,
 
-
0

°
I
0
0
%

'
0
1
2
,
3
9
3
,
-
2
4
4
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
.

7
0
%
.

7
0
%

7
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
s
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
5

2
5

2
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
4

4
 
f
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
n
-

1
1

=
1

1

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

0
1
,
4
9
2
,
8
8
0

(
$
8
5
3
,
7
3
1
.

I
C

.
4
N
.
t
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
_
.
.
.
.

6
4
%
'

,

.

2
5

'
4
7

3
,
2

.

4
3

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
2
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
 
°
-

0
5
0
7
,
8
3
2
)

(
$
1
8
5
,
3
9
1
)

(
$
1
,
2
7
0
;
1
8
4
)

(
$
4
,
3
1
0
,
0
2
4
)

o



C
C

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
1
8

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
.
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
i
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
y
.

-
.
F
O
R
 
&
D
N
N
E
C
T
I
C
U
T

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
l
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
 
$
-
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
;
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

,

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

. -
4

-
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

.
4
8
%

5
0
%

4
8
%

2
4
%

5
0
%

4
5
%

1

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'
t
s

9
6

.
4

-
1
6

'
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
0

.
4
2

4
5

7
1

3
3

.
4
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
2

3
2

0
2

a

T
o
t
a
l
-

m
o
i

,
l
o
m

,
l
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
1
)
-
-
-

7
-

,
1
0
0
%

i-
(
$
3
,
2
2
2
,
3
9
2
)
.

(
$
2
,
5
6
6
,
3
9
3
)

(
$
1
,
5
1
6
,
3
1
9
)

0
1
,
5
0
7
,
5
9
6
0

(
$
1
,
5
8
6
,
2
0
9
)

'

(
1
0
,
3
9
8
,
9
0
9
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
f
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

.

1
3
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.

..,
A

4
6
%

4
1
%

5
4
%
7

,
4
8
%

4
8
%

1
9

2
4

1
7

9
,

1
4
'

3
3

.
3
2

2
7

4
2

3
6

2
3

3
-

'

1
.
*

2

4
8
%

1
3

3
7 2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
4
5
9
,
5
8
2
)

c

(
$
2
,
4
1
5
,
2
6
6
)

(
$
3
,
9
4
4
,
1
9
6
)

(
$
1
3
,
3
3
9
,
3
5
8
)

(
$
2
,
1
9
1
,
4
9
0
)

(
$
2
4
,
3
4
9
,
8
9
2
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
6
%

3
6
%

3
6
%

3
6
%

1
6
%

P
u
d
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
,

2
2

2
2

-
2
2
e

2
2

'

5
4

P
r
i
v
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
3

3
3

3
3

3
3

1
3

,
P
r
i
v
a
 
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

9
9

9
.

9
1
6

T
1

1
1
0
0
%
 
-
-
 
-

1
0
0
%

v
-
 
1
0
0
%
,

-
1
0
O

(
$
1
,
1
8
0
,
1
4
3
)

(
$
6
9
6
,
3
9
9
)

(
$
4
1
8
,
1
8
9
)

0
1
6
7
,
1
4
0

'

0
5
8
3
,
0
2
4
)

3
2
%

-
2
8

2
9

\
1
0

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
0
4
5
,
1
9
9
)



T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

4
6
,
0
0
0
4
9
,
6
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

°I
t

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
9
.

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
D
E
L
A
W
A
R
E I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

-
C
U
S
P
,
 
r
i
p
s
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
6
%

6
9
%

,
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

8

P
r
i
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

.
4

3
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
9

/
2
0

,
'

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
9
4
8
,
1
2
0
)

(
$
5
7
2
,
4
3
9
)

.
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
3
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
 
y
e
a
r
.

28
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

.

0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

7
4
%

1
5 0

9
1
1

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

e
.

,

T
o
t
a
l

0
1
2
9
,
3
1
4
)
.
'

6
3
%

1
8 1

1
8

0
7
7
,
7
3
4
)

6
3
%

1
8 1

1
8

.

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
0
9
,
2
7
0
)

.

1
0
0
7

(
$
1
6
2
,
1
8
1
)

-

6
5
%

7 2

2
6

6
3
%

4
,

.
.
.

J
2

3
1

3
9
%

4
0

.
.

3
'

1
8

6
4
%

1
2 3

2
1

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
7
6
,
0
9
7
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
0
2
,
9
5
8
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
2
4
,
9
3
9
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
2
2
4
,
5
5
3
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

7
6
%

3 0

2
1
.

'

7
5
%

1
2
-

0

1
5

7
3
%
 
'

J
O 0

1
7
.

7
5
%

.
7

1
7

-
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
4
9
,
6
5
6
)

1
9
P
 
%
;

'
M
6
0
,
'
.
7
8
0
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
1
,
8
5
0
)

1
0
0
7
.

'

(
$
7
9
8
,
3
3
4
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

'

'

6
3
%

1
8

.

1

1
8

.

3
7
%

5
8 0 5

5
8
%

2
5 f
.

-

.
1
6
,

6
3
%

'
1
8 1

.

.
1
8

/

1
0
0
%

-
 
(
$
1
1
4
,
8
4
7
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
9
,
8
1
7
)

.

.

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
4
6
,
1
1
6
)

i

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
9
2
,
2
3
1
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
0

,
D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
T
H
E
 
D
I
S
T
R
I
C
T
 
O
F
 
C
O
L
U
M
B
I
A

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
'

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0
_

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

0
.
2
 
0
0
0
+
.

.

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
B
C
-
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
 
.
i
t
'

1
2
%

8
%

h
1
%

-

6
5
%

3
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
3

7
0
-
,

0
1
3

,
1
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
5
.

8
4

.
9
8

9
9

2
2

5
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
1

1
0

0
'

.
0

T
o
t
a
l
,

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
1
 
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
:
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

0
4
7
4
5
,
4
5
7
)

0
7
7
5
,
4
3
0
)

(
$
3
7
3
,
0
5
5
)

(
$
4
2
2
,
9
0
8
)

(
$
2
,
3
1
0
,
7
3
0
)

.

(
$
5
,
6
2
7
,
5
8
0
)

Z
.
.
4
,
'

g
.
l
i
e

s
4

1
.
.
.
.
!
.

r
G
S
L
.
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

,

,
.
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
l
o
u
r
.
.
.
y
e
a
r

'
4
7
%

1
5
%

1
2
%

6
%

2
0
%
.

.

1
8
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
2

_
4

5
2

5
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
1

-
8
0

8
2

-

9
1

7
4

'
7
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
 
y
e
a
r
.

0
0

1
'

1
1
.

.
1

T
o
t
a
l

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
m
a
r
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
'
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

(
$
6
4
7
,
5
4
1
)

1
5
%

1
5

6
5 4

0
5
4
4
,
3
9
1
)

1
5
%

1
5

.
6
5 4

(
$
5
1
2
,
8
7
5
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

(
$
1
,
1
6
0
,
4
1
5
)

t
1
5
%

1
5

6
5 4

'

(
$
2
8
1
,
3
7
3
)

3
3
%

,
3
1

3
5
X
v

1
 
-

(
$
3
,
1
4
8
i
5
9
5
)

1
9
%

1
9

5

5
9 4

1
5
%

1
5 -0
--

1
0
0
%

(
$
8
3
8
,
2
4
3
)

1
0
0
%

0
4
5
9
,
0
1
2
Y
-

:
.
.
-
1
0
p
%

0
2
7
9
,
5
9
8
)

1
0
0
%

-

(
$
8
1
,
1
1
2
)
'
'

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
3
4
,
7
6
5
)

.

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
0
9
2
,
7
3
0
)



T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

p
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
`
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
.
,
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
 
y
e
a
r
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.
 
t
w
o
:
y
e
a
r
'

'I

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
1

/
.

0

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
'
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
,
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
F
L
O
R
I
D
A

'

T
o
t
a
l

r
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
,
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
7
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
,
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.

T
o
t
a
l

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
 
o
r

/
.

$
0
4
6
,
0
0
0

.
_

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
 
-
 
$
1
2
.
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
A
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

3
9
%

3
0 3
1

C
W
S
P
,

N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
A
I
F
Y
1
9
7
3

. 2
7
7
.

'

.
8

'
'
'
6
4

'

4
7
%

.

3
9
7
.

3
7
%

3
8
%

2
1

4
0

1
4

4
6

2
7
.

2
4

-
.
_

2
5

3
5

0
1

I
1
-

1

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

.

(
$
1
0
,
2
8
5
,
2
0
3
)

(
$
4
,
7
1
3
,
6
5
8
)

(
$
2
,
4
1
3
,
6
1
8
)

(
$
1
,
6
0
0
,
6
3
0
)

_
(
$
4
,
3
9
7
,
0
0
1
)
'

0
2
3
,
4
1
0
,
1
1
0
)

4
3
%

4
5 1
2

4
1
%

4
6

.
1
2

1

G
S
L
 
'
F
Y
1
9
7
3

3
7
%

3
5

2
7 1

-

3
9
%

4
2 1
8

,
1

4
0
%

4
2
'

1
8 1

3
8
%

4
6

1
6 1
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
2
5
5
,
3
8
6
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
9
9
3
,
5
7
6
)

1
.
0
0
7
e

(
$
2
,
8
4
.
3
,
8
9
6
)

.

1
0
0
%

.
(
$
5
,
5
3
8
,
1
1
4
)

1
0
0
%

.

(
$
1
,
6
4
4
,
8
2
1
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
8
,
2
7
5
,
7
9
3
)

2
9
%
,
-
-

4
9 1
8

2
9
%

4
9

1
8

o

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

2
9
%

4
9

1
8

,
9
7
;

,
y

7
2
 
.

1
2

I

2
6
7

5
2

L
7

.
2
9
%

4
9

1
8

4
:

4
-

4
4

7

1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
0
5
,
8
0
8
,
2
4
1
Y

(
$
2
,
2
8
8
,
4
5
8
)
1

(
$
1
,
0
3
6
,
5
3
4
)

(
$
2
9
6
,
6
0
0
)
:

(
$
1
,
8
0
1
,
0
5
1
)
,
.

(
$
1
1
,
2
3
0
,
8
8
4
)



T
y
p
e
 
o
f

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
2

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
G
E
O
R
G
I
A

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
4
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+
'

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

.

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
9
%

3
7
%

4
Q
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
0

'
8

8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
8

.
5
2

4
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
4

4

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

(
$
8
,
2
2
5
,
3
9
6
)

(
$
3
,
8
1
6
,
4
9
1
)

(
$
1
,
6
0
1
,
2
1
1
)

C
A

9 
`°

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
8
%

5
6
%

6
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
5

1
9

1
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
=
y
e
a
r

2
5

2
0

0
1
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
5

-

4
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-

(
$
2
,
1
8
2
,
6
8
0
)

(
$
1
,
2
9
0
,
0
8
3
)

(
$
1
,
1
7
8
,
5
0
7
)
'

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
f
-
y
e
a
r

4
1
%

4
1
7

4
1
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
1

2
1

2
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
8

2
8

2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
-
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'
1
0

1
0

1
0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
Q
%

;
p
m

1
0
0
%

\

(
$
4
,
5
3
1
,
3
3
3
)

(
$
1
,
7
1
8
,
2
9
5
)

(
$
9
2
5
,
0
1
3
)
.
.
.
.

3
9
7
.

4

5
4 3

6
2
7
.

4
1
%

9
.

9

'

2
5

4
7

3
3

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
7

(
$
9
3
6
,
5
3
4
)

(
$
1
,
4
5
2
,
3
6
6
)

(
$
1
6
,
0
3
1
,
9
9
8
)

6
7
%

1
5 1
7

.
2

6
2
7
.

1
6 3

6
2
%

1
6

2
0

'
3

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

'
(
$
2
,
3
2
2
,
1
4
9
)

(
$
6
8
9
,
6
8
0
)

(
.
$
7
,
6
6
3
,
0
9
9
)

4
1
%

3
0
%

4
0
7

2
1

4
7

.
2
4

2
8

1
4

.
.

2
6

1
0

1
0

1
0

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
1
3
,
2
4
2
)

(
$
9
7
9
,
0
7
6
)

(
$
8
,
3
'
6
6
,
9
5
9
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
3

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y
-

.

F
O
R
 
H
A
W
A
I
I

-
I
\

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
4
9
,
0
0
1
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
4
.
-

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
.
.

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

1
:
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
p
y
e
a
r

3
7
%

5
5
%

2
8
%

1
6
%

6
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
4
6
4
y
e
a
r

2
8

2
0

4
5
:

2
5

2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
5

9
1
4

3
9

f
o

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
0

1
6

1
3

2
0

0

1
.
.
.
.
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
4
1
l
b
,

r
.
:
?
1
'

1
-
, 0t

.
.
.
)

(
$
7
1
6
,
5
2
2
)

(
$
4
7
9
,
3
7
2
)

(
$
1
1
9
,
6
7
6
)

.
.
.
,

(
$
6
7
,
3
6
5
)

.

(
$
8
7
1
,
5
4
3
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

6
0
%

3
L

'
5
5
%
 
-

3
4

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
9
%

.
-
 
-
3
4

5
8
%

3
3

5
6
%

3
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
5

6
7

5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
 
y
e
a
r
 
-

.
.
.

.

8
6

3
0

4
 
'

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

.
(
$
1
8
 
,
6
0
2
)

(
$
1
7
7
,
4
3
4
)

(
$
3
2
5
,
5
8
1
)

(
$
1
,
0
3
7
,
0
3
9
)

(
$
1
7
0
,
3
7
2
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

1
0

'
3
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
2
%

3
2
%

3
2
%

1
5
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

5
3

5
3

5
3

§
5
3

a
6
4

-
-

,
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

/
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

Q
A

3
-
-
-
-
T

3
3

3
1
0

1

o
T
o
t
a
l

'
1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

1
0
0
7

(
$
2
8
7
,
9
3
8
)

'

(
$
1
9
0
,
9
6
8
)

(
$
9
5
,
1
6
2
)

(
$
4
5
,
1
6
8
)

(
$
1
5
4
,
8
0
3
)

5
0
%

-
-
-
-
,

2
7

1
5 8

:

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
2
5
4
,
4
7
8
)

'

5
8
%

c
3
4

.

6 2
.

-
.
.
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
8
0
,
0
2
8
)

2
9
%

.
5
6

1
1

'
-
5

1
0
0
7

(
$
7
7
*
,
0
3
9
)



T
y
p
e
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
4

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
I
D
A
H
O

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

0

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
'

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
l
e
n
t
s
.

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
f
O
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'
T
o
t
a
l

4
7
%

3
2

2
1 0

.
5
2
%

1
7

3
2 0

6
5
7
,
-
;

3

3
2

'
 
0

5
8
%

.
1

4
1

.
0
"

8
4
%

1
1
"

6 0
-
-
-
7
7

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
0
9
1
,
7
7
7
)

'
i /
.

6
3
%

1
7
.

'
 
2
0 0
-

1
0
0
%

0
1
0
2
0
4
2
8
8
)

1
0
0
%

0
6
4
9
0
7
)

.
i
l
O
W

0
3
3
6
3
5
8
)

,

'
,
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
6
6
9
1
0
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
;
2
6
4
,
7
5
0
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
4
%

I i
l
9 6

7
4
%

1
7

1
0

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

8
2
%

4 1
4

_

7
6
%

1
1

1
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.
,

0
0

0
0

T
o
t
a
l

10
07

.
10

07
0

,
1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
9
9
9
,
9
2
5
)

0
4
7
9
,
6
5
0

:
(
$
4
0
3
,
5
2
3
)

_
0
6
5
4
,
7
7
4
)

l
i
c
 
f
,
.
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b

c
]
,

P
r
i
v
a

4
P
r
i
v
a
t
e

T
o
t
a
l

5
1
%

1
6

1
5 1
8

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
7
2
,
3
5
4
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
 
1
9
7
5

5
1
%

'
5
1
 
%
\

5
1
%

1
6

L
6

1
6

1
5

1
5

-
-
1
5
-
 
e

-

1
8

1
8

>
_
1
8

'

1
0
0
 
%
.

(
$
2
7
0
`
,
2
2
0
)

1
0
0
%
-

(
$
5
6
,
7
0
0
)

(
$
3
0
3
,
6
0
4
)

'

(
$
1
,
1
5
8
,
1
2
8
)

7
7
%

;
7
6
%
'

1
3

'
1
4

1
1

,
1
0

0
0

1
0

1
0
0
%

0
7
.

(
4
2
5
0
,
9
9
9
)

(
4
2
,
7
8
8
,
8
8
0
)

6
8
7
.

_
8
6
7
.

2
5

1
1

5
-

1
4

10
0%

1
0
0
%

4



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
 
-
1
5

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
-
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
I
L
L
I
N
O
I
S

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
4
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
,
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
8
%

4
0
%

'

3
6
%

2
4
%

3
4
%

3
9
7
w

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
6

1
2

1
0

7
4
5

2
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
1

4
3

5
1

6
8

1
2

3
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

4
4

2
1

1
0

5

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
4
i
4
1
2
,
4
0
0
)

(
$
8
,
3
2
5
;
7
7
2
)

(
$
4
,
3
7
5
,
6
0
5
)

(
$
4
,
6
2
4
,
6
4
6
)

(
$
9
,
4
6
8
;
8
8
7
)

(
$
4
1
,
2
0
7
,
3
1
0
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
6
%

5
3
7

5
0
%
.

5
4
%

5
2
7

5
1
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
9

2
8

2
4

1
7

2
2

2
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

.
2
1

1
9

2
5

'

2
9
.

2
5
.

2
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
y
e
a
r

4
1

1
1

1
2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
9
,
1
5
1
,
7
4
3
)

(
$
8
,
5
5
2
,
7
2
0
)

.
.

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

'

0
6
,
9
2
2
,
0
4
0

(
$
8
:
6
5
2
,
5
5
7
)

(
$
3
,
2
9
1
,
3
3
6
)

(
$
3
6
,
5
7
0
,
4
0
2
)

-
B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
1
%

4
1
%

4
1
%

1
4
%

3
3
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
r

2
9

-
=

2
9

2
9

2
9

'
 
5
5

3
6
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
2
1

2
1

6
1
7

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

9
9

9
2
5

1
4

.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

(
$
7
;
7
2
9
,
5
1
9
)

(
$
3
,
9
2
0
,
7
5
1
)

(
$
2
,
0
7
3
,
1
5
3
)

(
$
8
2
7
,
8
5
6
)

(
$
5
,
8
4
2
,
2
6
5
)

(
$
2
0
,
3
9
3
,
5
4
4
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
6

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
I
N
D
I
A
N
A

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
f
t
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
Y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l
.

I
n
 
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
1
$
L
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,

N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
7
%

5
5
%

5
1
%

4
0
%

7
6
%

5
7
%

4
4

2
1

4
3

3
8

4
1

4
6

5
9

2
0

3
9

0
1

1
0

1
1

.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.

1
0
0
%

4
,
:

1
0
0
%

1
0
.
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
9
3
8
,
0
7
5
)

(
$
5
,
3
9
1
,
0
7
7
)

(
$
3
,
0
6
6
,
1
1
1
)

6
2
,
3
1
1
,
5
8
5
)

(
$
3
,
7
7
0
,
7
9
3
)

(
$
2
0
,
4
7
7
,
6
4
1
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
2
%

6
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
'
s

5
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
2

1
3
2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

T
o
t
a
l

'
1
0
0
%

t
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
0
5
5
,
0
8
7
)

4
,
1
3
9
,
5
9
9
)

P
u
b
o
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
_

P
r
t
V
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
,
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'

t
a
l

5
5
%

-
5
5
%

6
6

3
3
-

3
3

'
 
6

6

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.
.
.

,:
)
7

6
4
%

6
9
%

6
6
%

6
5
%

2
1

2
3

3
3

2
9

3
1

3
1

1
-

0
1

1

1
0
0
%
 
'

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
1
0
0
%

(
$
4
,
1
7
9
,
4
0
3
)

'
(
$
6
,
5
2
7
,
8
3
0
)

(
$
1
,
9
6
8
,
3
2
2
)

(
$
2
1
,
8
7
0
,
2
4
1
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3 5
5
%

5
4
%

4
5
%

5
4
%

6
6

1
5

7

3
3

3
3

1
8

3
2
-

6
'

6
2
2

8

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
_
,

1
0
0
7
 
'

1
0
0
%

.

(
$
1
,
8
9
1
,
9
7
4
)

(
$
1
,
1
3
5
,
3
7
4
)

(
$
7
9
1
,
7
0
9
)

'
 
,
0
3
1
6
,
5
9
5
)
'

(
$
4
9
0
,
1
7
5
)

(
$
4
,
6
2
5
,
8
2
7
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
7

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
.
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D

I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

y
U
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
U
r
=
y
e
a
r
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
-
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
p
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
n
:
y
e
a
r
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
.

N
,
q
t
a
1

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
.
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

F
O
R
 
I
O
W
A I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
.

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

"
 
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

'
,
.

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5
-

f
t

.

3
4
%

3
2
%

2
5
%

1
8
%

6
3
%

3
4
%

1
2

1
2

7
4

1
1

1
0

5
2

s

5
3

6
6

7
7

2
6

5
4

2
3

2
1

0
2

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

.
.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

(
$
6
,
0
2
2
,
3
5
9
)

(
$
4
,
5
2
8
,
2
8
7
)

(
$
2
,
4
7
4
,
8
5
6
)

(
$
1
,
7
6
5
,
2
1
0
)

(
$
1
,
8
1
2
,
8
7
9
)

0
1
6
,
6
0
3
,
5
9
1
1
'

3
5
%

2
6
>

3
6

3
8
%

2
1

3
8

.

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
5
%

5
.

3
8

4
6
%

1
4
 
I

3
7

4
5
%

1
5

3
7

4
6
%

'
1
4
.

.
.

3
7

3
3
'

4
-
 
2

3
3

x

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
7
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
6
5
1
,
3
0
8
)
,

(
$
2
,
8
3
4
,
9
5
9
)

(
$
3
,
1
0
2
,
1
2
8
)
.

(
$
5
,
2
5
4
,
3
2
2
)

(
$
1
,
4
6
7
,
9
6
1
)

(
$
1
6
,
3
1
0
,
6
7
8
)

2
6
%

2
6
%

.
B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
f
9
7
5

2
§
7
.

1
7
7

2
5
%
.

2
6
%

2
8

2
8

2
8

2
8

'

5
5

.
3
2

3
8

3
8

3
8

3
8

'
1
9

'

3
5

-
-

7
7

7
7

8
7
1
'

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
7
0
1
,
2
3
7
)

(
.
$
1
,
0
6
0
,
0
1
9
)

(
$
6
4
7
,
5
4
8
)

-
-
0
-
2
6
1
-
,
1
2
2
1
-

.
(
_
$
6
2
5
,
2
4
1
)

"

(
$
4
;
3
4
5
0
1
6
7
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
8
/

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
K
A
N
S
A
S
.

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

s
$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+
.

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
0
%

5
6
%

5
9
%

4
7
%

6
2
%

5
8
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
4

1
2

9
.

6
1
7

1
2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
4

2
9

3
0

4
5

2
1

2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

3
3

2
2

1
2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
 
:
,
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
,
8
6
8
,
5
1
1
)

(
$
3
,
3
7
8
,
2
6
7
)

(
$
1
,
9
4
4
6
3
)

'
(
$
1
,
2
4
0
,
5
7
6
)

'
(
$
1
,
5
5
9
,
0
9
8
)

(
¢
1
2
,
9
9
3
,
5
1
5
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
0
%

5
9
%

6
5
%
.

7
5
%

6
6
%

6
5
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
;
.
y
e
a
r

2
6

2
5

1
9

1
1

1
9

2
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
2

1
2

1
4

1
3

1
3

1
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
'
-
y
e
a
r

2
3

1
1

2
2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
 
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

"
1
0
0
7

(
$
2
,
5
4
2
4
1
5
7
)

(
$
1
,
5
8
1
,
9
6
1
)

(
$
1
,
6
0
5
,
5
7

(
$
2
,
1
4
0
,
7
6
4
)

(
$
7
7
8
,
3
9
5
)
,
.

(
$
8
,
6
4
8
,
8
4
9
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
7
%

3
7
%

-
.

3
7
%

3
7
%

,
,
,

3
2
%
'

3
-
6
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
9

2
9

2
9

2
9

'
3
8

3
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
l
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
3

2
3

:
2
3

2
3

1
2

.
2
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
o
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

1
1

,
,

1
1

1
1

1
8

1
2

T
o
t
a
l

C
.

1
0
0
Z
-

1
0
0
%

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

,
(
$
1
,
5
8
5
,
7
7
4
)
.
-

(
$
1
,
0
4
3
,
2
5
4
)

(
$
7
2
6
,
8
1
2
)

(
$
2
6
9
,
8
$
0
)

'

(
$
6
7
2
,
4
7
4
)

.
:
(
$
4
,
2
9
8
,
1
9
4
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
9

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
6
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

=
$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

I
.
.
.
a

C
i
i

1.
-.

L
.
.
)

P
u
b
l
i
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

6
5
%

0
.

2
6 9

7
C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
,
F
Y
1
9
7
5

6
0
%

.

0

3
4 6

"
'

5
3
%

0

4
3

.',
--

-
-
-
-
-
-

4

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
,
8
8
5
;
6
2
6
)
-
P

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
4
3
8
,
6
7
7
)

1
0
0
%

-
-

(
$
1
,
4
1
8
,
6
6
1
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

7
2
%

8
2
%

8
1
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
2

1
5

1
8

P
.
m
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

6
3

1

T
o
t
a
l

1
6
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
5
6
3
,
3
8
5
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
n
r
-
y
e
S
r

,
5
7
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
1
;
!
-
-

1
6

T
o
t
a
l
,

1
1

1
0
0
%
.

(
$
3
,
0
2
6
,
4
1
8
)

3
4
%

6
3
7

6
.
7
.

0
0

0

6
4

3
2

3
2

2
5

-
-
-
-
7
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

(
$
7
2
4
,
4
0
5
)

(
$
1
,
5
1
4
,
7
9
5
)

(
$
1
4
,
9
8
2
,
1
6
4
)

8
2
%

8
0
%
 
-

7
9
%

0
0

0

1
7

1
8
 
\

.
1
8

1
-

2
3

4

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
.
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
0
8
2
,
7
3
2
)

(
$
1
,
0
7
7
,
6
7
3
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

(
$
1
,
3
3
5
,
7
0
7
)
.

(
$
5
0
0
,
3
9
0
)

(
$
5
,
5
5
9
,
8
8
7
)

5
7
%

5
7
7

5
7
%

,
4
1
1
-

'
5
5
%

2
2

2
4

2

2
5

2
5

2
5

2
3

-
 
2
5
-

1
6

1
6

1
6

3
1

1
8

. 1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
2
2
5
,
3
2
6
)
'

(
$
5
0
2
,
8
0
8
)

'

(
$
1
8
0
,
9
1
6
)

(
$
7
5
8
,
3
9
2
)

(
$
5
,
7
9
3
,
8
6
0
)



4.
4 1
-
1

-

.

6
1
8
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
.
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
'
,
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

.
.
.

,
,
,
.
.
.

:
F
O
R
 
L
O
U
I
S
I
A
N
A
'
c

-
a

e

...

a
T
y
p
e
 
o
f

,
t
r

-

'
.

.
,

"
-

.
'
.
/
n
6
O
m
e

a
t
e
g
o
r
y

,
,
,
s

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0
 
'
4
$
9
,
(
1
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

'
 
A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t

.
.
C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
-
1

-

-
.
.

1
0
.

.
.
.

,
.
.
-

.
.

.
0

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
f
o
u
r
7
y
e
a
r
 
=
=

7
5
%

.
4

7
2
%
*

6
9
X

5
3
%

7
8
7

7
3
%

1
:

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
2

2
.

1
.

'
3

2
:

_
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
b
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-
.

2
3

2
7

.
2
9

4
6

1
8

.
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'

0
0

i
.

0
 
*
,

0
.

0

'
'
T
o
t
a
l
 
'

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

I
L
,

1
0
0
%
,

.
1
 
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
-

s
z

.
0
&
,
7
5
8
,
9
1
7
)

C
$
3
,
4
1
,
4
1
9
)

(
$
1
,
5
6
4
,
6
0
8
)

(
$
9
8
3
,
5
9
9
)

(
$
1
,
2
5
0
,
8
1
2
)

(
$
1
6
,
0
0
9
;
3
5
5
)

-
.
.
1

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
5
%

7
8
%

'
'

.
7
6
%

'
6
8
%

-
,
7
4
%

P
u
b
J
,
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
3

'
8

,
7

6
8

i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-

1
2

1
4

1
8

2
7

,

-

1
8

P
r
i
v
a
t

1
.

w
o
-
y
e
a
r
'

0
-
0

0
0
'

0

T
o
 
a
l

,
\\

1
0
0
7

-
1
0
0
%

4
0
0
%

.
.
1
0
0
2

:
1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%
 
-

(
$
2
,
2
0
5
,
9
6
3
)

.
0
9
8
2
,
9
1
0
)

.
 
0
9
9
9
,
6
6
0
1

(
$
1
,
3
9
6
,
1
7
8
)

(
$
5
5
2
,
3
3
4
)

,
 
0
6
,
 
7
,
0
4
9
)

.
.
;

.

.
"
-
,

.
,
.
.
.
-

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
,
-
.
2
0
'

A

2
5 0
.

7
4
%

'

9
,

1
7 0

/
I
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
7
%

.

.
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
;
 
-
y

r
-
8
'
'

P
r
i
y
a
t
e

1
4

i
l
p
r
i
V
a
t
e

T
O
t
a
l

7
1
%

7
7
%

7
7
7

6
0
7
 
.

'

7
6
%

.
8

8
-

8
.
.
2
5

.

9

1
4

-

1
4

:
1
4

9
.
.

i
1
4

1
1
.

1
6

'

1
.

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
 
-

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
'

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
7
7
6
,
2
9
2
)

(
$
1
,
8
1
6
,
2
1
9
)

.
,

'
0
9
5
5
,
2
2
4
4

(
$
3
8
4
,
0
8
9
)

-

.
.
(
$
8
5
8
,
9
3
8
)

.

(
$
9
,
7
-
9
0
,
7
4
2
)

'

.
:

,

es



4

2
4
4

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
1

4

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
-
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
,
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D

?
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
A
I
N
E
`

Im
a

C
IL

1
.
.
.
.

L
.
)

c
o

-
.

.
-

'

T
y
p
e

I
p
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

*
$
0
7
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
Q
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

'
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

l

A
l
f
 
s
I
u
d
e
n
t
a

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
P
U
b
l
i
c
t
v
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l
,

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

p
g
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
e
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.

T
o
t
a
l

7
5
%

1
-

=

2
4 0

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
2
%

2

4
6

,
0

8
7
%

3 9 0

7
5
% 2
'

2
3 6

-
_
:
:
-

7
3
7

1

,
2
6 0

1

7
6
7

'
1

.
2
4 0
'

.

'

"

1
6
0
7

0
1
,
0
6
9
,
4
1
5
)

.
7
5
%

9

1
5 1

1
0
0
%

(
$
9
9
8
,
0
5
1
)

6
7
%

.

4 7
.
-
 
1
.

3

1
0
0
%

,

(
$
5
5
9
,
7
7
5
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
1
3
,

1
.
6
6
7

'

(
$
3
5
7
,
2
7
7
'
 
)
 
,
'

:
1

4
5
%

2

-

5
3
. 0
-

.

i
o
n

(
$
8
2
4
,
2
4
8
)

.

,

6
0
%

4
'

,
3
5 L
.

1
0
0
%

.
(
$
3
,
8
0
8
,
7
6
6
)

,
,

6
0
7
.

4
3
4 1

6
2
%

.

3

&
3
3 1

1
6
0
7

(
$
1
,
2
1
6
,
.
6
9
9
)

.
1
0
0
%

(
$
9
4
9
,
1
2
6
)

r
a
m

'

(
$
1
,
1
8
6
,
4
0
0
 
-

. \
J
O
%

(
$
1
,
6
9
-
1
0
1
2
)

:
l
o
c
a

.

(
$
4
9
9
,
3
0
7
)

I
0
0
%

4
(
$
5
,
5
4
7
8
5
1
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

'
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
5
9
%

5
9
%

5
9
7

5
9
%

4
7
%
 
,

5
7
7
.
_

P
u
b
l
i
C
:
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'

1
1

.
1
1
_

1
1

p
2
2

1
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
1

2
1

2
r

:
2
1
.

1
9
 
.

:

2
1

-
-
B
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

9
9

9
.
9
.

1
3

.
.
9
.

-
.

.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
6
0
%

'
1
0
0
7
.
.

_
1
0
0
%

(
$
7
3
9
,
9
4
0
)

(
$
5
2
6
,
6
4
0
)

(
$
3
3
9
,
8
0
9
)

.
(
$
1
1
3
,
0
2
)
.

(
$
2
6
1
,
0
3
6
)
.
,
.
-
(
$
1
,
9
8
0
:
8
8
7
)
.
.

4



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
2

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
A
R
Y
L
A
N
D

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o

r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
 
J
 
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
 
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

°
,

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
6
,
0
0
0
4
9
,
0
0
0
.

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

1
L
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
-
1
-

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

'
A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

'

C
W
S

L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

t
.

6
6
%

6
5
%

5
7
%

4
0
%

6
8
%

6
3
%

9
,

1
1

-
9

5
2
0
,

,
A
.
1

1
9

2
1

3
3

5
3

1
0

2
3

-

6
2

1
2

2
-

4
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

,
-

'
1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
0
6
4
,
2
9
2
)

'
(
$
2
,
9
1
3
,
4
2
9
)

(
$
1
,
4
0
6
,
6
4
6
)

(
$
1
,
3
6
4
:
8
2
3
)

(
$
2
,
2
0
3
,
1
0
4
)

(
$
1
2
,
9
5
2
,
2
9
4
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
1
3
'

'
P
u
b
l
i
c

o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
p

e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

6
9
%

2
0

1
1

.
 
-
-

1

5
6
%

3
1

1
3 1

5
7
7

2
7 1
5 1

.
=
-
 
.

1
0
0
%

,

(
$
1
,
8
6
2
,
2
1
9
)

6
3
%

1
3

"
2
4 1

(
$
1
,
0
8
3
,
3
8
5
)
.

6
1
%

2
0

1
8 1
-

6
2
%

.

2
1

'

,
1
6 1

-
-
-
, 1
0
3
%
.
_

(
$
3
,
2
8
6
,
2
6
8
)

1
0
0
%
 
:
.

(
$
2
,
1
6
8
,
9
3
7
)

-

1
0
0
%
 
-

(
$
3
,
6
3
6
,
8
0
3
)

'

1
0
0
%

,
-
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
2
,
0
3
7
,
6
1
2
)

B
g
0
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5
-

-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
-

5
6
%

5
6
7
2

5
6
%

5
6
%

2
8
%

.
5
0
%
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
'

-

P
u
b
l
i
c
-
t
w
o
:
y
e
a
r

2
6

2
6

2
6

2
6

4
2

2
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

9
9

9
9

3
.
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
9

.
.
9

9
-

9
.

'

2
6

-
1
3

T
o
t
a
l

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

1
0
0
%
,
)
.
.
_

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
°

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
6
5
2
;
7
3
1
)

(
$
1
,
3
6
5
,
5
1
9
)

(
$
7
3
1
,
 
8
6
/
)

(
$
2
4
0
,
2
9
4
)

(
$
1
,
3
2
7
,
9
7
9
)

(
$
6
,
3
1
8
;
4
1
5
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
3

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D

P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S

B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
A
S
S
A
C
H
U
S
E
T
T
S

'

I
'
m
'
'
,

C
.?

N
I
-

'
-
-
.

-
P
- 0

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
.

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

c

$
0
7
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

:

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
Y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

w
o
-
y
e
a
2
P

T
o
t
a
l

c

.
1
1
%

5

7
8 <
6

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

!
2
%

1

9
4 3

-

1
5
%

L
7

6
3 5

-
9
%

4

8
3 5

1
0
%

4
1

8
1
.

,
5

8
%

3

8
6 4

.

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
,
4
1
9
,
3
4
3
)

'

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
.
2
2
2
7
,
2
0
7
)
'

.

a
1
0
9
7

(
$
4
,
3
1
0
,
6
7
7
)

1
0
0
7
7

(
$
5
,
7
8
0
,
3
5
0
)

1
0
0
%

.

(
$
2
,
2
7
1
,
5
8
6
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
5
,
0
0
9
,
1
6
3
)

,
.
.

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
y
e
a
r
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
.

T
o
t
a
l

4
1
%

-

,
1
8

3
3 8

4
1
%

1
8

3
3 9

;

4
2
%

1
3

3
7 8

2
8
%

J 5
8

-

7

3
5
%

1
2 4
6

-
7

3
4
%
 
.
-

4
7 7

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
1
2
7
,
9
0
8
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
8
7
0
,
8
1
9
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
,
1
9
9
;
1
0
8
)

-

1
0
0
%
,

:
(
$
i
l
:
2
2
6
,
1
8
5
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
1
1
8
,
8
5
9
)

1
0
0
%

.

(
$
2
3
,
5
4
2
,
8
7
9
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
/
9
7
5

0

P
u
b
l
i
c
,
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
=
y
e
a
r
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
'
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
=
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l
 
'

2
2
%

2
0

°

4
4

1
4

'
2
2
%

2
0

4
4

1
4

2
2
%

2
0 4
4

1
4

2
2
%

2
0

4
4 1
4

1
9
%

5
0

1
6

1
6

2
1
%

2
7

3
8

1
4

1
0
0
%

1
$
3
,
2
3
6
,
9
3
6
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
8
7
6
;
7
9
1
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
0
4
0
,
4
1
2
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
8
0
,
1
6
0
)

1
0
0
%

0
1
,
8
3
6
,
1
2
3
)
,

1
0
0

(
$
8
,
4
7
0
,
4
2
2
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
4

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
'
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
I
C
H
I
G
A
N

.

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

0
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

5
9
%

.

"
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
.

J
P

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
3
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
"
i

A
i

2

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

6
0
%

6
2
%

6
1
%

6
4
%

6
1
 
%
'

1
7

1
1

'
.
8

2
2

1
7

2
0

3
0

1
3

2
1

2
3

2
1

2
.

T
o
t
a
l

.
1
0
0
%
 
4

7
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
.
0
%

i
!
r
e
.

(
$
1
1
,
8
5
4
,
4
2
3
)

(
$
8
,
5
7
3
,
1
4
2
)

.
(
$
4
,
3
8
9
'
,
7
7
7
)

(
$
2
,
7
9
0
,
5
5
7
)

(
$
8
;
.
1
4
5
,
4
5
3
)

(
$
3
5
,
7
5
3
,
3
5
2
)

1
-
.

C
3
1

-
0
1

1

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
8
%

.
5
1
%

4
9
%

a
6
4
%

5
5
%

5
6
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
2

-
3
0
'

3
0

1
6

2
4

.
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
8

1
7

1
9

1
9

1
5

1
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
'

2
2

2
1

1
1

T
o
t
a
l

.
1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

W
O
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
1
4
0
,
6
5
7
)

(
$
2
,
0
9
3
,
7
7
0
)

(
.
$
2
,
4
3
8
,
1
4
1
)

(
`
$
6
,
1
0
2
,
2
3
9
)

(
$
1
,
3
6
2
,
3
4
4
)

'
(
$
1
5
,
1
3
7
,
1
5
1
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
/
'

,
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
q
,
y
e
a
t

.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
 
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

4
5
%

3
0

1
8 7

4
5
%

3
0

1
.
8 7

4
5
%

3
0

1
8 7
-

4
5
%

3
0

1
8 7

1
4
7
.

-
'
 
6
6

-
9

1
1

3
6
%

4
0

1
5

.
8

.

1
0
0
7

(
$
5
4
4
3
5
,
6
5
7
)

:
1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
8
4
9
,
9
0
3
)

.

,
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
7
1
1
,
8
6
8
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
3
8
,
2
6
8
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
,
3
7
7
,
9
3
5
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
5
,
0
1
3
,
6
3
1
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
5

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
I
N
N
E
S
O
T
A

k
'

4
-
T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
.

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
Q
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
-
0
1
1
0
0
:
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
 
-
 
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

-

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

-

.
C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
C
 
F
Y
-
-
1
-
9
7
3
-
'

.
.
.
.
.

-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
3
%

5
5
%

5
5
%

4
4
%

8
3
%

6
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
 
-

8
8

6
4

8
.
7

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
8
'

3
6

-
-
3
8
°

5
2
3

8
'
3
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

.
1

1
-
1

b
1

1

w

,
T
o
t
a
l

F
O
P
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

o
p
%

i
o
n
,

1
0
0
7
.

(
$
8
4
9
5
,
2
1
6
)

(
.
$
5
,
3
9
0
,
3
3
0
)

'

(
$
3
,
O
9
O
,
5
5
4
-
1

4
$
2
,
1
1
8
9
6
3
)

(
$
2
,
4
1
3
,
5
9
0
)

(
$
2
1
,
1
1
8
,
6
5
3
)
-
,

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

f
i

,
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
t
o
y
e
a
r

6
5
%

1
5

,
6
1
%

1
7

6
3
%

1
4

?
7
7
*
.

7

6
1
%

-
1
2

6
l
7

1
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
.
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

1
8

2
1
'

2
2

3
5

2
6
 
'
-

'
'
2
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
1

1
1

.
1

_
1

.
$

T
o
t
a
l

i
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
6
0
%

-
 
-
1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
6
8
3
,
8
3
5
)

(
$
3
,
3
0
7
,
6
4
9
)

(
$
3
,
4
5
9
,
7
2
6
)
 
-

(
$
6
,
5
5
8
,
2
7
1
)

(
$
1
,
8
8
0
,
0
5
8
)

(
$
2
0
,
8
8
9
,
5
3
9
)

.
.
,
_

.
,
.

,

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
C
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

3
7
%

-
s
'
3
7
%

3
7
%

3
7
%

3
1
1

-
3
6
%

.
:

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
5

3
5

a
3
5

3
5

A
T
'

.
3
7

.P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
i
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
3

g
2
3
,

2
3

:
2
3

-

8
2
0

'

l
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

6
6

6
-

1
4

2
_
,

T
q
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
4

i
o
n

1
0
:
7
-
0

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
3
8
7
,
6
7
9
)

(
$
1
,
4
7
5
,
8
0
7
)

(
$
8
8
2
;
0
8
2
)

(
$
3
4
9
,
6
9
0
)

.
(
$
1
,
1
5
4
,
3
6
7
)
.

(
$
6
,
2
4
9
,
6
2
5
)



T
y
p
e
 
o
f

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
 
-
2
6

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
I
S
S
I
S
S
I
P
P
I

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

'

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
-

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
_
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
'
a
r

5
8
%

6
5
%

6
9
%

6
8
%

7
6
%

6
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
-
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
5

.
1
2

1
0

6
6

1
3

-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
8

1
8

1
9

2
5

1
7

1
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

9
6

2
1

0
3.

7

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
-
 
1
0
0
%

(
$
8
,
3
4
0
,
8
0
7
)

(
$
2
,
4
0
9
,
8
2
4
)

(
$
7
8
6
,
7
2
8
)

(
$
4
4
2
,
3
0
8
)

(
$
1
,
0
6
6
,
5
0
1
)

(
$
1
3
,
0
4
6
,
1
6
8
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

5
2
%

=
3
5

5
5
%

3
6

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

7
6
%

1
5

5
8
%

3
1

5
7
%

3
2

5
2
%

4
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

9
6

6
8

8
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

4
3

1
'

1
,

3
3

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
9
%
-
'

1
0
0
7
,

l
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
6
1
8
,
2
7
6
)

(
$
1
,
0
8
6
,
3
0
6
)

(
$
8
3
0
,
0
5
0
)

(
$
1
,
0
3
6
,
1
6
9
)

'
(
$
5
5
0
,
9
5
9
)

(
$
6
,
1
2
1
,
7
6
0
)
.

-
-

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
t
w
o
-
Y
e
a
r

P
r

a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-

P
r
i

t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

6
0
%

2
7 9 4

°

6
0
%

'
2
7 4

'

6
0
%

2
7 9 4

6
0
%

2
7 9 4

5
2
%

3
6 5

.
5
9
7
9

2
8

.
.
 
9 4

'

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
,
3
9
9
,
6
9
7
)
-

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
7
0
6
,
8
5
7
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
9
8
,
2
7
5
)

1
0
0
%
7
*

(
$
2
2
4
,
4
3

1
0
9
%

(
$
7
0
9
,
9
7
5
)

1
0
0
%

.

:
(
$
9
,
7
3
9
,
2
3
5
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
7

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
,
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
I
S
S
O
U
R
I

O

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
l
y
e
a
r

5
1
%

5
0
%

4
7
%

-
2
9
%

5
4
%

4
8
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
5

1
1

1
0
 
,
.

8
.
.
2
1

1
3
°

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
3

3
7

4
0

6
0

2
4

'
3
7

P
t
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

"

1
'

2
3

2
1

N
2

.
.
.

.

t
-
,

(
$
7
,
0
6
0
,
 
1
7
9
Y
 
-
0
4
,
7
9
9
,
4
6
3
)

(
$
2
,
6
0
0
,
0
9
3
)
'

(
$
2
,
4
4
0
,
7
3
5
)

(
$
3
,
V
6
1
6
)

(
$
2
0
,
0
4
2
,
0
8
6
)

T
o
t
a
l

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
g
-

C
I

0
0

G
S
L

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
6
a

7
1
%

'

7
1
%
 
,

5
4
%

'
6
4
%

6
4
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

,
5

?
1

3
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
7

2
2

2
4

4
2

3
1

3
0

'
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
2

,
 
3

2
2

2

T
o
t
a
l

'

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

,
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

1
0
0
%

'
1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
5
3
9
,
1
2
3
)

(
$
1
,
4
4
7
,
6
1
0
)

(
$
1
,
3
0
0
,
5
2
7
)

(
$
4
4
5
1
,
9
7
0
)

(
$
7
6
5
,
6
1
6
)

(
$
8
,
5
0
6
,
8
4
6
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

"
5
1
%

5
1
%

5
1
%

-

5
1
%

3
2
%

'

4
8
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

'

1
7

1
7

1
7

.
'
1
7

D

4
3

2
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
'
y
e
a
r

'
4
'
2
7

'
2
7

2
7

2
7

1
4

-

2
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

5
.
5

5
5

1
1

6

T
o
t
a
l

'

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
2
5
4
,
2
7
8
)

(
$
1
,
8
1
3
,
2
7
3
)

9
.
(
$
9
3
0
,
5
9
3
)

-
(
$
3
7
7
,
7
9
7
)
-

(
$
1
,
2
6
1
,
1
1
9
)

(
$
7
,
6
3
7
,
0
6
0
)



.

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
8

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
-
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
M
O
N
T
A
N
A

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

'
$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
t

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
,

A
l
l
,
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

4
,
.
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
8
7

7
5
%

8
5
7

8
5
7

8
0
7

7
6
%
 
:
'

P
u
b
l
i
c
.
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

4
4

.
2

2
9

5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
8

2
1

.
1
2

1
2

4
1

2
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

-
1

1
0

0
-

.

,
.
T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
7

:

1
0
0
%

a
m
%

(
$
1
,
7
2
0
,
4
5
1
)

0
1
,
1
2
3
,
0
9
4
3

(
$
6
3
3
,
6
2
2
)

.
.
(
$
3
4
8
,
5
5
2
)

(
$
1
0
1
0
,
0
7
5
)

(
$
4
,
8
3
5
,
7
9
4
)

.
P
-

.
1

f
u
i

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

C
R

:

C
.
0

P
u
b
l
i
c
=
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

8
4
%

8
1
7

8
6
7

-
 
8
8
7

8
5
%

8
5
%

P
U
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

:
 
6

'
7

4
6

6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

9
1
2
_

9
-
.
8
.

1
0

9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
2
-
-

0
'

0
0

0
0

T
o
t
a
l

,
1
.
9
0
%
N
\

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%
.
.

(
$
1
,
1
0
1
8
,
1
1
7
)
'
.

(
$
5
6
7
,
7
9
6
)

(
$
5
5
8
,
6
3
8
)

(
$
8
1
8
,
1
1
3
)

(
$
3
0
1
,
9
1
1
)

(
$
3
,
3
5
4
,
5
7
5
)

0
.

B
E
O
G
.
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

6
8
7
.

6
8
7

6
8
%

6
8
7

6
0
7

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
3

1
3

1
3

1
3

2
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
-
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

1
7

1
7

1
7

1
7

1
3
,

'
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
_
_
_
_
,
,
.
.
.
0
/
/
/

1
'
.

1
1

-
2

r
-
-
-

!
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

(
$
4
1
8
,
8
0
6
)

(
$
2
9
8
,
0
8
6
)

(
$
1
9
3
,
8
2
5
)

(
$
6
5
,
5
4
2
)

(
$
3
6
2
,
0
1
8
)

6
6
7

1
6

`
'
1
6 2

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
3
3
8
,
2
7
7
)



S
IF

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
2
9

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y

T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
E
B
R
A
S
K
A

T
y
p
e
'
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
'

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

'
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
y
e
a
r
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

C
W
S
P

N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
2
3

-
d

5
8
7

5
7
%

'

5
0
%

3
3
7

,
7
9
%

5
8
%

6
4

3
5

5
-

5

3
4

3
7

4
3

5
6

1
5

3
5

2
3

4
6
,

1
3

T
o
t

1
0
0
%

'
(
0
$
3
,
4
5
3
,
2
9
4
)

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
7

(
$
2
,
0
1
6
,
7
4
8
)

(
$
8
9
3
,
7
2
7
)

(
$
4
3
7
,
2
6
1
)

(
$
8
2
3
,
6
8
7
)

(
$
7
,
6
2
4
,
7
1
7
)

.p
-

tA

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
y
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

.

T
o
t
a
l

6
9
%

1
2

1
7 1

7
1
%

1
4

1
4 1

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

6
5
%
8

2
6 0

6
8
%
'

1
2

'

1
9
- 1

'
6
8
7

1
1 2
0 1

6
7
%

1
1

2
0 1

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
9
5
8
,
1
3
6
)

(
$
1
,
4
7
3
,
7
9
0
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
3
%

5
3
%

'

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
 
(
-
-
-

,

1
7

1
7

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
,

2
6

2
6

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
.
4

4
 
1

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
0
4
6
,
0
7
6
)

(
$
4
5
3
,
6
5
3
)

T
o
t
a
l \

(
$
1
,
4
2
5
,
3
5
6
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

(
$
2
,
0
6
1
,
9
2
3
)

5
3

1
7

2
6 4

(
$
6
8
4
,
3
1
7
)

5
1
%

3
0

1
4

(
$
7
,
6
0
3
,
5
2
2
)

5
3
%

1
9

2
4
.
.
.

'
4
*

5
3
%

1
7

2
6 4

'

1
0
0
7

,
(
$
3
8
6
,
6
3
1
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
5
0
,
1
0
0
)

1
0
:
%

(
$
3
2
0
,
3
7
4
)

-

,
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
5
5
6
,
8
3
4
)



,
A
a
b
l
e
 
B
 
-
3
0

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
E
V
A
D
A
"

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
-
i
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,

N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
8
%

9
4
%

9
7
%

P
u
b
l
?
c

t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
2

5
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
1
0

0
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

0

T
o
t
a
l

t
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

9
8
%

'
2 0 0

9
5
%

9
1
%

5
6

0
3

I
t

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.
'

-
,
1
0
0
7
.
 
-

0
0

(
$
2
8
1
,
3
5
9
)

(
$
1
9
5
,
7
4
6
)

(
$
9
3
,
8
1
2
)

(
$
8
9
,
0
2
5
)

(
$
4
5
9
,
5
2
4
)

(
$
1
,
1
1
9
,
4
6
6
)
,
,

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
1
%

6
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
t
r
-
y
e
a
r

.
]
:

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'
0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

.

-
G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

8
7
%

.
,

8
9
%

8
2
%

8
4
%

8
0
%
,
 
7

1
3

1
0

1
6

1
5

-
1
9
.
/

.
1

1
2

1
1

0
0

0
0

0

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

T
q
t
a
l

(
$
3
0
2
,
1
6
9
)

'
(
$
1
3
0
,
7
8
2
)

(
$
1
3
1
,
5
1
5
)

(
&
2
1
8
,
4
0
8
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
t

8
2
7
.

8
2
%

8
2
%

8
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
6

1
6

-
1
6

-

1
6

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
-
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
,

2
2

-

.
2

'
2

(

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

a
A

0
0

0

(
$
7
7
,
4
2
2
)

4
6
%

5
0 2 2

1
0
0
%

=
1
0
0
%
,

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
8
6
0
,
2
4
6
)

7
4
%

2
4 2

:
(
$
2
6
8
,
1
4
7
)

7
$
1
4
6
,
1
3
,
-
*

(
$
8
5
,
6
1
9
)

(
$
4
1
,
5
4
5
)

(
$
1
7
3
,
8
8
3
)

(
$
7
1
6
,
1
5
2
)



03

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
1

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
'
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
E
W
 
T
A
M
P
S
H
I
R
Z

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
4
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
6
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

-
$
9
,
0
0
0
4
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
5
%

4
6
%

4
3
%

2
6
%

4
1
%

4
1
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'

-
2

.
1

.
0

0
4

1

P
r
i
y
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
1

5
1

5
4

7
2

5
4

5
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
3

2
2

2
2

,
-

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

.
(
$
1
,
0
4
9
,
8
2
1
)

(
$
1
,
1
0
0
,
6
3
1
)
.

(
$
7
3
6
,
4
6
1
)

(
$
7
2
6
,
4
8
6
)

(
$
4
0
1
4
7
8
0
)

-
(
$
4
,
0
0
9
,
1
7
9
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
C
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
5
%

4
9
%

4
8
%

4
9
%

4
8
%

4
8
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
4

2
0

,
2

2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
7

4
2

'

4
8
.

5
0

'

4
8

4
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

5
4

2
1

2
2

-
-
-
:
-
-
-

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
2
7
,
1
3
9
)

(
$
3
1
1
,
2
7
7
)

(
$
4
2
6
,
2
7
2
)

(
$
9
1
7
,
9
7
3
)

(
$
1
9
6
,
0
8
8
)

'
(
$
2
,
1
7
8
,
7
4
9
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
2
%

4
2
%
 
.

-
 
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
,

1
4

-
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
5

3
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

9
.
9

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

A
r
.

(
$
3
1
2
,
0
6
4
)

(
$
2
3
8
,
0
3
7
)

T
o
t
a
l

0

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5 4
2
%

4
2
%

2
6
%

3
9
%

1
4
.

1
4

3
1

1
8

3
5

3
5

2
6

>
,
3
1

9
:

9
1
6

\
.
1

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
7
,
.
.
-
-

1
0
0
%
-

(
$
1
6
1
,
8
1
6
)

(
$
5
8
,
3
4
6
)

-

(
$
1
8
7
,
8
4
1
)

(
$
9
5
8
,
1
0
4
)



f.
7

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
2

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
E
W
 
J
E
R
S
E
Y

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

.
I
n
c
o
m
e

a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2

0
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

c
w
s
?

L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
O
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
6
%

5
3
%

4
4
%

3
3
%

4
9
%

4
9
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
4

1
9

8
3
4

1
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
9

4
5

1
7

3
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

1
1

0
1

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
3
3
2
,

(
$
4
,
3
1
9
,
4
5
3
)

(
$
2
,
4
3
3
,
6
7
6
)

'
(
$
2
,
0
4
9
,
2
2
9
)

(
$
2
,
8
8
6
,
1
6
6
)

(
$
1
Z
,
0
4
1
,
3
4
5
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
.
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
 
e
a
r

.
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

,
T
o
t
a
l

P
t
i
b
i
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
'
 
t
w
o
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3
,

5
0
7

4
7
%

'
4
2
%

3
4
%

4
1
%

3
9
%

2
6

2
7
 
-

2
5

1
5

-
2
2
-
-
-
-

2
0

2
1

2
2

2
9

4
8

3
3

3
7

3
3

.
4

3
3

3
 
;
-

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

.
i

1
0
D
%

,
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
D
%

(
$
4
,
7
7
9
,
2
8
5
)

(
$
3
;
8
7
6
,
9
0
3
) .
.
.
i
4

(
$
5
,
7
4
8
,
5
1
2
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5
4

(
$
1
9
,
0
1
6
,
8
7
7
)

(
$
3
,
3
0
5
,
4
3
1
)

.

-
(
$
3
6
,
7
2
7
,
0
0
8
)

A
l
l
i
,

4
1
%

4
1
%

4
1
%

4
1
%
.

-
1
8
%

3
4
%

3
2

'

3
2

3
Z

3
2

-

7
1

4
4

1
8

, -
1
8

1
8

1
8

4
1
4

9
'

,
9

9
9

8
8

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
,

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
0
4
8
,
7
4
2
)

(
$
2
,
6
1
5
,
8
0
1
)

-

(
$
1
,
1
5
8
,
5
1
3
)

(
$
4
0
5
,
8
8
0
)

-

(
$
4
,
1
9
0
,
6
2
9
)
°

(
$
1
3
,
4
1
9
,
5
6
5



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
3

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
E
W
 
M
E
X
I
C
O

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

-
-

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
Q
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

.

N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
V
e
a
r

7
7
%

7
8
3
%

7
5
%
7

8
3
7

7
9
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
,
y
e
a
r

6
4

2
5

4
.

5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
7

1
7

1
5

2
0

'
1
4

1
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.
0

0
0

0
.
a

0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
-
$
2
,
6
0
5
,
9
5
2
)
,

'
(
$
9
7
1
,
4
4
4
)

"
.
 
(
$
4
2
0
,
0
5
9
)

$
2
3
0
,
2
6
8
)

(
$
1
,
5
7
7
,
1
4
7
)

(
$
5
,
8
0
4
,
9
2
0
)

-

G
4
L
.
F
Y
I
9
t
3
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
_

7
4
%

7
3
%

8
5
%

7
5
%

7
7
%

7
7
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
2

1
2

7
1
4

1
1

1
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

.
1
4

1
5

8
1
1

1
2

1
2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

0
0

0
0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
\

7
-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
4
4
,
4
7
1
)
.

(
$
3
7
4
,
.
.
0
W

(
$
3
2
0
,
6
3
9
)

,
(
$
4
0
3
,
5
6
2
)

(
$
1
8
2
,
2
5
1
)

(
$
2
,
0
2
5
,
0
0
1
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
b
U
r
-
7
e
a
r

7
6
%

'
 
7
6
%

-
.

7
6
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

4
6

1
6

1
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

,
8

8
8
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
D
%

(
$
1
,
7
4
6
,
0
8
1
)

0
8
4
5
,
3
2
0
)

0
4
0
9
,
4
4
9
Y

7
6
%

1
6

5
3
7
.
'

3
8

7
1
%

2
1

8
9
,

8

0
'

0
0

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
 
%
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
2
0
,
3
1
9
)

(
$
9
3
2
,
3
3
6
)



a

.,

.

.

b
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
.
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
R
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
.
C
A
T
E
@
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
E
W
 
Y
O
R
K

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

A

,
I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
0
1
,
,

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
a
t
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

t
i

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0
'

T
$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0
 
'
$
9
,
0
0
0
4
1
2
,
-
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
6
+

,
I
n
d
e
p
e
n
 
e
n
t

.
C
W
S
P
;
'
 
N
D
S
1
4
1
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3
'

.

4
6
7

-

3
8
7
.
_

3
1
%

1
2

1
2
:

-
9
b

'
-

4
1

4
9
,

'

5
6
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
g
o
i
-
y
e
a
r

1
'

1
'

1

A
l
l
'
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

2
4
%

7
1
%

4
6
%
 
.

.
6

7
1
0
 
-
'

°

6
9
 
-

2
1

'

4
3

1
.
.
 
1

1

T
o
t
a
l

'
 
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

:
1
0
%

l
0
0
%

-
.
'
 
1
0
0
7

'
-
,

t
0
0
%

,
-

(
$
2
3
;
3
3
8
,
7
8
2
)
\
 
0
1
5
i
5
8
2
,
5
5
0

.
(
$
8
,
4
4
6
,
1
1
2
)
 
i

(
$
7
,
9
7
0
,
1
6
4
)

(
$
1
6
,
0
3
9
,
6
1
7
)

-
(
$
7
1
,
1
7
7
,
2
2
5
)

,
t
l
e

cn
'

'
*

4
P
5

G
S
L

F
Y
1
9
7
3
/
,
.
.
/

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
6
%

2
7
%
'

2
9
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
2

3
3

2
9

B
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
0

1
3
7

4
1

.
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
.

2
3

2

3

2
6
%

2
7
%

'
1
4
,

2
4

)
3
t

4
7

,
2

f
 
2
.

.
.
,

2
7
%

2
3
.
 
;

4
9 2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
%

'

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

:
1
0
0
%
-

-
;
l
o
f
t

l
e
o
%

_
-
-
 
-

-
 
0
2
2
,
4
0
3
,
7
7
5
)
 
,
0
1
8
,
4
2
8
,
6
3
1
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

t
w
a
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

-
.
(
$
1
5
,
5
6
2
,
4
5
5
)

(
$
2
2
,
9
3
6
,
3
5
4
)

:

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

0
6
8
,
4
1
1
,
3
2
4
)
.

e

0
1
3
,
1
1
2
0
1
6
)

3
2
%

3
2
7

2
.
3
;
)

4
5
'

4
5

5
8
-

*
1
9

,
1
9

0

4
4

4
9

(
$
1
4
5
,
6
9
2
'
,
4
0
0
)
'

.
-

-
 
3
0
%

4
8

1
6

,
6

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

t
o
o
t

1
0
0
%
,

1
0
%

(
$
1
1
,
0
5
6
,
2
1
1
)

-
 
(
$
4
,
7
1
7
,
5
0
9
)

(
$
1
,
6
3
5
,
4
4
4
)

(
$
1
1
,
5
1
7
;
1
0
8
)

(
$
4
8
,
4
8
8
,
7
2
7
)



T
y
p
e
.
 
o
f
-

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
5

A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E

S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N

D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
N
O
R
T
H
 
C
A
R
O
L
I
N
A

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
;
0
0
0

.
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

_

.
.
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-

0
.
.
1
.
-

'
"
.
'

:

5
3
%

6
.

3
6 5

0

C
W
S
P
,

N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

3
7
%

2
-

5
6 5

,
:
,

5
0
7

'
1
5

3
3

'
-

2

5
1
%

5

3
8 5

5
1 4

-
3
9

,

'
6

5
1
%

2

4
1 6

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

,
-

,
.

1
0
0
%
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
-
'

1
0
0
%

1
.
0
0
%

C
.

,
(
$
1
3
,
7
2
7
;
5
5
9
)

(
$
5
,
7
8
2
,
0
.
1
9
)

(
$
2
,
2
6
4
,
5
4
4
)

(
$
1
,
4
7
5
4
8
5
)

(
$
1
,
6
6
1
,
6
9
3
)

(
$
2
4
,
9
1
1
;
0
0
0
)

C
7
'
,
)

t
s
.
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

0

c
.
:
-
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
8
%

4
9
%

5
0
%

4
8
%

4
9
%

4
9
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
8

-
2
6

2
0

-
9

2
0

2
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-
1
8

.
1
9

2
2

3
6
.

2
5
_

2
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

5
-
'

6
7

7
6

.
6

6
-

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

.
-

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
2
8
2
,
0
9
1
)

.
'
(
$
8
8
1
,
4
3
8
)

(
$
9
5
2
,
6
6
4
)

(
$
1
,
3
3
5
,
5
1
0
)

(
$
4
4
0
,
2
7
9
)

:
 
(
$
4
,
8
9
1
,
9
8
2
)

to
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
l
 
-
y
e
a
r

.
4
6
%

P
u
b
l
i
f
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

_
2
2

P
r
i
4
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

9
,
.

T
o
t
a
l

c

1
0
0
%

c

(
$
6
,
8
0
8
,
0
8
1
)

'
B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

4
6
%

4
6
%

4
6
%

,
2
3
7

4
4
%

2
2

J
.

2
2
-

2
2

5
6

2
5

2
3

2
3

2
3

1
2

2
2

9
.

9
9

9
.

9
'

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%
,

1
1
0
0
%
-
-

1
9
0
T
-
 
s

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
8
7
8
;
0
9
2
)

(
$
1
,
3
7
8
,
2
2
3
)

(
$
3
6
6
,
8
0
7
)
 
'

0
1
,
1
3
5
:
3
5
0

(
$
1
2
,
5
6
6
,
5
5
3
)

.
.

1
.



of

-
T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
6
,
,

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

P
O
R
N
O
R
T
H
 
D
A
R
O
T
A

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

`
I
r
t
h
t
i
t
U
r
a
f
-
-
7
-
7
7
9
2
L
_

P
'
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
.
.
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
r
.

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

,

$
6
,
0
0
0
 
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
.
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

,

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

.

-
-
.

C
W
S
P
,
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

7
0
%
.

7
6
%

8
1
%

8
0
%
,
:

&
T
X

1
2

1
1

8
'
.

7
4,

1
9

,
1
3

1
1

1
2

.
.
.
-

9

0
1

0
,7

,.
0

0

I A
l
l
 
*
S
t
i
c
i
e
n
t
s

7
5
7
.
_

1
5 a

ca

.
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
%
.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
6
%

I
-
,

(
$
2
,
2
3
0
,
4
9
8
)

-
.
0
1
,
2
6
7
,
7
0
5
)

(
$
6
5
5
,
6
0
6
)

(
p
2
5
:
3
9
1
)

0
5
4
3
0
6
1
)

0
5
,
0
2
3
1
1
6
1
)

.

1
01

41 4
.
)

C
n

.
1
.
-

.

.
G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

,
.

i
!

I
:

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
8
%

'
6
1
%

,
6
2
%

7
7
%

I
-
6
.
3
7
i

r
6
4
%
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
.
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

-
 
3
4

3
3
.

,
-
,

3
4

2
1

5
1

.
3
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

8
:
 
6

k
2

5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
 
7
.
.
 
i
f
.
.
.

0
0

0
,

0
:
0

0

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

-
.

1
0
0
7

'
1
0
0
7

1
.
1
)
0
7
,

0
,
9
2
6
,
1
4
e
.

(
$
1
,
7
5
9
,
0
6
7
)

(
5
1
,
7
1
6
,
7
8
3
)

(
$
2
,
0
5
5
,
0
6
4
)

(
$
8
3
6
,
4
1
2
)

(
$
9
,
2
9
3
,
4
6
7
)
,

.
.
-

.
B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a

5
6
%

5
6
%

5
6
%

5
6
7
.

5
 
2
%

5
6
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
2

3
2

.
3
2

3
2

3
1

3
2

P
r
i
V
a
t
e
'
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-
9

69
9

.
,

9
1
2

1
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
,
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
.
2

2
4

2
.

.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
-
.

1
0
0
%

i
o
n

l
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
:

(
$
6
3
7
,
7
8
8
)

0
4
1
0
,
5
3
1
)

(
$
2
7
5
,
5
3
7
)

(
$
9
6
,
0
3
3
)

0
2
2
7
,
9
6
7
j

(
$
1
;
6
4
6
,
9
5
6
)

-



s

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
7

G

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
.
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
-
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
O
H
I
O

im
s M G

O

1-

. T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

,
.

I
n
C
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
\

$
O
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

,
I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

'

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

.

.
4
6
%
.

1
0

4
3 1

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

4
t

3
1
%

1
3

.

5
6
.

1

.

5
5
9

,
9
"

3
5 0
-

4
4
%

1
0

4
6 1

4
1
%

1
0

4
8

-

1

4
3
%

-
9

4
7 1

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
3
,
1
3
4
,
0
0
4
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
9
,
1
8
5
,
0
1
1
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
8
6
6
i
6
5
8
)

G
S
L

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

1
0
0
7
.
-

(
$
5
,
5
8
1
,
4
1
4
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
4
1
5
,
7
8
7
)

1
0
0
%

,

($
39

;1
82

,8
74

)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
9
%

6
2
%

6
2
%

5
0
7

5
6
%
:
,

.
5
6
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

1
1

'
8

4
7
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

2
9

2
6

2
9

4
6

3
6
'

3
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

1
0

1
a

4
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

.
1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
2
4
6
,
2
7
6
)

(
$
3
,
1
0
5
;
2
7
1
)

(
$
4
'
,
3
1
0
,
6
0
6
)

(
$
9
,
7
6
5
,
2
5
8
)

(
$
2
,
0
2
0
,
4
9
4

(
$
2
2
,
4
4
9
,
9
0
2
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
2
%

5
2
%

-
.

,
5
2
%

5
2
%

5
0
%
.

-
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
p
-
y
e
a
r

1
4

1
4

1
4

'

1
4

3
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
Y
e
a
r

2
7

2
7

2
7

2
7

1
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
,
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
`

-
7
-
-

7
7

7
6

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
3
1
9
,
1
9
1
)
.

(
$
2
,
7
2
0
,
1
6
5
)

*
(
$
1
,
8
2
1
,
3
4
4
)

0
6
3
8
,
6
0
5
Y

(
$
2
,
4
5
8
;
9
1
8
)

'

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
2
,
9
5
8
,
2
2
3
)



tc
,

T
T

C
D

.
T
a
b
l
e
 
8
-
3
8

4
1
1
.

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
'
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
O
K
L
A
H
O
M
A

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
4
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
b

,
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

...
..1

,

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
P
a
o
-
y
e
a
r

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
9
%

5
5
%

5
6
%

4
8
%

-
6
5
%

5
9
%

2
6

1
9

1
4
-

7
2
4
7

2
3

.
1
2

a
2
3

2
8

'
4
2

9
1
5

:
3

,
3

2
4

1
2

T
o
t
a
l

,
1
0
0
7

.
1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
6
%

:
1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
'
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r
 
:
}

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

.
.
.
)

-
T
o
V
1

p
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
P
a
o
y
e
a
r

.
,

T
o
t
a
l

(
$
6
,
0
9
9
,
6
1
1
)

(
$
2
,
6
0
2
,
4
9
5
)

(
$
1
,
0
4
2
,
6
4
5
)

(
$
4
8
1
,
1
5
4
)

(
$
4
,
0
0
0
,
8
9
2
)

(
$
1
4
,
2
2
6

9
7
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
.
7
3

.

6
8
%

6
5
%

'

6
2
%

6
1
%

'
6
4
%

6
4
%

.
2
1

2
Q

1
9

1
3

1
8

1
8

'

8
1
2

m
1
7

2
4

'

1
5

1
5

3
, e

3
,
2
.

1
2

2

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
7

1
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
1
5
1
,
8
5
7
)

(
$
6
6
5
,
2
0
6
)

.
(
$
6
5
1
;
2
0
1
)

B
E
0
6
.
F
Y
1
9
7
5

(
$
1
,
0
3
2
,
8
2
1
)

(
$
3
4
6
,
2
6
2
)

(
$
3
,
8
4
7
,
3
4
7
)
.
_

:
4
5
%
 
'

4
5
%

4
5
%

4
5
%
.

3
4
%

4
3
%

.
3
6

-
'
 
3
6

3
6

3
6

5
7

4
1
-

1
2

1
2

1
2
.

1
2

3
1
0

6
6

,
6

6
5

6

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

W
O
%

(
$
3
;
2
8
5
,
4
0
1
)

(
$
1
,
4
3
2
,
2
8
8
)

$
7
9
4
,
6
9
3
)

.
(
$
1
9
3
,
0
2
5
)

.
(
$
1
,
6
4
9
,
6
9
0
)

(
$
7
,
2
6
5
,
0
9
7
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
3
9

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
U
.
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
O
R
E
G
O
N

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
.
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
Q
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0
 
$
9
,
0
0
0
4
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
*

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-

5
4
%

5
2
%

4
8
%

-
4
5
%

4
9
%

1
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
Y
e
a
r
.

2
4

1
8

1
3

1
4

3
6
.
'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
1
,

3
0

3
8
 
-
-

'
 
4
1

1
4

1
0
0
%

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

0
0

b
.

T
o
t
a
l

'
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

P
+

'
G
I
,

C
D

u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
C
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

o.

(
$
3
,
8
1
2
,
8
7
9
)

(
$
2
,
0
6
4
,
3
3
0
)

'

(
$
1
'
,
0
0
9
,
5
5
4
)
,
.

0
5
5
1
,
I
4
3
)

(
$
2
,
4
7
2
,
1
7
5
)

,
G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
5
2
%

7
t

5
7
%

6
4
%

.
6
4
%
'

.
6
0
%

:

4
0

3
4
'

2
7

'

2
0

2
8

8
'

8
8

1
6

1
1

0
0

1
.

Q
:

0

1
0
0
%

.

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

(
$
2
,
3
8
1
,
6
6
4
)

(
$
1
,
0
0
2
,
1
2
1
)

7
(
$
1
,
0
6
0
,
6
8
7
)

0
2
,
0
6
2
,
8
0
7
)

(
$
6
4
3
,
5
7
8
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

,
4
0
7

4
0
%

4
0
%

4
1

4
1

4
1

1
.
7

1
7

1
7

2
2

2

4
0
%

4
1 1
7 2
.

-
1
7
%

3
-

0

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
(
$
1
4
5
3
,
4
8
6
)

(
$
7
7
6
,
5
3
3
)

$
4
5
4
,
7
8
7
)
.

(
$
1
4
8
i
8
9
2
)
 
,

d

1
0
0
%

-
 
(
$
2
,
2
7
6
,
4
1
4
)

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

5
1
 
%
-

.
7
2
4
'
.

,
2
4

'

-
 
0

1
0
0
%

(
$
9
;
9
1
0
,
0
8
1
)

-
5
2
%
_

3
1 1
1 0

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
,
1
5
0
,
8
5
7
)

.
,

.

3
0
%

5
9
-

7
f
0 1

1
0
0
%

6
5
,
1
1
0
,
1
1
2
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
0

.

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
p
k
o
i
r
s
.
B
y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
A
W
D
'
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y
:
-
-
-
-
,

.
F
O
R
.
 
P
E
N
N
S
Y
L
V
A
N
I
A

I
n
C
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
3
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
.
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
-

4
1

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

4

0
4

T
o
t
a
l
'

1
0
0
%

:

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
.
:
y
e
a
r
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
.
=
y
e
a
r
-

T
o
t
a
l

4
3
%

a
n

2
8
%

c
3
7
%

-
3
7
%

1
5

-

1
0

3
8

8

4
0

'
4
2

6
7

5
2

5
2

3
,
a

2
1
,

-
2

2
. 1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
0
,
6
4
6
,
9
9
9
)

(
$
1
0
,
6
4
6
,
9
9
9
)

(
$
1
5
,
5
7
1
,
2
3
g
)

(
$
2
9
,
6
7
8
,
5
0
9
)

(
$
6
,
5
8
1
,
2
4
9
)

(
$
7
3
,
1
2
4
,
9
9
2
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

3
9
%
'

.
3
9
%

3
9
%

'

3
9
%

2
8
%

3
7
%

1
5

1
5

.
1
5

1
5
 
"

4
4

.
1
9

a
3
2

3
2

3
2
,

3
2

1
1
.

a
e

2
8

1
4
'

1
4

1
4

1
4

1
8

1
5

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
 
6
 
9
6
.
5
;
7
4
8
)

(
$
3
,
6
6
8
,
4
9
6
)
'

(
$
2
,
6
9
1
,
2
7
0
)

.
(
$
1
,
0
2
5
,
2
7
5
)

(
$
2
,
9
2
7
,
5
1
9
)
e
.
 
0
1
7
,
2
7
8
,
3
0
8
)

o
-
y
e
a
r

4
3

,
a

2
1
,

-
2

2

0
4

.

T
o
t
a
l
'

1
0
0
%

:
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
0
,
6
4
6
,
9
9
9
)

(
$
1
0
,
6
4
6
,
9
9
9
)

(
$
1
5
,
5
7
1
,
2
3
g
)

(
$
2
9
,
6
7
8
,
5
0
9
)

(
$
6
,
5
8
1
,
2
4
9
)

(
$
7
3
,
1
2
4
,
9
9
2
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
9
%
'

.
3
9
%

3
9
%

'

3
9
%

2
8
%

3
7
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
.
:
y
e
a
r
-

1
5

1
5

.
1
5

1
5
 
"

4
4

.
1
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

a
3
2

3
2

3
2
,

3
2

1
1
.

a
e

2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
.
=
y
e
a
r
-

1
4
'

1
4

1
4

1
4

1
8

1
5

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
 
6
 
9
6
.
5
;
7
4
8
)

(
$
3
,
6
6
8
,
4
9
6
)
'

(
$
2
,
6
9
1
,
2
7
0
)

.
(
$
1
,
0
2
5
,
2
7
5
)

(
$
2
,
9
2
7
,
5
1
9
)
e
.
 
0
1
7
,
2
7
8
,
3
0
8
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
 
-
4
1

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
R
H
O
D
E
 
I
S
L
A
N
D

'
"
'

.

-
-
,

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
;
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
=

.

-
.

.
.
.
-
-
-

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
.

3
0
%

3
7
%

3
9
%

2
8
%

5
6
%

.
-
<
,
 
1
6
1
b
-
w
-
-
-
-
-
.

'
"
'
0

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
.
0

0
0

0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

-
7
0

6
3

6
1

7
2

4
4

6
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

7
0

.
0

0
0

0
0

T
o
t
a
l

=
'
1
0
0
%

'
1
0
0
%

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

0
0
%

(
$
1
,
5
7
1
,
9
7
9
)

(
$
1
,
1
1
3
;
1
8
6
)

(
$
8
9
1
,
1
6
3
)

(
$
6
3
2
,
4
2
6
)

(
$
5
,
3
4
4
,
3
0
6
)

tO
s
,
.
.

G
S
I
,
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
C
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
'
'

5
4
%

'
5
0
%

5
2
%

2
3
%

.
Y
)
*

3
8
%

.
.
P
u
b
l
i
C
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'
1
6

1
9

1
5

8
1
2

1
2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
0

.
 
3
0

3
3

6
9

5
2

N
A
9

P
r
i
V
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

'
0

0
0
.

I
L

-
\

T
o
t
a
l

-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
'
'
'
'
'

-
 
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
1
9
i
,
0
1
1
)

(
$
9
0
3
,
5
2
7
)

(
$
1
,
4
1
8
,
8
7
3
)

(
$
3
,
1
7
2
,
3
8
5
)

(
$
6
6
1
,
9
2
5
)

(
$
7
,
3
5
4
,
3
2
1
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

\
3
7
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

\
1
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
"
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.

3

T
o
t
a
l

1

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
9
0
,
0
2
5
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

,
3
7
%

3
7
%

3
7
%

2
3
%

'
-

3
5
%

1
4

1
4

1
4

2
7

1
6

4
6

4
6

'

4
6

3
0

4
3

3
3
.

3
2
1

6

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

0
3
1
0
,
6
7
7
)

(
$
2
2
7
,
8
7
5
)

(
$
8
6
,
2
4
5
)

'
(
$
2
3
2
,
7
8
0
)

(
$
1
,
4
4
7
,
6
0
2
)



T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

O

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
2

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F

T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E

C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

,
F
O
R
 
S
O
U
'
T
'
H
 
C
A
R
O
L
I
N
A

P
g
b
l
i

f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
V
A
T

e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r

a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
'
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e

O
r

0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
4

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
=
F
Y
1
9
7
3

2
1
%

%
3
8
%

3
2
%

4
6
%

2
8
%

6
5

4
3

1
8

6

6
1

5
5

4
9

5
9

3
1
-

5
6

1
1

8
8

7
6

1
0

1
0
0
%
*

'

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
 
%
 
-

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
5
8
1
,
0
6
0
)

(
$
2
,
0
0
6
,
3
8
3
)

(
$
8
7
4
,
9
9
2
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c

f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
9
i

4
0
%

5
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c

t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
7

2
8

1
7

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
5

1
9

1
7

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

t
,

9
1
3

1
6

T
o
t
a
l

T
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
,

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
Y
e
a
r

P
r
i
V
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

(
$
3
6
8
,
3
7
6
)

(
$
1
7
9
,
7
3
5
)

(
$
1
1
5
,
7
7
6
)

.

(
$
5
8
1
,
7
1
8
)

(
$
9
8
L
,
4
0
4

(
$
1
0
,
0
3
2
,
1
6
5
)

4
3
%

3
8
%

3
3
%

1
4

2
4

2
7

3
5

2
8

2
9
'

'

8
1
1

1
1

1
0
0
%

L
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
4
5
,
7
3
1
)

(
$
8
0
,
0
7
2
)

(
$
8
8
9
,
6
9
0
)

3
1
7

3
1

2
9 .
9

if
/
B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

3
1
%

3
1

2
9 9

1
7
%

5
7 1
6

1
0

3
0
%

3
3

-

2
8
f

9

3
1
%

3
1
_
:

2
9

1
9

3
1
%

3
1

-

-
2
9

-

9

1
0
0
%

6

(
$
4
,
7
1
2
,
7
4
8
)

_
r
1
0
0
7
 
-

(
$
1
,
7
2
8
,
6
5
9
)

1
0
0
%

8
4
3
,
4
9
1
)

(
$
8
4
3
,
4
9
1
)

1
0
0
%

-
2
1
4
,
§
7
5
)

-
0

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
5
9
,
8
3
0
)

1
0
0
%

-
(
$
8
,
2
5
9
,
4
0
1
3
)

t



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
3

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
.
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
S
O
U
T
H
 
D
A
K
O
T
A

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
.
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
,
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-
6
2
%

5
6
%

5
8
%
'

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

'
O

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

3
6

4
2

4
2

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
2

.
0

T
o
t
a
l

0

5
5 G
.

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

4
5
%

7
4
%

6
0
%

0

2
.
5 1

0 1

1
0
6
%

1
0
0
1

1
0
6
%

l
0
0
%

l
0
0
%

G
A 0

(
$
2
,
4
5
3
,
6
2
3
)

(
$
1
,
3
7
4
,
6
2
)

.
.
(
$
7
1
7
,
6
8
5
)

(
$
3
0
8
,
0
6
0
)

(
$
4
9
1
,
2
4
2
)

(
$
5
,
3
4
5
,
2
3
2
)

G
S
L

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

7
3
%

7
2
%

7
0
%

6
6
%

7
0
%

'

7
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

a
0

0
5

o
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
5

2
6

2
9

3
4

2
8

2
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
i
4
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
2

-
,
1

0
2

2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
1
.

1
.
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
.
"

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
n
g
F
r
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

p
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

-
6
8
%

6
8
%

6
8
%

6
8
%

'
6
8
%

6
8
%

0
0

0
0

+
0

0

2
7

2
7

2
7

2
7

2
5

2
6

6
6

)
'
6

6
6

6

1
0
0
%

l
0
0
%

l
0
0
7

u
m

i
b
m

1
0
0
%

(
$
7
3
6
,
9
8
6
)

0
4
9
4
,
5
9
n

(
$
2
8
7
,
6
1
6
)

(
$
,
1
0
6
,
1
3
7
)

(
$
2
7
2
,
1
3
9
)

(
$
1
,
8
9
7
,
4
7
0
)

(
$
1
,
8
2
8
,
6
5
9
)

(
$
1
,
0
8
4
,
2
0
5
)

(
$
4
3
9
 
3
1
1
)

-

(
$
1
,
1
4
4
,
1
6
1
)

(
$
4
9
4
,
1
4
3
)

,
(
$
5
,
4
9
0
,
4
7
9
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
L
.
4
4

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
,
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
-
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
T
E
N
N
E
S
S
E
E
'

=
'

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

,
$
6
,
0
0
6
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
3
%

d
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
r
y
e
a
r
J

.
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
O
u
t
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

7

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
0
t
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

3
7
%

3
1
% j

'

5
1

5
8 8

T
o
t
a
l

2

1
6
0
%

I
 
0
 
(
i
7
o

(
$
8
-
,
8
3
6
,
6
3
2
)

.
(
4
,
3
4
4
,
1
9
5
)

-

1
5
%

5
2
%

4
0
%

3
1

.
6

4

8
1

3
8

'

4
9

c
3

4
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

°
(
$
1
,
1
0
4
,
6
2
4
)

(
$
1
,
9
7
1
,
9
2
4
)

(
$
1
7
,
9
6
2
,
5
0
4
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

°

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
7
%

6
3
%
 
4

6
5
%

5
4
%

6
1
%

6
2
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

O
a

8
'

6
,
3

5
.

6

P
r
i
4
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
4
j

2
6

,
2
6

4
0

3
0

2
9

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

3
'

4
-

3
.

3
'

'

3
'

J

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

7
:
0
0
%

_
,
4

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-

(
$
1
,
7
5
3
,
5
7
0
-

(
S
1
,
3
7
8
,
6
7
4
)

(
$
1
,
3
0
6
,
1
1
2
)

(
$
1
,
6
0
2
,
4
0
7
)

(
1
5
9
7
,
4
3
8
)

(
$
6
,
6
3
8
,
2
0
7
)

'
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
'
-
y
e
a
r

.

p
r
i
V
a
t
e
 
M
o
-
y
e
a
r
:
"

T
o
t
a
l
'

4
2
%
.
,
,

,
,
,

-
- 1
0
 
'

:
,

_
3
4
'

:

1
3

4
2
%

1
0
'

.
3
'
4

1
3
,

:
4
2
%

1
0

3
4

1
3

4
2
%

-

1
0

3
4

t
 
1
3

3
1
%

1
8

2
9 2
2

4
1
%

fl 3
4

1
4

1
0
0
%
'
H
"

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
.
0
0

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
9
3
4
,
0
8
9
)

(
$
1
,
6
8
3
'
,
3
1
3
)

(
$
7
8
6
,
9
2
6
)

(
$
2
1
5
,
9
3
7
)

(
$
7
3
1
,
1
5
2
)

(
$
7
;
3
5
2
,
0
1
7
)



1
.
-
.
1

-
-
-
1

,
_
,

(
$
2
1
,
5
2
6
,
1
2
6
)

(
$
8
,
4
2
8
,
0
0
3
)

(
$
3
,
2
1
4
,
3
5
9
)

(
$
2
,
0
2
3
,
6
7
5
)

(
$
5
,
9
8
5
;
1
5
5
)

(
$
4
1
,
1
1
7
,
1
1
8
)

°

f
l

.1
,

,
T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
5
-

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
.
Y
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
.
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
'
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E

C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

.

F
O
R
 
T
E
X
A
S

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

\
'
 
I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
-

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
4
1
2
;
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,

N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
k

3
8
%

3
5
%

2
7
%

'
*

-

1
9
%

4
9
%

3
7
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
6

1
4

1
4

7
'

1
5

1
5
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

4
6

5
1

I

-
5
8

7
4

3
7

4
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1

d
e
-

1
1

1
0

1

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

-

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

C
.)

C
h
n
a

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
1
-

a
1
:
.
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

6
4
%

6
2
%

6
4
%

6
5
%

6
4
%

6
4
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

2
0

'

2
2

1
8

9
-

1
7

'
1
8
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
5

1
5

1
7

2
5

1
8

.
1
8

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
1

s
.

1
1

c
1

1

T
o
t
a
l

:
A
%

1
0
0
%

1
1
0
0
%

,
1
0
0
%
-

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

(
$
1
0
,
9
7
3
,
1
5
0
)

(
$
5
,
3
1
0
,
4
6
4
)

(
$
4
,
5
5
1
,
8
2
5
)
"
,

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5
*

(
$
6
,
2
5
8
,
7
6
0
)

(
$
2
,
6
7
9
,
6
4
0
-

(
$
2
9
,
7
7
3
,
8
4
5
)

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

4
5
%

4
5
%

4
5
%

4
5
%

2
6
%

4
3
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
7

3
7

3
7

3
7

5
9

.
4
0

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
5

1
5

1
5

1
5

1
1

1
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

3
3

3
,

3
3

-
.
3

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
3
,
6
6
6
,
0
0
9
)

(
$
5
,
7
4
4
,
4
6
3
)

(
$
2
,
7
5
8
,
7
7
9
)

(
k
8
2
3
,
5
6
3
)

(
$
3
,
2
6
3
,
4
9
4
)

(
$
2
6
,
2
5
6
,
3
0
8
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
6

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
I
I
T
y
T
1
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

)
O
R
 
U
T
A
H

1
1
1
)
.

$
6

O
0

0
0
0

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
-

$
9
,
I
1
n
2
c
o
z
oe
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

C
a
t
e
g
o

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
1
1
-
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
=
y
e
a
r
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
O
a
-
i
.

T
o
t
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
.
 
-
,
.

T
o
t
a
l

o
-b P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
,

r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

.
C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,

S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

0
 
7
7
%

8
4
%

8
5
%

8
5
7
.

8
9
%

.
8
4
%

1
7

1
1

1
1

5
9

1
2

4
,
-
-
-
 
-
3

2
c

7
1

3

2
2

c
-
,
.
.
.
,

2
4

0
-

a
2

)

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.

-
 
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
6
1
2
,
3
1
5
)

(
$
1
,
3
5
7
,
2
6
6
)

(
$
7
4
0
,
3
4
6
)

.
(
$
3
5
1
,
3
9
4
)

(
$
1
,
8
9
3
,
9
2
8
)

(
$
5
,
9
5
5
,
2
4
9
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

7
4
%

8
1
%

.
7
3
%

7
8
%

7
7
%

7
6
%

2
2

1
4

.
,

1
6

1
1

1
5

1
7

'

.
1

1
-
-
-
-
-
-
_

2
\
 
3

2
2

'

3
4

9
8

6
5

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

4
0
0
7
.

(
$
1
,
8
0
4
,
9
3
2
)

(
$
8
2
0
:
0
3
0
)
'
N

(
$
6
5
5
,
1
5
6
)

(
$
1
,
0
5
8
,
6
6
2
)

.
(
$
4
2
9
,
1
1
0
)

(
$
4
,
7
6
7
4
8
9
0
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

-

4
0
%

4
0
%

-
-
-
_
_

4
0
%

4
0
%

2
3

'

A
2
3
 
s
'
f

2
3

.
2
3

P
.

3
4

'
3
4

3
4

3
4

3
.
3
.

t
3

3

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'

1
0
0
%

3
6
7
.

3
2

2
4 8
-

3
9
%

4
'

1
0
0
%
-

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
3
1
,
3
7
)

(
$
2
6
3
,
8
1
5
)
.

(
$
1
7
2
,
5
8
2
)

(
$
7
1
;
0
9
2
)

A

(
$

(
$
1
,
2
0
4
,
6
6
2
)



a
.

-

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

,
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
V
E
R
M
O
N
T
'

-

'
I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
9
7
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
C
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r
)

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

7 3
4 1
7

1
0
0
%

4
5
%

5

3
2
.

1
8
-

(s.

C
W
S
P
,
-
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G

F
4
1
9
7
3

2

3
3

1
1

1
0
0
%

(
$
 
5
6
.
9
:
2
8
4
)

$
5
3
9
,
6
8
7
.
)

(
$
3
1
2
.
0
4
5
)

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
-
9
7
3

4

5
8
%

.
6
5
%

5
1
%

1
8

4

3
6

-
 
2
4

.
3
3

5
1
2

1
0
0
Z

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

(
$
5
2
4
,
5
4
2
)

(
$
2
0
5
,
6
7
1
)

(
$
2
,
1
3
1
,
2
2
9
)

7
;

'

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
:
y
e
a
_
t

5
5
7
.

5
5
%

5
0
%

A
.
3
%

4
9
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

5
.
=
4

1
T
.

3

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

2
2

3
3

4
1

4
8

4
2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
7

8
4

7
8

-
9
-

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
Z

(
$
5
1
8
,
1
A
5
1

(
$
4
4
,
9
0
4
)

(
$
5
3
-
2
,
 
9
9
0
)

(
$
9
6
7
,
2
7
9
)

(
$
2
4
4
,
0
4
)

4
2
,
7
1
1
,
5
7
-
9
1
1

B
R
O
D
.
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

5
5
%

5
5
7
.

5
5
%

.
5
5
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
K
o
-
y
e
a
r

7
7

7

P
r
i
v
a
I
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

A
1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

41
P
r
i
y
a
t
e
'
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
9
-

1
9

1
9
"

1
9

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
0
4
,
5
4
0
)
,
y
-
4
\

1
0
0
%
.

(
$
2
2
5
,
9
8
4
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
2
7
,
7
0
0
)

.
4
8
%

1
3

2
1

1
7

.c
r

n
o
%

D
m
%

(
$
4
6
,
1
4
5
)

(
$
1
8
1
,
0
7
4
)



*
T
y
r
i
-
e
o
e

=
o
n
-

,,

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
B

D
I
S
T
R
4
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
O
1
3
E
N
T
.
A
J
D
 
P
 
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
7
Y
P
E
 
O

I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
V
I
R
G
I
N
I
A

$
0
-
 
$
6
,
0
0
0

,

a
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
*
f
u
r
 
-
n
e
a
r

4
5
%

i
.

N
i
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

1
8
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
v
-
y
e
a
r

,
3
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
:
.
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r
1
1

:

o
t
a
l

1
6
0
%

(
$
6
,
7
3
2
,
8
2
1
)

O
'
T

N

1
F

4
4

%
.
4

°
g

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

-

P
u
b
l
i
c
%
t
w
R
-
i
r
e
a
r
,

2
4

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

1
7

A

,
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
4
e
d
t

;
T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
 
%
 
-

(
$
1
,
7
6
6
,
4
8
9
)

I

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0
:

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

-

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

.

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
'
F
Y
1
9
7
3

.
4
6
%

.
5
2
7

4
5
1
.
 
'

.
4
5
%

4
6
1
i

'
 
1
1

5
,

'

3
2
1

e
1
3
 
-

:

.
.

-

4
1
.

4
1
 
'

6
0

3
2

-
'
3
9

2
2

2
,
,
-

'

2
,

2
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
_
_
_
_

.

T
1
0
6
%
n
 
'

,

0

1
0
0
%

.
.

.

1
0
0
%
2

1
0
0
%

'
1
0
0
%
,

(
$
3
,
5
7
4
,
3
2
)

(
$
2
0
,
6
6
4
,
4
1
0
)

(
$
1
,
6
6
4
;
6
7
1
)

(
$
2
,
5
6
§
,
1
A
8
)

0
1
6
,
6
0
4
,
5
2
1

'

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

-
G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
8
%

A
.

0
%

5
6
%

.
5
7
%

2
4

'
2
1

-
1
4

1
9

'

1
6

1
7

2
8
`

-
 
2
1

2
2

3
2

4
-
7
-
-
-

-
-
-
.
-

r
0
0
%

*
1
0
0
%

:
.
1
,
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

/
1
0
0
%

.
.

(
$
1
,
6
8
8
,
4
1
2
)

0
1
;
9
5
1
,
9
7
1
)

.
(
:
$
4
,
3
5
2
,
7
8
4
)

(
$
9
6
5
,
2
3
6
)

(
$
1
0
,
7
2
4
:
8
 
2
)

.
,

.

.
.

.

.
B
E
O
G
 
7
1
9
7
5

.

.

P
u
l
d
i
c
,
f
a
U
r
-
y
e
a
s
,

4
7
%

'

4
7
%

,

4
7
7

_
4
7
%

3
1
%

=
.

4
5
%
,

,
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

6
-

.
1

.
'
2
6

0
2
6

2
6

5
5

.
3
0

,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
2
2

.
'
 
2
2

2
2

2
2

-

1
1

2
1

4
-
-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.
.

'4
w

4
(

°

4
'

.
.

4
'

.
*
e

3
'
4

-
-
-
-
,

.
,

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
4
)

1
0
0
%
'

1
0
0,

-
,

%
,

(
$
3
,
4
0
8
,
4
9
0
)

.
0
I
k
7
3
0
,

;
(
$
9
0
5
,
8
1
5
)

(
$
2
7
7
,
0
4
7
)

(
$
9
7
0
 
1
2
9
)

(
$
7
,
2
9
2
,
1
8
5
)

%

0
.

5
7
t

1
9

.
2
2

o
.
2

T
o
t
a
l



C
>

I

O
N

a

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
4
9

C
.

'

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N

O
F

S
T
U
D
E
N
T
-
 
A
I
D
:
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
`
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N

A
N

D
 I

N
C

O
M

E
C

A
T

E
G

O
R

Y
'

.
F
O
R
 
W
A
S
H
I
N
G
T
O
N

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
O
d
r
-
y
e
a
r

Pu
bl

ic
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

p
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-
'

T
o
t
a
l

.
,

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.
'
'
I
n
c
b
r
n
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

.
$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
,

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

3
3
%

3
3

4
3
4

C
W

SP
, N

D
$L

, S
E

O
G

F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
5
%

2
9 1
6

4
3
7

2
5

3
1

3
9
%

-
2
4

3
8

3
6
%

1
5
,

4
9

"
3
4
%

6

'
6
0

0
0

-
0

0
.

0
0

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
7
 
-

(
$
3
,
0
2
3
,
3
E
4
)

(
$
2
,
4
4
5
,
9
3
6
)

(
$
1
,
4
3
6
,
6
2
5
)

'
(
$
1
,
0
6
2
,
9
9
2
)

(
$
5
,
3
2
0
,
7
8
0
)

(
$
1
3
,
2
8
9
,
6
9
7
)

'
G
S
L
 
.
F
Y
1
9
7
3
=

4
7
7
.

4
5
%

5
0
7
.

5
6
%

'
"

5
0
%

;
4
3

4
0

3
5

2
8

5
1
7

3
4

'
3
7
-

.
.

-
1
0

1
5

.
:
1
5

1
6

,
1
5

,
.
.
.
1
4

r

0
0

0
0

0
.

.
0

1
6
0
%

T
ot

e]
.

!_
.

io
n

(
$
5
,
5
6
0
,
4
1
2
)

(
$
2
,
2
6
4
,
8
5
2
)

,

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
,

'
 
p
u
b
l
i
c
 
.
.
t
w
o
-
r
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
.
,

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

T
o
t
a
l

3
4
7
.

-
3
4
7

4
9

4
9

1
6

1
6

1
1
'

.
.
.

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
7
.

'

(
$
1
,
7
0
6
,
8
5
8
)

(
$
9
4
3
,
9
5
4
)

_
um

(
$
2
,
0
0
7
,
1
7
3
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
7
2
9
,
5
4
6
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
3
4
1
,
2
9
5
)

)
1
0
0
%

.
0
1
4
,
9
0
3
,
2
7
8
L
_

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5
.
.

3
4
7
.

.
4
9

1
6
,

3
4
7

4
9

1
6

1
3
7
.

8
1
,
,

'

4

2
5
%

,
,
6
2

1
1

1
-

1
2

.
i

1
0
0
7
.

1
0
0
7

.
10

,9
%

.
1
0
0
%

(
$
6
1
9
2
6
4
8
)
-

(
$
2
1
4
,
9
9
2
)

4$
2
;
3
9
8
,
4
3
8
)

(
$
5
,
8
8
3
;
8
9
0
)



Q

.h
yp

e
o
f

i
,
t
u
t
 
i
o
n

T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
1
0
 
-
-

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
6
R
Y

F
O
R
 
W
E
S
T
 
V
I
R
G
I
N
I
A

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a

P
p
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
`
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

g

'It

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c

tw
o
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
:
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
 
-
y
e
a
r

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

7
2
%
.

4

4
2
2 1
. 0
%

(
$
3
,
9
3
7
)
,
4
2
7
)

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

7
9
%

7

1
1 3

'
$
6
,
0
0
0
=
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
4
7

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

3
5
7
.

7
9
%

4
8
%

2
4

4

6
2

-
1
6

2
7
'

1
1

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
7
.

X
$
7
4
9
,
8
8
4
)

(
$
1
,
0
0
4
,
0
0
4
)

f. C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
'
 
S
E
O
G
 
P
Y
1
9
7
4
.

7
0
%

.
6
4
%
.

3

2
5 2

2
,

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
,
3
2
1
,
8
8
7
)

(
$
1
,
2
1
5
,
6
3
1
3
)

G
S
L
 
F
1
1
9
7
3

7
9
%

7
7
%

6
4

-
1
4

.
1
8

2
1
.

1
b
0
7
;

10
07

..z
,

(
$
1
,
3
1
3
,
9
7
3
)

.
(
$
1
;
d
-
7
5
,
0
6
9
)

7
3
%

8

1
6 3

.

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
1
0
3
,
7
3
7
)

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

7
3
%

7
3
%

8
8

6
1
6

3
3

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
1
6
4
,
3
5
2
)

(
$
4
9
2
,
9
1
0
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
9
4
,
7

7
7
%

3

1
9
-
-

1

al
f
1
0
0
%

(
$
1
,
2
8
5
,
3
0
4
)

7
3
%

8

1
6 3

i
p
d
t

(
$
9
,
2
2
8
4
,
8
3
5
%
.
_

7
8
%

7
8
%
 
.

5
5

1
6

1
6

2
c

2

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
4
7
2
,
5
5
8
)

,
0
5
,
2
5
0
,
6
2
1
)

6
0
%

1
8

1
7

af
7
1
%

9
,

1
6

1
0
0
%

'
1
0
0
%

-
.
0
2
8
0
,
7
2
7
)

(
$
2
,
3
3
1
,
8
2
8
)



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
-
5
1

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
 
B
Y
'
T
Y
P
E
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E

C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
'
W
I
S
C
O
N
S
I
N
.
.
.
,

T
y
p
e
.
o
f

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
4
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
 
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
6
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
p
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
W
S
P
,
 
N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

P
u
b
l
i
c
f
o
U
r
-
y
a
r

'
8
1
7

8
3
%

8
1
%

6
5
%

8
4
%

sn
P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

7
'
4

'

3
'
1

.
7

5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
 
-
y
e
a
r

,
12

.
1
3

1
6

.
3
1

9
1
4

°
 
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
d
A
g
e
a
r
.

0
0

0
0

0
.

.

T
o
t
a
l
'

.
1
0
0
7

-

1
0
0
%
:
'

1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

'
'
'

1
0
0
r
.

.
(
$
7
,
2
8
9
,
9
4
9
)

(
$
5
,
2
0
8
,
9
5
1
)

(
$
1
,
0
1
4
,
0
9
)
)

(
$
2
,
3
7
8
,
2
1
3
)

'
(
$
3
,
9
6
1
,
8
5
2
)

(
$
2
1
;
8
5
3
,
0
6
2
)

1-
-4

°
c
r
,

c
o

C
i
D

,
.
.

E
N
D

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
'
s

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

.
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
'
.

.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
 
y
e
a
r
"

-

.,.
.
T

ot
al

.
.

.
5
.
3
7

2
6

2
1

5
2
%

'

.
2
9

1
8 0

.

G
S
L
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

5
4
7
7

,

3
8

,

.
0
-

5
5
%

1
7

*
2
7 0

,
5
5
%
'

1
8

2
7 0
,
,

-

6
0
%

2
0

.

2
0 1

1
:
0
0
%

(
$
5
,
4
0
9
,
1
0
9
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
1
7
9
,
5
4
9
)
,

-

1
0
0
%

(
$
3
,
9
3
5
,
6
6
0
)

-

1
0
0
%

(
$
6
,
8
6
3
,
1
7
0
)

1
0
0
%
 
-

(
$
2
,
9
1
7
,
4
4
3
)
.

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
1
,
3
0
4
,
9
3
1
)

o
.

B
E
M
F
Y
/
9
5

9

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
T
o
u
t
-
:
y
e
a
r

6
4
%

'

6
4
7

6
4
%

6
4
%

4
9
%

6
0
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
'
t
w
o
-
-
y
e
a
r

1
8

1
8

1
8
.

1
8

3
8

2
2

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
,
-
y
e
a
r
.

.
1
7

1
7

1
7

-

1
7

-e
t

1
1

1
6

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
t
w
o
r
a
t

2
2

.
.
.
.
-
-

2
2

-
2

2

_
 
-

-7
...

.:.
'

'
1
.
o
t
a
1
 
-
J

,
:
1
0
0
%

.
1
0
0
%

7
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%
\

1
0
0
%

1
1
0
0
7

(
$
2
,
1
6
1
,
3
6
7
)

(
$
1
,
4
1
7
,
5
9
9
)

2
-
.
.
,
,
(
$
9
3
6
,
7
4
9
)

(
$
4
0
4
,
5
\
0
)

(
$
1
,
3
5
8
,
8
4
8
)
.

(
$
6
,
2
7
9
,
0
7
3

,
-
-

,

-
i



T
a
b
l
e
 
B
 
-
5
2

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
 
A
I
D
 
P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S
,
B
Y
 
T
Y
P
E
 
O
F
 
I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
 
A
N
D
 
I
N
C
O
M
E
 
C
A
T
E
G
O
R
Y

F
O
R
 
W
Y
O
M
I
N
G

1.
L

t
-
-
t

ch .I
)

'

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
C
a
t
e
g
O
r
y

$
0
-
$
6
,
0
0
0

$
6
,
0
0
0
-
$
9
,
0
0
0

$
9
,
0
0
0
-
$
1
2
,
0
0
0

$
1
2
,
0
0
0
+

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

A
l
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
b
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

'

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
.
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
 
y
e
a
r

'

T
o
t
a
i

'"
'

-

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

'
 
P
u
b
l
i
c

t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

-

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
 
y
e
a
r

P
 
i
v
a
t
e
'
t
w
o
-
y
e
s
r

T
o
t
a
l

7
0
%

3
0 0 :
0

C
W
S
P
,

N
D
S
L
,
 
S
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
3

8
3
%

1
7 '
0 0

,

8
0
%

2
0 0

:
0

7
5
%

-

s
, 2
5 .
0 0

7
3
%

2
7 0 0

7
4
%

2
6 0

4
,
0

1
0
0
%

0
4
8
9
,
9
8
9
)

5
3
%

4
7
. 0 0

1
0
0
 
%
.

'

0
3
5
6
,
 
2
7
)

r

6
6
%

3
4 0 0

1
0
0
%

.
 
0
1
8
2
,
1
1
5
)

G
S
L
 
F
W
1
9
7
3

1
0
0
%

.
(
$
8
.
9
i
 
3
0
0
)

7
6
%

.
2
4 0 0

'

1
0
0
%

(
$
5
9
7
,
7
4
9
)

-
'

6
7
%

3
3

-

0 0

1
0
0
%

'
6
1
,
7
1
5
,
9
8
0
)
.

6
6
%

-
.
.

3
4 0 P

7
0
%

.

3
0 0 0

1
0
0
%

(
$
2
8
1
,
7
5
4
)
-

1
0
0
%

'

(
$
1
4
9
,
2
6
7
)

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
7
2
,
2
3
2
)

1
.
0
0
%

(
$
2
7
9
,
9
8
7
)

-

1
0
0
%

(
$
8
7
,
3
5

1
0
P
7

(
$
9
7
0
,
9
3
)

.
-
A
c

.
.
.

,
.
.
.

B
E
O
G
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r
.

'
 
3
4
%

3
4
%

3
4
%

3
4
%

3
2
%

3
4
%

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r
 
.

6
6

.
:
6
6
-

.
6
6

-

6
6

'
6
8

'
'
 
6
6

-

.
P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
f
o
u
r
-
y
e
a
r

0
:
0

0
0

0
0

P
r
i
v
t
e
 
t
w
o
-
y
e
a
r

0
0

-
0

,
0

-
 
0

0

-
T
o
t
a
l

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

-
1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

(
$
1
7
8
,
9
8
5
)

(
$
1
0
6
,
5
0
3
)

(
$
8
1
,
9
9
6
)

0
2
6
,
4
4
7
)

(
$
8
9
,
0
0
7
)

t
(
$
4
8
2
,
6
3
8
)


