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102p CONGRESS REPORT
Ist Session SENATE 102-204

REAUTHORIZING THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

Novemser 12, 1991.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources, submitted the following

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL AND MINORITY VIEWS

[To accompany S. 1150]

The Committee on Labor and Human Resources, to which was
referred the bill (S. 1150) to reauthorize the Higher Education Act
of 1965 and for other purposes, having considered the same, reports
favorably thereon with an amendment in the nature of a substitute
and recommends that the bill as amended do pass.

I. INTRODUCTION

In reauthorizing the Higher Education Act of 1965, the Commit-
tee on Labor and Human Resources hac several goals in mind:
first, to redress the growing imbalance betweer: grants and loans
by providing greater grant assistance; second, to simplify the stu-
dent aid delivery system in general and the application process in
particular; third, to attract more students into college by creating
an infrastructure that provides early intervention and support to
those young people most at risk of dropping out of school; fourth, to
keep those currently in college enrolled and to encourage more stu-
dents, particularly women and minorities, to pursue graduate
school and careers in teaching; and fifth, to restore public confi-
dence in the current student aia programs and to eliminate fraud
and abuse.

S. 1150 takes major steps to address each of these critical goals.
Increased grant aid is provided with a new Pell Grant entitlement
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effective in Fiscal Year 1997. The delivery system is greatly simpli-
fied by the creation of a single needs analgrsis system and a %reatly
shortened application form. Also, the Simplified Needs Test 1s
available to families with earnings of up to $50,000. In the area of
early intervention, several new programs are created and the exist-
inﬁ TRIO Programs are strengthened. Major new initiatives are
taken to eliminate fraud and abuse in the student loan program. In

articular, a new structure with new responsibilities is given to the

RIAD of accreditation, state licensing and eligibility and certifica-
tion.

Major changes are also made in areas other than Student Assist-
ance. Educational achievement in this nation relies upon the qual-
ity of the American teacher. Central to this legislation, therefore,
are new and improved programs designed to enhance the teaching
profession. Title V seeks to bring new, talented people into tea~h-
ing through a variety of scholarships, a Teacher Corps, and pro-
grams that attract individuals from other professions. Additionally,
professional enhancement programs, including Teacher Academies
at the State and Federal levels, sabbaticals, and opportunities for
independent study, will keep talenied teachers in the classroom.

In addition to reauthorizing and improving federal student aid
and teaching programs, this legislation contains a variety of meas-
ures to enrich the quality of postsecondary education in America.
Several current programs that are working extremely well in ex-

anding opportunities and services to postsecondary students have
n reauthorized with few modifications. Other areas which
demand more urgent assistance have been restructured and
strengthened. The combined provisions of S. 1150 ensure that
higher education in America will become available to more stu-
dents while remaining of the highest caliber.

II. BACKGROUND AND NEED

This legislation reauthorizing the Higher Education Act some 25
years after its origin is pivotal. As it leads us into the 21st Century,
this law must prescribe the Federal role in maintaining the best
si\;stem of postsecondary education in the world, and in promoting
the access of all of our citizens to the education of their choice. In
so doing, it must be responsive to modern challenges; the changing
nature of our colleage-going population; and the education and
training for our future workforce, which must be competitive in a
world economy.

We see a different postsecondary population than we saw the
Higher Education Act was created in 1965. Despite a gradual de-
cline in the number of high school-aged students in the 1980’s, the
nun ber of students attending postsecondary institutions continues
to r.se. Fewer than half of undergraduates today fit the profile of
“traditional” student, that is financially dependent upon their par-
ents, enrolled on a full-time basis, below the age of 24, having
earned a high school diploma, and being childless. More and more
undergraduates are seeking shorter term educational programs in
2-year community colleges or proprietary (for-profit) vocational
schools instead of traditional degree programs offered by colleges
and universities. Postsecondary enrollment is becoming increasing-
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ly minority and is likely to become even more so. From the mid-
1970’s through the mid-1980’s, the minority share of total enroll-
ment rose from 15 to 18 percent, and the nonresident alien share
increased from 2 to 3 percent. Postsecondary education now draws
most of its students from persons 18-34 years cld and minority rep-
resentation in that age group will grow from 24 to 29 percent by
the year 2000.

Testimony before the Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Hu-
manities emphasized that quality postsecondary education is in-
creasingly important because of changes that are occurring in the
Nation’s workforce. Dr. Arnold Packer, Executive Director of the
Secretary of Labor’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills
(SCANS), stressed that our workforce is growing more slowly at the
same time that jobs with additional educational requirements are
increasing. This mismatch between workers’ skills and employers’
needs will require upgrading skills for 25 million workers. Also, as
more women and minorities enter the workforce, the jobs they
have traditionally held are not expanding as quickly. Rapidly
changing technologies influenced by global as well as national
forces are making some jobs obsolete. Reginald Wilson, a senior
scholar with the American Council on Education summed up the
mission; “The United States must educate more, and it must edu-
cate smarter if it is going to be competitive in the world economy,
and if it is going to have the full participation of all of its citizens.’

In the past the diversity of the postsecondary student population
and the diversity of its needs has resulted in differences among
members of the higher education community on reauthorization
priorities. The Committee’s most remarkable finding from the
hearings this year was the unanimity among witnesses on the criti-
cal needs that must be addressed by this reauthorization. This leg-
islation specifically responds to each of these needs, which are iden-
tified as follows: program integrity; the grant/loan imbalance;
middle income access to aid; simplification; the educational pipe-
line; the teaching crisis; and the postsecondary education infra-
structure.

PROGRAM INTEGRITY

Restoring public confideuce in student financial aid programs is
one of the most serious challenges we face in this reauthorization.
The integrity of title IV programs has been harmed immeasurably
by persistent reports of fraud and abusive actions by schools and
other program participants, especially in the Stafford loan program
where profit incentives are great. Nearly every witness in our
hearings on title IV echoed the sentiments of Robert B. Knutson,
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer »f the Education Manage-
ment Corporation, who stated:

Every American taxpayer ought to be assured that the
more than $20 billion for student loans, grants and work
study the Federal Government funds each year goes to
needy, deserving students who attend quality institutions.
We do not have this assurance now. This is true 1argely be-
cause the independent partners—the states, the regional
and national accrediting bodies and the U.S. Department
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of Education—have not fulfilled their respective responsi-
bilities. The solution is not to throw away the current pro-
gram and start over, but to delineate lines of authority,
hold each partner accountable, and pursue vigorously all
those who deceive and commit fraud.

The Commiittee is in complete agreement that the ‘‘gatekeeping”
and oversight of title.IV programs has been lax. Opportunity for a
postsecondary education is only meaningful if students can be sure
that the institution to which student aid gives them access is a
viable one that will provide them with a quality education. That
necessitates tough standards for institutional eligibility as promul-

ated and enforced by the “triad”’—the accrediting agencies, the
tates, and the Federal Government. Each of these partners has a

" unique role to play: the accrediting agencies to assess and promote

educational standards and program quality; the States to protect
the student consumer; and the Federal Government to certify the
financial and administrative capability of the institutions.

A major new section of the Committee bill will go a long way in
improving the effectiveness and accountability of the “triad” in

rforming their critical roles in protecting student aid programs
rom abuse, and in guiding program oversi%ht. In developing these
provisions, the Committee has been grateful for the valuable infor-
mation gained from the various audits and investigations by the
Department of Education’s Office of the Inspector General as well
as the hearings conducted by the Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations during the 101st Congress. Such activities and the con-
clusions reached added to this committee’s understanding of the
abuses that have occurred in the implementation of title IV pro-
grams and issues relating to the operation of the triad and pro-
gram oversight by the Department.

A goal of this legislation is that my student receiving student aid
in the future will know that his or her school is providing a quality
educational program. The Committee believes that we must elimi-
nate bad schools from the title IV programs before rather than
after they do their damage to the students and the taxpayers. The
Committee is equally convinced that in so doing we cannot compro-
mise the diversity of postsecondary education that has served our
Nation so well. We must continue to rely on the panoply of col-
leges, universities, and trade and technical vocational schools to
provide the broad range of postsecondary options that will be
needed for our future workforce.

Improving the standards for institutional participation in title IV
programs will go a long way towards the Committee's goals of in-
creased accountability and program integrity. Nevertheless, the
Committee continues to believe that increased efforts to reduce stu-
dent loa. defaults are also necessary. Student loan defaults have
grown dramatically in the 1980’s, and are expected to reach an all-
time high this fiscal year. The consequences of this situation have
been far reaching for the programs themselves as well as for the
millions of students who have been victims of unscrupulous persons
seeking profits through fraud and abuse.

Stafiord loan defaults of an estimated $3.6 billion in FY 1991
constitute over half of the annual program costs. This part of the
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Stafford loan budget has grown by nearly $2.5 billion since 1986. In
large part such costs result from increases in program borrowing
which have led to growth in the volume of loans in repaé:)nent that
are subject to default. Of particular concern to the Committee,
however, is that the default rate has not begun to decline. Our un-
derstanding of the extent of the default problem and its causes is
frustrated by the continued lack of program data to guide our
policy decisions. The Committee felt this frustration in 1986 and in-
cluded the authorization for a National Student Loan Data Bank so
we would have some statistical basis for program decisions by now.
We decry the fact that not only is this data system nonexistent, but
it may not be operational for several more years.

The impact of defaults on the Federal budget hassled to the in-
clusion of major default control provisions in the last two budget
reconciliation laws, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1989, P.L. 101-239, and 1990, P.L. 101-508. Fundamental to both
these laws were provisions to sanction schools whose students de-
fault at high rates by limiting their participation in the Stafford
loan programs. In this reaut orizingh legislation, the Committee
supports the continuation and strengthening of the default control
provisions of the 1989 and 1990 reconciliation laws, including the
sanctions against high-defaulting schools. We have concluded, how-
ever, as we had in a Committee proposal in the 100th Congress,
that program sanctions should be limited to schools, but should
extend to lenders as well. The legislation also includes many new
grovisions to further strengthen incentives for all parties in the

tafford loan programs to reduce defaults ard improve collections
on defaulted loans.

Grant/Loan Balance

Another critical need for this reauthorization is to restore the
Pell grant as the foundation of Federal student aid for financially
needy students. Particularly in the 1980’s, loans have replaced
grant aid as the primary source of assistance for needy st.idents to
attend postsecondary schools. In the mid-1970’s, for example, about
three-quarters of Federal student aid was available in grants; by
the late 1980’s, roughly two-thirds of such aid was available in
loans. This represented a fundamental shift in the original purpose
of these programs: grants were to be the foundation of aid, with
}oans providing supplementary assistance for middle income fami-
ies,

The Committee recognizes the reasons why grant/loan imbalance
has occurred: loans are cheaper to the Federal Government than
grants, a critical consideration during this period of huge Federal
deficits. Loans leverage about $4 in assistance for every $1 of Fed-
eral spending whereas the total cost of grants is borne by annual
Federal funding. Loans are also entitlements, subject to curbs on
spending only through the reconciliation process, while grants
must compete for funds in the annual appropriations process with
multitudes of other educational and social program priorities.

But the Committee believes that what may have been gocd
budget policy has not been good policy for student aid programs. As
a result of the grant/loan shift, Pell grant eligibility has been in-
creasingly limited to the most financially needy students, and the
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buying power of the grant has been dramatically reduced; students
who are at the highest financial risk of default are forced to turn
to loans to finance their postsecondary education.

Edward M. Elmendorf, representing the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities, testified before the Subcommittee
regarding the effects of the grant-to-loan shift on the Pell grant
program. He noted that the income eligibility cutoff for Pell grants
after a%:lsting for inflation has dropped $13,000 since the late
19'70’s. The diminished buying power of Pell grants is also notable.
According to College Board statistics, in the mid-1970’s, the average
Pell grant paid 46 percent of the average cost of attendance at a 4-
year public school and today pays about 30 percent; for attendance
at expensive private schools, the Pell grant paid about 17 percent
15 years ago and pays a mere 9 percent today!

The implication of the decline in the purchasing power of the
Pell grant is clear: needy students have no choice but to turn to
loans. The Committee heard time and again the consequences of
this dilemma. Low income students are at the highest risk of de-
faultin%l on loans. Directing Federally guaranteed loans to borrow-
ers at highest risk of default is a contradictory and self-defeating
policy and we are seeing its result in the $3.6 billion in default
costs we will pay this year. But the more serious consequences are
for students who must incur unreasonable levels of debt and may
then be driven from lower paying jobs such as teaching, social
work, or other public service occupations to afford student loan re-
payments; or who default on their loans because they cannot find
jobs with income sufficient to repay the loans, and jeopardize their
future access to credit and to student aid.

This legislation will restore the relationship between grants and
loans that was originally envisioned for title IV programs: grants
will be the foundation of aid for needy students; loans will be a
supplementary program to help students and their families pay for
a college education. The Committee believes that this will be ac-
complished by providing larger Pell grants for more students and
by assuring that funds will be available to pay for them. This is
one of the highest priorities for this reauthorization.

MIDDLE INCOME ACCESS TO STUDENT AID

Another casualty of the budget crisis has been diminished access
of the middle class student to Federal student aid. Stafford loans,
which were established as the source of aid for middle income stu-
dents, have been redirected to lower-income borrowers as grants
have become insufficient to serve the neediest students. The Com-
mittee believes that eligibility for title IV programs must be ex-
panded to include middle income students once again so that all
students will have the opportunity to pursue the postsecondary
education of their choice.

The Middle Income Student Assistance Act, or MISAA, enacted
in the late 1970’s, provided the broadest access to title IV programs
to date after a period of rapidly rising college costs: all financial
need requirements for Stafford loan eligibility were removed and
Pell grant need analysis was somewhat relaxed. However, middle
income access to title IV assistance steadily eroded in the 1980’s

9
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with successive changes to the Stafford loan program. The Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981 reinstated a need re-
quirement for Stafford loans for families with adjusted gross in-
comes exceeding $30,000, and the last reauthorization of the HEA
required a need test for all subsidized Stafford loans, title IV assist-
ance for middle income students, therefore, is now limited to PLUS
loans for parents or Supplemental Loans for Students (SLS) for in-
dependent students, both of which are subject to limited availabil-
ity.

The Committee believes that continuing to deny the access of
middle income students to substantial title IV assistance is both
unfair to the middle class taxpayers, who have the burden of
paying for the student aid programs, and belies the goal of equal
access to postsecondary education which has been the cornerstone
of the HEA since its beginning. College costs have outpaced infla-
tion each year for the last decade, and the disposable income of a
typical family has not begun to keep pace. Since 1980, total average
costs of attendance for public and private colleges rose about 45
percent while median national disposable income rose only about
15 percent. In the 1990-91 academic year it cost an average of ap-
proximately $5,000 to attend a public 4-year college, but over
$16,000 to attend a private university! The middle class is effective-
ly being squeezed out of postsecondary options: low income stu-
dents are eligible for most title IV programs, often supplemented
by State or institutional aid for attendance at higher-cost private
institutions. Students from high income families can either pay
outright for their college expenses or have access to private loan
programs because of their low credit risk. With no Federal or per-
sonal resources to draw upon, middle income students have no
choice but to attend the less expensive public schools or opt for
shorter-term educational programs.

In the 100th and 101st Congress, legislation reported by this
Committee and passed by the Senate would have eliminated the
gross inequity built into the need analysis formulae working
against middle income families by excluding homes and farms in
the calculation of a family’s assets. Quite simply, the Committee
believes that middle class and working families should not be
forced to sell their home or farm or even use these entities as col-
lateral, in order to pay for student expenses. There was no action
on this legislation by the House, but the Committee continues to
conclude that a provision changing the treatment of non-liquid
assets is necessary to reopen student aid programs to middle class
families. In addition, the Committee believes that the SLS pro-
gram, now limited to independent students, should be made avail-
able to dependent students who can demonstrate that they are
creditworthy, such as by providing a cosigner for their loan appli-
cation,

SIMPLIFICATION

Another major theme that has been obvious to the Committee in
considering this legislation is simplification. The need for program
simplification is pervasive for title IV—from the student’s applica-
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tion for aid, to the calculation of need, to the administration of the
program.

In 1989, the Committee asked the National Advisory Committee
on Student Financial Assistance, created in the 1986 amendments
to the HEA, to identify and explore issues for this reauthorization
of the Act. In its report, ‘“Priorities for the 1990s: Recommenda-
tions for Reauthorizing the Higher Education Act of 1965,” the Ad-
visory Committee identified program simplification in the delivery
of student aid as a major issue:

Currently the complex system of determining eligibility
for and awarding student financial aid simply confounds
many students and families, particularly students and
families from at-risk porlulations. Despite progress made
by Congress to simplify the process, both the need analysis
models and the delivery system remain unnecessarily com-
plex. In part, this is due to ambi%'uities in the system that
unintentionally focus on data collection and need analysis
issues relating to higher income financial aid recipients.

There are a number of components to the problem of simplifica-
tion of the delivery of aid that have been noted by the Advisory
Committee as well as number of witnesses from the higher educa-
tion community testifying in cur reauthorizing hearings. The appli-
cation forms, of which there are six different varieties, are too com-

lex with too many questions and instructions. Even the Federal
orm, containing only the basic information required for Federal
aid applicants, has over 50 questions and 10 pages of instructions
that are at least as intimidating as those produced by the IRS. The
Committee believes that one way to decrease some of this burden is
to simplify or eliminate certain conditional requirements that
apply to very few students and complicate the application process.

The Committee is also concerned that despite the provisions in
the 1986 amendments that established a free Federal application
form, estimates are that less than 30 percent of student applicants
use free Federal processing. In many instances, this appears to be
because States and institutions require additional information to
determine eligibility for nonfedeval aid. The firms processing the
application data under contract with the Department of Education
may receive payments from States and institutions for these data
and continue to charge students a fee for processing the nonfederal
data. In addition, students must reapply for aid annually using the
same detailed application forms and paying another fee despite the
fact that financial circumstances, especially for needy, rarely
change from year to year.

The Committee has therefore taken additional steps to encourage
the use of the free form and provide incentives to States and insti-
tutions to use only the Federally required or to reduce the cost of
processing additional data requirements. We also require the Secre-
tary of Education to move in the direction of a simplified reapplica-
tion process.

In 1986, we also took a major step to reduce the application
burden for the lowest income families by establishing a “simpli-
fied” needs test. The Committee is concerned however that only 17
percent of those eligible use the simplified version. Measures in
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this bill will expand and even further simplify the need analysis
test for the poorest families.

The Committee believes that the existence of two separate need
analysis systems—one establishing eligibility for Pell grants, and
the other establishing need for Stafford loans and other title IV aid
programs—unnecessarily complicates the delivery of student aid.
After a thorough examination of these systems and their purposes,
we have concluded that their integration into one formula will in-
crease the efficiency of processing and delivering aid to students.
One formula and one expected family contribution to educational
expenses will provide an essential consistency in the treatment of
Federal student assistance programs, and greatly simplify the
whole process for students and their parents.

The simplification of aspects of student aid program administra-
tion is also a critical need. This is most notable for the Stafford
loan program, which is largely operated through 46 State and pri-
vate nonprofit guaranty agencies. In testimony before the Commit-
tee, Lawrence A. Hough, President and Chief Executive Office of
Sallie Mae urged,

A major objective of program simplification should be
the development of standards for application forms, data
exchanges, and program rules across guarartors. Early
success in the adoption of a few far reaching standards
could serve as the industry’s wake-up call for other simpli-
fication efforts. Such an initiative should not occur in iso-
lation, but in full and open consultation with program par-
ticipants.

The Committee has responded to these and other recommendations
for standardization of program data and rules with provisions that
we believe will considerably aid in the efficient operation of all the
student aid programs. This includes a requirement for negotiated
rulemaking, which we believe will facilitate the timely enactment
of workable rules.

STRENGTHENING THE EDUCATIONAL PIPELINE

Without question, one of the most striking themes that emerged
from the hearings conducted by the Subcommittee on Education,
Arts, and Humanities was that postsecondary educatior: cannot
and must not be viewed in isolation, as unconnected from the rest
of the educational pipeline. The strength and vitality of cur post-
secondary education institutions are clearly dependent upon the
health of those other parts of the educational system that serve our
young children and our youth.

One of the fundamental objectives of the Higher Education Act is
to provide access to postsecondary education. Nevertheless, the ob-
jective of postsecondary education access will remain beyond our
reach if we do not, recognize that such access includes, not only en-
abling high school graduates of different racial and ethnic back-
grounds and from all income ranges, to meet the financial costs of
entering college, but also producing high school graduates from all
of these groups who are prepared and motivated to enter college.
During these hearings, Committee members heard testimony fo-
cused on ways of bringing more of our young children and youth,

12



10

particularly those who are educationally and economically disad-
vantaged, farther through the educational pipeline so that their
skills and talents can be fully developed.

The educational pipeline leaks; of that there is no doubt. Dr.
Reginald Wilson, senior scholar in the Office of the President of
the American Council on Education, in testimony before the Sub-
committee quoted from the report “One-Third of a Nation”:

America is moving backward, not forward, in its efforts
to achieve the full participation of minority citizens in the
life and prosperity of the Nation.

According to data presented by Dr. Wilson, participation in higher
education by minorities deteriorated in the past decade and a half.
He reported that the participation rate in 1976 for 18-to-24-year-old
African American high school graduates was 34 percent, by 1989 it
was below 30 ;;ercent. For 18-to-24-year-old Hispanics, the partici-
patigg rate fell from 35 percent to 28 percent during that same
period.

Also, the Committee believes that for our Nation to achieve the
promise of the Americans with Disabilities Act, that persons with
disabilities have the opportunity to participate fully in the econom-
ic, political, educational, social and cultural mainstream of our so-
ciety, it is essential that all components of our educational system,
including postsecondary education, assist in reaching these goals.
Thus, Federal higher education legislation must seek to expand op-
portunities for all students, including those with disabilities.

The Committee is convinced that more needs to be done to
ensure that all economically and educationally disadvantaged
youth who can benefit from postsecondary education will in fact
have a chance to do so. During its deliberations on this legislation,
the Committee identified early intervention and early awareness
programs as among the most powerful responses to these pipeline
concerns. Early intervention programs combine the promise of fi-
nancial assistance to meet college expenses with a system of ele-
mentary and secondary school mentoring and advisinﬁ that helps
disadvantaged youngsters stay the course, finishing high school and
pursuing a college education. The financial aid is predicated upon a
student successfully completing high school. A number of States
have enacted such programs, including Rhode Island, Louisiana,
New York, Indiana, Arkansas, and Florid.. States have acted in re-
sponse to the development of similar programs on the local level by
such innovators and pioneers as Patrick Taylor in Louisiana and
Eugene Lang in New York City.

The Subcommittee heard strong testimony on behalf of such ef-
forts, including that from Rhode Island Commissioner of Higher
Education Americo W. Petrocelli:

Programs that comprehensively address the needs of
low-income children throughout their educational careers
offer promise of considerable financial rewards to these
students, the state, and the Nation. We already know what
works in using higher education as an agent to tune low-
income students and their families into the importance of
continuing in education.
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Among various programs, he described the Rhode Island Children’s
Crusade for Higher Education which merges academic support and
financial incentives to motivate youngsters and their parents, as
early as the 3rd grade, in the pursuit of education. Higher educa-
tion no longer appears out of reach to these families.

In addition, the Committee’s legislation takes new steps to en-
courage early intervention and awareness. The legislation estab-
lishes a new early intervention program that will support States as
they move to adopt these programs. Better awareness of the oppor-
tunities available is promoted through support for a new informa-
tion campaign to address the lack of knowledge among potential
college students and their families about available Federal student
assistance.

Complementing the early intervention programs are efforts to
ensure that elementary and secondary school students and their
families are knowledgeable about available financial assistance and
other support services for postsecondary attendance. The recruit-
ment campaigns successfullﬁelaunched by the Army, among others,
make it clear that it is not beyond the capacity of Federal agencies
to promote broad awareness of opportunities.

This reauthorization legislation is a multi-faceted response to the
need to strengthen the educational pipeline. In addition to extend-
ing the important programs of institutional assistance to historical-
ly black colleges and universities, and other colleges serving sub-
stantial numbers of low-income and minority students, it continues
the long-standing Federal commitment to the TRIO programs.
These programs currently reach out to educationally and economi-
cally disadvantaged youth and young adults, providing them with
the support services, such as tutoring, counseling, and information
dissemination about financial aid, necessary to completing high
school and pursuing postsecondary education.

THE TEACHING CRISIS

Access to postsecondary education and improvement of the edu-
cational pipeline will remain a chimera unless the education pro-
vided by the elementary and secondary schools of this Nation is re-
formed. At the heart of the educational enterprise are the dedicat-
ed men and women who teach this Nation’s children. It is folly to
attempt reform of our elementary and secondary schools without
providing its teaching force with the best training and the most ef-
fective professional development possible.

The hearing record developed for the legislation in the 101st Con-
gress and during the Higher Education Act reauthorization process
leaves no doubt that strengthening and revitalizing the teaching
force is the sine qua non for accomplishing elementary and second-
ary education reform. As a Nation, we have an opportunity that
must not be missed. About 2.5 million public and private school
teachers may have to be hired during the course of the 1990’s. The
capabilities and energy of those individuals will determine whether
or not we succeed in making a world class educational system. We
must also not lose the talent that is already in our classrooms. The
1991 Metropolitan Life Survey of the American Teacher, conducted
during the 1990-91 school year by Louis Harris and Associates,
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found that the percentage of public schocl teachers who said they
were likely to leave teaching within the next 5 years was 19 per-
cent. Although this percentage is smaller than in previous years, it
is still substantial and we are concerned that among those likely to
leave are many able teachers.

As a Nation, we face critical shortages in the elementary and
secondary teaching ranks. There does not appear to be a general-
ized shortage of teachers; rather, shortages are occurring or arc
likely to occur in specific fields, among teachers of different back-
grounds, and among teachers in different geographic areas. Among
our most significant shortages may be that of individuals qualified
to teach the newly emerging curricula in mathematics, the sci-
ences, and other subjects. We need more special education teachers.
The “Thirteenth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementa-
tion of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act” (U.S. De-
partment of Education, 1991) concluded that, for 1988-89, nearly
28,000 additional special education teachers were needed because of
vecancies or current employment of uncertified staff. We also need
more bilingual education teachers.

We need more minority teachers. This shortage is not debatable.
With a public school enrollment that is nearly cue-third minority,
only a tenth of the teaching force is minority. Survey data from the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education show that
the teacher preparation pipeline has relatively few minorities and
is currently, therefore, unlikely to meet these needs. Addressing
the shortage of minority elementary and secondary teachers is a
critical step to increasing postsecondary participation of minority
students. Dr. Kathryn Mohrman, Dean for Undergraduate Studies
at the University of Maryland made that clear when she told the
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities:

Much has been written about the declining numbers of
minority teachers at a time when our elementary and sec-
ondary schools serve ever increasing proportions of stu-
dents of color. We have a special need for teachers that
can serve as role models for our young people in the
schools. We will never have our desired participation rates
in college of African Americans and Latinos unless these
students complete high school and see the value of higher
education for their lives.

The Committee has labored long on this legislation. More than a
year ago, it reported the National Teacher Act of 1990, the product
of some two years’ work. That legislation fell victim to the prob-
lems encountered by the 101st Congress as it sought to pass legisla-
tion regarding national education goals and educational excellence.
The current legislation incorporates many of the programs pro-
posed during the 101st Congress, as well as new initiatives deval-
oped this year. Title V of the Act, as reconstituted by the Commit-
tee, authorizes programs that will recruit, develop, and retain the
highly qualified elementary and secondary school teachers neces-
sary for our students to reach the levels of academic achievement
critical for the future competitiveness of the Nation.
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THE POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION INFRASTRUCTURE

Principally through the Pell Grant and Guaranteed Student
Loan programs, the Higher Education Act supports an educational
marketplace in which students, aided by this Federal student as-
sistance, can select among postsecondary education institutions.
The Committee recognizes that the effectiveness of this market-
place depends, in part, on the capacity of postsecondary education
institutions to serve Federally aided students, as well as all other
students. This capacity is a function of the health of postsecondary
education’s infrastructure, which includes, among other things, in-
stitutional bricks and mortar, college libraries and technology ca-
pabilities, academic program offerings, and student services.

One of the most compelling infrastructure needs involves the
physical condition of the facilities themselves. Currently, these fa-
cilities threaten the ability of our postsecondary education institu-
tions to educate new generations of leaders and professionals who
will take our Nation, socially, economically, and scientifically into
the 21st century. Dr. Richarg P. Traina, President of Clark Univer-
sity in Massachusetts, grovided the Subcommittee with materials
describing the facilities’ deficiencies in several dozen major U.S.
colleges and universities. It was disturbing to observe that these de-
ficient and deteriorating facilities are keeping some institutions
from being able to instruct students in new scientific and techno-
logical areas of study, critical to the Nation’s economic competitive-
ness. Furthermore, important research experiments and equipment
are being jeopardized in these buildings. Title VII, as reauthorized,
will address these needs.

This legislation works in a variety of other ways to strengthen
the postsecondary infrastructure which undergrids our efforts to
expand access to postsecondary education. Many different compo-
nents of the legislation respond to this concern, such as the title I

stsecondary improvement programs, the title II programs for li-

raries, and the title III institutional aid. Additionally, the Com-
mittee bill fortifies and expands student service and academic pro-
grams, including international education programs under title VI,
cooperative education under title VIII, graduate education served
by title IX, and urban community service under title XI. Such pro-
grams ensure access to a quality postsecondary education with a di-
versity of education and extracurricular opportunities.

III. ComMiTTEE VIEWS

In reauthorizing the Higher Education Act the Committee, in
general, pursued a policy of terminating authorized programs that
had not received appropriations ¢-:r the past five years. The major
exception to this policy is the contiauation of the Special Services
for Child Care program in title IV, with an increase from $10 mil-
lion to $25 million in authorized appropriations as provided in an
amendment accepted in Subcommittee.

TITLE I—POSTSECONDARY IMPROVEMENT AND COMMUNITY SERVICE

In the following the general policy of terminating unfunded pro-
grams, part A, Program and Planning Grants, and part. B, National
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Programs, are repealed. The Nationai Advisory Council on Con-
tinuing Education, authorized under part C, completed its works in
1987 and was discontinued; accordingly, part C is also repealed.
Part D, the Student Literacy Corps, is currently funded and is re-
tained as an integral part of title I, which the Commitiee has re-
structured to emphasize the importance of strengthening postsec-
ondary improvement and community service programs.

Part A—Institutional Assistance

Subpart 1—Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education

Part A strengthens und expands the scope of the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), which is reau-
thorized as subpart 1. For twenty years, FIPSE has been a catalyst
for innovation and imgrovement of postsecondary institutions and
opportunities, providing essential support for individual projects
that have become models for reform for the larger community.
Whether it is in support of programs in intern -tional business edu-
cation, community service, or in science and enginecring, FIPSE
projects represent the type of innovation and imagination that has
made this country the world’s leader in college and university edu-
cation.

The Committee commends FIPSE for its past successes and hopes
that the in-reased authorization of $20 million and such sums will
enconrage FIPSE to take on even greater responsibilities in the
future. This legislation makes clear that grants may be awarded
not onily to institutions of postsecondary education but also to
public and private nonprofit institutions and agencies. Funds are to
be used for a variety of purposes, including the reform and im-
provement of postsecondary education and the provision of equal
educational opportunity for all segments of the population. The
Committee expects the FIPSE will continue to encourage innova-
tive prograrus to ensure that colleges and universities remain of
the highest quality, and that students receive an education that
allows them to live in an increasingly complex world.

Subpart 2—Innovative Programs at Institutions of Higher Educa-
tion

In light of the accomplishments of FIPSE, the Committee has es-
tablished a new subpart 2, Innovative Programs at Institutions of
Higher Education. This program authorizes the Secretary to pro-
vide matching grants to State higher education agencies to fund
postsecondary imprcvement programs at the State level. The Com-
mittee has purposely left wide latitude with respect to program pa-
rameters in order to allow States flexibility in fundirg programs
and projects to improve the overall quality of postsecondary educa-
tion. When appropriations are less than $10 million for subpart 2,
the Secretary is authorized to administer a competitive grant pro-
gram; when appropriations are equal to or greater than $10 mil-
lion, grants are distributed to States on the basis of population
(50%) and on the number of full time equivalent students served
(509%). Funds are to be appropriated for this subpart only when ap-
propriations 7or subpart 1 exceed $20 million.
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Part B—Community Service Programs

Subpart 1—Innovative Projects for Community Service

Part B reinforces the Committee’s longstanding support for com-
munity service, particularly the overwhelming need to combat illit-
eracy. Institutions of higher education are a particularly effective
means of providing valuable community service by encouraging
students and student organizations to become active participants in
such program. Subpart 1, Innovative Projects for Community Serv-
ice, accomplishes this purpose, providing grants to institutions and
organizations to fund innovative community service projects. This
program, formerly under title X, part C, is amended to specify that
projects include research on the effects of student service organiza-
tions. Further, such projects may, among other things, provide as-
sistance to student organizations working with community service
organizations, assist linkages between youth corps and higher edu-
cation institutions, and support international student service pro-
grams. An expanded definition of the term ‘“community service”

rovides that such services should be designed to improve the qual-
ity of life for community residents and may address, among other
problems, illiteracy, education, health, and child care.

Subpart 2—Student Literacy Corps

This legislation reauthorizes the Student Literacy Corps, which
is under part D of current law. According to recent estimates 23
million American adults are functionally illiterate. This level of il-
literacy has tremendous costs to the Nation in terms of public wel-
fare expenditures, unemployment benefits, and lost productivity. It
is not surprising, even though astounding, that 75% of unemployed
adults have reading or writing difficulties.

One solution to this problem is the approach in this legislation,
which provides student reading tutors to illiterate Americans. It is
estimated that adult student reading scores improve approximately
one grade level with 35 to 45 hours of tutoring. The purpose of the
Student Literacy Corps is to provide grants to higher education in-
stitutions to establish courses that grant students academic credit
for serving as reading tutors. Agencies that receive student volun-
teers must serve educationally or economically disadvantaged indi-
viduals. the program is modelled after the project developed in
1969 at the University of Miami by Norman Manasa. The principal
ideas is to harness the energy of college students in combating illit-
eracy by giving thein credit for tutoring services. The Student Lit-
eracy Corps has proven to be a most effective instrument in attack-
ing the severe illiteracy problem confronting our Nation, and the
Committee strongly supports its continuation.

Both part B programs have enjoyed success to date. The Innova-
tive Projects program was first funded in FY 1987; the Student Lit-
eracy Corps, in FY 1989. The FY 1992 budget request of the Presi-
dent suggested merging these two programs because both provide
for student work in the community. The Committee feels that the
current effort to combat illiteracy under the Student Literacy
Corps is sufficiently important to support a separate program; as a
result, the legislation maintains the distinction between these two
very valuable programs.
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TITLE 1I—ACADEMIC LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION SERVICES

As witnesses pointed out at hearings on Title II, college and re-
search libraries collectively represent the resource infrastructure
which supports not only undergraduate and graduate education but
also academic research and development, as well as experimental
and development research beyond the campus. Academic and re-
search libraries are invaluable in promoting our national interests,
for they store the collective resources representing our national
history, foster U.S. educational achievement and economic develop-
ment, and provide for an informed government and citizenry. '

Title II provides grants for training and research, aid to develop
and improve access to research collections, and support for imple-
mentation of new technologies to expand information access. For
25 years libraries have, with the stimulus of such Federal assist-
ance, organized, standardized, and shared information about pub-
lished materials, using the latest information technologies. Librar-
ies are now at the threshold of a new era of electronic information
made possible by high performance computers and high-speed,
high-capacity electronic networks such as the evolving National
Research Education Network. The capacity of these emerging tech-
nologies to strengthen and expand the role that libraries can play
on our college campuses and throughout societ{ cannot be overesti-
mated. They enable libraries to make their holdings available in a
multiplicity of ways and places, increasing access to information
dramatically.

Through reauthorization, the Committee intends to build upon
these emerging technologies by providing a stimulus to projects
such as those which: enable smaller and needier institutions to
gain connectivity to the new networked environment; promote the
expansion of library and information services to the disabled; pro-
vide for sharing of non-print resources, such as photos, maps,
manuscripts, and sound recordings; preserve electronic as well as
traditional forms of library and information resources: und educate
a new generation of library and information professionals recruited
from diverse backgrounds to provide services to an increasingly di-
verse population.

The Committee is deeply concerned about recent Administration
proposals for elimination of library programs in the budget request
process, which indicate that staffing needs for library programs
may suffer in spite of consistent Congressional support. According-
ly, the Committee specifies that title II programs be administered
in the Department of Education by appropriate experts in library
technology, library education, and related fields.

Part A—College Library Technology and Cooperation Grants

Part A of Title II, College Librar%: Resources, which has not been
funded since FY 1983, is deleted. To emphasize the focus on elec-
tronic technology and the sharing of resources, the Committee has
moved the current part D, College Library Technology and Coop-
eration Grants, to part A. This new centerpiece of Title II foruses
Federal assistance on encouraging institutions to take advantage of
rapidly changing information and telecommunication technologies.
Competitive grants will be made for periods of up to 3 years to in-
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stitutions that have a special need for assistance in utilizing infor-
mation technologies, as well as to institutions and organizations
conducting research and demonstration projects to meet special na-
tional or regional needs. Other organizations, including public tele-
communications stations and services, are also eligible for grants,
because they are instrumental in using new technologies to facili-
tate and enhance access to information. The Committee believes,
however, that such grants are to be cooperative efforts between li-
braries and public telecommunications stations and services. The
Committee is aware that substantial funding is required for even
the smallest college libraries and has therefore raised the mini-
mum award to $25,000 and established a ceiling of $50,000 per in-
stitution.

Part B—Library Education, Research, and Development

The Committee was troubled by testimony from the American Li-
brary Association documentin% the acute shurtages of librarians
and library educators. In the United States, there are fewer than
200,000 librarians, and almost 40% of them will be 65 years of age
or older by the year 2000. Of the 550 graduate library school facul-
ty in the country, about 50% will have retired by the year 2000. Of
particular concern is the shortage of minority librarians: over the

ast decade, minorities have comprised only 7.7% of those receiv-
ing graduate degrees in library and information science, while ap-
proximately one in four Americans is a member of a racial or
ethnic minority group. A more diverse population demands compa-
r?ble diversity among library and information science profession-
als.

Part B of title II will continue to support training and research,
but it has been amended to place greater priority on aiding gradu-
ate students in library science and on the recruitment and reten-
tion of minorities. Minority recruitment, for example, is listed spe-
cifically as a priority under section 222, Library Education and
Human Resource Development. The Committee is concerned that
stipend amounts for fellowship recipients have not been adjusted
regularly, and encourages the Secretary to raise the current sti-

nds and to establish a process for making adjustments in stipend
evels as needed.

Testimony before the Committee indicated that part B is one of
the very few sources available for research in library and informa-
tion science. The Committee has therefore continued the Research
and Demonstration program with additional language authorizing
projects to enhance library services through effective and efficient
use of new technologies. Since needs in the field change over time,
the Committee has also added language requiring the Secretary to
consult with organizations representing library and information
science professionals in determining critical needs in library educa-
tion ancf) in determining priorities for research grants.

Part C—Improving Access to Research Library Resources

Part C, which authorizes grants to institutions with major re-
search libraries, is reauthorized with no changes sther than an
amended heading and the deletion of an outdated provision regard-

20) -




18

ing funding under the former part A. Through its hearings, the
Committee became aware of the invaluable role that part C has
played in contributing to the strengthening of collections and in fa-
cilitating the sharing of resources. Dr. Frank G. Rothman, provost
of Brown Ulniversity, testified before the Subcommittee on Educa-
tion, Arts and Humanities concerning the expanded availability of
research collections at his institution through interlibrary loans.
And a study by the Association of Research Libraries further illus-
trated how part 7 programs were particularly significant in aiding
scholarly access to special collections, increasing the preservation
of deteriorating library materials, and stimulating collection de-
ployment.

The Committee would like to see future projects which, among
other things: identify, allow for, and encourage access to unique
scholarly and research resources located on campus but not within
the administrative control of the library; convert print and graphic
materials to machine-readable format and encourage the widest
possible access; develop improved methods of cataloging and index-
ing; investigate preservation issues; support new experimental
preservation technologies; expand the program to include acquisi-
tion of or access to large databases and data sets; and encourage
more inter-institution cooperation and collection development be-
tween research libraries and non-library repositories of research in-
formation.

TITLE III—INSTITUTIONAL AID

Since its original enactment in 1965, title Il of the Higher Edu-
cation Act (HEA) has been a significant source of Federal support
for higher education institutions Serving economically disadvan-
taged and minority college students. It is currently the largest
source of direct Federal aid to higher education institutions author-
ized by HEA. The title is a key element in the Federal efforts to
promote access to higher education.

Part A assists schools that enroll substantial percentages of stu-
dents receiving Federal student assistance and that are constrained
to spending relatively low amounts on their students’ education.
These funds can be used for development of faculty, improvement
in funds and administrative management and acquisition of equip-
ment to that end, enhancement of academic programs, joint use of
facilities, and student services.

The Nation’s historically black colleges and universities receive
much needed resources under Part B, Strengthening Historically
Black Colleges and Universities, to support such activities as acqui-
sition of scientific or laboratory equipment, enhancement of in-
structional facilities, faculty development, development of academic
instruction in disciplines experiencing underrepresentation of Afri-
can-Americans, acquisition of instructional materials, tutoring and
other student support services, improvement of funds and adminis-
trative management, and joint use of facilities with other institu-
tions. Five historically black graduate and professional schools
have also been assisted under part B.

Part C authorizes Endowment Challenge Grants that enable in-
stitutions eligible for parts A and B to establish or expand endow-
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ment funds. With more robust endowments, these institutions will
be more capable of controlling their own academic destinies.

The Committee bill makes several chan%es to the current pro-
grams authorized bg] title III. As a result of the bill’s amendments
to the section on Findings and Purposes, this section will more
fully reflect the focus of these programs on enhancing schools that
serve high percentages of minority and low income students. Lan-
guage expressing concern about sustaining these schools through
periods of declining enrollment is deleted, as is language concern-
ing continued participation of institutions in title III programs.

Part A—Strengthening Institutions

With regard to part A, the bill amends current law to remove
the requirement that institutions receiving grants of 4- or 5-years’
duration are ineligible to receive additional part A assistance for a
comparable period of time after completion of the grants. Given the
dimensions of need at participating institutions, the “wait-out” or
“sit-out” period is not justified. Institutions no sooner successfully
complete a 4- or b-year title III, part A project, then this source of
revenue ceases to be available to address other important deficien-
cies. Nevertheless, the Committee recognizes that part A assistance
should be more widely available to institutions and, therefore, re-
quires the Secretary of Education to give priority in awarding part
A grants to institutions not already receiving such grants.

The Committee has proposed a new program with a separate au-
thorization under part A of title III. It is intended to provide grants
to colleges and universities which have significant enrollments of
Hispanic and other low-income students to enable such institutions
to improve their capacity to expand educational opportunity and
attainment.

Over the past ten years, the disparity in educational opportunity
between Hispanics and other Americans has become increasingly
apparent. Congressional hearings held in 1983, specific to postsec-
ondary education concerns, underscored the very serious problems
confronting Hispanic student access to and participation in postsec-
ondary education. State and regional studies and commissions have
echoed similar findings: Hispanics have the lowest college partici-
pation rates for persons 18-24 years old of any major race or ethnic
group and attain degrees at much lower rates than white students.

Hispanic college enrollment is lower than for other major popu-
lation groups. In 1989, only 16.1% of Hispanic youth ages 18 to 24
were enrolled in college, compared to 23.5% of all African-Ameri-
can and 31.8% of White 18-24-year-olds. In 1988, Hispanics ac-
counted for only 3.6% of all students in four-year higher education
institutions.

Efforts to correct this severe underrepresentation of Hispanics in
postsecondary education have been woefully inadequate. All too
often, responses that could be found were targeted too bzoadly, con-
structed too narrowly, or underfunded. For example, with the ex-
ception of the Pell Grant program, Federal higher education pro-
grams seriously underserve Hispanics.

The Committee found that the lack of adequate programs and
funding is particularly unfortunate because the postsecondary en-
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rollment patterns of Hispanic students present clear opportunities
for significant and positive interventions. Hispanic students are ex-
traordinarily concentrated in a relatively few institutions. There
are approximately 115 institutions of higher education that have
Hispanic enrollments of at least 25% or more. Students at these in-
stitutions are frequently low-income first generation college stu-
dents, and the institutions themselves are schools without substan-
tial wealth or financial resources.

The Committee also believe it is clearly in the National interest
to increase Hispanic participation in postsecondary education, By
the year 2010, minorities will comprise over 50% of the Nation's
work force, with Hispanics constituting the greatest portion of the
minority work force. Because the United States’ global competitive-
ness depends on a highly trained work force, it is critical to ensure
that the labor force is as well trained and educated as possible.

The Committee believes that providing a minimum level of as-
sistance to eligible Hispanic-serving institutions will assure their
continuance and enhance their role in providing access and quality
education to Hispanic and other low-income students and their par-
ticipation in fulfilling the Federal mission of equality of education-
al opportunity.

The Committee provisions address the capacity building needs of
Hispanic-serving institutions and their low-income students. The
funding provision permits those activities currently authorized
under Title III, Part A and, in addition, allows the acquisition of
scientific or laboratory equipment for educational purposes, the
construction, maintenance, renovation and improvement in instruc-
tional facilities, and the development and or expansion of centers
designed to increase the transfer rates of Hispanic and other low-
income students from two-year to four-year institutions, and aca-
demic partnership collaborations focused on assisting Hispanic-
serving institutions to plan and coordinate their campus-based ef-
forts more effectively with existing successful Hispanic student de-
velopment programs, such as the National Council of La Raza’s
Project Excel and the Hispanic Student Success Program.

Part B—Strengthening Historically Black Colleges and Universities

Among other changes, part B is amended to authorize new uses
of its funding, increase the minimum grant size, and expand the
number of black graduate and professional schools eligible for as-
sistance. The Committee believes that historically black colleges
and universities will benefit if they undertake sustaired and fo-
cused steps to increase alumni and private sector support. To foster
such action, the bill newly permits part B assistance to be used for
establishing or improving institution’s development offices. Fur-
ther, as evidence has mounted that minority representaiion in the
Nation’s teaching force is diminishing, the Committee has respond-
ed by amending part B to permit these funds to be used to estab-
lish or enhance teacher education programs that will enable stu-
dents to meet teacher certification requirements. The Committee
has also added language permitting funds to be used for telecom-
munications technology equipment and mater’als, which should
serve as an incentive for title III institutions to use such technol-
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ogies as part of their education services. Fiscally, it is appropriate
that historically black colleges and universities have the fgexibility
to identify and support other activities, related tc the overall pur-
poses of this program, with part B funds. The bill provides that au-
thority, requiring, though, that such activities be approved first by
the Secretary of Education. _ .

Current law provides that the minimum grant awarded under
part B cannot be less than $350,000. The Committee bill raises this
minimum to $500,000. Those small institutions that have been re-
ceiving the minimum grant since the FY 1987 allocation of funds
will now share in part B funding increases and receive grants that
are of sufficient size to accomplish title III objectives.

Section 326 is amended to increase the number of historicall
black graduate and professional schools identified for part B fund-
ing. These institutions award graduate and first professional de-
grees in disciplines important to the Nation and the progress of Af-
rican-Americans. The Committee has included language that pro-
tects the funding of the 5 schools originally included in Section 326.
Those institutions will continue to receive assistance until their
current grants expire or September 30, 1993, whichever is later. In
the event the annual appropriation for Section 326 is $12,000,000 or
less, then these funds are to be made available only to the original
5 schools. Finally, the Secretary is limited to awarding 1 grant per
fiscal year under Section 326 to any higher education institution or
university system. Thus, Texas Southern University’s Schools of
Law and Pharmacy cannot both be awarded grants in a single
fiscal year.

Part C—Endowment Challenge Grants for Institutions Eligible for
Assistance Under Part A or Part B

The bill repeals statutory language in part C authorizing the
gl%ail;;(ge Grant Prograr~ whose last multi-year awards expired in

A number of significant amendments are made to the current
Endowment Challenge Grant Program authorized by part C.
Among these amendments are the following: To permit the Secre-
tary to award more substantial grants when appropriation levels
can sustain them, the bill raises the maximum grant in stages. The
maximum grant is capped at $500,000 when the annual appropria-
tion for the Endowment Challenge Grants is less than $15,000,000.
The maximum rises to $1,000,000 when the appropriation is equal
to or greater than $15,000,000 and less than $25,000,000. At an ap-

ropriation level of $25,000,000 or more, the maximum increases to
§1.500,000. Regardless of the maximum grant, the institutional
matching requirement is $1 for every $2 from the Federal Govern-
ment.

The bill reduces the ‘“wait-out” period following the period in
which institutions received large Endowment Challenge Grants
- from 10 to 5 years, and provides, as does current law, that the
“wait-out” only applies to recipients of grants exceeding $1 million.
This reduction in the “wait-out’ is appropriate because it will
strengthen endowments by fostering more substantial and sus-
tained fundraising by eligible institutions. To serve institutions
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that may have previously participated in parts A or B, but which
are not currently doing so, the bill amends the statute to authorize
Endowment Challenge Grants for schools that received assistance
under part A or B within the past 5 fiscal years. A final amend-
ment to this section strikes a provision which limits grant awards
and which is now redundant given the new caps outlined above.

Part D—General Prouvisions

The Committee bill makes several modifications to the treatment
of the part A appropriation. It provides that 25 percent of the
amount by which the annual part A appropriation exceeds the FY
1986 funding level for part A ($61,000,000) is to be awarded to eligi-
ble institutions with a very high percentage of students who are
African-Americans, Hispanic Americans, Native Americans, Asian
Americans, Native Hawaiians, or Pacific Islanders, or combinations
thereof. Current law directs these funds to institutions with the
highest percentage of such students. The Administration has
argued that the language in current law forces it to fund institu-
tions with very low ranked part A applications, but with the high-
est percentages of minority students. The modified language in the
Committee bill will add flexibility to the application of this reserva-
tion, thereby addressing this problem, but retain a focus on minori-
ty enrollment, which is clearly in keeping with title III objectives.

Further, the bill deletes the current reservation of part A funds
for 2-year colleges. The Administration reports that this set-aside is
no longer needed to ensure an adequate level of participation by 2-
year schools since they have secured part A funding in excess of
the statutory set-aside annually beginning in FY 1982,

To direct a greater share of Endowment Challenge Grant funds
to historically black colleges and universities, the bill requires the
Secretary of Education to award at least 25 percent of the part C
annual appropriation to these institutions. Not only does this reser-
vation further the purposes of title III, but it also responds to the
recent trend in part C funding that shows the historically black
colleges’ share of this funding dropping from 65 percent in FY 1984
to 18 percent in FY 1990.

Relative to the F'Y 1991 appropriation levels for the various parts
of title III, the new authorization levels for title III programs in the
Committee bill would provide important increases in funding. The
authorization for part A is $125,000,000 for FY 1993 and such sums
as necessary for the following 6 fiscal years. The new section 813 in
part A is authorized at $45 million and such sums as necessary ior
the following 6 fiscal years. The FY 1991 appropriation for p-:t A
was $87,831,000. Under the Committee bill, part B is authorized at
$125,000,000 for FY 1993 and such sums as necessary for the follow-
ing 6 fiscal years; its FY 1991 appropriation was $87,831,000. The
bill authorizes Section 326 at $20,000,000 for FY 1993 and such
sums as necessary for the following 6 fiscal years; the FY 1991 ap-
propriation for this section was $11,711,000. Part C is authorized by
the bill at $40,000,000 for FY 1993 and such sums as necessary for
the following 6 fiscal years; its FY 1991 appropriation was
$17,462,000.




23

Current Grant/Loan Imbalance

In the past decade, the nation has seen a slow but inexorable re-
versal of a dependence on grants as the mainstay of financial aid
for low- and moderate-income students. The Pell Grant program
was created in 1972 as the foundation of aid for the lowest income
students. In the 1980’s, though, Pell Grants declined in real value
while tuitions increased. As a result of the increasing inadequacy
of Pell Grants, dependence on loans and individual loan burden for
such students has dramatically increased. As a result, the Commit-
tee has identified essential responses to the problem of loan/grant
imbalance: expansion and improvement of the Pell Grant program;
and expansion of low-income eligibility for the SEOG program.

Expansion and improvement of the Pell Grant

The Committee heard compelling testimony from numerous wit-
nesses concerning the need to restore the capacity of the Pell
Grant program to adequately support access and choice. These wit-
nesses pointed to the failure of the Pell Grant award maximum to
keep pace with inflation, the unrealistic maximum cost of attend-
ance—in the face of rapidly rising tuition in both the public and

rivate sector—and the implications of the sixty percent cap that
imits t'.v amount of Pell Grant funds awarded to students attend-
ing low-cost institutions, sich as community colleges. The result is
an increasing dependence on loans by the nation’s neediest stu-
dents—even at the lowest-cost institutions. The Committee is con-
vinced that dramatic changes are necessary to strengthen the pro-
gram and restore the promise it once held in underpinning the fed-
eral government’s commitment to access. These changes include:
increasing the award maximum; moving to the establishment of a
Pell Grant entitlement program; implementing an award formula
that is more sensitive to the cost of attendance but holds students
harmless from award decreases; eliminating the limitation that
caps the Pell Grant award at sixty percent of cost of attendance;
and responding to the unique needs of various types of students—
in particular, non-traditional students.

The Committee believes that a substantial increase in the maxi-
mum Pell Grant is essential. Consequently, the maximum author-
ized grant is increased by 50 percent from its current appropriated
level of $2300 to $3,600 in 1993-94 and by $200 each year thereaf-
ter, reaching $4,800 in 1999-2000. In addition, the minimum award
is increased to $400. To ensure that this increase does not cause
students who are eligible under current award rules to be ineligi-
ble, all students who are eligible for at least a $200 grant but less
than $400 will receive a $400 grant.

The Pell Grant program will become an entitlement by fiscal
year 1997. In fiscal years 1995 and 1996, the Secretary shall be re-
quired to borrow any shortfalls in funding from the appropriated
maximum from the next fiscal year’s appropriations. Beginning in
1997, eligible institutions will make and disburse Pell Grant
awards to the full extent of their students’ eligibility. The Secre-
tary shall provide such funds as are necessary to fund these awards
and shall reimburse institutions for expenditures in excess of allo-
cations for that year. Disbursements by institutions of grant funds
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to which students are entitled under subpart A shall creat. a con-
tractual obligation of the Department, for which institutions are
entitled under federal statute. The Committee explicitly notes that
the use of the term “reimbursement” in this statute should not be
interpreted as reference to the ‘“Reimbursement System of Pay-
ment”’ within the Department’s Pell Grant Disbursement System.

Further, the Committee recognizes that the award formula, and
in particular, the unrealistically low cost of attendance permitted
under the current program, is inadequate to restore the program to
its full potential. Consequently, the Committee has adopted the
basic structure of the award formula proposed by the American
Council on Education. This formula is designed to provide realistic
allowances for the full range of educational costs. At a $3,600 maxi-
mum award level, the formula provides a basic educational allow-
ance of $2,300 and a tuition component equal to 25 percent of the
cost of tuition, up to $1,300. The Committee notes that formulas
and definitions of a Pell Cost of Attendance that fail to include the
full range of educational expenses—including a vasic allowance for
living expenses—are not acceptable.

This structure of annual increases and a transition to entitle-
ment represents a prudent approach to achieving higher grant
amounts and a Pell Grant entitlement. Also, creating the entitle-
ment for Pell Grants in 1997 allows sufficient time to locate and
provide the necessary revenue to support such an entitlement.

In addition, the Committee has designed a series of judicious pro-
cedures for adjusting the award formula as the level of maximum
grant changes. These procedures are designed to ensure that the
lowest-income students attending the lowest-cost institutions are
not disproportionately hurt by potential decreases, and will receive
a fair share of increases.

As the maximum Pell grant increases, the educational cost and
tuition components are increased at the same rate, equrl to the
percentage increase in the maximum grant. In the event of a de-
crease in the maximum award below $3,600, which may be necessi-
tated by inadequate appropriations, the basic educational allow-
ance remains at $2,300 and reductions are made to the tuition com-
ponent of the formula. However, should such reductions be neces-
sary due to insufficient appropriations in fiscal years 1993 or 1994,
the Committee intends that reductions not occur for students with
expected family contribution less than or equal to $400. Required
reductions shall be made from the awards of students who have
family contributions in excess of $400.

This reflects the Committee’s intent to effectively hold the need-
jest students harmless from reduced awards due to inadequate ap-
propriations.

The Committee also intends to hold students harmless in another
way. Alterations to award formulas, particularly at varying award
levels, can reduce the actual awards of some current Pell Grant re-
cipients. Consequently, the Committee intends that students’
awards be calculated under the new award rules, except that no
student shall receive an award less than $2,400 minus the expected
family contribution—as Pell Grant awards are, in part, currently
determined.
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The Committee also has responded to the needs of specific groups
of students through changes to the Pell Grant program. In re-
sponse to the needs of non-traditional students who may attend less
than full-time, the number of years during which a student can re-
ceive a Pell Grant is increased to seven from five for programs of
five years or less, with similar increases for shorter programs. In
addition, responding to changing academic calendars, students who
are enrolled full time in a program of at least three years and com-
plete the coursework required for one academic year, shall be eligi-
ble for a second Pell Grant for a second academic year begun in
the same twelve month period. For students who study abroad, the
Secretary is instructed to permit the use of a cost of attendance
that is higher than that of the student’s home institution to reflect
reasonable costs associated with study abroad, when such costs are
higher than the home institution’s costs. In addition, it is the Com-
mittee’s intent that such funds should supplement rather than sup-
plant any post-secondary education funds provided by the state for
such students, and that no individual who is serving a sentence
without the possibility of parole should receive a Pell Grant.

Expansion of low-income eligibility for SEOG

By requiring that SEOG awards be proportionate to Pell and re-
moving the minimum student contribution and self-help from
SEOG calculation, the Committee believes that SEOG will be di-
rected at the lowest-income, neediest students and thereby will
assist in rectifying the grant/loan imbalance.

Middle-Income Access to Student Aid

The Committee heard a good deal of testimony concerning the
plight of the middle-class in financing higher education. In particu-
lar, the impact of home and farm equity on family contributions
are highlighted as a serious problem. The Committee took two
interrelated steps to provide relief for middle-class families. First,
all home and farm equity is eliminated from the Student Aid
Methodology (SAM) for families with parents’ adjusted gross
income up to $50,000 (or student and spouse adjusted gross income
up to $50,000, in the case of an independent student). The elimina-
tion of the home and farm equity from the Methodology will lower
family contributions and make more mic lle-income families eligi-
ble for student financial aid.

In addition, those families with parent’s adjusted gross income
up to $50,000 who do not file an IRS Form 1040 (i.e., who are not
required to file by tiie IRS, or filed a 104A or EZ) will have all
assets excluded. The Committee received compelling data from the
IRS and the College Board that demonstrated that few families
who file such forms have substantial assets beyond a home and
those assets do not substantially increase the family contributicn.
Thus, such families will have their contributions reduced even fur-
ther. Finally, the increase in the maximum Pell _rant will havr
the indirect effect of bringing more moderate to middle-income
families into the Pell Grant program.
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Access Scholarships

The ACCESS program (America’s Commitment to College Educa-
tion and Success for All Students) is intended to provide scholar-
ship funds to help finance a college education for low-income stu-
dents. In addition, the legislation provides these students an incen-
tive to excel by requiring that they complete a rigorous core cur-
riculum in high school in order to qualify for the scholarship. Thus,
for students frc m economically disadvantaged families, it promises
additional student aid if they satisfactorily complete a strong aca-
demic program.

The model upon which the ACCESS ;]Jrogram is based is by no
means unproven. In fashioning the legislation, the Committee was
well aware of the excellent work done by Eugene Lang’s “I Have A
Dream” Foundation and the superb efforts of Louisiana business-
man Patrick Taylor on behalf of programs that offer college schol-
arships for students from low-income families if they demonstrate
academic achievement in high school.

ACCESS students are required to complete a core curriculum of
four years of English; three years of science; three years of mathe-
matics; either three years of history or two years of history and one
year of social studies; and either two years of a foreign language or
one year of a foreign language and one year of computer science.

Any student who successfully completes the core curriculum,
participates in an early intervention program and is eligible to re-
ceive a Pell Grant is also eligible to receive an ACCESS grant.

Under the program approved by the Committee, a student would
be eligible for either the cost of tuition and fees minus the amount
of any Pell Grant awarded to the student or $1,000, whichever is
greater. In no case, however, would the grant, in combination with
the Pell Grant and other financial assistance, exceed the student’s
cost of attendance.

The legislation approved by the Committee provides an authori-
zation of $100,000,000 for Fiscal 1995 and such sums for the four
succeeding fiscal years to support the ACCESS program. The Com-
mittee strongly believes, however, that this authorization should
not result in appropriations at the expense of proven federal stu-
dent aid grant programs in general, and the Pell Grant program in
particular. Thus, the legislation provides that there be no appro-
priations for the ACCESS program unless the amounts for existing
student aid grant programs equal or exceed the previous fiscal
year’s appropriations.

Study Abroad

The Committee has proposed technical changes in this title to fa-
cilitate access to study abroad programs by United States students
who are eligible for such assistance. Although current law does not
preclude the use of many programs authorized under Title IV for
study abroad and many students have been able to apply some or
all of their federal financial aid toward study abroad costs, prob-
lems and ambiguities in current law prevent many eligible stu-
dents from doing so and create administrative burdens for colleges
and universities. As a result, students who are dependent on feder-
al financial assistance are often unable to study abroad.
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The Committee believes that international education in general
and study abroad in particu