Recommendations for Reauthorization
of the Higher Education Act

Submitted by:

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
American Association of Colleges of Osteopathic Medicine
American Association of Community Colleges
American Association of Cosmetology Schools
American Association of University Professors
American College Personnel Association
American Council on Education
American Dental Education Association
APPA: The Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers
Association for International Education Administrators
Association of American Colleges and Universities
Association of American Medical Colleges
Association of American Universities
Association of Independent Colleges of Art & Design
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Universities
Association of Research Libraries
Coalition of Higher Education Assistance Organizations
Conference for Mercy Higher Education
Consortium on Government Relations for Student Affairs
Council for Advancement and Support of Education
Council for Christian Colleges & Universities
Council for Higher Education Accreditation
Council for Opportunity in Education
Council of Directors of National Foreign Language Resource Centers
Council of Graduate Schools
Council of Independent Colleges
EDUCAUSE
Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities
NAFSA: Association of International Educators
National Association for College Admission Counseling
National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education
National Association of College and University Business Officers
National Association of Graduate-Professional Students
National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities
National Association of Schools and Colleges of the United Methodist Church
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
National Association of Student Personnel Administrators
National Collegiate Athletic Association
National Council of Organizations of Less Commonly Taught L anguages
Society for College and University Planning
The College Board
United Negro College Fund
University Continuing Education Association

January 30, 2003



Weurge Congressto focusits energiesin thisreauthorization on increasing access
to higher education for low-and middle-income students. A number of recent reports on
enrollment in higher education—most notably those of the Advisory Committee on Student
Financial Assistance—have demonstrated that the lack of financial resources remains a crushing
burden for many low-income students and families. In considering possible changes to current
federal policy, we encourage Congress to measure every proposal against a simple standard:
Will it enhance access to higher education for low-income students?

This document summarizes our initial thinking about reauthorization. We have not tried
to refine our ideas into legisative language and some important issues that Congress will
consider during reauthorization—such as need analysis, return of Title IV funds, and loan
consolidation—are not addressed in this paper. We will continue to work on these and other
issues and will submit additional proposals and detailed recommendations in the coming months.

All of the associations who have signed onto this statement generally support these
recommendations. Many of the associations that have signed this letter will submit their own
specific statements that will address some of these ideasin greater detail.

We have grouped our recommendations around nine basic goals:

Expanding access to higher education for low-income students by increasing grant aid
and support for early intervention programs;

Improving terms and conditions of student loans;

Reducing the regulatory burden on colleges and universities;

Enhancing international education;

Increasing support for graduate and professional students;

Improving teacher education;

Ensuring accountability of institutions through high-quality information for students;
Enhancing the application of technology in higher education; and

Increasing awareness about the value of higher education and the availability of student
ad.

Not al Titlesor parts of the Higher Education Act (HEA) are discussed in this document.
In particular, Titles1ll and V provide direct institutional aid to a discrete set of colleges serving a
disproportionate number of minority, low-income, and first-generation college students. Asa
result, these colleges have enormous influence on educational and career opportunities for
students who often face significant barriers to a postsecondary education. Any suggestions we
have for enhancing these proven programs will be contained in a future document.

To smplify the HEA, we recommend ter minating the authorization of all programs
that have not been funded in any year sincethelast reauthorization. Thisactionis
regrettable since it means that several initiatives approved by the authorizing committees will
never be funded. However, taking this step will help streamline the Act.

We recognize that the reauthorization of the HEA will be along and complex process.
Therefore, we intend this document to summarize the major themes that we hope Congress will
pursuein its deliberations.



EXPANDING ACCESSTO HIGHER EDUCATION FOR LOW-
INCOME STUDENTSBY INCREASING GRANT AID AND
SUPPORT FOR EARLY INTERVENTION PROGRAMS

L ow-income and minority students remain underrepresented in higher education in
comparison to their more affluent peers. We believe that attacking this problem requires that all
students and families have excellent information about the importance of higher education, that
adequate amounts of student financial assistance—especially grant assistance—be provided to
help overcome financial barriers, and that high-quality early intervention and support programs
be available.

Grant assistance is especially important to improving access to higher education for low-
income students and the Pell Grant program is America s most important way to accomplish that
goal. Thanksto generous funding increases in recent years, thereal (i.e., after inflation) value of
the maximum Pell Grant increased nine percent between 1990-1991 and 2000-2001.
Unfortunately, however, the real maximum grant—even with the recent funding increases—
remains substantially below the level that it achieved in 1980. When sufficient grant aid is not
available, students face difficult choices: work an excessive number of hours, go further into
debt, or abandon college atogether.

We ask Congress to take a number of specific steps to boost the impact of the Pell Grant
program.

Doublethe Pell Grant Maximum—First, we strongly urge Congressto makeafirm
commitment to doubling the appropriated Pell Grant maximum award within a six-year
time framethat coincides with the passage of the reauthorization legislation, and to
conform the annual authorized maximumsto this overarching goal. > Congress has taken
significant steps over the last six years to increase the maximum Pell Grant in the annual
appropriations bills. Now with the passage of K-12 reforms and the expected demographic boom
to be felt on college campuses over the next decade, we will have more college-ready students
than ever before. We feel the next step in this debate isto significantly increase this fundamental
grant for students. Because reauthorizations draw increased attention to the importance of key
federal programs, we fedl strongly that now is the time to ask Congress to double the funding of
the maximum Pell Grant. We urge that this targeted doubling of the award levels be embraced as
acampaign initiated by the authorizing committees, but taken to Congress asawhole. Similar
campaigns have paved the way to measurable increases for the National Institutes of Health and
the National Science Foundation. Inreal terms, the authorized maximum Pell Grant had a higher
valuein the early 1980s than it does today. Given the real and symbolic importance of the Pell
Grant as an expression of the nation’s commitment to equal educational opportunity, we ask that
Congress make a commitment to doubling the maximum grant.

! Several associations—UNCF, NAFEO, HACU, USSA, and NASFAA—propose making the Pell Grant program a
full entitlement. The other associations signing this |etter do not believe this step is achievable without the
bipartisan support of Congress and the Administration. We encourage the Administration to take thisbold step in its
reauthorization proposal.
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Protect the Maximum Appropriated Award—We believe that the Pell Grant program
is fundamentally sound and does not need significant modification. However, the program’s
periodic shortfalls have created the misimpression among students and families that the grants
would therefore have to be reduced. To addressthisproblem, the HEA should be modified to
protect the appropriated maximum award. The statute should explicitly state that the annual
maximum award level appropriated by Congress cannot be reduced ex post facto by the
Department of Education. We will strenuously oppose any effort to give the Executive Branch
the authority to reduce grants after the enactment of an appropriation bill. We do not believe that
these critical student benefits should be subject to manipulation based on fluctuating estimates of
the program’ s cost.

Permit Y ear-Round Study—Students increasingly want flexibility in their educational
programs. For example, many students would like to complete their academic degreein less
time than the standard two- or four-year program. Such a step reduces the amount of time that a
student spends in school, reduces educational expenses, and makes better use of campus facilities
(an important consideration in states facing significant increases in enrollments). 1n addition,
some students require additional time to fulfill degree completion requirements. Y ear-round
attendance, we believe, would increase student persistence and graduation from college. Current
regulations governing the Pell Grant program assume that all students will enroll for just two
semesters per calendar year. While the Department of Education has the authority to implement
a“year-round” Pell Grant, it has been reluctant to do so. Therefore, we ask Congressto
mandate that students who wish to study year -round receive a Pell Grant that enablesthem
to do so.

| ncrease Support for the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant—We seek to
increase the number of grant-rich student aid packages for low-income students. We believe that
the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) is especially important in this regard.
The SEOG provides grant assistance to students with exceptional financial need in addition to
funds that they may have received under the Pell Grant program. Conceptualized as the partner
program to the Pell Grant (originally the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant), SEOG awards
help the poorest Pell Grant recipients. The program works well and could move closer to its
original intent by raising the authorized funding level to $1 billion. With additional federal
funding, this important grant program could help low-income students pay for more of their
college education with grants instead of loans.

Revitalizethe Federal -State Student Aid Partner ship—Aspart of thiseffort to
provide more grants, we encour age Congressto take stepsto revitalize the feder al-state
partnership in providing student aid to financially needy studentsand families. Inrecent
years, many states have diverted scarce need-based student aid dollars to increasing merit-based
aid programs. While such programs provide wel come assi stance to those who receive them, they
do little to help low-income individuals who do not qualify for them. To increase state grant
support for low-income students, we recommend that Congress revitalize the Leveraging
Educational Assistance Partnership (LEAP) program, which seeks to boost state spending on
need-based student aid.

The federal-state partnership is key to ensuring access to higher education and to
providing additional grant dollarsin a student' s aid package. Focused attention on access for
low-income students, coupled with additional resources will make LEAP strong. With higher
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education absorbing widespread reductions from plummeting state budgets, Congress should
look to reinforce the LEAP state grants by increasing the authorized funding level to $200
million, and efforts should be made to ensure that the federal dollars go to serving more low-
income students.

Designate* Campus-Based” Programsas|nstitutional Partner ships—We ask that
the " campus-based” aid programs be designated asthe” I nstitutional Partner ship”
programsto better communicate the three componentsthat work together to make college
possible: the federal investment, theinstitutional investment, and the state investment.
SEOG, Federal Work Study, and Perkins Loans are critical pieces of many students financia aid
package, and institutions are a critical piece of making those packages work. Re-designating
these programs as “Institutional Partnership” programs will reinforce the effort that institutions
of higher education make to ensure that students have the financing they need to pay for college.
Given the extensive institutional investments in these programs, we believe the new label more
aptly describes their function. Institutions must provide at least 25 percent of all funds received,
thereby increasing the impact of the federal dollars.

As mentioned, the SEOG program should be better funded to realize its original intent of
providing additional grant funding to the neediest students.

The Federal Work Study program has nearly reached its goal of serving one million students
with over $1 billion in federal investment. This program places students in jobs on campus, in
the campus community, and in the private sector to help them pay for college.

The Perkins Loan program continues to provide an extremely low interest rate for student
loans. Forgiveness options for work in law enforcement, teaching, and nursing have made this
program more and more popular. (See page 13 for recommendations about the Perkins program.)

These programs work well in their current form, but to further enhance these programs,
the authorized funding levels for FY2005 should be raised as follows:
SEOG should be increased to $1 billion
Federal Work Study should be increased to $1.5 hillion
Perkins Loan Capital should be increased to $300 million

Maintain TRIO and GEAR UP—Enhanced access to higher education also depends
on the availability of high-quality intervention and support services effortssuch as TRIO
and GEAR UP. These important and popular programs serve low-income and first-generation
students. Students who receive high-quality early intervention services are much more likely to
enter higher education and to persist than those who do not have the chance to participate.

Both the TRIO and GEAR UP programs work well and neither requires significant
modification. Therefore, only minor changes in these programs—such as increasing the
minimum grant levels to account for inflation and increasing the authorization levelsfor all
programs—are necessary.

On one important matter involving the TRIO and GEAR UP programs, the higher
education community has been unable to reach consensus. Several associations believe that
GEAR UP should be merged into the TRIO program to improve service delivery and enhance
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administrative efficiency. However, other associations think such a step would undermine the
unique nature of GEAR UP and would diminish the nature and level of services. The majority of
associations who have signed this letter have not taken a position on this matter. The
organizations that have taken a position will communicate their views directly with the
Committee.

Create a Career Exploration Summer Enrichment Program for L ow-lncome
Students—High school students need better information about career options and the skills and
postsecondary education needed to pursue their career choices. Therefore, we recommend
Congress authorize a competitive grant program that would allow institutions of higher
education to design and conduct summer enrichment programsfor low-income high school
students designed to acquaint them with the range of career options available and
academic instruction that will help the students preparefor a postsecondary degr ee.
Individuals participating in the GEAR UP or TRIO program would receive special consideration
in the selection process.

Expand the Effortsto Ensure Students with Disabilities Receive a Quality
Education—In the 1998 reauthorization, Congress created a new program, “Demonstration
Projects to Ensure Students with Disabilities Receive a Quality Education” to boost enrollment
of disabled students. This modest program is designed to address low participation rates of
students with disabilities through model demonstrations, technical assistance, and professional
development for faculty, staff, and administrators. 1n order to addressthe significant under -
representation of studentswith disabilitiesin higher education, we strongly urge Congress
to expand thisprogram as part of thereauthorization to increase access to higher
education for studentswith disabilities.

Maintain Student Aid Administrator Discretion—Under current law, student aid
administrators have limited discretion to adjust the expected family contribution for individuals
who face unusual financial difficulties such as sudden job loss, medical emergencies, natural
disasters, or death of family members. Without such a provision, college officials would have no
way to adjust the financial aid awards for students facing unexpected hardships. In addition, the
Free Application For Student Aid (FAFSA) would have to be lengthened to anticipate various
unusual circumstances, adding unnecessary complexity for the millions of families who wade
through the form every year. Therefore, we strongly urge you to oppose any provisions that
would eliminate or reduce student aid administrator discretion.

Facilitate Transfer of Credit Between | nstitutions—According to the latest estimate
from the Department of Education, 32 percent of all students will change colleges during their
academic careers. Asaresult, making astudent’ s ability to transfer between institutionsis an
important dimension of access to postsecondary education. Because such alarge number of
students will change schools, colleges and universities have a significant interest in facilitating
the transfer process. Indeed, all accrediting agencies require colleges to have clearly defined and
transparent policies regarding transfers so that individual students can understand the procedures
and rules under which academic transcripts will be evaluated.

Nonetheless, as even larger numbers of students seek to transfer among an increasingly
diverse set of institutions, some problems are inevitable. The transfer of academic credit from
one program to another may involve dissimilar schools, different degree programs, different

5



curricula, and even the recognition of nontraditional learning. Not surprisingly, assessing the
details of an academic record compiled at one institution of higher education and determining its
applicability at another institution is a complex, time-consuming, and difficult process.

The decision to award or deny academic credit is central to the academic enterprise.
Such decisions must be left in the hands of individual campus officials. Continuing effortsto
facilitate the transfer of academic credit are underway and will continue. The American
Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAOQ) has launched an effort
to establish a centralized database of practices by receiving institutions and is currently
developing a national system that will enable institutions to document their transfer policiesin a
single place that would be easily accessible to students. The American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC) and the American Association of State Colleges and Universities
(AASCU) are currently engaged in a project, funded by the Lumina Foundation for Education,
that deals directly with problems affecting access to the baccal aureate, particularly the transfer of
academic credit. Thisproject will provide significant information that will better inform
policymakers and practitioners on the nature of transfer of credit issues. Outreach effortsinclude
acomprehensive survey of public two-and four-year institutions, a national invitation conference
in 2003, and a summary resource publication for expanded outreach designed to improve the
development of policies and practices across the nation.

The number of students and the extent to which they experience difficulty in transferring
from one school to another are unknown. There are only two statistically valid ways to
document the nature and scope of any problems: by surveying a representative sampl e of
receiving institutions or by surveying a representative sample of students from sending
institutions. Any other approach is anecdotal.

National Academy of Science Study—While institutions of higher education are
responsible for making changesin this area, there are several steps that the federal government
can take to facilitate efforts institutions are already making. First, the National Academy of
Science could be asked to undertake a methodologically sound and statistically valid study
of thisissueto identify strategiesfor making credit transfer work more efficiently, examine
voluntary articulation agreements and suggest waysto expand them, and even provide
model agreementsfor use by institutions.

Encourage Voluntary Articulation Agreements—Several other steps by the federal
government would be invaluable in expanding the transfer of academic credit. For example, the
federal government should encourage the expansion of voluntary “articulation agreements”
among institutions. These agreements establish clear ground rules for the transfer of academic
credit between and among institutions. While popular and beneficial, such agreements are often
limited by geography. This need not be the case. With funding from a Department of Education
grant, the National Articulation and Transfer Network established a nationwide articul ation
agreement that links more than 100 high schools, community colleges, Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCU), and Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSI). The costs of
establishing such agreements are high but the benefits are substantial.

Tofacilitate such efforts, we recommend the creation of a new competitive grant
program to enable broad-based consortia to develop articulation agreements, with priority



given to proposalsthat cross state boundaries and include multiple sector s of
postsecondary education.

Create a Permanent Distance Education Program—Utilization of the World Wide
Web and other technol ogies are important means of delivering academic coursework to a
significant number of students who are pursuing a college education, particularly those that have
time and geographic limitations. During the past several years, many schools that offer these
programs have identified some statutory provisions enacted a decade ago, to prevent fraud and
abuse, that have inhibited their efforts for expansion and improvement in distance education. The
Higher Education Act should permit and support a carefully monitored expansion of programs
that use innovative meansto deliver education programs, while ensuring continued program
integrity. To thisend, we recommend that the Distance Education Demonstration Program
authorized in Section 486 of the HEA become the prototype for a permanent program for
nontraditional delivery of higher education.

The new program should permit existing demonstration sites to continue participating
and should allow the Secretary to select additional participants from among all TitlelV eligible
institutions that seek awaiver of certain existing “time and place” provisions currently in the law
without the numerical limitations currently found in the demonstration program. However, asis
currently the case, institutions that participate would agree to a higher level of oversight by the
Department of Education. The Department should be required to provide periodic statements to
Congress about the impact and effectiveness of the program.

We believe that this represents a balanced approach to distance education that will afford
institutions the opportunity to be flexible and innovative in responding to student needs for
nontraditional delivery mechanisms, while still preserving critical safeguards to maintain the
integrity of the program, protect the federal fiscal interest, and retain public confidence in the
quality of the enterprise.

Update Technical and Definitional Terms—In addition, we believe that Congress also
needs to update the technical and definitional terms used in the HEA that address the issue of
distance education, especially those in Section 102(a) and Section 484(1). Since these sections of
the HEA were drafted, the world of educational delivery has been transformed, and the revised
statute should reflect these changes.

IMPROVING TERMSAND CONDITIONSOF STUDENT
LOANS

Federal student loans are indispensable for low-income students to finance higher
education at four-year schools. I1n 2002-03, the average total cost of attendance at four-year
public colleges was nearly $13,000. Studentswho receive a $4,000 Pell Grant and a $750 SEOG
award (the average) and work 15 hours aweek?, making $6.00/hour will still find themselves
more than $7,000 short. For them, federal student |oans are not an option, they are essential. If,

2 Data from the 1999-2000 National Postsecondary Student Aid Survey shows that almost half (46 percent) of all
full-time students who work, worked 25 or more hours per week to help cover college costs, and that more than half
of these students reported negative effects of working long hours on their academic progress. However, even in the
example above, if the student worked 25 hours aweek at the same wage she would still find herself short of funds.
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as now seems likely, state budget cuts generate more tuition increases at public collegesin the
coming years, federal student loans will become even more important.

Perhaps the most salient feature of federal student loansisthat they work. Because
college students not only have to apply themselves academically, but also must pay for books,
food, and shelter, federal loans are frequently a preferable alternative to working excessive
hours, taking out private loans and/or assuming credit card debt. We encourage Congress to
build on that success in the coming reauthorization by taking a number of specific steps so that
future generations of studentswill continue to benefit from student loans.

Retain both the FFEL and Direct L oan Programs—We encour age Congressto
retain both the Federal Family Education Loans (FFEL) and William D. Ford Direct L oan
programsand to take no actions that would weaken either program. The advent of direct
lending has resulted in dramatic improvements in the quality of service in the student loan
program and these changes have resulted in better service for students and institutions. These
improvements are attributable to the competition that has resulted in having two programs
compete for business. We ask the Committee to maintain both programs.

We urgethe Committee to act cautiously with respect to proposalsto specify the
terms and conditionsin student loans that would have the effect of giving one program a
competitive advantage over the other. Current law mandates that the central features—such as
interest rate ceilings, a 10-year repayment plan, appropriate consumer protections, and deferment
and cancellation provisions—are identical in both programs. However, we believe that the
pursuit of completely identical programsis not in the interest of students or schools, and that
both the FFEL and the Direct Loan programs should have the flexibility to design more generous
termsfor borrowers.

At the same time, we think the competitive balance within the FFEL program is essential
and ask Congress to consider thisissue whenever making changes. Widespread consolidation
within the financial servicesindustry has been a hallmark of the last decade and this has reduced
the number of organizations who participate in the FFEL program. In considering changes to the
FFEL program, we ask Congress to keep the maintenance and expansion of competition by
lenders and other financial institutions as central goals.

Congress Should Focus on Repayment | ssues—We strongly encourage Congressto
make student loan repayment a central consideration in thisreauthorization. Financial
experts generally believe that consumer loan repayments should not exceed 10 percent of a
borrower’ s gross income so that loans can be repaid without excessive financial hardship.
Disturbingly, an increasing number of borrowersin the federal student loan program exceed that
ratio in the first few years after leaving school. While the percentage of borrowers who face this
difficulty remains small, it appears to be growing and the increasing reliance on higher cost
private sector loans to meet educational expensesis likely to exacerbate this problem in the
future. We ask Congressto think about significant changes to student loan policy to address this
issue.

Most federal discussions of student loan repayment policy focus on avoiding defaults
and, should default occur, collecting the money from defaulters. These are important goals and
we would do nothing that undermines them. However, we believe that federal policy should put
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more attention on the management of debt, especially by those who become delinquent. Such
effortswill help students better manage their debt and, ultimately, reduce the number of
borrowers who default.

Provide Borrowerswith Better Information About Repayment—Providing more
and better infor mation about student loan repayment to borrowerswill help reduce
delinquencies and student loan defaults. To accomplish this goal, Congress should make clear
that the primary role of guaranty agenciesis to provide counseling and assistance to borrowers as
soon as aloan becomes delinguent, making certain that borrowers understand available
repayment options, and expediting the revision of repayment plans.

A number of additional steps should be taken in thisregard. For example, all borrowers
should have access to income-contingent |oan repayment regardless of whether or not they arein
direct lending. In addition, al borrowers should have improved access to extended repayment,
regardless of whether they have borrowed $30,000 asiis currently required. But extending and
increasing repayment options amplifies the need for information and counseling. Many
borrowers do not realize that, if repayments do not cover the interest due on their loan, the
amount not paid is added to the balance due. To address this, any borrower who enters
forbearance or who selects an extended repayment plan should receive a quarterly statement
showing how much interest has accumulated on the loan since their last payment.

Remove Adver se I ncentives—UItimately, we believe Congress should remove the
adverse incentivesin the current law that pay guaranty agencies more money if a borrower
defaults than if the borrower remainsin good status. The key role of the guaranty agency should
be to assist students and parents in successfully completing loan repayment. During
reauthorization, this public-purpose mission and borrower advocacy role should be enhanced by:

Strengthening the guaranty rolein providing early and aggressive debt
management/default prevention programs;

Developing performance incentives linked to the borrower’ s success and;

Retaining and expanding the Secretary’ s current authority to enter into Voluntary
Flexible Agreements with guarantors and encourage the development of best
practices.

Eliminate All Up-Front Fees—We strongly urge the federal government to eliminate
all up-front feeson all federal student loans. The up-front fees were approved in 1981 asa
“temporary” deficit reduction measure and, in the intervening years, have become an unfortunate
and permanent feature of the student loan landscape. These fees are nothing more than a
punitive tax on students and families who need financial aid to finance an education. They have
long outlived their original justification and their elimination is overdue.

Modify Annual and Cumulative Loan Limits—L oan limitsfor students ought to be
adjusted to recognize changesin the cost of living.”> Federal student loans offer better terms
and conditions than any other source of loan capital and, since loan limits have not been adjusted

3 AACC does not support an increase in student loan limits at thistime.
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for adecade, considerable evidence suggests that students are borrowing increasing amounts of
money from private sector loans. We favor a change in student loan limits to give borrowers
more access to loans that carry the lowest possible interest rate and the best possible terms, such
asthe in-school interest exemption and deferments.

We believe that recalibrating the |oans to recognize changes in the cost of living (i.e.,
inflation) since loan limits were last increased is a good benchmark.* The Consumer Price Index
(CP1) is expected to increase 35 percent between July 1, 1993 and July 1, 2005. In light of the
CPI increase, one possible approach to increasing loan limits would be to raise the cumulative
limit for dependent undergraduates in four-year programs to $30,000 (30 percent). We would
provide an increase ($1,375) in borrowing for first year students—to $4,000.° The remainder of
the funds, $26,000, would be available to studentsin the form of aline of credit with appropriate
safeguards to ensure that students do not use their full loan eligibility before graduation.
Studentsin two-year degree programs would have a cumulative loan limit of just under $13,000.

We would also recommend modifying borrowing limits in the supplemental funds
available in the unsubsidized loan program to recognize changesin the cost of living. These
would be the first changesin the loan limits in this program since it was established in 1992.
More specifically, we recommend increasing loan limits in this part of the unsubsidized program
for al eigible studentsin the first and second year to $5,500 and in subsequent years to $7,000
for students.

In addition, we would raise the cumulative loan limits for graduate and professional
students to reflect increases in the cost of living since loan limits were last increased in 1992.
We also recommend that the annual loan limit for graduate and professional students be
eliminated and Congress create aline of credit feature similar to that proposed for
undergraduates. Additionally, to provide more flexibility and the best possible |oan terms for
graduate and professional students, we recommend that borrowers who did not reach the
cumulative loan limit as undergraduates be allowed to carry forward and apply any unused
amount to post-baccal aureate expenses.

Exploring Different Optionson the L oan Limit | ssue—The community’ s discussions
about increasing loan limits were exceptionally difficult. Individual associations continue to
hold strong views about whether there is aneed to alter federal loan limits and, if so, by how
much. For example, the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) does not favor
any changesin loan limits at the present time. The American Association of State Colleges and
Universities (AASCU) does not believe that increases in the cumulative loan limitsare
necessary, but believes that more flexible loan limits for first and second year students are
necessary. In contrast, several other associations—including the United Negro College Fund
(UNCF) and the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA)—
have proposed in separate letters that |oan limits be increased above the amounts reflected in the
community letter.

* Loan limitsfor first year students were last increased in 1986. The Higher Education Amendments of 1992
increased limitsfor al other borrowers.
® Based on CPI from 1986, the loan limit would be $4,205.
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The range of views among the associations about increasing loan limits reflects stark
differences in the borrowing characteristics and levels of need faced by students in varied
educational settings. Current loan limits may well be adequate for students at community
colleges and low-priced public colleges. In contrast, borrowers at other public institutions and
private colleges with high levels of unmet need are likely to find existing loan limits too
restrictive. The severe fiscal problems facing the states and the steep tuition increases they are
generating in some states—such as the 41 percent increase in tuition under consideration for the
State University of New Y ork—will complicate this issue even further.

No school wants its students to borrow a dime more than is necessary to finance their
education. On the other hand, all schools agree that students who must borrow should have access
to loans that carry the most favorable terms and conditions. Thisinvariably means that students
need accessto federal student loans, especialy Subsidized Stafford Loans, and not the higher-rate,
private bank loans to which increasing numbers of students have to turn.

The higher education community frequently has made the point that one-size federal
regulations do not fit all with equal applicability. Perhaps the time has come to consider whether
one-size loan limits serve equally well to afford all students accessto college. An alternate
approach might be to design loan limit provisions that recognize and differentiate between high
and low levels of unmet need just as other student aid programs have tied program eligibility to the
institutional charges that a student hasto pay. The higher education community plansto explore
these and other options that may help meet the diverse needs of the nation’ s students.

L et Schools Adopt Lower Loan Limitsfor Broad Categories of Students—Not all
students need higher loan limits and not all schools believe their students should borrow more
thanis currently permitted. To minimize unnecessary borrowing, we recommend letting
schools set lower loan limitsfor entire groups of students, provided that such limitsare not
set on the basis of race, sex, or disability. Some schools with low tuition may, for example,
want to preclude first-year students from borrowing as much as the maximum specified in the
law. Because they have a detailed knowledge of their student body, we believe that school
officials arein the best position to make this decision. Schools that adopt lower limitsin the
federal student loan program would be required to disclose that information as part of their
admission and financial aid materials.

Reformulate L oan Cancellation Programs—The time has come to take bold and
creative stepsto reformulate federal 1oan cancellation programs to meet important national
policy objectives. A reformulation of federal loan cancellation policies should be guided by
certain key criteria. First, loan cancellation provisions should promote employment in
designated occupational shortage areas and/or help encourage students who accept low-salaried,
nonprofit, or government jobs. Second, loan cancellation provisions should be devised in a
manner that borrowers can use effectively as a debt management tool. Third, loan cancellation
policies should be coordinated and rationalized across the Title IV programs. Fourth, once the
loan cancellation parameters have been established in the HEA reauthorization, Congress must
establish a mandatory funding mechanism that guarantees the payment of the authorized
borrower benefits.

11



Expand Teaching and Nursing L oan Cancellations—We support an expansion of
student loan cancellation provisionsfor borrowerswho teach or enter nursing provided the
expansion meetsthecriterialisted in the above guidelines. Werealize that cancellation
provisions for other groups of borrowers also may be proposed and adopted as part of the
reauthorization deliberations. Should that happen, we strongly encourage Congress to make the
cancellation terms and conditions consistent for all borrowers to prevent favoring one group over
another. Differences create inequities, and at the same time, greatly complicate the efforts to
explain program rules and regulations to borrowers.

L oan Cancellation Should be M andatory—M ost impor tantly, any student loan
cancellation provision must be made a mandatory expenditure. The designation of the
federal student loan programs (with the exception of the Perkins Loan program) as a
“mandatory” budget expenditure is the sine qua non to ensure that the programs work. Without
the ironclad guarantee that the federal government will meet its obligations as prescribed in the
law, students, parents, lenders, guaranty agencies, and others, would have little confidence on
which to base their participation in the program. Because loan cancellation programs alter the
terms of the promissory note contracts that students sign when they take out their loans, these
programs should enjoy the same mandatory budget expenditure designation as the loan programs
they modify. Supporting cancellations with discretionary appropriations raises the very real
possibility that some students who meet the eligibility criteria—and who make a career decision
because of it—could fail to receive it if the appropriation does not materialize. Moreover,
private sector lenders own most federal student loans and they will insist on prompt payment for
cancelled loans. If money to pay this benefit does not exist or existsin insufficient amounts,
borrowers may suffer.

Paying for Changesin the L oan Program—\We recognize that many aspects of our
loan proposal will be expensive and, therefore, we suggest that three areas be considered to fund
theinitiative. First, the Budget Committees should set aside new mandatory fundswhich
benefit borrowersin the student loan program as part of the federal budget resolution. A
similar step was taken in the FY 2002 budget resolution to fund a change to the student loan
interest rate structure. 1t is appropriate and necessary that the Budget Committees now take a
similar step on behalf of students. Since the 1980s, the student loan program has been aregular
donor program for deficit reduction. In numerous budget reconciliation bills, permanent cuts
have been made to student loan funding, and with the exception of the interest rate change, the
authorizing committees have never been provided with new funds. Even today, student loan
origination fees, savings brought by the William D. Ford Direct Loan Program, and funds
received through the IRS collections on defaulted student loans are not directed back to the
student loan programs.

Review Benefits and Subsidy Structurefor the L ender and Borrower—We also
propose athorough review of the benefitsand subsidy structurein the current loan
program both for borrowersand lendersto ensurethat students are getting the maximum
benefitsin the yearsin which they are most needed and to ensurelenders, by the natur e of
increasesin loan limits and the extension of repayment terms and conditions, do not gain a
windfall because of such changes. Borrowers may not need the full federal subsidy in the latter
years of repayment once they have an established repayment history and an established history of
employment. On the other hand, more must be done to ensure that student debt does not
adversely affect the career choices or credit ratings of recent college graduates who may still be

12




trying to determine their career paths. In particular, we encourage Congress to consider
restructuring the existing grace period to provide more benefits to borrowersin their first two
years after graduation.

Our proposal to increase loan limits contemplates a built-in cost savings by repressing
first year loan limits. Raising loan limits for freshmen is costly because of the sheer number of
studentsinvolved. Inorder to moderate the cost of this proposal, we recommend alimit of the
first year’ sborrowing level at $4,000. Since most dropouts occur in the first year, thereisa
long-standing policy interest in keeping these limits lower.

We recognize that our recommendations for increases in loan limits and modification of
loan repayment options that are more attractive to borrowers will result in larger payments to
participating lenders. Our recommendation to examine possible changes should not be
interpreted as awish to undermine the industry or remove afair profit from their participation in
the federal loan programs. However, we understand that a number of the changes we propose
would lead to an increased profitability of student loan portfolios with little additional work
performed by the industry. We cannot suggest, at this time, what an appropriate change should
be, since we do not know what Congress will decide about borrower loan terms and conditions,
but Congress should undertake a review which may be used as an offset for positive changesin
borrower benefits.

Maintain and M odify the Perkins L oan Program—T he Perkins L oan program
remains an exceptionally valuable part of federal student aid programs and we encour age
Congressto maintain it with three specific but important changes® First, student loan limits
ought to be adjusted to account for changes in the cost of living. We recommend that loan limits
be increased to a maximum of $5,500 for undergraduate borrowers and $10,000 for
graduate/professional students. Consistent with this change, we believe that the undergraduate
cumulative loan limit ought to be reset to $27,500 and the graduate/professional limit to $67,500.

Second, as proposed for the other loan programs, we encourage Congress to explore ways
to simplify, streamline, and strengthen loan forgiveness provisionsin the Perkins Loan Program.
Third, we urge Congress to require consolidation lenders to provide clear and comprehensible
disclosures to Perkins borrowers about the advantages and disadvantages of consolidating their
loans, especially regarding any potential loss of Perkins benefits that would result from
consolidating their loans.

REDUCING THE EXCESSI VE REGULATION OF
COLLEGESAND UNIVERSTIES

The regulation of colleges and universities by the federal government has become
increasingly complex and costly. In 1998, the National Commission on the Cost of Higher
Education highlighted government regulation as one of the five major cost-driversin higher

& UNCF favors terminating the Federal Capital Contribution for the Perkins Loan program and transferring those
fundsto anew “ Super Pell Grant” Program/FSEOG. Although no longer receiving FCC, institutions could continue
to operate a completely deregulated, campus-based student loan, work or grant program for Title IV eligible students
using their Perkins Revolving Fund monies.
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education. But later that same year, the reauthorization of the HEA increased the regulatory
burden facing colleges.

Regulations can easily take a heavy toll on campusesin the form of additional
administrative personnel, increased staff development and training, paperwork, creation of
computer systems and software to support record-keeping requirements, and higher legal fees.
As such, they divert efforts away from the core academic mission of the institution. Sometimes,
externally imposed regulatory costs result in the reduction or delay of services. In other cases,
increased costs are passed on to students in the form of tuition increases, additional user fees, and
other education-related charges.

The diversity of American higher education that is so beneficial for students and for our
society means that the regulation of higher education is exceptionally complex. Policymakers
must either craft specific regulations for each type of institution or rely on a“one-sizefitsal”
approach that treats large and small, two-year and four-year, public and private, colleges and
universities—and proprietary schools—in the same way. Traditionally, the federal government
has relied on the latter approach. This approach is inappropriate.

Adopt FED UP Proposalsfor Regulatory Reform—We ask the Committee to
carefully review the suggestionsfor regulatory relief that we submitted last year as part of
the FED UP process. Many of the proposals we submitted were excluded from the legislation
that the House considered in 2002 because the ideas went beyond technical and conforming
changes. We believe that the ideas we submitted last year have great merit and ask the
Committee to reexamine these proposals. Adopting these proposals will—for the first time—
reduce federal regulation of colleges and universities and increase flexibility in the delivery of
educational services.

In addition to adopting the FED UP recommendations we previously submitted, we
ask the Committee to adopt a“ zero-sum” approach to reporting and disclosure
requirementsin thisreauthorization so that the total disclosure and regulatory burden on
colleges does not increase asaresult of thislegidative cycle. If anew or expanded regulatory
requirement is proposed, we ask that an existing requirement be eliminated or revised.
Ultimately, we hope to see a reduction, streamlining, and simplification of the reports and
disclosures institutions of higher education must make to qualify for participation in the Title IV
student aid programs. We hope the Committee will continue to eliminate unnecessary
regulations, and reduce and simplify reporting requirements, as proposed in FED UP.

Renew Expired Provisions and Evaluate Othersto Reduce Paper wor k—In
particular, we ask Congressto renew two expired provisionsrelating to the disbur sement
of student loans. The two provisions that allowed waivers of these requirements, the 30-day
delay for first-time borrowers and multiple disbursements for single-term loans, recently expired
and should be permanently extended in reauthorization.

We also ask Congressto eliminate or revise non-ger mane student eligibility
provisions and to simplify the death and disability discharge provisionsin the student loan
program. Asan example of non-germane student eligibility provisions, consider the problems
associated with implementation of the drug convictions provision. This provision has generated
tremendous confusion, and the current interpretation of the law prevents aid from going to
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students who were convicted on aminor drug charge years ago. Y et, even with the confusion
and the lack of atime limit on convictions, roughly 11,000 students out of 10.5 million FAFSA
applicants have been found ineligible for student aid (one-tenth of one percent) thisyear. We
believe that the low number of people whose aid €ligibility is affected by this provision
illustrates that it could be eliminated without significant impact.

Develop a Clear and Under standable Campus Crime L aw—In addition, we
encourage Congressto reconsider the extraordinary detailed requirements of the Jeanne
Cleary Campus Security Law. Even the Department of Education has trouble interpreting the
law and the agency has been known to give colleges incorrect advice. We believe that the
primary problem lies with the complexity of the underlying statute, not the Department of
Education. We ask Congress to make certain this law focuses on clear, unambiguous
requirements and simplified reporting requirements. The goal should be a law that provides
students and the public with solid, accurate information about reports of campus crime without
the complexity and confusion that makes compliance with the existing law so difficult.

Remove Obsolete Reporting Requirements—\We believe there are anumber of
obsol ete disclosure and reporting requirements that could be eliminated without any adverse
impact. For example, Section 485 (€)(7) calls on the Secretary to develop a methodol ogy to
calculate graduation requirements for student athletes via the National Junior College Athletic
Association, a step that has never been taken. Another illustration is Section 117, which requires
colleges and universities to report any foreign gifts they receive to the Department of Education.
Thisdatais publicly available in the annual reports prepared by every college and university and
is carefully monitored for public institutions by state governments. The Department of
Education reports that it never gets public requests for thisinformation.

Allow Adequate Comment Time on Proposed Regulations—We ask Congressto
requirethat the Department of Education allow at least 45 daysfor commentson any
proposed regulation asrecommended in the House Conference Report on the Higher
Education Technical Amendments Act of 2000. In the past, the Department of Education has
frequently given institutions of higher education 30 days or less to respond to proposed
regulations (issued as an NPRM). Thisis not sufficient time to enable colleges to assess the
likely impact of the regulations and submit comments, especially when the 30 days falls during
periods when colleges are not in session. It would be desirable for the Department of Education
to allow adequate time for comment without alegal mandate. Unfortunately, the complexity of
decision making within federal agencies often means that the time allowed for public comments
on pending regulations gets truncated. After decades of experience, we believe that only a
statutory provision will ensure that campuses will always have adequate time to prepare and
submit comments.

We encour age Congress to give colleges mor e flexibility to meet federal
requirementsregarding community service. Encouraging civic engagement and community
serviceis acentral objective of higher education and many colleges have extensive community
service programs. According to the Department of Education, over five million college
students—roughly one-third of al enrolled students—volunteered over one billion hours of
servicein 1999. The numerous examples of institutions whose academic and service missions
are interwoven range from specific institutions such as Brigham Y oung University and the
University of Notre Dame to entire categories of institutions such as work colleges, Historically
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Black Colleges and Universities and Jesuit Colleges and Universities. Indeed, at the nation’s
land grant universities—which were made possible by the federal government nearly 150 years
ago—public serviceisacentra part of the institutional mission. To better understand the
breadth and depth of community service activities at all colleges and universities, we encourage
the Committee to consult the “ Campus Cares’ Website at www.campuscares.org.

National and community service also isagoal of great interest to many policymakersin
itsown right. Focusing federal efforts for higher education on the work-study program is
misguided. There are 15 million students in higher education in this country. Only about one
million of these students are in the work-study program. If Congress wants to encourage more
community service activities on campus, it should target all students—rich and poor—through
greater support for the National and Community Service Act, which is awaiting reauthorization.
We strongly encourage Congress to place particular emphasis on the higher education portion of
the Learn and Serve program—an effective, but severely underfunded, effort that encourages
campuswide community service activities for al college students regardless of income.

Unfortunately, combining community service and federal need-based financial aid is not
always a simple undertaking. Current law (and therefore regulation) is highly specific—to the
point that it directs the assignment of individual students to particular types of community
service programs. Such specificity dramatically increases the cost of such mandates without
necessarily enhancing efforts to increase community service.

We support the continued availability of community service placementsin the work-
study program at the current level and encourage Congressto take several stepsto
facilitate this. We believe that community service ought to count toward any federal standard
regardless of whereit is done, including on campus. In addition, a significant number of
community service organizations decline to accept work-study students because of liability
concerns. This reduces the number of available community service placements and we ask
Congressto consider ways to address thisissue.

Finaly, to increase the availability of community service placements, we encourage
Congress to increase the amount of money that can be used for Job L ocation and Development
(JLD) programs from 10 percent or $50,000 of the school’ s work-study allocation to 15 percent
or $75,000. The JLD programs help students find off-campus and community service jobs
related to career goals. The amount of money that can be used for these programs has not been
increased since 1992. In the intervening decade, alarge spike in the number of work-study
participants has increased the need for these programs at the same time that inflation has eroded
the value of the federal funds that may be used for them.

Do Not Undermine the Perfor mance Based Or ganization—We urge Congressto
refrain from making any structural or functional changes that would under mine the
existence or effectiveness of the Perfor mance Based Organization (PBO). We believe that
the creation of the PBO in the 1998 Amendments to the Higher Education Act was one of the
landmark achievements of that legislation. The PBO has accomplished a great deal in its brief
existence to put the management and delivery of federal student aid on amore solid footing. It
has begun to create the kind of smooth and seamless system that provides aid to studentson a
timely basis, to consolidate and upgrade the stovepipe systems that frustrated interactions
between the Department and aid administrators, and to make use of state-of-the-art technologies
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and business practices that ease the interface between the Department and its college and
corporate partners. We would strongly resist any attempt to reverse these accomplishments.

I mprove Participation in Negotiated Rulemaking—Public involvement in the
negotiated rulemaking process required by Section 492 of the Act is essential to the development
of quality regulations to implement the Title IV, Student Assistance programs. While some may
view the negotiated rulemaking process as more cumbersome than the traditional regulation
development procedure—the community believes the process has brought knowledgeable,
experienced, and representative advice and counsel to the regulatory process.
Unfortunately, the most recent negotiation appears to have breached the letter and spirit of the
“neg-reg” process because the Department did not select negotiators from among individuals
nominated by the constituencies they were assigned to represent. This resulted in asignificant
“breakdown” in the negotiation process, as well asin the communication to and among the
various constituencies—which is so critical to the success of the process. We urge Congress to
correct this problem.

In particular, we recommend that the Secretary be required to select negotiators
and alter nates from among individuals nominated by groupsthat have recognized
legitimacy asthe designated representative of major stakeholders, sectors, and
constituenciesin the higher education community. Moreover, groupswith significant
policy differences should not be forced into “ coalitions,” nor should the Secretary assign
therepresentative or spokesperson for any group without the consent of that group.

Negotiators should have a demonstrated capacity to communicate to the constituency
they represent throughout the negotiated rulemaking process to ensure that a variety of views
from “beyond the beltway” are represented. Finaly, prior to the onset of the actual negotiations,
we suggest that the Secretary, or hisrepresentatives, in consultation with the non-federal
negotiators, consider proposalsfor the addition or deletion of topicsfor negotiation; and
that the Secretary includetopics proposed by the non-federal negotiatorsin the final
agenda for the negotiations.

ENHANCING FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR INTERNATIONAL
EDUCATION

The September 11th terrorist attacks, coupled with the global transformations of the last
decade, underscored the growing importance for Americans to have deep and widespread
knowledge about other countries and cultures, as well as proficiency in speaking their languages.

The HEA has long authorized international education and foreign language programs.
These programs are designed to make certain that the nation has high-level expertise in foreign
languages, area studies, and international business to meet national strategic requirements and
enhance the international dimension of education at all levels.

More specifically, Title VI of the HEA contains three parts that authorize 10 currently
funded programs: Part A focuses on increasing knowledge and expertise in foreign languages,
world areas, and global issues; Part B provides support to expand international business
education and enhance U.S. leadership in the global economy; Part C builds international
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education capacity at minority-serving institutions and provides an opportunity for the best
students at these schools to receive training and participate in internships that lead to
international careers.

We believethat Title VI should retain its exclusive focus on inter national and
foreign language education to under scor e the growing importance of inter national
education to the nation’s security and global leader ship.” More specifically, we would |leave
existing Title VI programs intact, with some fine tuning and additional authorized activitiesto
better address new national needs and increase the authorization levelsin Title VI for existing
programs as follows. For FY 2005, we recommend $120 million for Part A, $20 million for Part
B-Section 612, $10 million for Part B-Section 613, and $10 million for Part C. In all cases, we
suggest the out-year authorizations of “such sums.” In addition, we will consider and may
submit new initiatives for Title VI and perhapsin other HEA programs to better address the
broader issue of enhancing international and foreign language education throughout the
educational pipeline.

STRENGTHENING FEDERAL SUPPORT FOR GRADUATE
AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

Graduate and professional education programsin the United States are respected and
emulated worldwide. They attract and educate the best and brightest domestic and international
students. Our unique system of combining graduate education with teaching and research
strengthens the American education system, while producing highly educated individuals who
will become the next generation’ s leaders in education, government, medicine, and industries
vital to our nation’ s economy, security, and society.

Enhancethe GAANN and Javits Programs—The Department of Education plays an
integral role in the support of domestic students pursuing graduate degrees. Unlike graduate
education programs in other federal agencies, the Department’ s programs provide support for the
entire range of academic disciplines, including the sciences, arts, social sciences, and the
humanities. The Department administers two graduate programs. (1) Graduate Assistancein
Areas of National Need (GAANN) and (2) Jacob K. Javits Fellowships. GAANN provides
fellowships to students of superior academic ability in academic departments at universities that
offer acourse of study that leads to a doctoral degree in an area of national need designated by
the Secretary of Education. The Javits Program competitively awards portable fellowshipsto top
graduate students pursuing a doctorate or a Master of Fine Arts degree in the arts, humanities,
and social sciences.

Adequate numbers of fellowships and adequate stipend levels are important to sustain the
vitality and effectiveness of GAANN and Javits. Appropriations for these programs have not
kept pace with inflation or their authorized funding levels for more than a decade.

We recommend that Congress use this opportunity to strengthen the nation’s
commitment to graduate education by authorizing increased funding for GAANN and

7 0On January 24-25th, a conference was held at Duke University involving campus leaders in international
education. Out of this conference, more detailed Title VI reauthorization recommendations emerged and will be
submitted for consideration in the near future.
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Javits. Specifically, we recommend that sufficient funding be authorized to support at least an
annual total of 1,200 GAANN fellowships, including 400 new awards and an annual total of 400
Javits fellowships, including 100 new awards. We believe thislevel of investment would
reinvigorate GAANN and Javits at atime when our nation must have the intellectual capability
to respond to increased national security threats and to maintain our leadership position in the
world economy.

Weurge Congressto reconsider a provision originally included in the higher
education community’s FED-UP recommendations, modifying the requirement that
applicantsto GAANN and Javits demonstrate financial need as determined by TitlelV,
Part F. While we fully support efforts to ensure that only those students in need receive federal
support, the reality isthat nearly all GAANN and Javits students, as full-time, independent
graduate students, end up demonstrating need. The formal FASFA process ends up being a
bureaucratic tangle that creates too much paperwork and unnecessary delays in processing
applications. We, therefore, recommend Congress eliminate the reference to Title 1V, Part Fasa
requirement for GAANN and Javits, and restore the provision used prior to the 1998
reauthorization that required institutions to determine that individual students have financial
need.

Authorize a New Program for Minorities Seeking to Join the Professoriate—
America has not had a targeted program in the Higher Education Act designed to increase the
numbers of minorities earning doctoral and terminal masters degrees since the elimination of the
Patricia Roberts Harris Fellowship Program. The continued underrepresentation of minorities
with doctorates is particularly problematic in the higher education professoriate—where the
increasing number of minorities entering degree programs find themselves in academic
environments with few persons of color to serve as instructors, role models, mentors, and
advisors. The small number of minorities entering the higher education professoriate is further
complicated by the increasing debt levels incurred by students while they earn initial and
advanced degrees—a factor which is exacerbated by the modest entry level salaries paid to new
faculty members. To address this need, we propose a new minority fellowship program—the
Patsy T. Mink Fellowship Program—with an award equal to the other Title VII graduate
programs and keyed to the level of the National Science Foundation (NSF) fellowships for
students who plan to enter the higher education professoriate.

Create a Graduate Fellowship Component for the TRIO McNair Program—We
further recommend Congress add a graduate fellowship component to the TRIO Ronald E.
McNair Post-baccalaur eate Achievement program. The goa of the McNair program isto
increase the attainment of doctoral degrees by college students who are low-income, first
generation, and underrepresented in graduate education. The McNair program awards grants to
institutions of higher education for projects designed to prepare participants for doctoral studies
through involvement in research and other scholarly activities. While McNair helpsto prepare
students for doctoral study, the program provides no financial aid for these students at the
graduate level. McNair students frequently cite the lack of financial resources as akey reason
for not pursuing graduate education. Adding a graduate fellowship component to McNair will
help students overcome this obstacle and help safeguard the nation’ sinvestment in McNair
students.
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| ncrease Graduate and Professional L oan Limits—Finally, as previously noted, we
ask Congress to raise the cumulative loan limits for graduate and professional students to reflect
increases in the cost of living since loan limits were last increased in 1992. We also recommend
that the annual loan limit for graduate and professional students be eliminated and Congress
create aline of credit feature similar to that proposed for undergraduates. Additionally, to
provide more flexibility and the best possible loan terms for graduate and professiona students,
we recommend that borrowers who did not reach the cumulative loan limit as undergraduates
continue to be allowed to carry forward and apply any unused amount to post-baccalaureate
expenses.

STRENGTHENING THE QUALITY AND INCREASING THE
SUPPLY OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS

An adequate supply of highly qualified teachers for the nation’ s elementary and
secondary schoolsis an issue of the highest priority for America’ s future economic, civic, and
socia growth. While many factors influence the supply of available teachersin the United
States, colleges and universities are primarily responsible for preparing new teachers and for
upgrading the skills and knowledge of those already in the classroom.

More specifically, colleges and universities must ensure that new teachers have a broad
and deep knowledge of subject matter and understand effective teaching methods. In addition,
higher education institutions must make certain that professionals in other occupations who wish
to become teachers have access to programs that make it possible for them to enter the classroom
asfully certified professionals. Finally, colleges and universities must continue their important
role of providing the nation’ s source of research-based knowledge about teaching and learning.

Alternative routes to certification have become and will remain an established part of the
educational landscape and many high-quality programs are located at colleges and universities.
Nonetheless, these programs produce less than a quarter of all new teachers who enter the
classroom. By themselves, these programs will never produce al of the new teachers that the
nation needs. Regardless of whether they become teachers by taking a“traditional” or
“nontraditional” path to the profession, it isimportant that all teachers meet the same, established
state standards.

Reevaluate Title || Funding M echanisms—Given the centrality of teacher preparation
programs at colleges and universities to the supply and quality of the nation’ s teachers, we
believe Congress should consider whether the current array of programsin Title |1 of the HEA,
especialy the “ Partnership Grants’ (Section 203) and “ Teacher Recruitment Grants” (Section
204) meetsthe nation’ s needs. At present, these programs prevent colleges or universities from
using Title Il funds to strengthen and revitalize their teacher preparation programs. We believe
thisisa serious deficiency in thelaw, and we urge Congressto revisit thislimitation in
reauthorization. Addressing thisissue also will entail making changes to the current Title 1
formula, which makes less than half of the appropriated funds available to partnerships between
local education agencies and institutions of higher education. We believe a greater percentage of
the overall funding should be made available for strengthening teacher preparation programs.
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Create New | ncentivesto Encour age the Best Teacher s—In addition, new incentives
to attract and retain students seeking to enter the teaching profession, especially in
geographic (e.g., urban and rural) and special education shortage areas, and among
minority educators, must be put in place. Additional scholarship assistance, loan forgiveness,
and other creative incentives should be enacted by Congressto attract and retain quality teachers
in the profession.

Revisit the Requirements of Section 207—As noted above, the higher education
community strongly supports efforts to ensure that all teachers achieve full certification and meet
the highest standards of professional practice. Unfortunately, the requirements of Section 207
fail to yield useful evaluations of the institutional effectiveness of the teacher preparation
education programs. Moreover, because state practices regarding teacher preparation and
certification vary considerably and because Section 207 is directed toward capturing asingle
factor (pass rates on licensure examinations) the data does not yield valid comparisons of one
program versus another. States that require students to pass an examination before they enter a
teacher preparation program cannot fairly be compared to states that require students to take
multiple examinations at the conclusion of their education. The higher education community
isprepared towork with Congressthroughout the upcoming reauthorization to address
these concerns.

ENSURING ACCOUNTABILITY AND HIGH-QUALITY
INFORMATION FOR STUDENTS

Maintain Decentralized Approach to Academic Quality—Colleges and universities
are highly accountable and heavily regulated organizations. Institutions of higher education have
amultitude of evaluation mechanismsto ensure institutional quality appropriate to their
missions. All universities and colleges are also responsible to accrediting organizations for the
soundness of the full scope of their operations—from student achievement to fiscal stability to
the physical plant. As corporate entities, colleges and universities are subject to oversight by a
number of government agencies concerning issues such as land use, environmental protections,
public safety, and employment practices. Asinstitutions of higher education, they are directly
accountabl e to states through their licensure or approval process. In addition, public colleges are
accountable to the state, and in many caseslocal, governments where they are located. Finaly,
al institutions in the federal student aid programs are accountable to the Department of
Education with respect to fiscal stability, administrative capability, and the proper expenditure of
federal funds.

These specific accountability requirements for colleges and universities do not fall neatly
into three distinct categories marked “federa,” “ state,” and “loca.” Accountability requirements
are intermingled and overlap considerably. Indeed, a public college can easily have multiple
graduation rates because the state methodol ogies for calculating graduation rates may not be
consistent with the federal definition.

Within this context, the academic quality of colleges and universities has been
determined in terms of the diverse missions of institutions and under conditions of competition
among similar institutions. Ensuring academic quality has historically been the responsibility of
individual institutions and their governing boards and accrediting organizations. This
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decentralized approach to academic quality isa principle that should be upheld. In
practice, it hasworked well for 50 yearsand we strongly urgethat it beretained.

This decentralized approach to academic accountability permits educationa programs
and student outcomesto be analyzed and evaluated in terms of the specific mission and goals of
each ingtitution rather than on a*“ one-sizefitsall” template. This institution-by-institution
approach helps preserve the diversity that provides America s 15 million students with an
unrivaled array among the more than 4,000 degree-granting schools participating in the Title IV
programs. |If short-term proprietary schools are included, the complexity of America’s
postsecondary enterprise—and the opportunities for students—increases exponentially.

Given the enormous range of institutions and academic programs, centrally imposed
academic standards will not work. Measures that fairly describe the educational outcomes at, for
example, four-year residential colleges, will badly misrepresent the activities and
accomplishments of community colleges or short-term proprietary schools. Academic standards
that work well at highly selective institutions will not work well at open enrollment schools.
Therefore, we strongly encourage Congress to avoid imposing federal academic standards or
attempting to create a simple template for measuring the academic activities of all institutions.

| nfor mation about Performance—We are also mindful of the public interest in having
more readily accessible and useful information about the academic performance of colleges and
universities to enable students and families to make an informed choice about which educational
institution to attend. We believe that easily accessible infor mation about academic programs
and outcomes, provided that this can be presented in a way that recognizes the missions of
individual schooals, is essential to the public to make informed judgments about higher
education quality. Moreover, we believe that such information should build on existing
accountability activities and not impose costly, complex, or unworkable systems. We recognize
that information can become too voluminous and complicated to be useful for students and
families.

Aspart of an effort to make information about higher education quality more
readily available, we have begun to compile the voluminousinformation that iscurrently
available from states, accrediting organizations, and private organizations, especially asit
relatesto higher education outcomes. We believe this compilation and organization of
information already available will be helpful to Congress during the reauthorization process.

Accrediting organizations already focus a great deal of attention to accountability for
student learning in relation to an institution’ s mission and the emphasis given to these issues has
increased significantly in recent years. In the context of the current federal role, the
Secr etary’srecognition process can reinfor ce thisimportant development by assuring that
recognition criteriaremain focused on the accreditors’ responsibility for assuring academic
quality and student learning in relation to institutional mission rather than their capacity
to addressissuesfar removed from academic concer ns (such as student loan defaults). We
would be pleased to work with the Secretary’ s advisory committee and Congress to provide
specific ideas consistent with this proposal.

Accreditation works well, but we are aware that maintaining the status quo will not be
enough to sustain public trust. Accrediting organizations have successfully undertaken
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significant reformsin the past 10 years. They are committed to continuing this work, especially
their efforts to strengthen and streamline accountability for student learning.

Further, work is now underway to create Websitesthat would contain information
about institutional performance and student outcomes. Each institution could submit
information that is consistent with the mission of the institution. Students and families could
easily obtain thisinformation through electronic means. The National Association of
Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU) already is building a Website for its members
that will allow these private, nonprofit institutions to document a variety of accountability
information. The NAICU Website should be operational by mid-February.

Readily available and freely exchanged information has played an essential rolein
building and sustaining the quality of our colleges and universities. We look forward to
conversations with Congress about the remarkable amount of information aready available, and
about continuing efforts to make it even more accessible and useful for students, families, and
policymakers.

IMPROVING THE APPLICATION OF TECHNOLOGY IN
HIGHER EDUCATION

In order to enableinstitutions of higher education to keep pace with rapid
technological developments, meet the nation’s pressing wor kfor ce needs, and respond to
dramatic student demogr aphic changes, we urge Congressto expand funding for
technology within the HEA. As colleges and universities respond to the nation’ s needs and
challengestoday, they have begun to re-examine their assumptions about the way faculty teach,
students learn, and knowledge is acquired and retained. Many innovative changes are being
implemented through the use of advanced technologies. Several recent studies have
demonstrated that academic instruction and coursework at all levels of education often benefit
from the incorporation of technology into curriculum design and delivery, both in the classroom
and through distance learning.

However, the efficiencies and increased productivity from the often-enormous
investments in infrastructure have sometimes fallen short of what might have been anticipated.
The full benefit of technology in the educational processisrealized only by enhancing the
technology skills of faculty and students, ensuring adequate system support, and providing the
funds necessary to build a new academic framework around this new resource.

We encourage Congressto create a new titlein the HEA devoted exclusively to the
support of technology within institutions of higher education. We recommend that this new
title authorize $50 million for the creation of a competitive grant program in support of: 1)
adaptations of technology to the curriculum; 2) faculty development in the effective use of
technology; 3) increasing the technological skills of K-12 teachers; and 4) planning for
campus technology systems development. This program isto provide seed money to
institutions and is not intended to support operations or maintenance of programs over time. We
recommend that all Title 1V eligibleinstitutions under Section 101(a) be eligible to compete for
these grants with a special effort to meet the needs of institutions enrolling a high percentage of
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low-income students. We look forward to working with Congress in the development of this
new program authorization.

INCREASING AWARENESSABOUT THE VALUE OF HIGHER
EDUCATION AND THE AVAILABILITY OF STUDENT AID
THROUGH A
NATIONAL ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN

Research has consistently demonstrated that Americans badly overestimate the price of a
college education and underestimate the amount of financial assistance that is available to help
them meet college costs. Low-income and minority students and their families are especialy
likely to migudge the price of higher education and the availability of financial aid. Inaccurate
information leads to uninformed decisions. In the case of higher education, it leads some
individuals to write off higher education because they “know” that it is unaffordable.

The best way to addressthisissueisthrough alarge-scale, professional public
advertising campaign that highlightsthe value of higher education, the availability of
student financial aid, and provides a sour ce for obtaining additional information. We
recommend that Congress authorize the Department of Education to undertake such a
campaign.

Public education campaigns are an effective way to close knowledge gaps, shift public
opinion, and influence behaviors. Importantly, these campaigns typically include research to
establish baseline understandings of what the public knows about a given subject. These baseline
findings allow for subsequent research to measure the impact of a campaign and the waysin
which it has achieved its stated goals.

In recent years, the federal government has provided funding for public information
campaigns on issues as diverse as poison control and science education. The poison control
campaign was used to introduce the first national, toll-free hotline for poison centers and to call
attention to the important resources available at poison centers. Calls to the hotline steadily
increased since the launch of the campaign in January 2002 and now exceed 100,000 per month.

A public information effort about higher education would not be exceptionally expensive
or unique. But wethink it essential that it be done professionally in order to maximize its
effectiveness. It should be designed after extensive consultation with current and potential
students, families, community organizations, and colleges and universities. Finally, the statute
should specify that the campaign should be focused purely on the goal of increasing information
and awareness about student aid, and should be prohibited from disseminating subjective or
partisan content.
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