Speeding Down
a Dead End Street

The Looming Crisis in Texas Financial Aid

A report from Senator Rodney Ellis

How Texas' dangerous pattern of raising standards, raising eligibility
and raising cost while reducing direct student aid is widening the gap
and crushing the hopes of Texas families.
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Introduction

The Looming Crisis

While our diverse, high tech economy relies on a
highly-skilled, highly educated workforce, Texas ranks
near the bottom in the nation at producing college
graduates. Our state particularly lags behind our
competitors in producing African American and
Hispanic graduates. As we become a more heavily
minority-majority state, the future literally depends on
increasing college access and success for African
American and Hispanic Texans.
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Introduction

"Texas is profiting from a diverse, vibrant and growing economy. Yet this prosperity could
turn to crisis if steps are not taken quickly to ensure an educated population and workforce
for the future...A large gap exists among racial/ethnic groups in both enroliment and
graduation from the state's colleges and universities...If this gap is not closed, Texas will
have increasingly fewer college students and college graduates.”

Closing the Gaps Report, 2000

Looming Crisis

Texas faces a looming crisis: while our diverse, high tech economy relies on a highly-
skilled, highly educated workforce, Texas ranks near the bottom in the nation at producing
college graduates. Our state particularly lags behind our competitors in producing African
American and Hispanic graduates. As we become a more heavily minority-majority state,
the future literally depends on increasing college access and success for African American
and Hispanic Texans. Unfortunately, Texas' recent efforts to increase college participation
continue to fall far short of what is necessary and, unless the state significantly increases
investment in direct grant aid, more and more students and families will be priced out of a
college education, further jeopardizing our social and economic future.

If our future depends on creating more college graduates, what is Texas doing about it?
Sadly, not nearly enough and the clock is ticking.

This report, utilizing predominantly Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board and Texas
Guaranteed data, describes where Texas stands today, the challenges for the future, and
charts a course for action to ensure Texas does not decline socially and economically in
the 21st Century.

This report explores several key issues, including:

o TEXAS Grants: The program is working, yet may wither on the vine because of
under-funding, expanded eligibility, tuition deregulation and more.

e Texas' Economy & Future: In a minority/majority state, what are the consequences
for Texas' future when so few minorities are earning a college degree?

e The Affordability Crisis: Tuition deregulation and frozen grant funding have led to
skyrocketing costs.

e Grants Not Loans: Even as more and more evidence shows that direct grant aid is
the best way for states to help open the doors to college, Texas is going in the
wrong direction.

o Where Texas Ranks: How does Texas compare to its competitors?

e Increasing Standards, Decreasing Support: Texas has repeatedly increased
standards on Texas high school students, yet has decreased support for those
students upon graduation.
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Texas' Future Dependent on the Education
of its non-White Population

Population by Age in Milliens and Percent of Total in Each Year: 2000 and 2040 (Projected®)
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By 2040*, Texas will have about 2 millizn more children under age 18, and 1 million more adults ages 18 to 24 — the
traditional college age population — than in 2000, The population ages 25 to &4 will grow by about 7.5 million, while tha
ranks of those age 65 and older will swell by more than 4 million. Despite the increase in the number of children and young
adults, peopla age 24 and undear will actually drop from 29 percent of the population to 21 percent, while people age 65 and
older will increase from 10 percent to 18 percent. As Texas changes from a majority-Anglo to a majority-Hispanic state and
experiences an increase in the percentage of the population which is elderly, a significant difference emerges with respect
to population by age. In 2040°, 62 percant of children, 59 percant of 18 to 24 year olds, and 57 percent of 25 to 44 year olds,
will be Hispanic. By contrast, 47 percent of those 65 and older will be White. The African American population will remain
ralativaly stable, at 9 percent to 11 percent of each age group. Increasingly, the future of Texas — including its economic
prosperity as well as the expertise needed to mun its business, govermnment, and infrastnucture — will depend on the
education of its non-White populations, which historically have had lower incomas, higher rates of poverty, and less
likalihood of attending and complating college than Whites.

* Based onthe 5 scenario, which assumes half the net migration into the state as was recorded from 1990 to 2000, The State Demographer

Source: Taxas State Ceta Cantar and Cffica of the State Dermegr aphier, "Maw Texas Stats Duata Canter Population Projections from Tha Univarsky of Texas o Sam Artonlo Poimt oo a Taas m -
Fopulaticn that 15 Growing Fapidly; Incrassingly Dhvarss and Agqing”, June 2004, Tabla 4 thetpedwwew besde e ss sduipepp 200 pro act kore prass ki,

State of Student Aid and Higher Education in Texas, April 2006 1"
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TEXAS Grants by

the Numbers

An overview of who has benefited from this successful,
groundbreaking program.
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TEXAS Grants: Opening the Door to Opportunity

A well-educated workforce is the fuel that drives the 21st Century economy. To ensure
Texas produces enough college graduates for the new economy, the legislature in 1999
created the TEXAS Grant program, which pays for tuition and fees at a Texas college or
university for qualified students. In just seven years, the TEXAS Grant program has
become the largest and most successful financial aid program in state history, and arguably
the most successful state program overall.

= Over 161,000 young Texans students have received 327,000 grants totaling
$832 million to go to college and start laying the foundation for their own
American dream.

= Over 151,000 grants have been awarded to Hispanic students, 46 percent of
all grants.

= Over 45,000 grants have been awarded to African American students, 13
percent of all grants.

The number of students who could benefit from TEXAS Grants depends on the level of
commitment of the Texas Legislature.

»  Fully-funding TEXAS Grants at $936 million would help 188,944 students go
to college.

* Funding TEXAS Grants at $331 million would help 67,388 students go to
college.

Texas lags behind in producing the number of college graduates necessary to fill the jobs
of the new economy. Texas is even further behind in producing Hispanic and African
American college graduates. The TEXAS Grant program is narrowing the gap and
providing young Hispanic and African American students with a real foundation for the
future.

About TEXAS Grants

TEXAS (Toward Excellence, Access & Success) Grants pays for tuition and fees at a
TEXAS college or university for qualified students. A qualified student must:

* be a Texas resident;

=  show financial need;

= graduate from an accredited Texas public or private high school;

= complete the Advanced or Recommended high school curriculum;

* maintain a 2.5 GPA in college.

For more information on TEXAS Grants, go to www.collegefortexans.com or call 888-311-
8881.
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Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board: Financial Aid Report FY 2005

Figure 11: Impact of Constant-Level Funding on TEXAS Grant Recipient Pool,
Projections FY 2006-2010 @
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Figure 11 shows that although the number of students eligible for TEXAS Grants is projected to grow by
mare than 105,000 students by 2010, the actual number of recipients is expected to go down if funding
is held constant. Rising costs and inflation will reduce the buying power of the grant funds, causing the
number of recipients to drop by more than &,000 if funding is not increased.

Figure 12 demonstrates that with full funding, the TEXAS Grant Program could help Texas meet the
goals set out in Closing the Gaps by providing assistance to approximately 14%,000 more students in
2010.

Fiscal Full Funding | Constant Funding Shortfall | Students Mot

Year | I;'i.l.'lnil.’lll"ll_ll?r.\?]. {in Millions) {in Millions) | Served |
2006 5271.4 5166.2 §1065.2 34,606 |
2007 5382.3 5165.6 5216.8 65,879
2008 5494.2 S$186.2 5328.1 93,980
2009 5621.9 5165.6 5456.3 121,969
2010 5754.6 5166.2 5588.4 148,984

# THECE June 2006. Projections for 2006 and beyond are based on serving all students with financial need.
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TEXAS Grants Awarded

TEXAS Grants by Year 2000 - 2006

Year Total Totz_il
Students Funding
FY 2000 10,865 $19,761,787
FY 2001 17,395 $34,694,193
FY 2002 45,722 $101,953,933
FY 2003 68,555 $164,551,254
FY 2004 64,108 $157,326,081
FY 2005 60,130 $167,713,685
FY 2006 61,057 $186,182,180
TOTAL 327,832 $832,183,113

Total TEXAS Grant Students by Year

2000 10,912
2001 11,031
2002 33,934
2003 38,793
2004 21,898
2005 21,661
2006 22,936*
TOTAL 161,165

* not yet certified
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TEXAS Grant Profiles

Cumulative Grants 2000-2006 (Source of all charts this section: Higher Education Coordinating
Board)

Income Level

| |# of Students

Funding

% of Students

% of Funding

< $10,000 47,428 $113,455,425 14.46% 13.63%
$10,000 - $20,000 58,441 $141,597,994 17.82% 17.01%
$20,000 - $30,000 72,119 $179,913,388 21.99% 21.61%
$30,000 - $40,000 56,411 $145,480,115 17.20% 17.48%
$40,000 - $50,000 38,651 $102,273,812 11.78% 12.28%
$50,000 - $60,000 24,063 $65,240,558 7.34% 7.83%
> $60,000 30,719 $84,221,821 9.37% 10.12%
TOTAL 327,832 $832,183,113 = =

Income Under $10,000

| |# of Students Funding % of Students = % of Funding

FY 2000 1,902 $3,347,553 17.05% 16.93%
FY 2001 2,677 $5,108,945 15.38% 14.72%
FY 2002 6,777 $14,345,445 14.82% 14.07%
FY 2003 11,547 $27,441,652 16.84% 16.67%
FY 2004 8,184 $18,415,188 12.76% 11.70%
FY 2005 8,029 $21,066,440 13.35% 12.56%
FY 2006 8,312 $23,730,202 13.61% 12.74%
TOTAL 47,428 $113,445,425 - -

Income $10,000-$20,000

| |# of Students Funding % of Students = % of Funding

FY 2000 2,503 $4,565,372 23.03% 23.10%
FY 2001 3,862 $7,523,732 22.20% 21.68%
FY 2002 8,363 $18,029,601 18.29% 17.68%
FY 2003 10,769 $24,957,959 15.70% 15.16%
FY 2004 10,388 $24,083,149 16.20% 15.30%
FY 2005 10,965 $28,975,264 18.23% 17.27%
FY 2006 11,591 $33,462,917 18.98% 17.97%
TOTAL 58,441 $141,597,994 - -
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Income $20,000 - $30,000

# of Students Funding % of Students % of Funding

FY 2000 2,695 $4,896,015 24.80% 24.77%
FY 2001 4,541 $9,062,077 26.10% 26.11%
FY 2002 9,695 $21,618,077 21.20% 21.20%
FY 2003 13,329 $31,437,941 19.44% 19.11%
FY 2004 13,243 $31,533,487 20.65% 20.04%
FY 2005 13,916 $37,774,774 23.14% 22.52%
FY 2006 14,700 $43,591,017 24.45% 23.41%
TOTAL 72,199 $179,913,388 - -

Income $30,000 - $40,000

Year # of Students \ Funding % of Students % of Funding ‘

FY 2000 1,861 $3,432,695 17.13% 17.37%
FY 2001 3,165 $6,365,839 18.19% 18.35%
FY 2002 7,445 $16,886,541 16.28% 16.56%
FY 2003 10,602 $25,441,303 15.46% 15.46%
FY 2004 11,088 $27,471,235 17.30% 17.46%
FY 2005 10,728 $30,113,077 17.84% 17.96%
FY 2006 11,522 $35,769,425 18.87% 19.21%
TOTAL 56,411 $145,480,115 - -

Income $40,000 - $50,000

# of Students |  Funding % of Students % of Funding

FY 2000 1,153 $2,153,606 10.61% 10.90%
FY 2001 1,910 $3,963,564 10.98% 11.42%
FY 2002 5,612 $12,829,332 12.27% 12.58%
FY 2003 8,294 $20,468,003 12.10% 12.44%
FY 2004 8,017 $20,721,993 13.33% 13.01%
FY 2005 6,854 $20,087,021 11.23% 12.36%
FY 2006 6,811 $22,050,293 11.23% 10.79%
TOTAL 38,651 $102,273,812 - -

Speeding Down a Dead End Street 11



Income $50,000 - $60,000

# of Students Funding % of Students % of Funding

FY 2000 502 $916,312 4.62% 4.64%
FY 2001 804 $1,702,911 4.62% 4.91%
FY 2002 3,755 $8,768,842 8.21% 8.60%
FY 2003 5,814 $14,590,775 8.48% 8.82%
FY 2004 5,474 $14,376,761 8.54% 9.14%
FY 2005 4,053 $12,429,693 6.74% 7.41%
FT 2006 3,661 $12,455,264 6.00% 6.69%
TOTAL 24,063 $65,240,558 - -
$60,000 +
Year # of Students Funding % of Students % of Funding ‘

FY 2000 249 $450,234 2.29% 2.28%
FY 2001 436 $967,125 2.51% 2.79%
FY 2002 4,075 $9,476,095 8.91% 9.29%
FY 2003 8,200 $20,213,621 11.96% 12.28%
FY 2004 7,714 $20,724,268 12.03% 13.17%
FY 2005 5,585 $17,267,416 9.29% 10.30%
FY 2006 4,460 $15,123,062 7.30% 8.12%
TOTAL 30,719 $84,221,821
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Grant Recipients in Texas are Ethnically Diverse

Enrollment by Ethnicity (Fall 2003)

African American
11%
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26%
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Cther

Grant Recipients by Ethnicity (Award Year 2003-2004)
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Allocation of grant aid in Texas reflects the ethnic diversity of the state. Fifty-nine percent of Pell Grant and TEXAS Grant
recipients, and &2 percent of TEOG (formerly TEXAS Grant ) recipients, are aither Hispanic or African American. Percentages
for the Tuition Equalization Grant (TEG) and Texas Public Educational Grant (TPEG) are somewhat less — 20 parcent and

45 percant, respectively. Thare appears to b little difference in ethnic breakdown of recipients in comparison to the

amount awarded.

Scurce: Enrollmant by ethnicity: Taxas Higher Education Coondinating Boand [THECE)*2023 Fall Headcount Errollment.” Ausiin, Taxas; (Unpublehed tablest; &1 other: THECE*Anancial A m
Duatabass for & 2003-2004." Austin, Taxas. 2205, [Unpublihad bl

State of Student Aid and Higher Education in Texas, April 2006 45
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TEXAS Grants: Ethnic Breakdown

African American (Source of all charts this section: Higher Education Coordinating Board)

# of Students Funding % of Students % of Funding
FY 2000 1,403 $2,748,126 12.91% 13.91%
FY 2001 2,107 $4,664,076 12.11% 13.44%
FY 2002 6,141 $14,952,742 13.43% 14.67%
FY 2003 9,538 $24,664,546 13.91% 14.99%
FY 2004 9,462 $24,337,698 14.76% 15.47%
FY 2005 8,205 $24,543,338 13.65% 14.63%
FY 2006 8,607 $28,193,489 13.61% 12.75%
Total 45,463 $124,104,015 13.87% 14.91%

Hispanic

Year # of Students Funding % of Students % of Funding
FY 2000 5,127 $8,884,941 47.19% 44.96%
FY 2001 8,407 $15,560,880 48.33% 44.85%
FY 2002 21,033 $44,969,146 46.00% 44.11%
FY 2003 30,632 $69,630,548 44.68% 42.32%
FY 2004 28,001 $63,608,861 43.68% 40.43%
FY 2005 27,928 $71,819,595 46.45% 42.82%
FY 2006 30,259 $85,256,435 49.56% 45.79%
Total 151,387 $359,730,406 46.18% 43.23%

Anglo

Year # of Students Funding % of Students % of Funding
FY 2000 3,627 $6,502,551 32.46% 32.90%
FY 2001 5,355 $10,981,742 30.78% 31.65%
FY 2002 15,067 $33,587,163 32.95% 32.94%
FY 2003 23,032 $56,272,812 33.60% 34.20%
FY 2004 21,140 $54,401,461 32.98% 34.58%
FY 2005 18,605 $54,570,291 30.94% 32.54%
FY 2006 17,074 $54,612,409 27.96% 29.33%
Total 103,800 $270,928,429 31.66% 32.56%
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Asian

# of Students Funding % of Students | % of Funding

FY 2000 562 $1,210,970 5.17% 6.13%
FY 2001 1,139 $2,631,773 6.55% 7.59%
FY 2002 2,779 $6,812,184 6.08% 6.68%
FY 2003 4,316 $11,534,275 6.30% 7.01%
FY 2004 4,435 $12,346,224 6.92% 7.85%
FY 2005 4,368 $13,783,552 7.26% 8.22%
FY 2006 4,198 $15,074,840 6.88% 8.10%

Total 21,797 $63,393,818 6.65% 7.62%

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

15




Where Does the Money Go? TEXAS Grant Funding by
Senate District

Cumulative Dollars By Senator
TEXAS Grant Funding

Senate District Senator (FY 03 - EY 06) Ranking
SD 27 Lucio $67,642,076 1
SD 29 Shapleigh $40,330,966 2
SDh 21 Zaffirini $39,303,451 3
SD 17 Janek $29,076,584 4
SD 26 Van de Putte $28,695,318 5
SD 15 Whitmire $28,107,669 6
SD 20 Hinojosa $26,902,526 7
SD 28 Duncan $25,725,497 8
SD 18 Hegar $25,649,848 9
SD 25 Wentworth $24,366,757 10
SD 30 Estes $24,016,229 11
SD 23 West $23,224,621 12
SD 24 Fraser $21,574,228 13
SD 13 Ellis $16,761,828 14
SD 3 Nichols $15,923,365 15
SD 19 Uresti $15,688,643 16
SD 31 Seliger $15,556,199 17
SD 12 Nelson $14,817,725 18

SD5 Ogden $13,976,783 19
SD 22 Averitt $13,733,360 20
SD 14 Watson $13,439,402 21
SD 1 Eltife $13,031,753 22
SD 10 Brimer $12,644,484 23
SD 4 Williams $12,586,716 24
SD 11 Jackson $11,725,412 25
SD 2 Deuell $10,412,481 26
SD 16 Carona $9,343,896 27
SD 9 Harris $6,827,038 28
SD7 Patrick $5,558,290 29
SD 8 Shapiro $4,863,888 30
SD 6 Gallegos $3,964,211 31

(Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board)
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Cumulative Dollars By Senate District
TEXAS Grant Funding

Senate District Senator

(FY 03 - FY 06)

SD1 Eltife $13,031,753
SD 2 Deuell $10,412,481
SD 3 Nicholls $15,923,365
SD 4 Williams $12,586,716
SD5 Ogden $13,976,783
SD 6 Gallegos $3,964,211
SD7 Patrick $5,558,290
SD 8 Shapiro $4,863,888
SD9 Harris $6,827,038
SD 10 Brimer $12,644,484
SD 11 Jackson $11,725,412
SD 12 Nelson $14,817,725
SD 13 Ellis $16,761,828
SD 14 Watson $13,439,402
SD 15 Whitmire $28,107,669
SD 16 Carona $9,343,896
SD 17 Janek $29,076,584
SD 18 Hegar $25,649,848
SD 19 Uresti $15,688,643
SD 20 Hinojosa $26,902,526
SD 21 Zaffirini $39,303,451
SD 22 Averitt $13,733,360
SD 23 West $23,224,621
SD 24 Fraser $21,574,228
SD 25 Wentworth $24,366,757
SD 26 Van de Putte $28,695,318
SD 27 Lucio $67,642,076
SD 28 Duncan $25,725,497
SD 29 Shapleigh $40,330,966
SD 30 Estes $24,016,229
SD 31 Seliger $15,556,199

(Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board)
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By Number of TEXAS Grants Awarded (FY 2006)

Senator TEXAS Grants Texas Grant Funding
Lucio 6,343 $18,245,513
Zaffirini 3,780 $9,026,600
Shapleigh 2,927 $11,254,750
Van de Putte 2,913 $7,403,639
Hinojosa 2,261 $6,286,858
Duncan 1,976 $6,099,683
Janek 1,691 $5,941,910
Whitmire 1,646 $5,716,632
Hegar 1,624 $5,255,248
Wentworth 1,618 $5,150,925
West 1,571 $4,935,899
Uresti 1,447 $3,610,042
Fraser 1,316 $4,126,112
Estes 1,290 $3,773,640
Seliger 1,287 $3,232,196
Nichols 1,147 $3,193,403
Eltife 1,126 $2,495,804
Averitt 1,104 $2,598,835
Ellis 1,008 $3,767,456
Brimer 854 $2,566,704
Nelson 848 $2,484,101
Watson 789 $2,490,727
Deuell 739 $2,109,758
Jackson 616 $2,211,490
Carona 601 $1,842,682
Williams 591 $2,090,367
Ogden 491 $1,350,682
Patrick 364 $1,269,995
Harris 332 $1,091,057
Shapiro 288 $989,389
Gallegos 201 $767,826

(Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board)
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By TEXAS Grant Funding (FY 2006)

Senator TEXAS Grant Funding TEXAS Grants
Lucio $18,245,513 6,343
Shapleigh $11,254,750 2,927
Zaffirini $9,026,600 3,780
Van de Putte $7,403,639 2,913
Hinojosa $6,286,858 2,261
Duncan $6,099,683 1,976
Janek $5,941,910 1,691
Whitmire $5,716,632 1,646
Hegar $5,255,248 1,624
Wentworth $5,150,925 1,618
West $4,935,899 1,571
Fraser $4,126,112 1,316
Estes $3,773,640 1,290
Ellis $3,767,456 1,008
Uresti $3,610,042 1,447
Seliger $3,232,196 1,287
Nichols $3,193,403 1,147
Averitt $2,598,835 1,104
Brimer $2,566,704 854
Eltife $2,495,804 1,126
Watson $2,490,727 789
Nelson $2,484,101 848
Jackson $2,211,490 616
Deuell $2,109,758 739
Williams $2,090,367 591
Carona $1,842,682 601
Ogden $1,350,682 491
Patrick $1,269,995 364
Harris $1,091,057 332
Shapiro $989,389 288
Gallegos $767,826 201

(Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board)
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By Senator (FY 2006)

Senator TEXAS Grant Funding TEXAS Grants
Averitt $2,598,835 1,104
Brimer $2,566,704 854
Carona $1,842,682 601
Deuell $2,109,758 739
Duncan $6,099,683 1,976

Ellis $3,767,456 1,008
Eltife $2,495,804 1,126
Estes $3,773,640 1,290
Fraser $4,126,112 1,316

Gallegos $767,826 201
Harris $1,091,057 332
Hegar $5,255,248 1,624

Hinojosa $6,286,858 2,261

Jackson $2,211,490 616
Janek $5,941,910 1,691

Lucio $18,245,513 6,343
Nelson $2,484,101 848

Nichols $3,193,403 1,147
Ogden $1,350,682 491
Patrick $1,269,995 364
Seliger $3,232,196 1,287
Shapiro $989,389 288

Shapleigh $11,254,750 2,927
Uresti $3,610,042 1,447
Van de Putte $7,403,639 2,913

Watson $2,490,727 789

Wentworth $5,150,925 1,618
West $4,935,899 1,571

Whitmire $5,716,632 1,646

Williams $2,090,367 591
Zaffirini $9,026,600 3,780
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From Broken Promises £

to Preserving Hope

Tuition deregulation, stagnant funding and rising eligibility
threaten to destroy the successful TEXAS Grant Program.

What the legislature can do to ensure a successful future.
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Broken Promises

Tuition Deregulation + Frozen Budget = Locked Doors

The combined impact of tuition deregulation and frozen budgets have decimated the TEXAS
Grants program. Thanks to tuition deregulation, tuition has increased statewide by 61
percent and by as much as 102 percent at the University of Texas at Austin. Over that
same period (Fall 2002- present), the cost of a gallon of gas has gone up by only 38 percent,
and while gas prices are falling, tuition prices continue to rise.

The effects were immediate. In FY 2003, the last year before tuition deregulation, 38,793 new
students received a TEXAS Grant to go to college; one year later, that number plummeted to
21,898. Overall, 66,000 students lost their chance to go to college thanks to the tuition
deregulation and the 2004-05 budget freeze.

What If?

What if the Texas Legislature had never approved tuition deregulation? What if the legislature
had not frozen funding for TEXAS Grants? How many more TEXAS Grants would have been
awarded to help students and their families open the door to college had we not also froze
funding for the program? New data gives us a better understanding of just how many students
were left behind by the pernicious effects of the 2004-05 biennial budget and the soaring costs
of tuition deregulation.

According to the Texas Higher Education Board, had Texas a) not instituted tuition deregulation
and b) simply continued to fund TEXAS Grants at the FY 2002-03 level while factoring for
inflation and enrollment growth, an additional 519,099 TEXAS Grants would have been given to
qualified students to pay for college. (Cost = $1.742 billion)

Fiscal Year # of Grants ‘ Projected Costs

FY 03 68,555 $164,551,254
FY 04 70,422 $183,831,326
FY 05 72,290 $211,778,695
FY 06 74,157 $248,717,370
FY 07 76,024 $289,675,331
FY 08 77,892 $310,628,170
FY 09 79,759 $332,926,796
TOTAL 519,099 $1,742,108,942

(Source: Texas Higher Education Board)

Call to Action

The effects of tuition deregulation and frozen funding have been unacceptable, and now is the
time to do something about it. By dedicating a little more than $1 billion of the budget
surplus, we can keep our promise and open the doors to college to tens of thousands of
hard-working Texas students. We're never going to have this chance again.
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Preserving HOPE

Today, it is simply impossible to overstate the importance of a college education; college
graduates are literally the engine powering the 21st century economy. Unfortunately, Texas is
doing a poor job of expanding access to college...and is in danger of falling further behind
states with which we compete for new jobs. In fact, if Texas does not significantly increase
investment in college aid, particularly TEXAS Grants, nearly 150,000 hard-working, eligible
students will be left behind.

Texas faces a looming crisis: while our diverse, high tech economy relies on a highly-skilled,
highly educated workforce, Texas ranks near the bottom in the nation at producing college
graduates. Our state particularly lags behind our competitors in producing African American
and Hispanic graduates. As we become a more heavily minority-majority state, the future
literally depends on increasing college access and success for African American and Hispanic
Texans. Unfortunately, Texas' recent efforts to increase college participation continue to fall far
short of what is necessary and, unless the state significantly increases investment in direct grant
aid, more and more students and families will be priced out of a college education, further
jeopardizing our social and economic future.

If our future depends on creating more college graduates, what is Texas doing about it? Sadly,
not nearly enough, and the clock is ticking.

TEXAS Grants is Working

To open the doors to college to more young Texans, in 1999 the legislature created the TEXAS
Grant program. TEXAS Grants provide tuition and fees to students who have taken the
Advanced or Recommended curriculum in high school. By every account, the program has
been a runaway success.

In 2000, the first year of the program, nearly 11,000 students had received a TEXAS Grant to
pay for college; by 2006, 161,000 students had received 327,000 TEXAS Grants to help
achieve the dream of college. The program has been the key to increasing minority college
participation to meet the goals of the Closing the Gaps initiative. Nearly 60 percent of
students receiving TEXAS Grants are African American and Hispanic, making the
program one of the best instruments to close the gap in minority enrollment and
graduation.

Unfortunately, that success will be short-lived and TEXAS Grants will wither on the vine unless
Texas takes dramatic steps today.

Rising Tuition Costs, Growing Funding Gap Imperils Program

Though funding for TEXAS Grants has increased from $100 million over the 2000/01 biennium,
to $334 million for the 2006-2007 biennium, availability has recently failed to keep up with
demand. Frozen funding and rising tuition costs as a result of tuition deregulation forced over
70,000 students to lose their TEXAS Grant in just the last two years and, if nothing is done
today, the number of eligible students left behind will soon explode.

In 1999, the number of students taking the Advanced or Recommended curriculum was very
limited. In Fall 2004, however, the Recommended curriculum became the standard coursework
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for Texas high school students, which means, by 2009, the vast majority of graduating seniors
will be eligible for a TEXAS Grant. Without a significant funding increase, TEXAS Grants will
become an empty promise to young Texans.

According to the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, the gap between students eligible
and students served will more than double between 2006 and 2010 from 90,000 to 200,000.
Unfortunately, the number of students served by the program will actually DECREASE, by
6,000, to 49,000 students. If the current funding pattern continues, 3/4 of the students
eligible for the TEXAS Grants program will go un-served. That figure does not even take
into account tuition deregulation, which further erodes the buying power of each TEXAS Grant.

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board: Financial Aid Report FY 2005

Figure 11: Impact of Constant-Level Funding on TEXAS Grant Recipient Pool,
Projections FY 2006-2010 =
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Figure 11 shows that although the number of students eligible for TEXAS Grants is projected to grow by
more than 105,000 students by 2010, the actual number of recipients is expected to go down if funding
is held constant. Rising costs and inflation will reduce the buying power of the grant funds, causing the
number of recipients to drop by more than 6,000 if funding is not increased.

Figure 12 demonstrates that with full funding, the TEXAS Grant Program could help Texas meet the
goals set out in Closing the Gaps by providing assistance to approximately 149,000 more students in
2010.

| Fiscal Full Funding Constant Funding Shortfall | Students Mot
Year | (in Millions) | (in Millions) (in Millions) Served
2006 $271.4 5166.2 5105.2 34,606 |
2007 5382.2 5165.6 5216.8 65,879
2008 5494.2 5166.2 5328.1 93,980
2009 $621.9 $165.6 5456.3 121,969
2010 $754.6 $166.2 5588.4 148,984

# THECE June 200%. Projections for 2006 and beyond are based on serving all students with financial need.

12
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Perry Plan Will Close the Door to College, Widen the Gap

Governor Perry's financial aid plan will decimate the TEXAS Grant program, close the door to
college for thousands of Texas students, and widen the access/achievement gap. The Perry
Plan consolidates the three largest state aid programs, reduces their overall funding, turns them
into loans, then penalizes students who do not graduate in five years and with exceptional
grades.

Under Perry's plan, TEXAS Grants, Tuition Equalization Grants and Texas Educational
Opportunity Grants are combined into one new program -- the Tuition Assistance Grant. The
new T.A.G. reduces grant funding from $522 million to $353 million, a 32 percent cut in grant
aid. Then, the Perry Plan turns all state financial aid into loans, a very dangerous prospect if
Texas wants to close the gaps in minority college participation. That's because virtually every
reputable study shows low-income and minority students -- the very students Texas needs to
remain competitive in the future -- to be extremely loan averse. These students, with fewer
personal resources and less access to other private sources of aid, are far more likely to enter
the workforce rather than take on further debt in order to go to college. Furthermore, these
students are far more likely to be forced to work -- sometimes more than one job -- in order to
pay for college, making mandatory a 3.0 grade point average eligibility requirement almost
punitive. Time and again, it has been proven that direct grant aid is the key to getting these
students into college and on the path to graduation.

Texas faces far too many higher education challenges to enact a plan which would cost too
much and does to little for the majority of Texans looking to go to college.

Falling Further Behind

Texas is already well behind other states in producing college graduates, particularly African
American and Hispanic graduates. In fact, Texas lags in the number of students even enrolling
in college. Dwindling grant aid and rising tuition continue to worsen the problem. The numbers
speak for themselves:

= Texas ranks 41st in the nation in the rate of college enroliment;

= Texas ranks 34th in the percentage with a bachelor's degree or higher, behind
states such as California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, New York, lllinois,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Washington, Missouri and South Carolina;

= Only 26 percent of Texans aged 25-65 have a bachelor's degree or higher;
= Only 13 percent of Hispanic Texans have an Associate's Degree or higher;

» Texas spends, on average, $180 million less on direct grant aid than the other five
largest states, California, New York, Florida, lllinois and Pennsylvania;

Unless Texas significantly increases its direct grant aid to students, our state will fall further
behind our competitors in producing the graduates needed to fuel the 21st century economy.

Action

To ensure Texas keeps its promise to provide access to college to a generation of students, we
must protect and expand the TEXAS Grants program. The Senate must:

o defeat the Perry Grant consolidation/loan initiative;

e increase funding to $936 million for the 2008/09 biennium to provide a TEXAS
Grant to every eligible student (188,000 students)
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About TEXAS Grants

TEXAS (Toward Excellence, Access & Success) Grants pays for tuition and fees at a TEXAS
college or university for qualified students. A qualified student must:

=  be a Texas resident;

= show financial need;

» graduate from an accredited Texas public or private high school

= complete the Advanced or Recommended high school curriculum;

= maintain a 2.5 GPA in college.

For more information on TEXAS Grants, go to www.collegefortexans.com or call 888-311-8881.
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Financial Aid Snapshot . D&?

Texas' reliance on federal aid and costly loans poorly
serves current students and jeopardizes the future
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Total Financial Aid Available for Texans

Falling Behind: State Financial Aid Comparison

In 2005, Texas provided $140 million less in state financial aid than the other five biggest states
in the nation.

In 2007, Texas now provides $186.1 million less.

State Financial

Population Rank Population Aid

California 1st 36,132,147 $723.5 million
Texas 2nd 22,859,968 $361.6 million
New York 3rd 19,254,630 $910.5 million
Florida 4th 17,789,864 $372.3 million
lllinois 5th 12,763,371 $370.6 million
Pennsylvania 6th 12,429,616 $365.8 million
Average Top 5 other than Texas $547.7 million

(Source: 36th Annual Survey Report, National Association of Student Grant and Aid Programs)

Texas v. Georgia

Georgia, a state 1/3 the size of Texas spends nearly $100 million more in direct state financial
aid. The TEXAS Grant program is modeled after Georgia’'s HOPE Scholarship program.

Texas 2nd 22,859,968 $361.6 million
Georgia 9th 9,072,576 $459.0 million

(Source: 36th Annual Survey Report, National Association of Student Grant and Aid Programs)

Fast Facts on Financial Aid
= Qverall, through loans and grants, there is $5.792 billion in state and federal
financial aid available to Texans each year.
=  $4.73 billion, or 81.7 percent of all financial aid available to Texans, is federal.

» The state of Texas provides 5.6 percent, or $322.6 million, of all financial aid to
Texas students.

» $480.6 million a year in financial aid is available, provided mainly by universities
and colleges.
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Financial Aid Overview

2004-2005 Student Financial Aid in Texas

Federal Financial Aid Total $4.73 billion
Federal Grants $1.098 hillion
Federal Loans $3.583 hillion
Federal Work-Study $51.8 million

Percentage Federal 81.7%

State Financial Aid Total $322.6 million
State Grants $260.2 million
State Scholarships $2.9 million
State Loans $53.2 million
State Work-Study $6.3 million

Percentage State 5.6%

Institutional Aid Total $480.6 million
TPEG $112.1 million
Private Institutional Aid  $368.5 million

Percentage Institutional 8.3%

Waivers/Exemptions $258.8 million

Percentage Waivers/Exemptions 4.5%

Total $5.792 billion

Percentage Total 100%

Sources:

= Federal Aid: Department of Education, Office of Postsecondary Education (Note: combined FFELP and DL
federal loans source was marketshare data sent to TG from the Department of Education)
http://www..ed.gov/finaid/prof/resources/data/ope.html

= All Other Aid: 2004-2005 Bentson Report from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
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Texas is Highly Dependent on the Federal
Government for Student Aid

Direct Student Aid by Source for Award Year 2003-2004*

Texas Mation

Institutioral™
% Irstituticmal
State 22%
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State
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Federal
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Federal
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College students recaive financial aid from three major soures: the fadaral govermment, the state govemment, and tha
colleges and universities they attend. OF these three, the federal government’s contribution is primary. Nationally, the federal
government provided 71 percent of the generally available direct financial aid® for undergraduate and graduate students in
Aweard Year 2002-2004, In Texas, the federal government’s role is much larger, accounting for 86 percent of aid, an increase
from 83 percent a year earlier,

Texas" state government provided & percent of generally available aid*® in 2003-2004 a decrease from 7 percent in AY
2002-2003. Nationally, state governments provided 7 percent of aid.

Texas colleges and universities, through institutional grants***, provided a much smaller percentage of fimancial aid than
colleges inother states. Texas institutions provided 8 percent of aid wvarsus 22 percent for colleges nationally.

* Direct student aid includes aid that is generally available, goes directly to students, and derives from state and federal ap propriations, plus
institutional grants. All aid shown in graphs is for Award Year 2003-2004 with the exception of private institutional grant aid in Texas, which is
for Award Year 2002-2003. Data on private institutional grant aid in Texas for Awand Year 2003-2004 are not available.

“*The State of Texas, like other state governments, also supports public institutions through direct appropriations and tuition waivers.

*** Includes the Texas Public Educational Grant (TPEG) for Award Year 2003-2004 as well as private institutional aid reported to the
Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas (ICUT) for Award Year 2002-2003. Data on private institutional aid in Texas for Award Year
2003-2004 are nat available.

Sources: Privaie iretkutional ad Indspandert Colages and Univarsties of Teas (10UT] *8rinual Stadstical Raport? December 2004 ¢ hitpefowsw kcutongPubli artio s (pu bl catiores hirnl

Stata akd and TPEG: Tawas Higher Education Coordinating Board, *Bentson Fapor,” Austin, Texas, junpublshed tbles); Fadenl lans inTaas WS, Departmant of Eduction. Office of

Fustzacondary Education. *FFELF & Diract Lo an Frogram, &7 5003-2004 Gross Loan Commitma iz, Washingeon, 0UC; Fedaral grants and workstudy In Tas: LS. Departmenk of Education.

Cffice of Postsscondany Education. Fedaral Fal Grant Program 2003-2004 End of Yaar Report” and Faderal Campus-Eased Programe Dats ook 2004°

thitpedswwew o d gowfinaid prof iresources’daca/opa. imi? eop=C; &1 In the LS The Colege Boand. Trends in Studant Ald 2005, -
thiipe/awwen collegeboard comiprod_dow nkoa defpra ssdooebdS Arends_ald_25 pdfi and *Studert & Tables ard Chariz" 1‘G
thiipe/swwew collegeboardcomyprod_dow nboa ds/pra sssoost0S 05 -akd_charis xks).
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Three-fourths of Grant Aid in Texas Comes from
the Federal Government

Total Amount Awarded per Award Year, in Millions of Dollars
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The largest grant prograrm in Texas and the nation is the federal Pell Grant, which is only for undergraduate students who
demonstrate financial need. Pell, which provides three-fourths of the grant aid in Texas, has grown sigrificantly since tha late
19805, an indication of tha need of Texas students. In Award Year (&%) 2002-2004, 5837 million in Pell grants was distributad at
colleges and universities in Texas and 5145 million was distributed at for-profit schools, for a total of 5982 million.

The second largest source of grant aid in Texas is institutional aid. In AY 2002-2003, private colleges and universities gave out
5332 million in institutional aid to undergraduate and graduate studenits. Data on AY 2002-2004, and the amount awarded to
undergraduates only, are not available

TPEG (Texas Public Educational Grant) is fundad through schools’ own resourcas and is also considerad an institutional grant.
In &Y 2003-2004, 5107 million was distributed in TPEG awards to undergraduate and graduate students. Data on total
institutional aid given by all public colleges and universities, and the amount given just to undergraduatas, are not available.

Stata grants comprise the smallest source of grant aid in Texas. There ara three main state grants, of which the largest is the
TEXAS (Towards Edcallence, Access, and Succass) Grant. TEXAS Grant recipients must graduate from high schoal with a
Recommended® diploma, enroll in an undergraduate program in a Texas college or university within 16 mornths, and maintain
a Grade Point Average (GPA) of 2.5 on a 4.0 scale to remain aligible for the grant. In &Y 2003-2004, 51566 million in TEXAS
Grants was awarded, a decrease of about 58 million from the previous year. In AY 2004-2005, maore than 21,000 neady
students — over one-thind of those aligible to receive a TEXAS Grant — did not receive one.

TES (Tuition Equalization Grant) is a state grant for students attending private colleges and universities in Texas. [n AY 2003-2004,
5705 million in TEG was awarded to undergraduate and graduate students, a decrease of 512 million over the previous year.

TEOG (Texas Educational Opportunity Grant, formerly TEXAS Grant |l is also a state grant and was begun in 2001, It assists
undergraduatas attending public two-year schools. In AY 2002-2004, 55 million was awarded for TEOG.

*The Recormmendead diplomna requires an additioral credit each of science and social studies and two of foreign language. In 2003,
&4 percent of Texas high school graduates graduated with a Recommended diploma or higher, up from 15 percant in 1999,

Source: Frivits Institutioral akd: Independant Colleges and Universkies of Tawas (KUT)*annual Statistical Report | Cecamber 2004 theip:/wwaw Jout orgPublicadonspublicationshemli:

Fall datx L5, Depanment of Education,”Fadaral Pall Gramt Program Erd of Year Faports” thetp s vew s d.govfinakdiprof resourcessdararops. bmiaxp=2 1; Al othar gramts: Teas Highsr

Education Coordinating Bxard ITHECE) "Bantzon Report” &ustin, Taxas (Unpublished tablest; TEXAS Grant shortfalk THECE, "TEXAS Srant Fregram Projactions az of May 22047 rterna marme);

arant qualfications and grant awallabilicy: THECE “0ol ke for Tesan s*wabsika (hitpe/iwwen, oollag afo rtecars.com /pay ingfinaldiypes ofm):; Recommendad diploma: Taws Educmtion &gancy m
“Acadarmic Evcallance Indicator System™ hittpwwwo e stal e bou s perfreportae /200 And . bl
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Many Eligible Students Are Not Receiving
the TEXAS Grant

Actual TEXAS Grant Allocations and Amount Needed te Cover All
Eligible Needy Students, in Millions of Dollars

4600 [— —Actual® —— Meeded
Messded
2450 [
2300 [
5150 [— ———— Adual
50 ___I_ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

T T T f
AY 1090 AY 2000- AY 20010- AY 2002~ &Y 2003- AY 2004- AY 2005- AY 2006 AY 2007- K 2008- AY 2000- AY 2010-
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 20

*ActuA amounts ror the future will b= determirned By the Legiziature

TheTexas Legislature created the TEXAS (Toward EXcellence, Access, and Success) Grant in 1999 to help neady
undergraduates pay tuition and fees comparable toowhat one would spend at a typical public four-year or two-year
institution in Texas. To qualify, students must graduate from high school with a Recommendad® diploma rather than the
minirmum and enroll in a college or university in Texas within 16 months. Initially, only 15 percent of Texas high school
graduatas had taken the courses to qualify for the TEXAS grant. With greater public awareness, and a 2001 law mandating the
Recormmended diploma as the default for entering high school freshmen beginning in 2004, the percentage of students
graduating with a Recommendad diploma increased to 64 parcent in 2003,

The program seemed to work: more neady students were taking the tougher courses and moneay became availabla to help
thern pay for college. Howeaver, state funding has remained flat, while the average grant amount has risen since (111t is
pieqged to average tuition and fees for undergraduates at Texas public institutions, which have risen sharply since the
program was creatad, and (2) the number of eligible students has exceedad expactations. Over 68 000 new and returning**
neady students received a TEXAS Grant in Award Year (AY) 2002-2003, but only 64,000 students got a grant in AY 2003-2004
and about 56,000 in AY 2004-2005 The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECE) reports that 31,000 neady
students-over ona-third of those eligible-did not recaive a TECAS Grant in &Y 2004-2005. As tuition and fees increase and
more students graduate with the college prep curriculum, the amount needed to fully fund TEXAS Grants will increase to
5542 million by AY 2010-2011 according to the THECE.

* The Recormmendsd curriculurn better prepares students for college than the minimum carriculum by requiring one additional credit each
in science and socal studies, and two in forsign language (three for Distinguished diplomal.

"= TEXAS Grant recipients are digible to continue to receive the grant if they maintain an overall Grade Point Average (GPA) of 25 on a 4.0 scale

Seurces: TEXAS Grant raquiramenks: Texas Houss Bl 713, 7eth Legishitura (19925 Percant of studants graduating with 2 Recommerded diploma Taxas Education Agancy, Acadamic
Excallercas Indkcabor Systam heip:/fwwwhbsa state b usipsarfra port /e sndee bl ; TEXAS Grant shortfal and projections: Tedas Higher Educaiion Coordinating Board, THECE,

“TEXAS Grant Frogram Projections as of May 2004" Intama| mame); Recommenckd diplorna mandate: Tedas Houss BII 1144, 77th Legislztura 2001) "
(hitpz e wcapliol stata i ustlo T PrbilHax tHB 0T 44F HTMY, TEXAS Grant ameunt: THECE, "Barkson Raport” junpublished tables).
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Unmet Need for Low-income Undergraduates in
Texas Exceeds $3,300

Median Unmet Nead for Dependent Undergraduates in Texas by Parents’ Income: Total Cost of Attendance Minus
Expeacted Family Contribution (EFC) and All Ald Including Grants and Loans (AY 2003-2004)

3335 33,295 53018

Unider 540,000 £40,000-379 9559 4800000 or more
Median Unmeat Need for Independent Undergraduates inTexas by ncome: Total Cost of Attendance Minus
Expected Family Contribution (EFC) and All Aid Including Grants and Loans (AY 2003-2004)
43508

$2.732 52,383

Under $20,000 £20,000-430,000 540 000 ar mare

Unmet need is defined as the student’s total cost of attendance® minus his or her Expecrad Family Contribution®* and all
financial aid including Both grants and loans. About 76 percent of Texas undergraduates*** who are dependent on their par-
ents and whose parents make under 340,000 per year had unmet need in the 2003-2004 Award Year (AY), with a median****
unmet nead of 53,396, This is the amount that students must cover through work or savings, or that their parents must cover
through additional work and savings over and above what they are already contributing to their child’s education. Unmet
need was slightly lower for students whose parents make betwean 540,000 and 579,999 and for students whose parents
make 580,000 or more, but the proportion of students with unmeat nead in these twio income groups — 26 percent and 11
parcant, raspactivaly — was a good deal lowar than for lowar-incoma students. For undergraduatas who are independeant of
their parents***** unmet need among the lowest-income students — those making under 520 000 — was 53,508, Unmet
need for independant studants with higher incomes was lower than for dependeant studants with higher incomes, perhaps
due to the fact that inde pendent students, regardless of income, attend two-year institutions by a two-to-one margin. The
proportion of independent undergraduateas with unmet need was 76 percent, 55 percent, and 13 percent, res pactively, across
thethree income brackats.

* Tuition and fees, books and supplies, food and housing, transportation, and other expenses for a full-time student for @ months, Data on
college costs as they relate to unmet need come from the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) 2004 and are for students who
took 12 or more credit hours in the fall as well as the spring semestars, For students who took less than 12 hours, costs have been adjusted.

** EFCis determined through a federal formula that takes into accourt family income and size as well as the number of children in college.
The average amount that families actually contribute to educational expenses is unknown.

*** Data on students who atkended for-profit institutions are not available.

w499 A median is the point at which 50 percent of students had a higher unmet nesd and 50 percent had lower, A median represents a typical
student b=tter than an awverage becauss students who had high unmet need skaw the avermge making it a less reliable gauge than the median.

#=wE The LS. Department of Education defines anindependent student as age 24 or older, married, with dependents to support, a wveteran,
orphan orward of the court, or graduate student. Students who do not mest these criteria, butwho receive no financial support from their
parents, may also be considered independent. About 49 percent of undemgraduates in Texas are dependent and 51 percent are independent.
Income of independent students includes spouse’s income if amy. About 42 percent of independent undergrad uates are married.

Sounse: US. Deparimant of Bducation, Matlonal Canter for Bducation Statistics, “Matioral Fostsecondary Student Ald Study (NFSA51 20047, (httpe’ sy ww noes sd.govidass). 1‘G
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Unmet Need in Texas is More Than $2,800 at Public

Colleges and $4,200 at Public Universities

Soures: Costs for &Y 2006 2004: Tavas Higher Education Coordinating Boand [THEDE) "2002- 2004 Colkege Studant Budgets™ ooers hava bean walghtad for anrcliment; all sthar: U 5.

Percent of Undergraduates in Texas With Unmet Need by School Sector (AY2003-2004)

49%

Two-year public colleges  Four-year public universities Four-year private universities

Median Unmet Need by School Sector in Texas: Total Cost of Attendance Minus Expected
Family Contribution (EFC) and All Aid including Grants and Loans (AY2003-2004)

54245 54501

Two-year public colleges Four-year public universitiss  Four-year private universities

Uinmet need is defined as the student’s total cost of attendance® minus his or her Expected Family Contribution** and all
financial aid including both grants and loans. Just under half of undergraduates in Texas*** had unmet need in the 2003-2004
Awcard Year (AY), ranging from a median®*** of 52 840 at two-year public colleges, to 54,245 and 54,601, respectivaly, at
fouryear public and private universities. This is the amount that students must cover through wark or savings, or, for
dependent undergraduates***** that their parents must cover threuagh additional work or savings over and above what they
are already contributing to thair child's education. Interastingly, althaugh the average total cost of attendance at a four-year
private university in Texas is almost 310,000 higher than at a public university (524 603 versus 514,730, respactively, for &Y
2002-2004), unmet need was only a few hundred dollars higher.

* Tuition and fees, books and supplies, food and housing, tramsportation, and other expenses for a full-time student for 3 months, Data on
college costs as they relate to unmet need come from the National Postsscondary Student Aid Study (NFSAS) 2004 and are for students who
took 12 or o credit hours in the fall as well as the spring semeasters, For students who took less than 12 hours, costs have been adjustad.

** EFC is determined through a federal formula that takes into account family income and size as well as the number of children in collage.
The average amount that familiss actually contribute to educational expenseas is unknown,

% Diata on studerts who attended for-profit institutions are not available.

o Amedian is the point at which 50 percent of students had a higher unmet nesd ard 50 percent had lower. A median represents a typical
student better than an average becauss students who had high unmet need skew the average, making it a less reliable gauge than the median.

wreeE The LS. Department of Education defines an independent student asage 24 or alder, rmarried, with dependents to sup port, a weteran,
arphan orward of the court, or graduate student. Students who do not mest these criteria, but who receive no financial support from their
parents, may also be considerad independent. About 49 percent of undemraduates in Texas are dependent and 51 percent are independert.

Cepartrrant of Education, Matlonal Camtar for Education Statistics, "Hational Pastsecordary Student Ald Study [MPS&E) 2004, (hitp/dwwawncasad gowidasd.
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More Than Half of Undergraduates in Texas
Do Not Receive Grant Aid

Percent of Undergraduates in Texas*** and the L5, Who Received Any Grant Ald (AY 2003-2004)

45

AR . Tesas™* . LIS,

Total Feceral gramts State grants Institutional grants Other
{private or m ployer)

Median Total Grant Ald for Undergraduates in Texas and the U.5. Who
Received Grants: Total and by Source (AY 2003-2004)

| RETE [ us

52,500

£2.500 §2,531

2250

51411 51497

51,400

Tl Fecleral grants State grants Institutiznal grarts Ceher
{private or & ployer]

Grants (including scholarships) may be awarded to students on the basis of financial nead, merit in academics, athletics, or
other areas, a combination of need and merit, or other fackors. Unlike loans, grants do not have to be repaid, thus, grants
lowar the cost of attending college for students who recaive tham. In Award Year (AY ) 2003-2004, about 46 percent of
undergraduates in Texas* received some form of grant aid, with a median®* of 32,500 in total grants received by those who
received them. In tha U.5. as a wholg, 40 parcent of undergraduatas received grants with a median of 52,709 received. The
largest source of grant aid is the federal government: 27 percent of undergraduates in Texas received a federal grant, with a
meadian of 52,521 received. In most cases this was a Pell Grant, which is the largest nead-based grant program in the country.
The second largest source of grants was from schools themselves: about 16 percent of Texas undergraduates recaived
institutional grants***. The third largest source was from outside entities such as private foundations or amployers. The stata
of Texas reprasentad the smallest source of grant aid: just 9@ parcent of Texas undergraduates received a state grant®™®
comparad to 15 parcent nationwide. For faderal, state, and private grants, the median received by Texas studants was almost
the same as in the LS. However, for institutional grants, the median in Texas was a good deal smaller.

* Data on students who attended for-profit institutions are not available.

** A median is the paint at which 50 percent of students received more and 50 percent received less. A median represents a typical student
better than an average because students who received large grants skew the average, making it a less =liable gauge than the median.

***The percent of undergraduates in Texas recaiving institutional grant aid may actually be higher than shown and the percent receiving
state grant aid may be lower. This is due to the fact that the Texas Public Educational Grant (TPEG) was reported in the National
Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS]) as a state grant mther than an institutional grant. TPEG comes from a schools own evenue
sources, such as tuition, fees, and returms on investrnents, and is often viewed as a form of tuition discounting.

Sounce: US, Deparimant of Education, Mational Carter for Education Statistics, *Matkoral Fostzecondarny Shadent Al Study (MFSAS] 20047, hitpowwwenca s.ad.govwidasa), 1‘c
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Low-income Independent Undergraduates in
Texas Receive Less Median Grant Aid Than
High-income Dependent Undergraduates

Percent of Undergraduates in Texas Who Received Grant Aid, by Dependency Status and Income®* (AY 2003-2004)

Deperddent [ ncependent
| |

6% %
4T%
A5,
6% 6%
L l

Deperedent urder $40000 Deperadent $40000-579.920 Dl pendent 280000 or mons
{par=nts incors) and parents’incomes and {parsrts”inconmes) and
Indeperdent under $20.000 Independeant $200000-519 590 Irchepesnchart $340.000 or rrore

Median Total Grant Ald for Undergraduates in Texas Who Recelved Grants, by Dependency Status and Income®* (AY 2003-2004)

2600 Dependent . Indeperedent
53000
S2.785
52,150
1,785
l =
L -_A

Depenident ureder §40,000 Dependent $40000-579 9599 D perident 80,000 or mors

(parenitsirconms) and {pareritsircom ) and [parents’income) and
Irdeperdeant under $20,000 Independent $20,000-5 39,995 Indeperdent 0000 or rioe

About 40 percent of undergraduates in Texas® are dependent on thair parents and 51 parcent are independent.** In tha
2002-2004 Award Year (AY ], just under half of students in Both groups received some form of grant aid including schiolarships,
but the amounts they received varied, with dependant students from high-income families actually receiving larger median
grants than independant studants with low incomes, Among both dependant and inde pendent undergraduates, about
twio-thirds of low-income studeants, two-fifths of middle-incorme, and ana-fourth of high-income, received grants. Madian grant
aid®** was highast (53 600) for dependent students whose parents make under 540 000, However, the second highest amount
wias not for low-income independent students, but for high-income dependent: students whose parents make 580,000 ar more
received a median of 3,000 in grants comparad to $2 785 for independent studants making less than 520,000, Independent
students, regardless of income, tend to select modestly-priced two-year institutions over four-year by a two-to-one margin, but
it is not known whether some students receive less grant aid because they attend less expensive schoals, or whether they
attend lass expensive schools bacause they receive less grant aid. By lowering their educational expenses, students reduce thair
eligibility for aid. While grant aid opens access to higher education, it also provides many highar-income students with
increasad choice in selection from a diverse array of colleges.

* Data on students who attended for-prafit institutions are not availabla,

**The L5 Department of Education defines an independent undergraduate as age 24 orolder, married, with dependents to support, a veteran,
ar arphan or wand of the court, Students who do not mest thess criteria, but who receive no financial support from their parents, may also be
considered independent. Independent students' income includes spouse's, if amy. About 42 percent of independent undergraduates in Texas
are rmarmed.

== & median is the point at which 50 percent of grant recipients received more and 50 percentreceived kess. A median mpesents a typical student
grant better than an average becauss students whao recsived lame grants skew the average, making it a less =liable gauge than the median.

Sourcs: 1S, Departmant of Education, Mational Cartar for Education Statistics, "Matioral Postzacondary Studant &1 Study (NFSA5] 20047 (hetp:/ s noes.ad govidas, m
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Texas v. Other States

How does Texas stack up against its competitors in
student aid?

Unfortunately, not well.
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How Does Texas Rate in Higher Education?

Falling Further Behind

Texas is already well behind other states in producing college graduates, particularly African
American and Hispanic graduates. In fact, Texas lags in the number of students even enrolling
in college. Dwindling grant aid and rising tuition continue to worsen the problem. The numbers
speak for themselves:

Texas ranks 41st in the nation in the rate of college enroliment;

Texas ranks 34th in the percentage with a bachelor's degree or higher, behind
states such as California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, New York, lllinois,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Washington, Missouri and South Carolina;

Only 26 percent of Texans aged 25-65 have a bachelor's degree or higher;
Only 13 percent of Hispanic Texans have an Associate's Degree or higher;

Texas spends, on average, $180 million less on direct grant aid than the other
five largest states, California, New York, Florida, lllinois and Pennsylvania.

Unless Texas significantly increases its direct grant aid to students, our state will fall further
behind our competitors in producing the graduates needed to fuel the 21st century economy.

Measuring Up?

Currently, 36 out of 100 white young adults in Texas are enrolled in college,
compared with 26 out of 100 young adults from other ethnic groups.

Young adults (ages 18-24) from high income families are about twice as likely as
those from low-income families to attend college.

Meanwhile, the state's population is projected to grow by 26% from 2005 to 2020,
far faster than the national rate of 14%. During approximately the same period,
the number of high school graduates is projected to increase by 26%.

In Texas, 2,885 more students are leaving the state than are entering to attend
college. About 9% of Texas high school graduates who go to college attend
college out of state.

Compared with best-performing states, families in Texas devote a large share of
family income, even after financial aid, to attend public two-years college, and
they devote large share of family income to attend public four-year colleges and
universities in the state.

Over the past several years, the share of family income, even after financial aid,
needed to pay for college expenses at public four-year institutions has increased
from 22% to 30%.

(Source: Measuring Up 2006, The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education,
www.highereducation.orq)
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Enrollment in Higher Education

When it comes to getting students into college, Texas already lags far behind. Texas ranks 41st
in the rate of enrollment in higher education, putting the state far at the back of the pack when it
comes to states competing for high tech jobs.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Methodology: National Average: 586
students per 1,000 18 to 24 year olds

Top Five Largest States Other Than Texas

State Enrollment Rank
Rate
California 697 3
New York 610 15
Florida 664 27
lllinois 632 8
Pennsylvania 568 26

Major Competitors for Jobs

State Enrollment Rank
Rate

California 697 3

Illinois 632 8
Colorado 630 11
Maryland 614 13
Oregon 605 15
Washington 571 25
Pennsylvania 568 26
Florida 564 27
Virginia 562 28
North Carolina 549 30
Kentucky 537 34
New Jersey 522 39
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Top State Grant Spending

Rank State Population ° % ﬁgéﬁ%
1 New York 19,254,630 3 $910.5 million $47.36 4
2 California 36,132,147 1 $723.5 million $20.16 20
3 Georgia 9,072,576 9 $459.0 million $51.99 3
4 Florida 17,789,864 4 $372.3 million $21.40 17
5 lllinois 12,763,371 5 $370.6 million $29.15 10
6 Pennsylvania | 12,429,616 6 $365.8 million $29.49 9
7 | Texas 22,859,968 2 $361.6 million $16.08 25
8 Indiana 6,271,973 14 $276.8 million $44.39 5
9 New Jersey 8,717,925 10 $248.6 million $28.58 11
10 South Carolina | 4,255,083 25 $244.3 million $58.21 1
11 | Ohio 11,464,042 7 $239.0 million $20.86 19
12 | Michigan 10,120,860 8 $201.2 million $19.90 21
13 | North Carolina | 8,683,242 11 $181.8 million $21.29 18
14 | Kentucky 4,173,405 26 $160.0 million $38.61 6
15 | Washington 6,287,759 15 $149.4 million $24.08 15

(Source: 36th Annual Report, National Association of State Student Grand and Aid Programs)
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Texas State Grant Aid Decreases

Total State Grant Aid, in Millions of Dollars

I v 2002-2004

B & 2002-2002

S880

3373 5372

5340 5361

5266 s4m

Califomia Texas Mawr York Flzrida linois Pannsylvania

States shown in onder by size of population

In Avvard Year (AY) 1906-1997 Texas spent only 548 million in state grant aid. Among the six largest states, Texas ranked last,
spending less than half what was spent by the next lowest state, Flarida, Then, with the astablishmeant of the TEXAS (Toward
Excallence Access, & Success) Grant* program in 1999, state grant aid began to increasa. By AY 2002-2003, the amount that
Texas allocated in grants had risen to 5266 million, but the following year total state grant aid decreasad to 5248 million®*,
which means that Texas still ranks last. In AY 2003-2004 Texas spent only a little more than a third of what was spent by
California, and a little over a fourth of what was spant by Mew York. For AY 2004-2005, funding for tha largast state grant pro-
gram, tha TEXAS Grant, was 5166 million, essentially the same as twio years earlier. The Texas Higher Education Coondinating
Eoard (THECE) estimates that in AY 2004-2005 more than 31,000 students — over ona-third of those aligible for the TEXAS
Grant — did not receive ona, Meanwhile, both enrollments and financial need in the state continue to increase: for Texas
students who received aid only to meat costs and not to replace family income, average unmet naed for AY 2003-2004 —
the costs not coverad by family income or aid including both grants and loans — was 35,180, up from 54 972 a year earlier.

Student grant aid may be based on financial need, academic merit, a combination of nead and marit, or othar factors. In
Texas, almost all (98 percent) of state grant aid is based on student need.

* To receive a TEXAS Grant a student must gradu ate from a Texas public or private high school with a Recommended or Distinguished
diplorma mther than the minimum, 2nrollin higher sducation in Texas within 16 months, and maintain a Grade Point Average (GPA) of 2.5
on a 4.0 scale to maintain eligibility.

**State grant aid does not include institutional aid, such as the Texas Public Educational Grant {TPEG). Institutional grant aid comes from the
schools own revenue sources, such as tuition, fees, and returns on irmestments, and is often viewed as a form of tuition discounting. TFEG
reported to the Mational Assodation of State Student Grant and Aid Frograms (NASSGAFR] for A% 2003-2004 has been subtracted from
MASSGAF's state grant aid data for Texas

Sounce: TEXAS Grant avallabiliny for &7 2004-2005; Tawas Higher Education Coord inating Board (THECB! “Colega for Taarns” website

thietpe e v ool kegeforte: ans oomy TEXAS GranbTEXA S Grank.ofm; TEXAS Grart shertfalk THECE, "TEXAS Grark Frogram Projectionsasof May 20247 (inkerna mamal; Unmet reed:

THECE, Firandal &ld Databass & 20032004 funpublished tablest; &l athar: Matianal Assochtion of Sate Studant Grant and &ld Programs. 35chanrual Sureey Repart on :
State-5ponsoned Studant Finandal &ld. May 2005 [wwsw.nassgap.ongl.

State of Student Aid and Higher Education in Texas, April 2006 a7

Speeding Down a Dead End Street 42



Affordability

Is higher education in Texas really the bargain some
leaders claim?

Sadly, no.
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How Affordable is Higher Education in Texas?

While state officials continue to claim higher education in Texas remains a bargain, the truth
tells a different story. First of all, while the cost of college is higher in other states, these states
also generally provide significantly more direct student aid. In addition, the per capita income is
also significantly higher in these other states

According to Measuring Up 2006, the cost of college is soaring and threatens to price out
thousands of Texas families.

4 Year Income 4 Year
Public Needed Private

Family Community | Income
Income College Needed

Average Net Cost % of Net Cost % of Net Cost

20% of the
population w/ $11,303 $5,802 51% $7,680 68% $18,283 162%
lowest income

20% of the
population w/
lower-middle
income

$25,000 $6,482 26% $8,693 35% $18,678 75%

20% of the
population w/ $41,303 $7,075 17% $9,913 24% $19,071 46%
middle income

20% of the
population w/
upper-middle
income

$65,893 $7,253 11% $10,218 16% $19,429 29%

20% of the
population w/
the highest
income

$118,230 $7,288 6% $10,311 9% $19,898 17%

40% of the
population w/
the lowest
income

$18,152 $6,142 34% $8,186 45% $18,481 102%

(Source: Measuring Up 2006, The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, www.highereducation.orq)

Population & Income

State ‘ Po%lgr?lt(ion Population Pler:C%?]ﬁ)ieta PenggEita
California 1st 36,132,147 $35,172 11
Texas 2nd 22,859,968 $30,697 28
New York 3rd 19,254,630 $38,333 5
Florida 4th 17,789,864 $31,460 24
lllinois 5th 12,763,371 $34,725 13
Pennsylvania 6th 12,429,616 $33,257 18
Average Top 5 other than Texas $34,609
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Population and Financial Aid

In 2005, Texas provided $140 million less in state financial aid than the other five biggest states
in the nation. In 2007, Texas now provides $186.1 million less.

State Population Rank Population State Financial Aid
California 1st 36,132,147 $723.5 million
Texas 2nd 22,859,968 $361.6 million
New York 3rd 19,254,630 $910.5 million
Florida 4th 17,789,864 $372.3 million
Illinois 5th 12,763,371 $370.6 million
Pennsylvania 6th 12,429,616 $365.8 million
Average Top STZtXh;Sr (e $547.7 million

(Source: 36th Annual Survey Report, National Association of Student Grant and Aid Programs)

Speeding Down a Dead End Street 45



Net Price of Attendance for Low-income
Undergraduates in Texas is More Than $5,400

Median NMet Price for Dependent Undergraduates in Texas by Parents’
Income: Total Cost of Attendance® Minus All Grants (AY 2003-2004)

510544

57501

Unider 540,000 S40,000-579.990 SE0,000 of more

Median Net Price for Independent Undergraduates in Texas by Income:
Total Costof Attendance* Minus All Grants (AY 20032-2004)

45,520

§5005 54,730

Lindar §20,000 $20,000-539,959 $40,000 or more

The net price of attendance for a student at an institution of higher education is defined as the student’s total cost of
attendanca® minus the total grants and scholarships he or she recaives, [nthe 2002-2004 Award Year (AY), the median®® nat
prica®** of attandance for low-income students was 55430 for dependant students whosa parerits make undear 540,000, and
£5,520 for independent students making under 520,000 **_ This was the amount that students or their families had to cover
through work, loans, or savings. The amount that dependenit students had to cover rosa with parental income, perhaps
reflecting the fact that students from higher-income familizs are mone likely to gttend highar-cost institutions than studants
whaose parents make less money. For independent undergraduatas, however, net price was actually higher for low-incomea
studeants than for high-income. The meadian net price of 55,520 for thosa making less than 520,000, who reprasent 38 percant
of all independant undergraduates, representad mora than one-fourth of the income of sameaone making $20,000,

* Tuition and fees, books and supplies, food and housing, transportation, and other expensas, for a full-ime student for 9 maonths, Full-time
studants in the Mational Postsecondary Student Aid Study (MPSAS) are those who took 12 or more credit hours in the fall and spring
sameasters, For students who took fewer hours, costs have been adjusted to reflect what they would have been if they had taken 12 hours.,

** & median is the point atwhich 50 percent of students had a higher net price and 50 percent had lower. A median represents a typical
student better than an average because students who had a high net price skew the average making it a less eliable gauge than the median.

¥ The median net price (i.e. oostof attendance minus grants and scholarships] is not equivalant to the Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Boards (THECE's) weighted cost of attendance minus grants and scholarshi ps because THECE costs have been weighted for enmoliment and
are based on 15 credit hours per semester, whersas costs inthe National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS), from which median net
price is derived, have not been weighted for enrollment and are based on 12 credit hours per semester.

#*** The L5, Departrnent of Education defines an independent undargraduate as age 24 or alder, married, with dependents to suppart, a
weteran, or orphan or wand of the court. Students who do not meet these citeria, but who receive no finandal support from their parerts,
may also be considered independent. In Texas, 49 percent of undergmduates are dependent and 51 percent are independent. Independent
students' income indudes spouse’s, if any. About 42 percent of independent undengraduates in Texas are married.

Sourca: US. Departmant of Education, Hationa Cantarfor Education Statistics, *Hatioral Postzacondary Student &1 Study (MFSA 5T 2004% thitp:/wwes noss ad gowddasi, m
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2006 Texas

AFFORDABILITY

2R Change
Over Time

E

Texas bas made no noiable progress in making bigher education
affordable. This vear Texas receives an F in affordabilily.

Graded Information

B Compered with best-performing states,
families in Texss devote a large shave of
Family income, even after financial aid,
tor attend public two-year collepes, and
they devote a very large shave of family
income to attend public fouryear
colleges and universities in the state,
These two sectors encoll 38% of college
students in Texas,

B The state’s investment in need-basad
financial aid is very low, and Texas does

not offer low-priced college opportunities.

B Undergraduate stodents borpwed on
average §3 541 in 2005,

Chanope in Graded Measures

B Ovver the past several years, the share
of family income, even after financial
aid, peeded to pay for college expenses
at public fouryear institutions has
increased from 22% to 300

W During the same period, the state has
increased its commitment to financially
needy students, but its investment
remains very low when compared with
other states,

Other Key Facts
B I Texas, 52% of students are enolled

in community colleges and 36% in public

fouryear colleges and universities.

TEXAS Top Stales
In Early
1002+ 2006 1000s
Family Ability to Pay (50%)
Percent of income (average of all income groups)
neaded to pay for college expersas minus
finanzia aid:
at community collages 207% 2% 15%
at public 4-year collegas/universifias 28% % 16%
at privake 4-vear ool kpssiuniversities 53% B6% 2%
Strateqgies for Affordability (409%)
Stake investment in need-based financial aid as
compared fo the federal investment 7% A% 89%
At lowest-piced colleges, the share af income
that the poorest families need to pay for tuiion B% 1% %
Reliance on Loans (109:)
Bwerage loan amount that inderoraduate students
borrow coch s ’ $2873 | $3541 | §2,619

“The indicators report data beginning in 1992 or the closast year for which relisble data are available. Sesthe

Techiical Guide for Messcring Up 2006,

Moke: 10 ihe affordability calegory, the lower the figures the betler the perlammiance for all indicators e:cept for

“Slate investment in rm-tam?lﬁnannlal ai.

The affordability category measures whether students and families can afford to pay for higher education, given income levels, financial
aid, and the types of collages and universities in the state,

Measuring Up 2006
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AFFORDABILITY 2006 Texas

College in Texas Has Become Less Affordable
for Middle- and Low-Income Families (1992-2005)

+2%
) 9%
. (2005)
7 (1993)

Highest 20%

N o

(1993)

Middle 20%

+8%

| 24%
| (2005)

68% "
(2005)

+17%

Lowest 20%
Net costs to attend public 4-year colleges as a share of income for different income families.

Financial Burden to Pay for College Varies Widely Among Different Income Families in the State

Those who are striving to reach or stay in the middle class—the
4% of the population with the lowest incomes—eam on averags

$18 152 each year.

W If a student from such a family were to attend a community
college in the state, their net cost to attend college would

epesent about 34% of their income annually:

Taition, room, and boand: #7358
Finarcial aid rece pved: —£121h
Met college oost: #1432
Percent of income: %

B [f the same student were to attend o public fouryear college in
the state, their net cost to attend college would represent about 45%
of their income annually:

Thition, room, and board:

Financial aid mosived:

Net college cost:

Percent of income:

The numbers shown for tuition, room, and board minus financial
aid may not exactly equal net college eost due to rounding,

$10.771
—§ 158
$ 8,15

45%

Community Public 4-year Private 4-year
colleges colleges/universities| colleges/universities
Average Percent Percent Percent
family Net |ofimcome|  yoy  |ofincome| . [of income
income college needed to college needed to college needed to
cost= | PAymel | Concp | opaymet | Cooget | pay net
college college college
cost cost ]
Income groups used to calculate 2006 family
ability to pay
20% of the population with the lowest incame #11,308 5,802 51% £7 Ba0 Aa% $18.283 | 162%
20% of the population with |ower-middle income 325000 bk i 2% 5 653 35% $18.678 5%
20% of the population with middle income 341,306 7,075 17% £0.813 4% $19.0M 4%
20% of the population with upper-middle income 365,553 £7.253 1% £10,218 16% $19.429 9%
208 of the population with the highest income F118.230 57,288 8% #1031 9% #1055 7%
40% of the population with the lowest income | $18,152 | $6,142 A% £8,186 45% $18.481 | 102%
“Met ecllege cost equals fuition, room, and board, minus financial aid.
q www.highereducation.org
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(Source: Measuring UP, 2006; The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education)
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Texas Public Four-Year University Total Costs Exceed
the National Average

Average Four-year Public University Cost of Attendance (Weighted for Enrollment®) for Two Semesters for
Full-time** Undergraduates Living Off-campus in Texas and the LS. (AY 2004-2005 and AY 2005-2006)

Tuition ared Fess (15 hrsdsem.) .Bmksand supplias . Food ard housing (2 mas)
[ Transportation B OtherExpensss

TEXAS NATION

5541
e

1,572 1834
[T
1

BY 20042005 515, Te8 & 0053008 516,877 AT 04300551528 AT 10053005 515,91

51,363
L

The tuition and feas charged to students, along with living expensas and books and supplies, constitute a schools cost of
attendance, or “sticker price” Weighted for enrcllment®, two semesters of fulltime®* undergraduate education at Texas public
four-year universities averaged $10,677 in Academic Yaar 2005-2006, or 5686 mora than in the LL5, Total expensas in Texas
have exceaded the national average for several years, Tuition and fees in Texas are lower than the nation, but all other expens-
e excead national costs. The primary expense facing students, howevear, is not tuition and faes, but food and housing, which
make up 40 parcent of the budget. Thesa costs are not discrationary: studants must eat, and unless they live with parants —
and 76 parcent of Texas public univiersity undergraduates do not — they must pay rent. Together, food, housing, and trans-
portation comprisa half thie student budget, while tuition and fees comprise a third. Total costs have risen by 908 in Texas
and $782 in the LS. since 2005, with most of the increase duea to hikes in tuition and fees.

“Sticker prica”is the starting point for detarmining financial aid: from the sticker price, the student’s expected family
contribution *** is subtracted to arrive at the student’s need. Once need is determined, an aid package, consisting primarily of
grants and loans, can be developed. What studenits actually pay for college depends on a number of factors, including the aid
they receive and how frugally they live as well as their attendance and work patterns. To cut costs, many students attend part-
time, work leng hours, or both, In &Y 2003-2004, 45 percent of public university graduates in Texas attendad less than full-
timasfull-year — that is, they either took fewer than 12 hours per semester ar did not attend two semesters — and 75 percent
wiarked whilz enrolled, of whom 28 percent worked fulktima®***. Full-time work and part-time attendance are assaciated
with lower graduation rates and with each other: 69 percent of Texas public university undergraduates who work full-time
while enrolled attend less than full-fimefull year.

*An institution’s costs are multiplied by its enrollment. The sum of costs for all schools is then divided by undergraduate enrollment, such that
schiools with higher enmllments are given greater weight. Se2 glossary for further carification.

**For cost purposss, fulltime enroliment baoth in Texas and the nation is considered to be 15 hours per ssmester for two semesters,

*** EFC is determined through a federal formula that takes into account family income and size aswell as the number of children in college.
Thie average amount that families actually contribute to educational expenses is unknown, In AY 2003-2004, 64 percent of public four-year
university undengraduates in Texas reported that they got no help from their parents in paying tuition and fees.

FEERLE or more hours per week,

Sources: Taxas costs Texas Hghar Education Coordinating Board (THECR " 3005- 2006 Colege Studant Budgeis"jcosts have baer welghted for arrolimant)

hitps e Ehech stata us reportsipdfao 11, pdfl; Texas enrcliment: THECE Fall 2005 Prliminary Head count ™ urpublished tablest; US costs: Colkga Board, Tends tn Collage Pricin g 2005 -
(hctpe e ool egebioard comyprod_downloads prass/oostoSarends_oollege_pricing 05 pdfy; &ll other: US. Departmant of Educadon, Mational Postsecondary Studentald Study (NPSAS) m
2004 thitp=rwwesncas o d govidas).
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Grants Not Loans

Though studies show grants are the most effective way to
increase college participation, Texas is moving in the
wrong direction.

Texas' reliance on loans is hampering its ability to close
the gaps and ensure a prosperous future.
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Grants, Not Loans

Most studies show that the best way to increase minority and low-income participation in higher
education is through direct grant aid, not loans.

Unfortunately, Texas is rapidly moving in the wrong direction, forcing more and more students to
rely on loans rather than grants, which will likely widen rather than close the gaps.

Barriers to higher education

"Low-income communities more often see the casualties of higher education. Pursuing a
college degree entails substantial financial risk, especially for low-performing or working
students...low income communities may see higher drop-out rates due to the rising pressure on

those who must work and attend school full-time." (Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment
Standards Administration, History of Federal Minimum Wage Rates)

"Latinos and African Americans, who make up a disproportionate share of low-income students,
tend to also have different concepts of financial assistance and affordability that are typically
shaped by the social networks, norms, attitudes, and experiences of neighborhoods and

communities." (Source: "The Meaning of Money: Perceptual Differences Between College Counselors and Low-
Income Families About College Costs and Financial Aid", August 2006)

"Socioeconomic variables and perceived cost become stronger factors as students progress
through high school...By the time students are high-school age, roughly 66 percent of low-

income families have saved less than 10 percent of the costs of higher education." (Source:
"Parents’ Views on the Value of a College Education and How They Will Pay for It," Journal of Student Financial Aid
27, no.1, 1997)

"Most low-income parents are struggling just to pay rent and keep food on the table; many
depend on the financial contributions of their children just to make ends meet. Within this
context, the rising cost of college and the perception that it is not affordable deflates parental
expectations for their children." (Source: Ready, Willing and Unable, TG, December 2006)

"Most students want to attend college...However, achieving this dream becomes much more
difficult for disadvantaged students who have lower incomes, especially if they are the first in
their family to go to college. These students and their families are often either under-informed
or misinformed about the cost of attending college, the amount of financial aid available and the
complexity of applying for college." (Source: ibid)

A recent survey of California Latino students found that most overestimated the costs of
attending public four-year universities, only 36 percent felt that the costs of attending college
outweigh the benefits, and only 18 percent referred to loans as a way to pay for college.

(Source: Perceptions of College Financial Aid Among California Latino Youth, The Tomas Rivera Policy Institute,
June 2006)
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The Value of the Federal Pell Grant Continues
to Decline

The buying power of the largest grant program in the LLS. as well as in Texas, the federal Pell Granit, has declined owver the

last three decades. Originally designed as the foundation for student aid packaging, the Pell Grant is only allocated to
undergraduates and only to the neediest of undergraduates. But in Award Year (AY) 2004-2005, the average Pell Grant in the
LLS,, at 52,460, covarad about 20 percent of the average "fixed cost” (defined as tuition and fees plus room and board) for
undargraduatas at public four-yiear universities, down from a litthe undar 50 percant in the mid-1970s Overall Pall funding has
bsaen increasing in recent years, but the number of recipients is also increasing due to, amaong other things, a dacling in medi-
an household income ifrom $44.514 in the LS. in 2002-2003* to $44 436 in 2003-2004%, an increase in the percent of people
in poverty from 11.9 parent in 2001-2002*° to 126 percent in 2003-2004%) and an increase in the cost of attending college.
The average Pell Grant per student has not kept paca with rising costs. In &Y 2004-2005, the average Pallin the US. fall by
578, but at four-year public universities total costs (defined as tuition and fees, food and housing, books and supplies, trans-
portation, and personal expenses) rose by 5998 in the LLS. and 51,039 in Texas.

The buying power of the Pell Grant is lower in Texas than inthe rest of the nation. In AY 2004-2005, the average Pall
Grant covered about 16.2 percent of the average total cost of attendance at a public university in the L5, and 15.7 percant of
the cost in Texas.

Change in Average Pell Grant Over Previous Award Year and Increase in the Average Total Cost of
Two Semesters of Full-time Attendance at a Public Four-year University in Texas and the 1.5.

Award Year Change in Average Incri_zase ir Incre_ause in
Pall Grant Cost in Texas Castin LS.
2002-2003 5138 5831 5755
2002-2004 537 51,209 5713
2004-2005 -478 51,020 5008
2005-2006 not available 5008 5783

Percent of Average Total Cost of Two Semesters of Full-ime Attendance at a Public Four-year University
in Texas Which is Coverad by the Average Pell Grant (AY 2004-2005)

Percart of total cost
covered by average Pell
16%

Fancent of total cost
not covensd by
average Pell
24%

*Twio-year average

Sounces: Tanas costs: Tewas Highar Education Coordinating Board (THEZE] "2004.2005 Colkege Student Eudgats foosts hava baen waighted for enrollmeri

thictpes v waw thach, starta o Lssraportsdqpdf0111.pdfi; LS. msts: Tha Colkege Ecard, Tendsin Colage Peicing 2005 thictpe!/wav wooo leg eboard comyprod_dowrl cads jpress /oost05Arends_ool-
lege_pricing_05pdfi: Fal: Tha Collega Ecand, Trends o Stedant g 2005 (it p2iwwaw. collagabo ard comiprod_download sipressicosto S erands_ald_05 pdf ) Povarty rate 2001 -2002: U5,

Cansus ELrgay, Inooms, Povary, and Health Insurance Coverage in tha Unikad States: 3003 (&ugust 2004 Table B, p. 23 (heipewawwicsrsus.govy prod /2004p ubsipen-2 26, pdfi; Al othar U S, :
Cansus BLrsau, Inooms, Povarty, and Haalth Insuranca Covarags in the Uniesd Startas: 2004 (August 20051, Tabls 10, p. 25 (hitpovewwesarauegow prod 2005 pu be/ped-2 20, pof . 1‘G
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Over Four-fifths of Texas Students Receiving Aid to
Meet Costs Have Family Incomes Under $40,000

Number of AY 2003-2004 Aid Recipients in Texas by Family Income
{Excludes Students Who Received Aid in Part to Replace Family Contribution)

209,508

Number of Student s

Lessthan $20,000  $20,000 - $40,000  $40,000 - $60,000 Over 60,000

Farnily income

A student’s financial nead is considerad to be equal to the total Cost of Attendanca® minus his or her Expected Family
Contribution (EFC)™. In Award Year (AY) 2002-2004, about 541 000 undargraduate and graduate studants at Texas colleges and
universities recaived some type of need-based aid***, 266,000 applied for aid but did not recaiva it, and 335,000 did not apply.
Of students receiving aid, 78 percent received aid only to mest the difference betwean cost and EFC and the rest borrowed at
least in part to replace EFC — that is, in addition to need-basad aid, they also took out non-need-based loans. The larger and
neadiar of the two groups, students racaiving aid only to mest costs, consisted of 424 441 students (including both depandent
and independant studants****), 83 percent of wham had an income of under 540 000, The average EFC of these studants was
51,453 and the average unmet need — the costs not coverad by family income or aid, including both grants and loans — was
55,180 **** arover three times the Expected Family Contribution.

The need of Texas students is almost certain to rise. Median housahold income in Texas declined betwesan 2001-2002 and 2002-
20032, and declinad again in 2003-2004 by 5423, In addition, the propartion of children under 18 living in poverty has increased
from 22 percent in 2002 to 23.2 parcent in 2004,

*Tuitior and fees, books and supplies, food and housing, transportation, and other expensas for a full-time student for @ months, Data come
from the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECE) and are based on 15 credit haurs in the fall and spring sermesters.

** EFC is determnined through a federal formula that takes into accourt family income, size, and number of children in college. The average
arnount that families actually contribute toward educational &cparsss is unkmown.

=% Students may not have received aid either because they did naot qualify, missed the deadling, wer offered loans but tumed thern down, ar
attended institutiors which had depleted their funds. Data suggest thatwhile the majority of L5, undergraduates who do not apply for aid are
upperincome students who do not need it abouta fifth are from low- or moderate-income families, indicating the number of Texas students
whio mesd aid may be higher.,

== The LS. Department of Education defines an independent undergraduate as age 24 or alder, married, with dependents to suppart, a
weteran, or orphan or wand of the court. Students who do not meet these aitera, but who receive no finandal support from their parents,
may also be considered independant. In Texas, 49 percent of undergmduates are dependent and 51 percent are independeant.

werr® Data on unmet nesd come from the THE and rmay be higher than unmet need from the National Postsecondary Studert Aid
Study (MFSAS) bacause THECE data reflect the average and not the median and also include gradu ate students, whao have higher costs
than undergraduats,

Sources Farmily income, EFC, and unmat nessd of aid reciplants In Tams: Taoas Higher Education Coordinating Boand (THECE) Ananclal Aid Catabae &7 2003-2004 funpublis hed tables) and

*Anarchl &AM for Collegs Studants in Texas, FY 2004 Annual Report "Uuly 20051 (httpwwwthes batate teusimepeorts/pdfioass pdf i U S, undergraduatas rct applying for akd: Amancan

Couricl an Education (ACEN Ot 2004 1ssus Briaf: Missed Cppartunkles: Students'Wha Do Mot &ppky for FAinancial & heip:wwew acanet adu resourcenH igher EdFacts 1ssue- -
briafs2004FaFs A paf|; Incorme and poserty In Taoas, twoyear avarags: U 5. Cansus Bursay, Incoma, Poverty, and Health Insurance Coverags in the Unked States 2004 (August 20051 m

thitpe/ s wew census geviprad 2005 pubsipe 0-220 pdfy.
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Texas is Highly Dependent on the Federal
Government for Student Aid

Direct Student Aid by Source for Award Year 2003-2004*

Texas Mation

Institutional®
fr Irstitutional
State 22%

&%

State
7%
Federal
T1%

Federal
B6%

College studenits receive financial aid from three major soureas: the federal govemment, the state govemment, and tha
colleges and universities they attend. Of these thres, the federal government’s contribution is primary. Nationally, the federal
govarnment provided 71 percent of the genarally available direct fimancial aid* for undergraduate and graduate students in
Award Year 2002-2004. In Texas, the federal government’s role is much larger, accounting for 86 percent of aid, an increase
fromn 83 percent a year earlier.

Texas"stata government provided & percent of genarally available aid** in 2003-2004, 3 decrease from 7 parcant in &Y
2002-2003. Nationally, state govemments provided 7 percent of aid.

Texas colleges and universities, through instituticnal grants***, provided a much smaller percentage of financial aid than
colleges in other states. Texas institutions provided & parcent of aid versus 22 parcent for collages nationally.

* Direct student aid includes aid that is generally available, goes dirsctly to students, and derives from state and federal ap propriations, plus
institutional grants. All aid shown in graphs is for Award Year 2003-2004 with the exception of private institutional grant aid in Texas, which is
for Awvard Year 2002-2003. Data on private institutional grant aid in Texas for Award Year 2003-2004 are not available.

**The State of Texas, like other state govemments, also supports public institutions throug h direct appropriations and tuition waivers.

*** Includes the Texas Public Educational Grart (TPEG) for Award Year 2003-2004 as well as private institutional aid reported to the
Independent Colleges and Universities of Texas (ICUT) for Award Year 2002-2003. Data on private institutional aid in Texas for Award Year
2003-2004 are not available

Sources: Privata retkutional dld Indepardert Colages and Universtes of Texas 10UT) "Aninual Stadstical Feport; Decambsr 2004 it piwww. kcutong Publiartions publicatiors homl;

Stata akd and TPES: Tawas Higher Echication Coordinating Board, "Bentsor Fapart," &ustin, Texas, junpublshed tablest; Fadaral lans inTaas VS Cepatment of Eduction. Officaof

Fostzacondary Education, "FRELF & Dirsct Loan Program, &Y 2003 -2004 Sross Loan Commilirmants”Washin geon, D.C; Fedaral grants ard werk-study In Tasas: LS Departmant of Education.

Cffics of Postsscordany Educaton, Faderal Fell Grant Program 2003-2004 End of Yaar Report™ and Faderal Campus-Eased Programs Data Book 20047

thetps swvew ad gevfinakdprof resourcessdatasopahtmi? ap=2 Al In the LS The Colege Board, Trands in Student &id 2005, =
thetps e collegeboardcomipred _downloads/prassiccstts Arands_ald 05 pdfiand “studers &K Tables ard <harts” 1‘G
thtip:/svew collegeboardcomiprod _downloads/prassiocsts 05-akd_charts xk)
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Texas Students Are Highly Dependent on

Loans

Direct Student Aid* by Type for Award Year 1991-1992

Texas

Work:study Work-study

2%

3%
Grants Grants
359, 1%
Loans
E2%

Direct Student Aid* by Type for Award Year 2003-2004**

Taxas Mation
Wark-study Wark-study

1%
Grants®*
2%
Loans Loans
66% ET%

Tha increase in the percent of student aid in the LS. which is allocated to loans virtually mirmors the decrease in the percent

Gramts™
33%

1%

Loars
47%

allocated to grants. In 1991-1292 loans accounted for 47 percent of direct® financial aid to undergraduate and graduate
students in the LLS. and grants accounted for 51 percent. But by Award Year (AY) 2002-2004, loans accounted for 57 percent of
aid im the LL5. and grants accounted for 42 percent. One year earlier those figures were 56 percent and 43 percent, respectively.

Texas college students rely even more heavily on loans, both now and in the past. In AY 2002- 2004, &8 percent of aid in Texas

came from loans and 23 percent came from grants, including state and institutional grants®. One year earlier, 62 percant of

aid came from loans and 37 percent came from grants.

Most student loans in Texas are Stafford loans, which are part of the Federal Family Education Loan Program, or FFELR. The
maxirmum subsidized** Stafford loan that a first-year student can receive is 32,625 for a student who is depandant on his or

her parants and 56,625 for a student who is independart®*®,

* Direct student aid indudes aid that is generally available, goss directly to students, and derives from state and federal appropriations, plus
institutional grarts. All aid shown in sacond set of graphs is for Award Year 2002-2004 with the excsption of private institutional grant aid in

Tewas, which is for Awand Year 2002-2003, Data on private institutional gramt aid in Texas for Award Year 2003-2004 are not available

** Subsidized loans ara for students who demonstrate financial need. The Departrment of Education pays the interast on subsidized loans

while a student is in school and for the first six months after the student leaves school,

***Tha LL5. Departrment of Education defines an indepandent student as age 24 or older, married, with dependents to suppaort, a weteran,

orphan or wand of the court, or a graduate student. Students who do not meet these criteria, but who receive no financial support from their
parents, may also be considered independent. In Texas, 49 percent of undengraduates are dependent and 51 percent are indepandent.

Sournces: Private Instibutional ald inTeee: Indspendent Colkges and Universities of Teooas (I0UT! "&nnual Statktical Report] Decarmbar 2004

{hitp=riveven bt org/Publeations/pub bcations htmll; Tesas stats aid and Tawas Public Educadonal Grant [TPES): Taxas Higher Ecucation Coordinating Exzard, Esnton Rapom,” Austin, Texas,
tunpublished tablee); Faderal boans In Texas: U S, Capartment of Educatior. Offics of Postzecondany Education. "FFELF & Dirsct Loan Frogram, &Y 20032004 Gross Laan Commitments,”
Washington, 0LC; Federal grantz and work-sbudy in Teas: LS. Coparrment of Education. Office of Fostzacon dany Education. Fadaral Fal Grant Frogram 2003 2004 Brd of Yaar Feport” and
Fodaral Campus-Eased Frograme Data Book 20037 hitpivwas wad govefiraid iprofinesou rosed ata sopahirml Tape=0; A1d 0 tha L5 The Colkga Board Trards In Student &1d 2005,

{hitpeitvewew. collegeboand com/prod_dewnloadsypressfocstdS trands_akd_05 padf) and "Student 2K Tables ard Charts”
{hitpervevew. collegeboard com prod_dewnloads, prassioostds /05-akd_chares J=,

1C
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Low-income Independent Undergraduates in
Texas Receive Less Median Grant Aid Than
High-income Dependent Undergraduates

Percent of Undergraduates in Texas Who Received Grant Aid, by Dependency Status and Income** (AY 2002-2004)

Deperdent [ ndependent
| |

6%
a4t
4T
15
%% 6L,
L l

Deperdent urder $40000 Depardent $40000-579.099 [rependent $50,000 or mors
(parents incomes) and (parents’incomes and { parenits incones and
Indepersdent undar 20000 Independant $20,000-325 500 Independent £40,000 or more

Median Total Grant Ald for Undergraduates in Texas Who Recelved Grants, by Dependency Status and Income®* (AY 2002-2004)

s3.600 Dependsnt . Irde perdent |
£2,000
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l =
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Diependent urdar $40,000 Depzndent $40000-57 9900 D pendent SB00000 or more
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Ired sperdant ureder $20,000 Indepandent $20,000-4 29999 Irdeperdent 240000 or rmons

About 49 percent of undergraduatas in Texas® are dependeanit on their parents and 51 percent are indepandant.** In the
2003-2004 Award Yaar (AY), just under half of students in both groups received some form of grant aid including scholarships,
but the amounts they received varied, with dependant students from high-income families actually receiving larger median
grants than independant students with low incomes. Among both dependant and inde pendant undergraduates, about
twio-thirds of low-income studants, two-fifths of middla-income, and ona-fourth of high-income, received grants. Median grant
aid®** was highest (%3,600) for dependent students whose parents maka under 540 000, However, the second highest amount
waas not for low-income independent students, but for high-income dependent: students whose parents make 580,000 or more
received a madian of 52,000 in grants comparad to $2,785 for independent studeants making lzss than 520,000, Inde pendent
studants, regardless of income, tend to select modastly-priced two-year institutions over four-year by a twio-to-ona margin, but
it is not known whather some students receive lass grant aid because thay attend less expensive schools, or whether thay
attend less expensive schools because they receive less grant aid. By lowering their educational expenses, students reduce their
aligibility for aid. While grant aid opens access to higher education, it also provides many higher-income students with
increased choice in selaction fram a diverse array of colleges.

* Data on students who attended for-profit institutions are not available,

**The LL5 Department of Education defines an indeperndent undergraduate as age 24 orolder, mamied, with dependents to support, a veteran,
or arphan or wand of the court. Students who do not mest these criteria, butwho receive no financial su pport from their parents, may also be
considered independent. Independent students' income includes spouse’s, if amy. About 42 percent of independent undergraduates in Texas
are married.

== & median is the point at which 50 percent of grant recipients received more and 50 percent received less. & median mpresents a typical student
grant better than an average becauss students who received lame grants skew the average, making it a less mliable gauge than the median.

Sourcs: W 5. Departmant of Education, Mational Cartar for Education Statistics, "Matloral Postsecondany Student &1 Study (PS5 2004%, theip/swwew ness ad govidas’,
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The Median Loan for Undergraduates in Texas Is
Twice as Large as the Median Grant

Median Grant and Lean Amounts for Dependent Undergraduates in Texas, by Parents’ Income (AY 2003-2004)
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Median Grant and Loan Aid for Independent Undergraduates in Texas, by Income (AY 2003-2004)
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Thi amount that Texas undergraduates® take out in loans dwarfs what thay receiva in grants. Whan broken down by income,
the only group forwhom the median®™ loan amount is only a few hundred dollars higher than the median grant amount is
for dependeant®** studants whose parents make less than 540,000, For depandent students whose parents make betwaen
540,000 and 579990 and for all independent studeants regardless of income®**, the median loan is maore than twice as large
as the meadian grant.

* Data on students who attended for-profit institutions are not available.

= A median is the point at which 50 percent of students had a higher amourt and 50 percent had lower. A median repressnts a typical
student b=tter than an average because students who had high amounts skew the average, making it a less reliable gauge than the median.

=" The L5, Department of Education defines an independant undergraduate as age 24 or older, married, with dependents to support, a
weteran, or orphan or wand of the court. Students who do not meet these daiteria, but who receive no finandal support from their parents,
may also be considered independeant. In Texas, 49 percent of undeng mduates are dependant and 51 parcent are independant. Independent
students income indudes spouse’s, if any. About 42 percent of independent undergraduates are married.

Source: U5, Departmant of Education, Mationa Cantar for Education Statistics, "Matiora| Fostsecondarny Student Ak Study (NPSA51 20047, thetpdswwew noss ad govida s, 11G
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Get In & Get Out

Plans to encourage speedier graduation punish majority of
students, particularly low-income and minority students.

According to TG, "an estimated 22,200 - 47,000 college
prepared high school graduates from 2004 may not be
able to earn a four-year degree by 2012 primarily due to
financial barriers. 47,000 is the same figure as the goal
for additional four-year degrees in the Closing the Gaps
report.”
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Comparison of Graduation Rates for TEXAS Grant and
Non-TEXAS Grant Students

Texas does a poor job of producing college graduates, particularly African American and
Hispanic graduates. Our state ranks 41st in the nation in rate of college enroliment, and 34th in
percentage of population with a bachelor's degree; only 13 percent of Hispanic Texans have
even an associates degree. To help improve these numbers, in 1999 the state created the
TEXAS Grant program.

Unfortunately, Governor Rick Perry's financial aid proposal would require students receiving
state grant aid to graduate in five years and with a 3.0 grade point average. If a student fails to
meet these new standards -- the most stringent in the nation -- the grant would become a loan
and the student would be responsible for paying it back.

According to Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board data, a very small percentage of the

student body currently graduates in 4 years; an even smaller percentage graduate in 4 years
while maintaining a 3.0 GPA.

All Years (00-01)

Students Cumulative 5-Year Graduation Rate

Non-TEXAS Grant 49.2 percent
TEXAS Grant 40.9 percent
All Students 47.8 percent

Fall 2000 Freshman

Students 4-Y_ear 5—Y_ear 6—Y_ear Corr_lbined
Graduation Rate  Graduation Rate = Graduation Rate | Persistence
Non-TEXAS Grant 25.2 percent 48.8 percent 57.5 percent 74.6 percent
TEXAS Grant 18.3 percent 42.0 percent 54.1 percent 76.0 percent
All Students 24.5 percent 48.1 percent 57.2 percent 74.7 percent

Fall 2001 Freshman

Students 4—Y_ear 5—Y_ear
Graduation Rate| Graduation Rate
Non-TEXAS Grant 26.2 percent 49.6 percent
TEXAS Grant 19.2 percent 41.8 percent
All Students 24.3 percent 47.5 percent
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Fall 2002 Freshman

Students

4-Year
Graduation Rate

Non-TEXAS Grant

27.9 percent

TEXAS Grant

19.3 percent

All Students

25.2 percent

Minority Students Will Be Punished by Perry Plan

According to Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board numbers, minority students would be
severely penalized by the Perry Plan. Statistics show that African American and Hispanic
students -- those receiving TEXAS Grants and those not -- have a significantly lower 4 and 5-
year graduation rate than Anglos. This is no surprise, as a disproportionate percentage of
minority students are forced to work -- many in full time jobs -- in order to pay for college.

If the Perry Plan becomes law, it will be nearly impossible for Texas to meet its Closing the
Gaps requirements and our state will fall further behind other states in producing college

graduates.

Total 4-Year Graduation Rate

Student

African

Non-TEXAS Grant

31.26 percent

American
11.4 percent

Hispanic

15.66 percent

TEXAS Grant

24.7 percent

13.63 percent

13.96 percent

5-Year Graduation Rate

Year| Student Anglo Aﬁgﬁ?gn Hispanic

2000 | Non-TEXAS Grant | 56.6 percent 27.6 percent 33.3 percent
2000 | TEXAS Grant 48.3 percent 35.5 percent 35.7 percent
2001 | Non-TEXAS Grant | 56.6 percent 26.7 percent 34.5 percent
2001 | TEXAS Grant 51.2 percent 35.7 percent 33.4 percent
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Table 5.1 Graduation Rates by Race/Ethnicity?

o Percent by Year
Race/Ethnicity 1998 3000 2004
African American a9 77 B3
Asian/Pacific Islander BE BO 23
Hizpanic ! 73 748
Mative American 74 759 84
White 83 B7 89
State Overall 75 a1 85

Source: TEA, Secondary School Completion and Dropouts in TX Public Schools (2006)

Tabla 5.2 Texas High School Graduation Rates®

Vear Percent by TEA Percent by NCES
Method Method

1996 75 &5

1998 74 ol

2000 &l 71

2002 a3 71

2004 a5 77

Source: TEA, Secondary School Completion and Dropouts in TX Public Schools (2006)

Table 5.3 Graduation Curmriculum by Raca/Ethnicity®

- Percent Curriculum Type in 2000 Percent Curriculum Type in 2004
o= BT Minirum College Prep'® Minirum College Prep
African American 74 28 40 &0
Asian/Pacific Islander 44 =11 17 B3
Hispanic 65 35 32 68
Mative American 63 3v 35 65
White 57 43 30 70
State Owverall &1 39 32 68

Source: TEA, 2000-2000 State Performance Repaort: 2004-2005 State Performance Report

Table 6.1 Texas 200405 High School Graduates
By Diploma Type and Enmslimeant Status in Texas Higher Education

Fall 2005!
Mot
Curriculum Enrolled % | Enrclled % [ Total o0 | Total
Minimum 75 25 100 65,380
Recommended 43 57 100 151,901
Distinguished 24 76 100 21,435

Sowirce: THECE ad hoc repart, 2006,
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More Work Won't Work:

The rising costs associated with college place a difficult
burden on lower-income and, increasingly, middle class
Texas students. These students must work -- often full
time -- to cover the growing costs of a college education.

The decreasing fairness of the state and national minimum
wage Is also having a severe and negative impact on
Texas' ability to recruit and retain minority and low-income
college students. In 1981, a student working a minimum
wage job need only work 24 hours per week in order to
pay for tuition, food and housing at a public university; by
2002, that student would have to work 55 hours a week!

Under several plans currently under review, Texas
students would be required to maintain a 3.0 GPA and
graduate within 5 years in order to receive state grants.
These plans would make it impossible for the vast majority
of low-income and minority Texans to receive grant aid,
further widening the gap.
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A Student Working at Minimum Wage Must Work 55
Hours per Week to Pay for a Baccalaureate Education

Hours of Minimum Wage Werk Needed per Week to Pay for a Public University
Undergraduate Education, 1964 to 2002
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Im earlier generations, some students paid their entire way through school and still managed to carry a full course load, but
that is no longer feasible. How many hours would students need to work inorder to pay their way through school today?
From 1964 to 1981, a time in which the minimum wage increased fairly regularly, an industrious undergraduate could have
paid for a year of education at a public university-including tuition, food, and housing-by working about 24 hours perweek at
a minimum wage job.

But in the earty 19805, asthe cost of education bagan to climb and minimum wage increases became less frequent, the num-
ber of work hours needad to pay for education bagan to risa. By 19828 a student working at the then-minimum wage of 53.35
per hour would have had to work 39 hours per week to put himself or herself through school. The number of work hours
nesded to pay foran undergraduate education continued to inch upward in the 19905, then rose again sharply at the turn of
the cantury. By 2002, as a result both of increased costs and stagnant wages, a studenit working at the minimum wage of
4515 per hour would have had to work 55* hours per week every week of the year in order to pay the tuition, fees, and living
expensas associated with two samestars of attandance at a public university. Obwiousty, few, if any, full-time studants can
wiork 55 hours per weak and maintain satisfactory academic progress. Students who use work as the primary method for
financing their education often must make choices which jecpardize thair ability to complete their studies.

*Postsecondary Education O ppaortunity estimated the 2002-2003 student budget at public universities at 512,779, The current minimum
wiage is 5515 par hour, with 6.2 percent taken out for Social Security. At a net of $4.83 per bour, a full-time student with no other financial
aid or assets would have to work 2 852 hours per year, or 55 hours per week, to put hirmsalf or herself though schoal,

Sources Minimum wede US Cepartmant of Labor, Erployrmant Standards Adminkstration, *History of Federal MinimumWage Fates? .
hitpaivwew.dol goviesa mirwaga/chart.btmi; All other Postsacordary Education Opporoaniky, =1 worksd my wey through colege. vou should too)” Ressarch Masedattar, Humbsr 1‘G
=5 [Movamber 20021, wwwpastsecondaryang | (Salect "anchives” urder “rewslattar,
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Students Work Long Hours: Three-fourths of Under-
graduates in Texas Work While Enrolled in School

Work 5tatus of Undergraduates in Texas and the U.5. While Enrolled in School (AY 2003-2004)
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Paercent Distribution of Undergraduates** in Texas, by Hours Worked per Week While Enrolled and by School (AY 2003-2004)
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“*Excludes students who attended more than one institution.

Work is the chosen financing method for the majority of students. Research suggests that the students who are the most
likely to remain in school are those whio work fawer than 15 hours par waak while enmalled. In Texas, three-fourths of
undergrduatas® worked while enrolled in school in the 2003-2004 Award Year (8Y ), and 35 percanit workad full-time®*, with an
average of 21 hours worked perweek among thosa who workad, Students at Texas two-year public colleges, who make up a
majority of undergraduates in the state, are far mora likely to work full-time than their counterparts at public and private four-
year univarsities, but the percent who wark 15 ar mora hours per week ramains high at all three types of institutions: 71 parcent,
a7 percent, and 59 percent, respectively. About 31 percent of Texas undergraduates who work define their primary role not as a
student, but as“an employee enrolled in school’, while 69 parcent describe thamsalves as “a studant working to meet sxpanses”
Among the latter group — those who consider their primary role to be studant — &5 parcent say the main reason they work is
to pay tuition, fees, or living expenses, while 22 percent say they work mainly to eam spending money. Although on-campus
amploymant is strongly associated with modest work hours, 93 percent of working undergraduates in Texas work off-campus.

* Diata on students whio attended for-profit institutions are not available.

** 35 or more hours per weaek,

twwwacenateduboolksto rapdh 2002 _cnudal_choloas pof ) All ciher: LS Depatment of Education, Matkoral Santer for Education Statlsties, "Matkoral Postsacondary Student Ak Study

Sourcas: Barefits of working modsst hours: Amencan Coundl on Education, Crachl Chokess: How Studants' Anancil Dedsions Affect Their&cademic Succass. aogueling E King 2002 -
MPSAE) 20247 (hit powwenncasad govidas 1c
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Work Affects Attendance: Texas Undergraduates
Who Work Full-time Usually Attend Part-time

School Cholce of Undergraduates in Texas, by Hours per Week Worked While Enrolled (AY 2003 -2004)
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While many students may consider work to e a logical method for financing a college education, too much work can
jeopardize attend ance, persistence, and degree completion, starting with the choice of which type of school to attend. The
mare that students work, the less likely they areto attend a school from which they can obtain a bachelor's degree:
undergraduates in Texas® who work part-time are about as likely to choose a four-year institution as a two-year institution,
but students who waork full-tima** choose twio-year schools by more than a two-to-one mardgin.

Im addition to affecting school choice, long work hours can affect attendance intensity. Students who enmoll on a full-time
basis and devate maost of thair time to schaool are more likely to complate a degrea in a timely manner than students who go
to school part-time. In Texas, 36 percent of undergraduates in Award Year (AY] 2002- 2004 attended school full-time/

full-year — that is, they took a full course load, usually 12 or more credit hours, for at least nine months. Students who attend
less than full-timesfull-year either take a full course load but for lass than nine months, or do not take a full course load. Mot
surprisingly, the studants whao are most likely to attend full-time ara thosa who work modest hours: 55 parcent of Texas
undergraduates who work less than 15 hours per week attend school full-time. By contrast, more than four-fifths who work
full-time attend school lass than full-time

Attendance Intensity of Undergraduates in Texas, by Hours Wor ked While Enrolled (&Y 2003-2004)
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* Diata on students who attendsd for-profit institutions are not available

** 35 or more hours per wesk

Sourc: 5, Departmant of Educaiion, Hatkonal Certar for Education Statistks, "Mational Pestsecordany Student Al Shudy (HPSES) 2004) (hitpiveww.re s ed gowidas,

State of Student Aid and Higher Education in Texas, April 2006
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Work Affects Persistence: Fewer Than Half of U.S.
Freshmen Who Work Full-time Their First Year
Remain in School for Three Years

Work and Persistence in School: Status in 1998 of Students Who Began Postsecondary Education in 1995,
by Hours Worked per Week While Enrclled Their First Year (Students Who Obtained
an Associate’s Degree Mot Shown)
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Research suggests that the students who are the mast likely to remain in school are thaose who wark fawer than 15 hours par
wiak. Interestingly, students who wiork modest hours are even more likely to remain in schoal than students who don't work
at all, perhaps because thay learn to manage thair time more affectively than students who don't work: 67 percent of
freshmen who bagan postsacondary education in the U5, in 1995 and who wiorked 1 to 14 hours per wee k their first year
wizrz still enrolled in a four-yaar school thrae years later By contrast, fewer than half of freshmen who workad 35 or morz
hours per week their first yaar wera still enrolled three years later, and only 14 parcent werne enrolled in a four-year school.
Diata on Texas undergraduates are not available,

Sources: Berefits of working modsst hours: amedcan Councll on Education, Snachal Cholces: How Studants' Financial Dedsbons Affect Thar &odemic Success. ogueline E King. 2002

v wacanatadbookstorwpdf 2000 _cnudal_choloes pdf s &ll other: US, Depatmant of Education, Matkoral Canter for Education Statktks, "Beginring Postsecondary Studenis(BPS: 2001 1‘G
v wniesed govdas),
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Work Affects Completion: Only 8 Percent of U.S.
Freshmen Who Work Full-time Their First Year
Complete a Bachelor’s Degree in Six Years

Work and Degres Completion: Status in 2001 of Students Who Began Postsecondary
Education in 1995, by Hours Worked per Week While Enrolled Their First Year
(Students Who are 5till Enrelled Mot Shown)
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Most undergraduates take more than four years to complete a bachelors degree®. Reasons for this phenomenaon vary, but
include the following: (1) pursuing a degree that requires more than 120 credit hours, (2) pursuing rmore than one degrae, (3)
changing the degree plan or major, (4) taking extra courses beyond those needed to graduate, (5) leaving or “stopping out”
of school for a while, and, (&) transferring from one institution to anothar For students whao work full-time, degree complation
can take even longer, or not occur at all: only & percent of studerts who began postsecondary education in the LLS. in 1995
and who worked 25 or more hours perweaek thair first year had obtained a bachelors degres by 2001, comparad to 57
percent of those who worked only 1 to 14 hours perweaek. Among those who worked full-time their first yiear, over half—

52 percant — had laft higher education by 2001 without obtaining a certificate or degrae of any kind. Data on Texas
undergraduates, and on undargraduates who worked full-time while enrolled in highar grade levels, are not available

® Students in the U5 who received bachelor's degrees in AY 1999-2000 and who had not stopped out of school for more than sic months
aweraged 55 monthes from first enroliment to degres completion, with the numbervarying from 51 months for students who attended only

one irstitution to 59 months for those who attended two.

Source: Tima to degras compledon: WS, Capartmant of Education, Condition of Education: Studant Effort and Educational Frogress thitpyinoesed govprog rames oa/ 2803 sectiond indica- )
tor21aspt: Al othar WS, Capartmant of Eduction, Beginning Postseoondary Studants (20011 (www.noas.ad.govidast.
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Ready, Willing & Unable:

A summary of TG's comprehensive study on how financial
barriers to college are eroding progress toward closing the
gaps and threatening Texas' social and economic future.
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How financial barriers obstruct bachelor-degree
attainment in Texas*

*All information below comes verbatim from Ready, Willing & Unable: How financial barriers
obstruct bachelor-degree attainment in Texas, TG Research, December 2006

Community Benefits from higher education

"Higher education fueled the Texas economic engine with $33.2 billion per year." For every

dollar invested in higher education, the return on investment in the economy was $5.50. (Source:
Office of the Comptroller, The Impact of the State Higher Education System on the Texas Economy, 2005)

Graduates with a four-year degree were 22 percent more likely to vote than high school

graduates in the 2004 election. (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, "Reported Voting Rates in Presidential Election
Years, by Selected Characteristics: November 1964 to 2004)

For every four-year degree holder who is incarcerated, there are 12 incarcerated individuals
who only completed high school. According to the Institute for Higher Education Policy, less
than one-half percent of four-year degree holders nationwide reported receiving public
assistance in 2003. Similarly, studies have shown the unemployment rate is consistently and

considerably lower for four-year degree holders than those with less education. (Source: U.S.
Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, February 2005)

Barriers to higher education

By the time students reach the ninth grade, a majority (61 percent) have already made a

decision whether or not to try to attend college. (Source: Advisory on Student Financial Assistance, Empty
Promises: The Myth of College Access in America, June 2002)

Low-income communities more often see the casualties of higher education. Pursuing a college
degree entails substantial financial risk, especially for low-performing or working students...low
income communities may see higher drop-out rates due to the rising pressure on those who

must work and attend school full-time. (Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment Standards
Administration, History of Federal Minimum Wage Rates)

Latinos and African Americans, who make up a disproportionate share of low-income students,
tend to also have different concepts of financial assistance and affordability that are typically
shaped by the social networks, norms, attitudes, and experiences of neighborhoods and

communities. (Source: "The Meaning of Money: Perceptual Differences Between College Counselors and Low-
Income Families About College Costs and Financial Aid", August 2006)

Socioeconomic variables and perceived cost become stronger factors as students progress
through high school...By the time students are high-school age, roughly 66 percent of low-

income families have saved less than 10 percent of the costs of higher education. (Source:
"Parents' Views on the Value of a College Education and How They Will Pay for It," Journal of Student Financial Aid
27, no0.1, 1997)

Most low-income parents are struggling just to pay rent and keep food on the table; many
depend on the financial contributions of their children just to make ends meet. Within this
context, the rising cost of college and the perception that it is not affordable deflates parental
expectations for their children.
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Most students want to attend college...However, achieving this dream becomes much more
difficult for disadvantaged students who have lower incomes, especially if they are the first in
their family to go to college. These students and their families are often either under-informed
or misinformed about the cost of attending college, the amount of financial aid available and the
complexity of applying for college.

A recent survey of California Latino students found that most overestimated the costs of

attending public four-year universities, only 36 percent felt that the costs of attending college

outweigh the benefits, and only 18 percent referred to loans as a way to pay for college. (Source:
Perceptions of College Financial Aid Among California Latino Youth, The Tomas Rivera Policy Institute, June 2006)

Graduation Rates

Table 5.1 Graduation Rates by Race/Ethnicity?

- Percent by Year
Race/Ethnicity 1996 2000 5004
African American a9 77 83
Asian/Pacific Islander 86 89 a3
Hispanic a4 73 78
Mative American 74 79 84
White 83 87 39
State Overall 75 81 85

Source: TEA, Secondary School Completion and Dropouts in TX Public Schoals (2006)

The recommended methodology is one of several that the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) employed in a reanalysis of data reported by the state education agencies
through the last several years.

Only 8.7 percent of students who graduated in 1998 did so under the Recommended option. Of
the 2000 graduating class, 39 percent of students received a diploma with either Recommended
or Distinguished credentials.

The proportion of graduates with Recommended or Distinguished credentials also considerably
across race/ethnicity. For example, in the class of 2004, 60 percent of graduating African
American students did so under either the Recommended or Distinguished curriculum. In
contrast, 83 percent of graduating Asian/Pacific Islander students received a Recommended or
Distinguished diploma.

Table 5.2 Texas High School Graduation Rates®

. Percent by TEA Percent by MCES
Method Methed

1996 75 (03

1998 79 a9

2000 &l 71

2002 B3 71

2004 85 77

Source: TEA, Secondary School Completion and Diropouts in TK Public Schools (2008)
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Table 5.3 Graduation Curriculum by Raca/Ethnicity®

- Percent Curriculum Type in 2000 Percent Curriculum Type in 2004
e oy Minimum College Prep'® Minimum College Prep

African American 74 26 40 &0
Asian/Pacific Islander 44 56 17 83
Hispanic 65 35 32 68
Mative American &3 37 35 &5
White 57 43 30 7

State Owverall &1 39 32 =]

Source: TEA, 2000-2000 State Performance Report; 2004-2008 State Performance Report

Upping the Standards

Freshman beginning high school in Fall of 2004 will graduate having taken the Recommended
curriculum. Students entering ninth grade in 2007/08 must meet the additional requirements of
a fourth year each of science and mathematics...One of the strongest predictors of both
enrollment in college and completion of college is the level of the courses taken during high

school, especially those in mathematics. (Source: Texas Education Agency, Briefing Book on House Bill 1,
79th Legislature, 3rd Called Session, June 2006)

The significance of this curriculum change cannot be overstated...The majority of Texas
students in the class of 2009 will effectively be academically prepared for college, regardless of
family background and income, school location, and parental expectations towards
postsecondary education...Behind that instruction has been a promise -- sometimes implicit and
at other times explicit -- that those who graduate with the right classes, college will be made
accessible.

Affordability

Concerns about college affordability undermine the good work of policymakers and college
advocates in eliminating barriers to higher education.

Texas high school students who took college preparatory classes -- those required by the
Recommended High School Program (Recommended) or the Distinguished Achievement
Program (Distinguished) -- were much more likely to go to college than those who graduated
with the minimum curriculum. Among Texas high school graduates of 2004-05, only a quarter
of those with the minimum diploma went on to enroll in a Texas college later that fall. In
contrast, over half of those with Recommended diplomas, and three-quarters of those with
Distinguished diplomas, enrolled in college by 2005.

Table 6.1 Texas 200405 High School Graduatas
By Diploma Type and Enmliment Status in Texas Higher Education

Fall 2005"
Mt
Curriculum Enrolled % |Enrclled % [ Total ®e|  Total £
Minimurm 75 25 100 66,380
Recommended 43 57 100 151,901
Distinguished 24 7a 100 21,435

Source: THECE ad hoc report, 2006,
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Economically disadvantaged, but academically prepared, high school graduates went to college
at a much lower rate than their equally prepared but more financially secure, peers (47 percent
and 65 percent respectively)

Table 6.2 Texas 2004-05 High 5chool Graduates
by Diploma Type, Family Economic Status, and Enrollmeant
Status in Texas Higher Education in Fall 20057

Type of Mot
Diploma Enrolled % |Enrolled % | Total % Total #
Ecenomically Disadvantaged Minimurm a3 17 100 24 069
College Prep* 53 47 100 51,242
Mot Economically Minimurn 71 29 100 42,31

Dizadvantaged

College Prep* 36 65 100 122,094

Source: THECE ad hoc report, 2006,
*Mate: High school graduates with either the Recommended or Distinguished diplomas.

Economically disadvantaged, but academically prepared students chose two-year colleges at a
much higher rate than four-year schools, 60 percent and 41 percent respectively. National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) research shows that those students starting at a two-
year school, but with aspirations to transfer to a four-year program, are less likely to earn a
degree within eight years of high school graduation than students who start at four-year
institutions. (Source: Advisory Committee on Student Assistance, Mortgaging Our Future: How Financial Barriers
Undercut America's Global Competitiveness, September 2006)

Talble 6.3 Texas 2004-05 High School Graduates
by Diploma Type, Family Economic Status and School Type Enrcliment
Status in Texas Higher Education in Fall 2005%

2-yr 4-yr
Curriculum |Enrelled % |Enrelled % | Total % Total #
Econormically Disadvantaged Minimum a9 11 100 3,969
College Prep* &0 41 100 22,803
Mot Econornically Minimum a8 12 100 11,777

Disadvantaged
Collzge Prep* 47 53 100 70,229

Sowirce: THECE ad hoc report, 2006,
*Miote: High school graduates with either the Recommendead or Distinguished diplomas. Percentages
ara rounded.

34,786 Hispanics with college-preparatory diplomas were from economically disadvantaged
families. This represents over half of all academically prepared Hispanic graduates. In
contrast, only eight percent of white academically qualified high school graduates were from
economically disadvantaged families. For each race/ethnicity group, those who were more
financially secure enrolled in college at higher rates than their economically disadvantaged, but
equally qualified, peers.
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Table 6.4 Texas 2004-05 High School Graduates with College-preparatory Diplomas®
by Family Economic Status, Race/Ethnicity, and Enrolliment
Status in Texas Higher Education in Fall 20058

Mot Enrolled
Race/Ethnicity Enrg{!led % Total % | Total ¢
Hispanic 55 45 100 34,786
) ) African American 49 51 100 8088
Economically Disadvantaged

White 30 50 100 0,707
Orther 35 =53 100 1,683
Hispanic 45 55 100 26,153
, African American 42 58 100 13,212

Mot Economically ’
Disadvantaged White 3 &9 100 76,599
Other 34 &6 100 8,130

Source: THECB ad hoc report, 2006,
*Mote: High schoal graduates with either the Recommended or Distinguished diplomas. Percentages
are rounded.

An estimated 22,200 - 47,000 college prepared high school graduates from 2004 may not be
able to earn a four-year degree by 2012 primarily due to financial barriers. 47,000 is the same
figure as the goal for additional four-year degrees in the Closing the Gaps report.

Table 6.8 Estimated Texas 2003-04 High School Graduates by Family Income,
by College Preparedness, Bachelor Degree Attainment, and Estimated Loss Dagraes'?

College P d | Projected Loss of BA
Family | e lzesbs Ea :)neec?: Biﬁ:lr;r’s "g: rZes BZSE to
2003 Family Income | ¢radyates # | Graduates % (Algebra 1) S :
Degree by 2012 Financial Barriers
Method | Method
YES NO YES MO £ 5
L # ] % # #
Under $35,000 101,600 42% 66% 67,000 34600 [ 43% 28800 |38200( 24800 | 14100
435,000 to §74,999 77,100 32% T75% 57,800 | 19200 | 50% 28900 |28900( 17400 8,100
475,000 to §99,999 35,600 15% a4 29900 | 5700 &4% 19,100 (10,700 4 800
4100,000 and over 25,500 1% o0y 22,900 | 2,500 | 80% 18400 | 4500
Grand total 239,716" 100% 100% 177,600 | 62,000 | 100% 95,200 |az400 | 47000 | 22200

Source: WCES, ELS(2002): THECE and TEA ad hocreport 2008

*Mote: Represents actual number from TEA, while athers are estimates rounded to the nearest hundred based on a sample from NELS:
1985, Therefore, column totals will sum while row computations may not.

Method #1: computes the loss of bachelors degraes based onthe degres attainmeant rate of high-income graduates.
Method #2: computes the loss of bachelor’s degrees based onthe degree attainment rate of middle-income graduates.
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Table 6.4 Texas 2004-05 High School Graduates with College-praparatory Diplomas®
by Family Ecomomic 5tatus, Race/Ethnicity, and Enrollment
Status in Texas Higher Education in Fall 20058

Mot Enrclled
Race/Ethnicity En ngt'd % Total % | Total#
Hispanic 55 45 100 34,786
: : African American 49 51 100 B 085
Ecenomically Disadvantaged

White 50 50 100 &, 707
Cither 35 &5 100 1,683
Hispanic 45 55 100 26,153
: African American 42 58 100 13,212

Mot Economically :
Disadvantaged White 31 &9 100 76,599
Other 34 66 100 6,130

Source: THECB ad hocrepaort, 2006,
*Mata: High school graduates with aither the Recommended or Distinguished diplomas. Parcentages
are roundead.

With more Texas high school graduates completing a college-preparatory curriculum, the
inability to close the gap in four-year degree attainment by income level will produce even larger
numbers of "lost" bachelor degrees. Students may be able to matriculate, but unless college
is made more affordable, college students will not be able to achieve their goal of earning
a four-year degree. Eliminating these financial barriers would allow Texas to reach the
Closing the Gaps goals for degree attainment.

Affordability I

For students attending Texas public four-year schools, tuition and fees represent only 30
percent of total costs, and just 16 percent of total costs at Texas public two-year schools.

Along with rent, utility bills, food, transportation, books, and supplies, the total cost of education
can quickly add up to several times the cost of tuition and fees. Yet, these are all costs the
student must pay and so they much be taken into account when considering student aid policy.

Table 8.1 Average College Costs by School Type for Texas and the Nation

2004-2005%
Public 4-Year Public 2-Year Private 4-Year
Mation Texas Mation Texas Mation Texas
Tuition and Fees 55,056 54,439 52,428 51,795 | $19.317 | 516483
Books and Supplies 5954 S889 5968 L0934 So20 5023
Room and Board* 56,789 56,533 56,321 55,440 57,237 55,951
Other Expenses* $3012 | %3185 | $2861 | %2959 | 51975 | 62,397
Total $15,811 | 515046 | $12,578 | 511,129 | 529449 | 325754

*Used on-cam pus for private four-year schools and off-campus, not with family, for all public schaols

Source: US Department of Education, IPEDS (2004) |
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Texas remains a low-cost higher education state, especially for students attending four-year
private schools. However, recent increases in public four four-year tuition and fees have
narrowed the gap in overall education costs between Texas and the nation to five percent.

In 1976-1977, tuition and fees at public four-year schools nationally costs $2,192 in constant
2006 dollars, and 77 percent of student aid was in the form of grants. In 2006-2007, tuition and
fees at public four-year schools nationally cost $5,836, and in 2005-2006 only 39 percent of aid

was composed of grants. (Sources: The College Board, Trends in College Pricing 2006; The College Board,
Student Aid Tables and Charts, 1963-64 to 2005-06)

In 2005, the median family income in Texas was more than $6,000 below the national median
($49,769 vs. $55,832). Fourteen percent of Texas families in 2005 were living below the
poverty line, compared to the national figure of only 10 percent. More than one-fifth of Texas
children (those under 18 years old) lived in poverty in Texas in 2005.

Pell Grants

The amount of Pell Grants awarded to Texas students has nearly doubled since Award Year
(AY) 2000-2001 from $572 million to just over $1 billion in AY 2004-2005. However, the
average Pell Grant award in Texas has grown at a more moderate rate from $2,035 in AY 2000-
2001 to $2,501 in AY 2004-2005.

With the rise in cost of college, the buying power of the Pell Grant has actually declined over the
last three decades. Nationally, in AY 1975-1976, the maximum Pell Grant covered 84 percent
of the cost of attendance at a four-year public university. In contrast, only 33 percent of the cost
of a four-year public university can now be met with a maximum Pell Grant award.

Figure 8.2 Pall Grant Maximum Award as a Percentage
of Institutional Cost of Attendance®®
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Source: ACSEA, Access Denied (2001 | The Coliege Board, SAT Cohort Averages (2006)
and FAQ about the new SAT (2008)
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State Grants: Texas behind the national average

In AY 2003-2004, nationally, 15 percent of undergraduates received a state grant; in Texas,
only nine percent received state-funded grants. Twenty-seven percent of Texas students
received some form of federal grant. (Source: U.S. Department of Education, NPSAS)

Over half of all direct student aid in the United States is in the form of student loans. In Texas,

loans to students represent two-thirds of all student aid. (Source: Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board, Bentson Report)

Working and Going to College

During AY 2003-2004, 34 percent of Texas students with unmet need worked full-time while

enrolled, 44 percent attended part-time and 45 percent delayed enrollment. (Source: U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, NPSAS)

Working while in enrolled is one way students can try to mitigate the costs of attending college,
but working long hours while enrolled can have a detrimental effect on schoolwork and
persistence to a degree. In Texas, three-fourths of undergraduates worked while enrolled; for

those who did work, the average work week was 31 hours. (Source: U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, NPSAS)

Eighty-two percent of Texas students working full time attended school part time, compared to

just 45 percent of Texas students working between one and 14 hours per week. (Source: U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, NPSAS)

Only eight percent of students who began post-secondary education in 1995 and worked full
time their first year had obtained a bachelor's degree by 2001, compared to 57 percent of those

who worked only between one and 14 hours per week. (Source: U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, Beginning Postsecondary Students 2001)

Flgure 7.1 Waork and Completion: Status in 2001 of Students who began Postsecondary Education in 1995,
by Hours Workad par Week while Enrollad their First Year {students wheo are still enrolled not shown)"
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O Mo degree, not enrolled O Attained AA or certificate @ Attained bachelor's |

Sounrce: Mchditlion, (2005)

Speeding Down a Dead End Street 78



Retention research shows that persistence declines when students are less involved in campus
life. Working full-time, often in off-campus jobs, undermines students' relationship to the school,
jeopardizing their odds of earning a degree. Keeping workloads below 15 hours per week
appears to improve one's chance of earning a degree, especially if that job is on campus.
Unfortunately, 92 percent of Texas students who work while enrolled have off-campus jobs, and

97 percent of Texas students who work full-time have off-campus jobs. (Source: U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics)

Nationally, from 1965 unti1981, an undergraduate could have paid for a year of education at a
public university -- including tuition, food and housing -- by working about 24 hours per week at
a minimum wage job...by 2002 an undergraduate would have had to work 55 hours per week
every week of the year to pay for tuition, fees and living expenses associated with two

semesters of attendance at public university. (Source: | worked my way through college, you should too",
Post Secondary Education Opportunity, Number 125, November 2002)

Fgure 7.2 Hours of Minimum Wage Work Neaded per Week to Pay for a Public University Undergraduate Education, 1964 to 2002
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Recommendations

1. Increase need-based grant aid.

2. Fully fund the TEXAS Grant and Texas Educational Opportunity Grant programs. The
47,000 bachelor degrees lost due to financial barriers occur exclusively among high school
graduates who take college-preparatory curriculums. The TEXAS Grant focuses on the most
academically prepared and financially needy, which overlaps with the targeted 47,000 college-
qualified students.

*All material comes straight from December 2006 TG report "Ready, willing and unable: How
financial barriers obstruct bachelor-degree attainment in Texas
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What Others Are Saying &)

END 4

Editorials and articles on TEXAS Grants and Texas'
financial aid crisis.
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Financial aid penalty planis
unique to Texas

@ Critics say push
for loans, tying
grants to on-time
graduations could
hurt the needy

By MATTHEW TRESAUGUE

HOUSTON CHRONICLE

Gov, Rick Perry's call for
college students who don't
graduate on time to repay
grant money might discourage
low-income and some His-
panic students from pursuing
higher education, some critics
say.

The governor is seeking an
averhaul of the state's finan-
cial aid programs, with the
goal of encouraging more stu-
dents to graduate faster. His
plans include more money for
lpans and additional require-
ments for those receiving
grants.

The grants, which typically
don't have to be repaid, would
become zero-interest loans for
those who do not graduate
within the specified time of
their certificate or degree pro-
gram, No other state has such
a policy that penalizes stu-
dents who take longer to eamm
a degree, education experts
said.

The proposal’s critics said
they worry about  students
from poor families losing ac-
cess b0 universities at a time
when state leaders, including
Peryy, are promotlng greater
enrollment,

State Sen. Rodney Ellis, a
Houston Democrat, said that
lawmakers debared financial aid
at length during the previous
legislative session, producing
the consensus “that we cannot
add more restrictions and rely
on more loans if we hope to
close the gaps and open the door
to college to more Texans,”

Ells would rathéer sée an ex-
pansion of the TEXAS Grants
program, which provides mon-
ey for those who show financial
need and complete the required
coursework in high school or at
a community college. About
25,000 eligible students did not
receive the grant last year for
lack of funds.

“The bottom line is we're

trying to get more high-tech
graduates, and we need to get
them in the dootr,” said Jeremy
Warren, a spokesman for Ellis.
“Outr competitors are doing a
better job.”

Emphasis on grants

Other states rely maore on
grants because the federal gov-
ernment is the primary provider
of student loans, New York, for

example, spent $910 million, or
£47 per capita, in grant aid in
2005, according to the National
Association of State Student
Grant and Aid Program’s most
recent SUrvey.

Texas, meanwhile, spent
$362 million, or $16 per capita.

Donald Heller, an associate
profeseor at Pennsylvania State
University’s Center for the
Study of Higher Education, said
several states are trying to be
more innovative with financial
aid — to get more from their in-
vestment — but few are consid-
ering more loans.

“If your goal is m.wﬂ:lg ac-
cess, grant aid is the best
mechanism after low tuition,”
Heller said. “If you say ‘loan,’
you'ne scaring the very pooplc
you're trying to atiract.”

Grants, not loans, influence a
prospective student’s decision
to enrcll, two University of
Texas System attorneys wrote
in a recent report on financial
aid strategy to a federal com-
mission. Loana and on-campiis
jobs, however, may increase re-
tention and graduation rates.

In response, U.5. Education

COLLEGE
ASSISTANCE
Current funding
# TEXAS Grant: $331.7
million
m Taxas

Grant: $9
million
u Tultion Equilization Gramt:
$211.9 million
# B-on-Time Loan: $20.7
rillion
m Other ald programs: $25.3
million
u Totak $601.5 million

Proposed funding
Would combine TEXAS
Grant, Texas Education
Dipportunity Grant and
Tuition Eguilization Grant
into new Tuition Assistance
Grant:

m TEXAS Grant: $197.3

million

& Texas Educational
Grant: 52 5

million

® Tultion
$153.5 million

= TUltlon ASSISLAnce Grant
{new): $139 million

n Texas Technology
(mew): $43.7 million

u B-on-Thma Loan: $405.3
million

o Other ald programs: 323
millian

u Totak $964.3 million

-a

Secretary Margaret Spellings
called for increased spending on
need-based Pell Grants,

Perry has proposed increas-
ing the overall outlay for finan-
cial aid $362.8 million, or &0
percent. Fewer dollars would be
allocated for grants, while the
interest-free  B-on-Time loan
Program from
$20.7 million to $405.3 million

year.
Under the four-year-old pro-
, the state forgives the
m for students who graduate
in four years with a B average.
The program was conceived as a
way to help middle-income stu-
dents and parents to pay tuition
and fees.

The vast majority of new stu-
dents will be Hispanic, accord-
ing to population projections.
Yet an aversion to loans is com-
mon among students from first-
generation college, inunigrant
or low-income backgrounds, re-
searchers said.

Mational surveys show that
needy Hispanics are less likely
to borrow than other ethnic
groups. For example, students
graduate from the University of
Texas at El Paso, where four-
fifths of the enrollment is His-
panic, with the lowest average
indebtedness among public re-
search institutions in the coun-
try.

Long way around

Short on cash, many stu-
dents leave school for semesters
at a time to work or take fewer
classes because the textbooks
are t00 expensive, causing them
to graduate in eight, nine and
even 10 years, if at all, experts
said.

The reascns behind the loan
phobia, observers say, include
lack of knowledge about finan-
cial aid, fear of debt and sticker
shock.

“It's not that they won't take
loans, but they're reluctant,”
said Deborah Santiago, vice
president for policy and re-
search at Excelencia in Educa-
tion, & nonprofit based in Wash-
ington, D.C. “When they see
that tuition is $20,000, which is
as much as their family makes
in a year, they fear the implica-
tions of not finishing.”

Jesus Vigil, a University of
Houston student who receives a
TEXAS Grant, said t;rlng more
requirements to aid would not
send a welcoming message to
the state's poorest students.

CONTINGED ON
Next Pace
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“I don't know anyone who
F?d“ﬂm in four years,"” he
said. “It could hurt some
people. The University of Hous-
ton is a commuter school, and
nearly everybody works. "

Vigil is on pace to earn a
bachelor's degree in comiiini-
cations in five years despite
working two jobs to help with
the mmgase on his mother's
house. “If it weren’t for thase i
grants,” he said, “T wouldn't be
able to afford college.”

macthew, tresaugue@chron,com
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Price of college
rising too quickly
for aid to keep up

Annual price grows
6% at four-year public
schools, report finds
By Justin Pope

ASEUCINTGY Pk

It's what passes for good
news right now for students
and parents: This year, the
price of college went up only
somowhat faster than the cost
of everything else.

Tuition and fees at public

four-vear -public colleges this -

fall roee $344, or 6.3 percent, to
an average of 85,836, according
to the College Board's annual
Trends in College Pricing
report, released Tueaday.

Accounting for inflation, the
increase was only 2.4 percent,
the lowest in six vears,

But published prices are up
35 percent over the past five
years, the largest such increase
since the College Board began
keoplng data in the 1970s.

Even though most students
don't pay the full list price,
financial aid isn't keeping up.

The College Board atudy
found that tuition and fees in
Toxas rose, on average, & per-
cent to §1,604 at community col-
leges in the past year, § percent
to §5840 at public fouryear
schools and 7 percent to $10,225
at private schools,

Accounting for grant ald
from the government and other

sources the actual cost for the
typleal student nationwide is
substantially lower than the
sticker price: about %2700 in
20607, But that's 8 percent
higher than last year.

At private four-vear colleges,
published tuition and fees rose
59 percent to an average of

year to $134.8 billion, Over the
past decade, it has nearly dou
bled, even accounting for infla-
tion, But on a per-student basis,
grantajdisjust inching upward.
Students are borrowing the reat,
often from private lenders,

Financial aid in Texas has
increased in rocent years but
&t falls far short of the need,
according to studies by the
Texas Higher Education Coor-
dinating Board and other
organizatinns

For example, funding for the
state’s main need-based grant
program, the Texas Grant, has
increased nearly sixfold sines
the 2000-01 state budget, to 332
million.

However, more than 70,000
students aligible for a grant

$22.218. Accounting for finan- aren't getting one in the carrent

cial aid, the net price {s $13,200. biennium

Public two-year colleges,
which educate nearly half of
American college students, had
the best showing. There,
tuition and fees rose just 4.1
percent to $2,272,

Price reductions in Califor-
nia, home to more than a fifth
of the nation's two-year public
college students, checked the
average incteass nationally.

Community colleges remain

because full funding
would require nearly twice that
S,

Colleges defend the price
increases by pointing to grow-
ing enrollment demands and
saving that teaching and
research aren't like other busi-
nesses, where the main costs
can often be reduced through
greater efficlency withont

harming quality.

a tremendous bargain relative Additional material from staff writer

to other schools. Accounting
tor finaneial aid, the College
Board estimates, their average
net cost actually declined this
year and s less than $100.

At the four-vear state school
lewvel, the price increases baffle
many students and parents
because state finances are
fairly healthy,

Spending by states on higher
education has increased nearly
10 percent over the past two
years, or by about $6 billion. But
tho extra funds have merely
slowed tuition increases, not
stopped them,

Spending from all sources on

student aid rose 3.7 percent last

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

FRealiph BM, Haurwitz.

Costly college

College pricas have been sharply
rlsing in all sectors since the
mid-"dz. Tultlon and fees at
public four-year colleges rose
6.3 percent this academic year,

Average published tuition
and fees, in thousands of '06
dollars
[ 2-year
M 4-vear
public 168
W 4-year
private

199657 2006-'07
Distribution of undergradustes at
four-year Institwtions, by
published tuition and fees in '06

rs

and under
9%

$27,000
and over..........

Source: Collage Board
NOTE: Numbers are raunded,
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College study:
Poorest students
not getting help

Many institutions use
funding to influence
where higher-income
students attend

By Justin Pope

ARSOCIATED PHESS

independent report on
higher sducation fiunks moat
states when it comes to afford-
ability while giving better but
&till mixed grades in other ar-
mas, Aieh ag college participa.
tion and completion rates,
The biennial study by the
National Center for Public
Paliey and Higher Education
evaluates how well higher ed-
ucation is serving the public —
and leaves little doubt where

received “F"s for affordability,
up from 26 two years ago. The
others got “D"s, except Utal
and California, each of which
gota “C."

The report card uses a range
of measurements to give states
gradea on the performance of
their public and private col-
leges.

The report card gave half the
states “A"s or “B"s for student
preparation, considering mea-
surements such as math as-
segsment and Advanesd
Placement scores. Most states
alsogot A"z or “B"s in degres
cmleﬁm

e affordability grade: is
hmedﬂnhwmuchofﬂn“

&rage family's income it costs

to go to college.” |

Almost everywhars, that '

figure fs up, even accounting
for financial aid, which has
risen but not as fast as tultion.

The report card notes that
increases in state and federal
aid, though substantial,
haven't kept up with demand
and prices. The study, along
with a separate report pub-
lished last week by the Educa-
tion Trust, a Washington think
tank, also says colleges arent
doing enough to help the
neediest students.

Colleges' own funds, which
comprise the largest portion of
financial aid, ave increasbingly
being used fo lure high-
achieving students who booat
a school's reputation but
might not uoad financial help

in the iast deesde and a half
over how (collegesjapend theic
money,” National -Center
President Patrick Callan said.
“It used to be about giving
students  opportunitivs  they
wouldn't otherwise have. Mow
it’s about giving them money
to go to one college instoad of
another.”

The Education Trust study
found that the average student
from the wealthiest famjlies
gels nesrly as much grant aid
as the average student from
the poorest.

mmmuw e

By a

Lond - Seowm U College”

In Texas, studies show, low-
income students attend college
and graduate at much lower
rates than their more affluent
counterparts. They also pay a
greater pumntm of family
income for than
highar- hnmttuc!anl:

Inadequata government

funding aleo takes a toll.

Thousandsof students whoare
eligible for the state’s primaty
ﬁmmntwﬂl'tﬂeln‘ne

year bacause the program
s underfunded

-+ College tuition is going up in
'Tuaa. meanwhile, overall

funding for higher education
hasn't kept pace with enroll-
ment increases and inflation
costs, according to a report by
the Southern Regional Educa-

tion Board.

A atate grant program
formed to help lower-income
students with college costs is
struggling to keep up with de-
mand. Texas Grants ls now
$200 millton short of what it
needs to fund all eligible stu-

dents.

Additional material from staff writer

Laura Helnauer.
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Cost of college often the hardest

test

Fifth In an occasional series

By Ralph K.M. Haurwitz
and Laura Heinauer
AMERICAN-STATESMAN BTALY

Kathy Martinez, a senlor at Texas
State University-8an Marcos, ia
grateful for state and federal grants
that cover her tuition and books. But

she sacrifices study time by working -

at @ Red Lobster vestaurant to pay
rent and other bills. And she’s taken

out abowut §5,000 in loans.
It's tough to make ends meet, said
e 22-year-oid criminal Justice ma-
jor, admitting that she's sometimes
te paying the rent as she chooses
among food, lights and other ex-
penses. She depends partly on free
food at work but conceded, “Those
Cheddar Bay biscuite can kind of get
to vou after o while.”
Martinez i& one of the more fortu-
nate low-income students in Texas.
Thousands of students who are
eligible for a state grant age not get-
ting one because the program is

underfunded.

Low-incomé students in Texas,
most of whom are members of
minority groups, attend college and
graduate at much lower rates than
their more affluent counterparts,
largely because too little has been
dome to address the biggest barrier to
& college degree: cost.

MNeedy students are taking on siz-
abledsbt, owingan averageof §21,590
by the time they graduate from a
Texas public university.

And many, like Martinez, work
long heurs even though studies
show that students who work
more than 15 hours a week are
less likely to stay in school than
students who have more h.mu to
hit the books.

Current educational and de-
mographic trends — notably,
the rapid increase in the stato's
number of Hispanies, whose
college graduation and house
hold income levelsare the lowest
of any group — point to a wor-
risome future for Texas, with a
lgss capable . work force and
deeper poverty. -

Finoncial aid is an a.mqutial
toal in any effort to reverse thesa
trends. But such aid, while ris-
ing, has not kept pace with col-
loge conts, and the widening gap
has made higher education leaa
affordable

after financial aid 4s tulmn into
account.

The problem is not confined to
Texas. Nationwide, good siu-
dents from high-income families
are three times more likely to
earn a bachelor's degree than
equally qualified aludeui.e Mo
puorfamﬂjnl.

"Kads bopn theitop income
quartile hwe%mnﬂmmm"

sald Thomas Mortenson, a poli: -

cy analyst'with Bos ondsry
Education’ Opportu an
Towa: research _i‘rmnisa-
tion, “Kids’
qmmnmmofmm
mmwbenhlstopartmipam
in the American experience

It whsn't supposed to tumout
this way.

After President Lyndon
Johnson signed the Higher Ed-
ueation Act 40 years ago at Texas
State, his alma mater (then
known as Southwest Texas State
College), financial barriers fell
and the achievement gap be-
tween rich and poor narrowed.
But singe about 1880, the gap has
widened as state and federal

governments have put a higher
pt'lcﬁtsr on building prisons,
providing health -care and cut-
ting taxes, Martenson said.
Last year, college students in
Texas received morve than $4
billion in financial aid, includ-
grants, loans and part-time
jobs known as work-
study. More than threefourths
of the ald came from the federal

Studies uhmr that many low-
_income students are leery of
taking out loans out of congetn
that the debt will stick with
them for decades and affect de-
cisions on, whether to buy a
houss, get married or have

children.

A closer look at one of the
state’s ald programs shows that
need far cutstrips supply.

The state’s primary grant
progeam, the Texas Grant,
awards as mich as §4,180 annu-
ally to low-Income students who
took college-preparatory
cuurses in high school. But more
than 31,000 students — more
than a third of those eligible —
got nothing from the program in
the past two years.

And in the next two years, at
‘Jeast 54,000 eligible students
won't receive a Texag Grant.

The Legislature appripriated
$332 million for the biehnitm '

-

that began this fall, almpst §200.
million short of what' ¥
according to the

Eduication Coordinating Board:.

Stutlents make up shortiglls
in their financial aid packages
‘by taking on additivnal roeuin-

mates, eating a steady diet of |

ramen noodles, working extra
hours or racking wp credit card
debt. Some simply drop out.
Randl LeeAnn Crug, 23, an
Austin Community College stu-
dent majoring in nursins said
financial AErUgRles can

relationships. |

Criz, who recently got mar-
riéd, said her husband's income
now. enters into the federal for-
yaula used to caleulate financial

need. As a result, her aid pack-
age went down §3,000 a
semester.

“anytime you have to ask
someons else for money, it's
hard,” she said. “Thankfully,
his family helps us pay for day
care, Otherwise, Imight have to
reconsider school next semes-
ter.”

Cruz has one child, and the
coat af ghild care isn't consid-
ered in finpncial aid calcula-
tians: About one-fourth of un-
mﬂunta smdm in Texas

ﬂm wgerh abpm 0 hmm a
waek at financial aid of-
been eye-opening.

“I've see some peopls leave

with tears in their eyes,” she

said. "“They're just trying to get
ghead, and sometimes they just
walk out because they dom’t
think thera's any hope
anymore.”

Paying for college is especial-
ly daunting for students from
low- and moderate-ingome fam-
ilies, accordingto ananalysis by
Postsecondary Education Op-
portumity. In Texas, students
whose parents make less than
$20,000 & vear have the heaviest
burden: Their costs, including
those coversd by loans and
work, total three-fourths of thelr
parents’ income on average.

Furthermote, the state's pub-
lic institutions of higher learn-
ing, which about 90 percent of
gtudents in Texas attend, arenot
the bargains they once wWere,

The state’s 35 public univer-
sities have ralsed tuition and
fees 76 percent in the past four
vears. Othercosts bring the total
annual price to several hundred
dollars more than the national
average, according to the non-
profit ‘Texas Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Corp.

Costs are poised to rise still
higher as university governing
boards continue to exercize
tultion-setting authority that
state lawmakers ceded to them
in 2008, The governing boards
say the increasse are ssgsential
bacause of the declining share of
university budgets appropriat-
ed by the Legislature.

Tuition and fees at Texas State
are going up 7 percent next fall.
An advisory comimjttee at the
University of Texas has recom-
‘manded a 8.6 percent increase
‘néxt year and a 1.3 percent boost
“the fallowing year.

The state's pu-epmd tuition
program, under which familics
can lock in future tuition and
fees at current prices, was in-
tended to help guard against.
sticker shock. Buat the plan has
been closed to new participants
for three vears because of the
sh.arply rising tuitlon at some

UONTNU D ON
Reews Drae
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Without mere financial aid, .
Texas Wil be to achisve
the goals of Closing the Gaps by
2015, the state's higher educa-
-qpn plan, which sgeks to bring

nnml]manﬁanﬂ gradua-

rnf‘hiuh.nndumuan

m state {5 already falling
short of interim targets for
Hispanics.

“We're going to need hun-
dreds of millions of dollars more
in financial aid from all sources:
federal, state and private,”
Paredes said.

&uch a windfall doesn’t seem
likely to happen anytime soon.

The nonprofit National Cen:
tar for Public Policy and Higher
Education gave Texas a grada of
Dforaffordability, citinga “very
low” investment in aid. Texas
lawmakers have historically
shown a preference for pro-
grams that demand a certain
level of academic performance.

Students recelving the Texas
Grant must maintain a grade
point averageof? Gonad 0scale,
Recipients of the state's
interest-free  B-on-Time Loan
can have it forgiven altogether,
but in most cases anly if they
graduats in four vears with a B,
or 3.0, average.

Some states are more gener-
ous and attach fawer strings.

In the 2003-04 school year, New '
York awarded 8859 million in
need-based grant aid to students
at public and private colleges,
enough to provide every eligible
student with a grant and more
money overall than any state,
Texas spent $344 million on
need-based grants that year
New York requires students to
maintaln just a 2.0 grade point

_averageby their fourth semester
to remain eligible.

Indiana has seen its college-
going rates soar to 10th in the
nation partly because of & pro-
gram that covers the full cost of
tuition and fees for low-income
students at participating public
institutions, according to offi-
cials of that state's Commission
for Higher Education. Students
must abide by a pledge they sign
in middle school to commit no
crimes, stay away from drugs

“and aleohol, and graduate from
high school with at least a 2.0
average. A similar program in
Oklahoma covers tuition but not
fees.

Colleges in Texas and else-
where must work harder to cut
costs, use faculty more effec-
tively and otherwise reduce
pressure to raise tuition, said
Joni Finney, vice president of
the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education,

*Financial aid has been going
up. It just can't keep up with tu-
ition and the rising cost of the

-enterprise,” Finney said.
Attitudes will need tochange,
as well.
“Where I come from, collage is
still spen as 3 place for the smart
people who work in tall build-

ings” said Ashley Krejei, 21,

who grew up in rural West Texas
and 18 now a senior majoring in
criminal justice at Texas State.

She works up to 40 hours a
week and will have more than
$5,000 in debt after graduating.
But she has ho regrets.

“If there was something 1

could say to the pecple back

home, it would be that even
though it seems like a lot of
money, it is poasible to do it
Krejeisaid. “College truly is the
best investment you can make at
this time in your life.”

rhaurwitz@statesman.com; 445- 3604
Ihelnausr@statesman.com; 445-3504

Texas financial aid

Need-
$4 billion bases
ald awarded for 2003-04
schoaol year

Students
540,748 3uic
and private colleges and
univers|ties who received
need-based ald
Meed-based aid
that comes
from federal programs
wverage dif-
$5118? ;::r\enue be-
tween a student's financial

aid and federally deter-
mined actual need

$21,590 five-year

dabt of a public university
student borrowing to meet
need

31,000 i
bie for a grant under the

state’s main grant program-
who did not receive one

54 00 Meedy stu-
r dents who
won't get the main state

grant in the mext two years

Texas Higher Education
Gn-urdlnuﬂ MW Tiwas Guar-
Student Loan Sorp.

The role
of family income
College-prepared high
school graduates

from families

with incomes

greater than $75,008 a year
earn a bachelors degree.

219% i ocomes

less than $25,000 eam one.

Egh graders

59 with family in-
comes less than
§25,000 expect to finish.

Sources: LS. Advisory Commit-
tes on Student Financial Assis-
. mméTM Guarantead Sudent
g v

Ms and realities

Miyth: Students In families
with very low incomes re-
ceive ample financial aid.
Reality: Students from low-
and moderate-income fami-
lies in Texas and elsewhere
must shoulder — through
laans, work-study and
scrimping — a much larger
share of college costs. as a.
percentage of family in-
come, than students from
affluent families. ’

Miyth: You can wark your
way through college as peo-
ple did in the past.

Reality: The cost of college
has gone up sharply relative
to wages and inflation. A

| student earning minimum

| wage would have to work 55
hours a week year-round to
cover the full cost of attena-
ing a public university.

Myth: College is a bargain in
Texas compared with other
states. :

Reality: Although tuition and
fees at a four-year public
university in Texas still cost
less than the national aver-
age, the difference is nar-
rowing. And food, hmsmu
and

more in Texas, hnngmg the
average sticker price,
weighted for enroliment, for
the 2004-05 academic year
to §15,7656, or $552 above the
national average.

5uun:es. Post

secondary Ed
Ndhln , Tias GJ.IIEFI'I
baarl': h' Aan Corg.

920 oz

* than $75,000 expect to finish
) mlleus.

Burden heaviest for neediest

Lower-income students pay a greater percentage of family income
for coliege than higher-income students do. Figures are for
undergraduates supported by parents and enrolled full time at
public universities in Texas in 2004, ’

Annual cost
Parents’ of college to  Average percentage of lncome
income family* meeded topayeost
$0-319,399% $8,343 I S
$20,000-539,539 $9,764 I i
$40,000-559,098 12483 I 15%
$60,000-579,599  $13,172 NN 1%%
$80,000-599.599  $14242 AN 16%
$100,000 or more  $14,502 W 1%

* Annad college cast is tho average surn of tuition, fees, roam, board, books,
supplies, transportation and ather axpensis, mirus grants. Studems typically
cover the net cost with loans, part-time jobs and family contributions.

Source: Postsecondary Education Oppartunity
o

i

Lo *.-1:'-:.
i 4 o
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Messing with success

Texas Grants have provided thousands of young
people with the means to get a college education.
Why change a winning formula?

INCE its launch five years

ago, the state-funded Texas

Grants program has paid half

a billion dollars in public col-

lege tuition and fees for more
than 115,000 high school graduates
certified as financially needy. Minori-
ties, many the first in their family to at-
tend college, received 60 percent of the
grants. During that period, grant re-
cipients graduated or made scheduled
progress toward their degree at the
same or higher rates than students who
received no grant.

Texas is well below the national av-
erage for college graduates. With Texas
Grants” contribution to closing that
gap, one would think Texas lawmakers
would allow the program to continue
on its successful way. Instead, a bill in
the Texas Senate would combine Texas
Grants with another educational assis-
tance effort directed toward middle-
income students, B-On-Time. The pro-
posal would require students to gradu-
ate in four years or have their third-
and fourth year grants converted into
loans that must be repaid.

With its added restrictions, such a
merger would severely damage the ef-
fectiveness of Texas Grants, according
to Sen. Rodney Ellis, D-Houston, who
wrote the original legislation creating
the scholarship program after learning
about a similar effort in Georgia. As a
proud parent of an overachieving pro-
gram, he's trying to convince his col-
leagues that it doesn't make sense to
undermine one of the few proven pro-
ducers of minority college graduates at
a time when Texas needs an expanded
pool of educated workers to bolster
economic development.

“I think instead of closing the gap
between those who have a college de-
gree and those who don’t, that this will
widen the gap,” says Ellis.

According to figures supplied by the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating
Board, combining Texas Grants and B-
-+ On-Time would result in more than

sense either.

26,000 students losing Texas Grant
eligibility next year if current recipi-
ents are not grandfathered in for four
year eligibility. Another 20,000 stu-
dents would lose grant eligibility the
following year.

Some Texas Grant students take
longer to graduate than nongrant
graduates. This should come as no sur-
prise, considering that participants of-
ten lack family support and must work
to pay for books, room and board.
However, statistics show that after five
years, grant recipients graduate at the
same rate as nongrant students from
universities, and at higher rates than
nongrant counterparts at community
and technical colleges.

Proponents of the program merger
tout it as a way to move students
through the public university system
faster, freeing up space at crowded
state institutions. That ignores the fact
that courses necessary to graduate of-
ted are unavailable when students
need to take them. Also, some students
change majors as they mature and dis-
cover new fields of endeavor.

Meanwhile, lawmakers are keeping
hands off another state educational as-
gistance program, the Tuition Equal-
ization Program, which subsidizes
Texas students attending private col-
leges in the state. It provides funds to
make up the difference between state
and private school tuition. It seems a
strange ordering of priorities to impose
restrictions on low-income students
receiving state grants for public col-
leges while continuing to provide unre-
stricted subsidies for students attend-
ing private institutions.

As Ellis correctly points out, no one
is advocating cutting back on Tuition
Equalization or B-On-Time funding.
However, endangering Texas Grants,
the state's most successful college as-
sistance program for needy students,
doesn't make fiscal or educational
Lawmakers shouldn’t
tinker with what isn't broken.
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Don't further
shortchange students
at public colleges

he Legislature must start

treating Texas public universi-

ty students as well as it does
private college students when it comes
to financial aid.

Students who receive financial aid
grants from state programs must jump
higher academic hurdles if they attend
public universities than if they attend
private ones. The state’s main grant
programa are the TEXAS grants for
puhblic colleges and the Tultion Equal-
lzation Grant program for students
attending private schools.

State Sen. Rodney Ellis, D-Houston,
is rightly pushing to level that playing
fleld. The Leglslature neads to address
the lnequities in the programs and, at
the very least, maintain the current
level of financing for the TEXAS grant
programs even if that means cutting
the grants for private colleges.

The equalization grant program
serves an Important purpose. Private
colleges and universities, ranging
from the academically elite toreligious
and specialty schools, are vital to the
state's mix of higher education insti-
tutions. But Texas' public institutions
educate 10 times the number of stu-
dents. State grants for needy students
should reflect that reality.

Since 2000, the state has awarded
nearly as much money in need-based
tuition grants to students attending

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

private colleges ($513.3 milllon) as it
has to TEXAS grant students attending
public schools ($558.6 million). In these
tight budget times, the Lagislature s
considering cutting the TEXAS grant
program. It could avolid that by di-

verting a portlon of the Tultlon

Equalization Grant funding to TEXAS
grants. That makes economic sense,
considering enrollment figures.
There are other inequities, too. To
receiva TEXAS grants, public school

ghiadents must take nine credit hours.

per semester; private school students
who get equalization grants are re-
quired to take only six credit hours.
State law requires TEXAS grant stu-
dents to maintain a 2.6 grade point av-
erage, but there is no similar require-
ment for aqualization grant reciplents.

Thers shouldn't be lower standards
for private than public college stu-
dents. Also, students who chose pri-
vate schools can, and in some cases do,
get both types of need-based grants. But
TEXAS grant reclplents are not eligi-
ble for Tuition Equalization Grants.

It's very shortsighted to cut the
state's most successful tool for helping
needy students pay for college.

Those students are the potential sci-
entists, teacheors, computer englneers,
nurses, entrepreneurs and inventors
the state will nesd to keep its economy
vital.
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It ain’t broke

B Texas lawmakers should not
mess with the successful TEXAS
Grant program.

In its five years of operation, the
TEXAS Grant program has helped
more than 115,000 students — .
including more than 18,000 African-,
Americans and more than 64,000
Hispanics — pay tuition and fees at
colleges and universities.

By those numbers alone it should
be evident that the grants, which are
available to students with limited
resources to pay for higher educa-
tion, are an important tool for
preparing a work force that encom-
passes increasing numbers of raml
and ethnic minarities.

But the Legislature is considering
budgeting and other changes that
are likely to undermine a successful

Pprogram.

To qualify for the Toward Excel-
lence Access and Success Grant
program, students must complete
the “recommended”™ or "distin-
guished™ high school ::urrlmlum.
keep a 2.5 grade point in
college ahd come from ies that
can contribute only $4,000 to their
college education. Grants, which
average 33,590 a year for four-year
schools and $1,270 for community
colleges, can be renewed forup to
six years or until a is com-
pleted, whichever comes first.

The budget approved by the Sen-
ate includes a pool of $408 million
ate Bill 1 would allocate $294 million
to TEXAS Grants for the 2006-2007
biennium. On one level, that's a vic-
tory for the program’s supporters —
eaglier proposals would have pro-
vided only $194 million. However,

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

ye't'

even the higher number represents
a $30 million cut from current fund-

ing.

The House's budget includes
$322 million for the TEXAS Grant
program..

Besides mmld&ﬂng changes in
the program's funding, legislators
also are weighing restructuring.

One proposal would require stu-
dents to carry 30 hours in an acade-
mic year, up from the current nine
hours a semester — a move that
some critics say would put an added

. burden on students who hold jobs

while in scheol, as many TEXAS
Grant recipients must.

Another proposal would provide
grants for the first two years of
school but would require students
to pay back the state for subsequent
years' grants if they don't graduate
in four years.

‘This would essentially tie
TEXAS Grants to the B-On-Time
program that provides for state
loans to be forgiven if students
graduate in four years with a B aver-
age.

Figures from the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board show
that TEXAS Grant recipients tend
to take longer than four years to
graduate. But within five years of
entering school, TEXAS Grant stu-
dents are graduating at almost the
same rate as other students,

It's understandable that officials
are searching for ways to educate
students at lower cost to the state.
But at what price?

If tinkering with proven pro-
grams discourages the neediest stu-
dents from tackling higher educa-
tion and completing their degrees,
the state loses in the end.
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Texas Grants, Not Loans

Changes hurt college students who need help

et’s say you're a high school student in
West Dallas eager to attend college.
And you're one of many Texas students
| whose mom and dad work one, maybe two
.juhmdmtﬂlm%aﬁurdmﬂegt. :

What do you do?

Teke your lumps, if Texas lmmrn have
ﬂlﬂrm}r

Senators are trying to revamp a public col-

grant program for students who graduate all.

school with a 2.5 average. The chamber’s
i:udgttﬁuldsﬂ:wTEusGrmtﬁmdinw the B
on Timeloan program. .

If the new am t passes, beas
Grant recipients would need aBaveugeemh
rfmtnkaepquhﬁmgfmmﬁ And they must

uate feom eollege in four years. If they fail
ts turn into
mﬂt&e}*muntpn}rhm or & portion
E.- may be ;
%’: %ﬁ: mm there at
(The Dallos Morning News? You want those
leids to take a lifetime to graduate? You afraid

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

of standards?
No, we don't favor the school-forever ap-
proach. Nor do we fear standards. We've sup-
tough ones in Texas and backed Presi-

Bush's No Child Left Behind initiative.

‘But Texas Grant students take longer to
uate because they work to pay for room,
and books. Suggesting they graduate in
ars will mean many don't graduate at
‘I]?':e Texas Higher Education Coordinat-
ing Board estimates 26,000 Texas Grant re-

"cipients could lose their aid.

And about that B-average standard: Stu-
dents who receive state grants to attend pri-
vate colleges don't have to maintain a B aver-
age. Nor must they graduate in four years, We
don't hear senators complaining about them.

The point is that Texas needs to find ways
to help students from poor families graduate
from college. They're part of our economic fu-
right  ture. For the sake of the students and the
state, the Senate needs to take this proposal
out- when House and Senate budget writers

create a final budget.
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Private
college
aid gets
scrutiny

Half of state grants go
to such schools despite
smaller enrollments

By Laura Heinauer
and Ralph K.M. Haurwitz

AMERNCAN-STATICHMAN HTAFY

The state has awarded nearly
as much money in need-based
grants to students attending
private colleges in the past six
years as it has to public college
students, even though the public
school population is 10 times
larger.

The Legislature began pro-
viding public money to stadents
at private colleges in Texas more
than 30 years ago, but the prac-
tice has come under scrutiny
during the current legislative
sesglon as lawmakers debate

law does mot require students
recelving state aid at Baylor
University, Southern Methodist
University and the other private
schools to carTy as many credits

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

or meet the same grade-point
averages as their counterparts
at the University of Texas,
Texas BState University-San
Marcos and other public
schools,

“Thers's no accountability
for it,” Charles Miller, a former
chairman of the University of
Texas System's governing
board, said of the private school
ald. “That makes me uncom-
fortable, It’s time for a public
examination of it."

Texas is one of abowut 30 states
that give financial aid to stu.
dents at private colleges. Such
aid saves states money in the
long run because it would cost
even more to add capacity to
public schools to accommodate
those studants, said Tony Pals,
a spokesman for the Mational
Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities,

But critics say the practice
amounts to a voucher system
for private colleges.

Some of the critics say public
funds should go only to public
institutions, Others say the
portion of aid going to private
school students is too high in
states such as Texas,

“It's an old debate, but it's
gtill wery much alive™ said
Clara Lowvett, president of the
American Association for
Higher Education.

The current debate has been
prompted largely by state Sen.

Conmwuzd O
NeaPag |
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Cont . from” Private. . .*

Rodney Ellis, D-Houston, who schools in Texas in recent stantiallymoremoneyto. .. put
authored 1988 leglslation ere- years, said Carol McDonald, more of our students on schal-
ating the TEXAS Grant pro- president of Independent Col- arships to go to our universi-
gram, which alds needy leges and Universities of Texas ties, regardless of whether

students.
In the past six years, public schools,
college students have received “You don't want finances to
nearly $559 million in TEXAS be the principal point of decl-
Grants. During the same peri- sion when a stodent 5 trying to
od, private college students re- choose what college is best for
celved about $89 million In them," McDonald said.
TEX;!SGranmaudmaﬂym Adopted in 1971, the TEG
million in Tuition Equalization program was created to help
Grants, which are available gage the baby boom genera-
only tosuch students, foratotal tion's demand for space in
of $513 million. Texas' public universitles by
In 2003, according to staté making private schools more
data, about 33,000 equalization affordable. Over the vears,
Erants, averaging $2.400, were Capitol observers say, the pro-
awarded. About 67,800 TEXAS gram enjoved important allies,
Grants, also averaging $2.400, such as former Sen. Grant
were awarded that year. Jones of Abllene, onetime
Forty-three private colleges chalrman of the Senate Finance
in Texas have henefited from Committee. _
the two grant programs, with  1he land, the buildings, thie
Baylor students receiving the 2quipment —ifyou think about
most state aid in the six- js'tu ;‘ﬁatwle& hgtihunﬁl;v:h::
period, nearly $63 million. Stu- n 28 B
dents at Rice University, which the taxpayers puta lot of other
has a multibillion-dollar en. MONEY into it," McDonald sald.
dowment, received $12,3 I yougetstudents toenroll in
million. p;ivate unimmjma. even If
Ellis said he dues not sg they receive the Tuition
aid o private school stuugg:u‘ Equalization Grant, you are

He said he decided to call at-
tention to the issue when it be-

came apparent that the TEXAS

Grants program was facing a

$30 million cut under a Senate-

approved spending plan for the

next two years,

In addition, he said, some
legislators proposed stiffer ac-
ademic performance and
course-load requirements for
TEXAS Grant recipients but
not for recipients of Tuitlon
Equalization Granis, also
known as TEGs.

Currently, state law requiras
TEG recipients to take at lenst
six credit hours per semester;
students receiving the TEXAS
Grant, most of whom attend
public schools, must take nine.
Additionally, the TEXAS Grant
requires students to maintain a
2.5 grade-puint average in col-
lege, but there is no similar re-
guirement for TEG recipients.

“It just defies good public
pelicy to have students get a
grant from the state to go to
private colleges and to be held to
& lower standard than ones go-
ing with a grant to a public
university,” Ellis said.

His proposal to impose the
TEXAS Grant requirements on
TEG recipients hasn't made it
out of commitiee.

However, lawmakers are
considering a separate propos-
al, supported by private colleg-
es, that would require that stu-
dents in both programs take at
least 24 credit hours per year.

There would also be limitations
on the numberof years students
can remain eligible. Lawmak-
crs are continuing to debate
whether thers should be an
identical grade-point require-
ment for both programs.

Proponents of publie aid for
private schoel students say that
such aid helps ensure that low.
income students, many of
whom are members of minority
groupe, have a chanée to attend
private schools.

The number nfmlnont:f stu-
dents has doubled at private

actually saving money."

It's unclear how financial aid
will shake out this session. Ellis
wants to boost funding for
TEXAS Grants, but Lt. Gov.
David Dewhurst, who presides
over the Senate, wants to pump
more money into a loan pro-
gram Instead. Private schools
are lobbying for the TEG, which
lawmalkers two years ago cut to
about §70 million a year from
$82 million.

George Martin, president of
S5t Edward's University in
Austin, made the TEG a focus of
his annual 5tate of the
University speech this year,
and some schools, such as Texas
Lutheran University in Seguin,
have posted sample letters to
lawmakers on their Web sites.

“Tomake our voles heard, we
need to flood the Capitol with
phone calls, letters and e
mails,” wrote Texas Lutheran
President Jon Moline in a mes-
sage posted on the school’s Web
gite,

At 8t Edward's, students
graduate with an average of
about $23,000 in debt, according

to about half of the more than
1,500 students who were eligi-
ble,” Constantine said. “If, ev-
ery year, we atart receiving a
little less, does that mean we
have to etart assisting fewer
human beings? It's something
every private university has
had to face.”

People who support giving
more ald to public school stu-
dents say that thousands of eli-

‘gible students are already
missing out. They note that the
Texas Higher Education Coor-
dinating Board estimates it
would cost 8524 million to meet
the need of ellgible students
under the TEXAS Grant pro-
gram for the next twoyears. The
House has approved $322 mil-
lion, the Senate $294 million.

“The real solution,™ Ellis
said, “Is to come up with sub-

Inc., which represents those public or private.” .

Iheinauer@stabesman.com; 445-3604
rhaurwitz@statesman.com; 445-3f .

Grants to college students

State grants to Texas college students, 2000-05

Students attending:

Private colleges”  RGEG—G—G—GEGEGGGNN £513.3 million
Public colleges™  REMETGSNERNNN 5555.6 miilion

*Includes TEXAS Grant and Texas Equalization Grant funding
**TEXAS Grant onty (Texas Equalization Grant not available to public college
students)

enroliment in Texas
Total: 1,181,231 studems
Public schools R 1 064,520
Private schools M 116,611
Prediminary fatl 2004 figures

State aid at private colleges in Texas, 2000-05

Private colleges with students receiving state grants: 43

reciplents
Baylor University i 52,660,121
St Mary's University i $35321,010

Southern Methodist SNSRI 532,278,521
University

Austin-area universities
St Edward's (S §18.5.1.656
Southwestern [T 57,714,508
Concordia ENNG_— 5,033,341
Huston-Tillotson . 54,367,958
Sources: )
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Beard, office of state Sen. Rodney Ellis

Mary Coppinger AMIRHCAN-STATESMAN
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Tougher
standard

for grants

Lawmakers look at

setting grade target
for private colleges

By Ralph K.M. Haurwitz
AMEIEICAN ST ATHSMAN 21 A1

More than 5000 students at
private colleges in Texas stand
tolose state-gponsorad financial
aid if a proposal working its way
through the Legislature be.
comes law. And more than half
of those students are likely to be
members of minority groups.

The proposal would require
students attending private col-
leges or universities to main-
tain a grade-point average of at
least 2.5 on a 4.0 scale to retaina
Tuition Equallzation Grant.
Students receiving such grants
currently must show “satisfac-
tory scademic progress,” a less
stringent standard that 18 left to
the individual colleges todefine.

A total of 24,807 undergradu-
ates received equalization
grants during the 2003-04 school
vear, according to the Indepen-
dent Colleges and Universities
of Texas Inc., a group that rep-
resehts the private schools, If
the proposal had been in effect
then; 5667 students who fell
short of a 25 GPA would have
lost their grants, sald Uarol
MeDonald, president of the

group.

Andofthe students whowould
hawe lost grants, 27.5 percent of
them would have been African
Americans, 24.8 percent would
have been Hispanlc and 42 per-
cent would have been white, she
said. Higher family incomes are
generally associated with high-
er grade-point averages, Me-
Donald said.

Her group, whose members
include about 40 private
schnols, opposes Senate Bills 31
and 1227, both of which would
require at least a 25 GPA. She
told the House Higher Educa-
tion Committee on Tuesday that
many college freshrmen see thelr
grades decline as they struggle
toadjust tolife away from home.
The decline is often temMpoTary.

But Rep. Fred Brown, R-
College Station, a member of the

committee and sponsor of one of
the measures, said there’s noth-
ing wrong with expecting aid
reciplents to perform well. He
sald students at public colleges
and universities already must
maintain at least a 2.5 GPA to
retain the Texaz Grant, another
form of financial aid.

OFf 51,884 students receiving
Texas Grants, 9,742 of them lost
that aid last vear when their
GPA fell below 2.5, according o

the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board,
“I understand the numbers,

but that's the real world,"

bBrown said.
Raymund Paredes, the state’s
commissioner of higher educa-

tion, said the proposed legisla-

tiom 15 good education policy.

“It takes Texas in the right
direction, toward greater aca-
demic vigor,” Paredes said. The
committee left the bills pending
to make minor changes.

The equalization grant is
available only to private school
students; the Texas Grant is
available to students at private
and public schools. Both types of
grants are awarded for need, not

for academic merit. Some pri-
vate school students got both
grants, but the proposed legis-
lation would allow them to re-
cetve only the larger of the two.

In 2003, the average

equalization grant was $2,400;
Texas Grants averaged the same
amount.

In an effort to speed students'
progress toward graduation, the
proposed legislation would re-
quire recipients of either type of
grant to take at lepst 24 credit
hours a year. Students could
receive the grants for a mandi-
mum of five years in most cases,

rhavrwizidstatesman.com: 445-3604
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Lawmakers may tighten rules
on 2 key college aid programs

m Bills could make
it more difficult
to benefit from
TEXAS Grant,
B-On-Time loans

By JEFFREY GILBERT
AUSTIN BUREAU

AUSTIN — Houman Has-
sanpour maintains close to a
3.9 grade-point average at the
University of Houston, taking

such classes as organic chem-
istry and participating in

many extracurricular activi-
ties.

He moved to Houston from
Iran five years ago, and lives at
home to help his mother raise
his two younger brothers.
Hassanpour is using a TEXAS
Grant to pay for college. With-
out it, he wouldn’t be able to
attend.

“1 don't have time to work
enough to cover tuition,” he
said. “If I wouldn't have had
the grant, I would have either
been very, very down on my
hours or had to drop out of
school because we don't have a
good family income.™

Lawmakers often wring
their hands over the low num-
ber of students who attend
college — Texas ranks 45th in
the number of high schoolers
who enroll in college, at just
more than 50 percent.

But Texas provides about
£120 million less in state fi-
nancial aid than the other five
biggest states in the nation.
Georgia, a state one-third the
size of Texas, spends $50 mil-
lion more in direct state finan-
cial aid.

TUITION OPTIONS

. kaﬁmpmgat e 11
to two programs t p
students pay for college:

The programs

W TEXAS Grant: Students
must take at least nine
hours per semoster and do
not repay the grants,

m B-On-Timez Loans are
forgiven for students who
graduate with a B average
in four years (five years for
such programs as
architecture) or within six
credit hours of what their
degree requires. Students
whao don’t must repay
loang, interest-free.

m Both programs: Students
must take recommended
high school curriculum,
They receive $3,590 per
year for university, 51,980
for technical schools and
$£1.270 for community
colleges,

The bills

m Houss Bill 3000 First two
years are a TEXAS Grant,
and final two years are B-
On-Time Loan. If
reguirements aren't met,
loan must be paid back,
interest-free,

= Senate Bl 31: Studerrts
receiving a TEXAS Grant
must take at least 30 hours
per year, with exceptions
for people who have severs
illness or are responsible
for the care of a sick,
injured or needy person

Now, the state's most suc- initiative that began two years
cessful QOCI::RE assi:wmebc_ ?t\:r

AT 18 T O REl 5
ther erndtdu?‘rﬁtmm-ginu;gwhh average within four years for a
another state scholarship pro- four-year degree or within six
gram, and students such as credit hours of what their de-
Hassanpour could be left with- gree requires.

of TEXAS Grant students
graduate in four years, accord-
ing to the Texas Higher Educa
tion Coordinating Board, mean-
ing a majority wouldn't meet
the B-On-Time requirements
and could be dropped from the

program.

“I think there's a role for the
notion of the B-On-Time pro-
gram, but in today’'s economy,
that's more of a suburban,
upper-class program,” he said.
“Texas is so far behind the na-

tional curve alrcady. We've sim-
ply got to get more of our young
people on the college track.”

Already in his third year,
Hassampour, a  2l-year-cld
sophomore, said he will take at
least five years to graduate, be-
cause of his tougher course load
and extra activities.

“I don’t think it makes much
senge,” he said. “You can't
graduate in four years unless
you take advanced classes in
high school, and not everybody
can do that.”

Time restraints

Rep. Geanie Morrison, R-
Victoria, is sponsoring the hill
that would merge the two pro-
grams. In her plan, the first two
years would remain a TEXAS
Grant, but the second two
would become a B-On-Time
10an, Students who don't keep a
B average or take more than four
years to get out of school would
have to pay back the loan,
interest-free.

“We are trying to get the
most for the money we have,”
Morrison said, “Students are
staying in school for six years to
get their degrees, and that's a
detriment to the state, to the
echool and to the ci

Sen. Judith Zaffirini, D-

ago and forgives the loans of Laredo, opposes the merging of
gtudents who graduate with a B the two programs because they

have “two totally dﬂ‘fq-ent pur-
poses.” Ellis’' program is a grant
that doesn't need to be repaid,
while B-On-Time is 2 loan.

t to fund their aduca- . Rodmey FEllis, D- Zaffirini is sponsoring a bill
E};:W o ‘ Houston, led the effort to create that would require TEXAS
Created in 1999, the the TEXAS Grant program six Grant students to take at least

TEXAS Granl program pro- years ago, and said the merger is
vides tuition and fees for Texas *b;didﬂ;- sise requires at
. o other requires stu-
s e g LT
quire financial aid in college. >y “eS “SATERERG OO
Since its inceptiom, about do ti-mt could cause a hardship.
115,000 students have re- Many scholarship recipients
flﬂ'lrel:l m;lhi[ld‘“uo mil- o ork to pay for other col-
L s B O 4
zz,oomud:nt_s ﬁu;:m the pro- ™up it (students) out, and 1
people are set to be cut again. wammm&::: ” m-
While the current budget allo- g' out isto m?;n in," EihE
cates $324 million for the pro- 151" U ee Fesmire you one
m, the proposed Senate fis- 5. * ’ i
cal plan gives $294 million ine: Il you dowt get them in,
owver the next Hmmlummdmwmmwt out.

the House version allocates Stiff requirements

$322 million.

30 hours per year.

“I think that's very reason-
able,” she said. “The longer a
student takes to get a degree,
the more expensive it is. We are
trying to do everything we can
to motivate students. A typical
student should take more (than
30 hours). There's a responsi-
bility associated with receiving
scholarships.”

Both women said getting stu-
dents out faster will free up
space for more people to get the
scholarships, and will get them
into the work force earlier,
which benefits everyone.

*Pretty tough road’
To fight the plans, Ellis said

Abuut 23 percent of all Texas he is “sounding the alarm.” He

One idea has the DIOBYAM . yiecc’cvudents and 17 percent has written university presi-

. i citizens. students who
merging with B-On-Time, an Hopefully this will help.

dents from around the state, in-
cluding Jay Gogue, president of
UH., He is meeting with studeni
newspapers, editorial boards
and has sent information pack-
ets to his colleagues.

Public university presidents
have been slow to get involved,
Ellis said, because they are
scared they could lose funding
elsewhere, Sometimes it comes
down to lobbying for the grants
or for a new science building.

“They need to decide what
their priorities are,” he said,
“the students who they are
charged with educating, or put-
ting more money into the infra-
structure. I'm not all thar sure
they can’'t make a case for
both,”

Gogue said UH students ben-
efit at a far greater rate from
TEXAS Grants than they do
from the B-On-Time program.
He said 82 percent of his stu-
dents work at least 30 hours a
week, and imposing a time re-
striction for graduation could
cause problems.

“That's a pretty tough road
for most people,” he said.

Gogue said he understands
lawmakers are worried about
the state’s growing population,
but if changes have to be made,
he would advocate for restric-
tions on the number of coursesa
student has to take, rather than
the amount of time one has to
complete them.

Motives questioned

Ellis also wonders why mea-
sures aren't being taken to
merge funding for the Tuition
Equalization Program with
TEXAS Grants and B-On-Time.
That program subsidizes Texas
to a private col-
lege. Zaffirini's bill does require
the private school students to
take at least 30 hours per year,
as well.

Ellis points out that his pro-
gram carries tougher require-
ments because students getting
Tuition Equalization ts ar-
en't required to take the recom-
mended high school curriculum
and only have to take six hours

in college.

“What's driving this is not
altruism, it's money,” he said.
“If the goal is flexibility, then
put that program in there as
well.”

Hassanpour said his brother
is applying to colleges now, and
his family is counting on grants
like the one he has.

Jeffrey.gilbert@chron.com
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College grant
cuts frustrate
state leaders

Texans can't always count on
their state legislators and leaders
to o the smart thing and so it
goes with current higher educa-
tion policies that almost certainly
E:?dk:ep Texas falling farther be-

Higher education leaders, in-
cluding El Paso’s Adair Margo,
when she was on the Texas High-
er Education Coordinating Board,
saw alarming trends in the late
1990z that influenced them to de-
velop a strategy for “closing the

g’-II

';ens only had ¥ percent of its
population enrolled in colleges
and universities five years ago,
compared with a national average
of 5.4 percent, Other populous
states with which Texas competes
had even higher rates.

To close the gaps, Texas needs
tor have Lo million students en-
rolled in higher educarion by 2015.
Current trends will leave Texas
300,000 students short of meeting
that modest goal,

So, what are state lawmakers
doing? :

In short, ing roadblocks in

front of co access by causing

tuition to increase by 30 to 40
percent in the past two years and
reducing the mumber of TEXAS
Grants for lower-middle-class and
middle-class families.

“¥ou can't close the gaps if
you're making it harder and hard-
er to get a college degree,” says
Rep: Pete Gallego, D-Alpine, who
tried but failed this week to in-
crease the number of grants.

The five-year-old program has
been especially revearding for
University of Texas at El Paso
smudents. Mearly 4,000 UTEP stu-
dents have received $26.7 million

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

in TEXAS Grants, according ta.
the Texas Higher Education Co-
ordinating Board. UTEP ranks
Mo § among 141 Texas universi-
ties and community colleges in
TEXAS Grant allocations. El Paso
Community College ranks No, 24
with §7.5 million spread out over
3,345 students,

Starewide, the program current-
Iy helps 63.824 students, But
budget proposals would reduce
that number by 11,300 students in
the House version and by 15,000
in the Semate plan. ~ ~

Sen. Rodney Ellis, D-Houston,
finds all of this incredibly exas-
perating. He is the architect of the
TEXAS Grants program.

“It has become old hat for
politicians to talk about the im-
portance of getting a college edu-
cation,” Ellis says. *“When it
comes to actually investing in our
college students, Texas is all talk,
The House plan is the lesser of
two evils, but it's still evil"

Texas' struggle to increase col-
lege enrollment Is especially vex-
ing when it comes to the Hispanic
population. Only 39 percent of
Texas Hispanics were enrolled in
higher education, according to the
latest 2003 statistics. Enrollments
for blacks stood at 5.2 percent,
while Anglos were at 5.6 percent.

The TEXAS Grant program has
helped minorities as 46 percent of
those & have gone to Hispan-
ics 13 percent to blacks.

“Five vears ago, we promised
that we were going to take mieas-
utes to close the gap between His-
panics, African Americans and
Anglos," Ellis says. “Make no mis-
take about it, we're widening the
gap ... and it is going to cost us."

Texas now spends $162 million
a year for the TEXAS Grants, Gal-
lego tried to increase that appro-
priation to $262 million per year,
which would cover every eligible
Texas student (91,000), during
budget debate this week. But
House members voted 89-56
apainst the amendment.

“Tt says the Legislature doesn't
put its money where its mouth
is," Gallego says. “We're trying to
build a roadway to sucoess, but
we're putting our dwn roadblock
on that road."

And that, of course, defies com-
I SEnse. .

Gery Schamer may be reached &t

gacharmanEelnasotimes. oo
(512} 4 79-8E608.
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Legislation could widen
state’s achievement gap

The TEXAS Grant program, cre-
ated in 1998, has been Instromental
in increasing the number of Texans
who go to college.

Since its inception, the program
has helped 115,000 students attend
college. They have received 235,000
grants worth $500 million.

Many of the grants have gone to
poor, minority students who are the
first in their families to go to col-
lege.

The University of Texas at San
Antonio has 34689 students who
have been the reciplents of $22.9
million of those funds.

waebumulljesaﬂ:ﬂmiﬂmd&
regulation urt Program.

Last year's budget cuts and in-
creased tuition costs caunsed 22,000
students to be dropped from the
TEXAS Grant program. And more
bad news could be on the way

Legislation pending in Austin
could change how that money is
spent and have a detrimental effect
on South Texas students.

One proposal would require stu-
dents receiving a TEXAS Grant to
graduate in four years and main-
tain a B average or face having to

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

Texas’ economic future
depends on the state
upholding its promise on
college grant program.
_.....'_.-

pay the money back.

Only 22.6 percent of all Texas stu-
dents graduate in four years, and
many do not have a B average.

The TEXAS Grant student usually
has to work and lacks family finan-
cial support. On average, only 168
percent of TEXAS Grant students
graduate in fowr years. Like many
non-TEXAS Grant students, more
than threefourths of those receiving
grants graduate after five years.

The state can't afford to cut off
more college students who need the
state's help. Education is economie
development.

The TEXAS Grant program is
working, Changing the rules will
canse an estimated 32,000 students
to lose their grants.

Lawmakers should leave the pro-
gram as it is. The goal is to close
the achievermnent gap, not widen it
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Promise
of college

this year's ninth-graders, in- they could seek B-On-Time
clude Algebra IT, three years of loans, but only one student has
sclence instead of two and two taken that offer so far, Director
. years of a foreign language. In | of Student Financial Assistance
The board estimates that the, 2000, 82,000 students in Texas : Terry Bazan said, Limon, the
state could save $1 billion over| graduated with at least the i ACC student who didn't get a
four years by combining the “recommended” plan. That TEXAS Grant, said she has re-
programs, because about three.  number reached 161,000 by 2008, cefved other aid, though not
quartersofloanreciplentslikely ~Meanwhile, the grants have enough to cover her axpenses.
won't graduate on time witha B grown from $2,950 in fall 2002 to students don't want to

average and will have to
state back,

pay the $3,580 to keep up with rising tu-
ition. That increass, coupled

aid turns
empty

TEXAS grant program
short; 22,880 qualify
but won't get money

By Jason Embry - .

AMIRICAN STATESMAN STAF

Thousands of students who
were expecting the state to pay
for their college tuition could
instead get stuck with the b
after graduation. .
TESta'm lawmakers created the

XAS Grant program in 1999 to
pay tuitlon and fees for students

out of money quickly this vear,
more than 22,000 stu-

dents lookingfor another way to
“I was promised something.

And 1 % it's nowhere to be
found," said Stephanie Limon,
who graduated from, Austin's
Akins High School in May and
now works twojobs and relleson
her parents' savings to pay her
tuition and other expenses at
Austin Community College,

+ State and college officials are
now trying to shift many of those
students to a new state-finamced
program called the B-On-Time
loan program. The loans provide
the sameamount of money as the
TEXAS Grant, but recipients
have to repay the money unless
they graduate with a B averags
and, in most cases, within four

Some students, though, won't
even have that option because
their colleges don't want any-,

state officials said.

‘The new emphasis on the loan
program may reflect a shift in
the state’s philosophy for dis-
tributing college aid.

A panel of lawmakers and the

mended in recent months that '

ition in thep ran clen.rnwl_mtthshngactwiﬂbniu

But state Sen. Rodney Ellls, with the growing demand, has
D-Houston, who led the effort to - meant fewer overall grants are
create the TEXAS Grant, said available.
lawmak\am_shaq.ld glve agrant,
toeveryone who qualifies. |+ Loan money awaits

“It'sall amatter of where your e
piorios e i s A6 e TEXAS Cr
had as much of a commitment to up, 114 8

getting young peaple a quality. Milliontospend thisyearonthe |

education as we had to bricks B-On-Time loans. The state
and mortar— bullding TierOne found that money when it refl-
campuses and highwaysandtoll nanced the bonds that had been
roads in Texas — the program sold to pay for other loan pro-
could be funded.” grams. But the state has doled
The shift to the loan program out only about $8 million of it
comas at a time when federal this fall
college ald programs may also Lois Hollis, assistant com-
be In trouble. Congress passeda missionerfor student sarvices at
spending bill last weekend that the .coordinating board, said
could cause nearly 100,000 $tu- some schools are reluctant to
dents nationwide to lose federal offar the loan.
Pell grants because of new rules; . Community colleges some-

P4Y- on how a family's net income times are wary of loans because

should be calculated. It is un- their students often fafl to' maks
payments, which can cause the
achools to lose other govern-

Grant money dwindles

The Toward Excellence Ac-
cess and Success Grant
provides money for college to
students who graduated under
the “recommended” or “distin-
guished achievement” high
school plan, keep a 2.5 grade.
point average in college and
come from families that are un-
able to pay more than $4,000 a
year for college,

There was enough money in
the program a couple of years
ago for evervone who gualified
for the grants to receive them.
But the number of first-time
grant reciplents has fallen, from
38,589 in the fall of 2002 to 15,274
this year, a 60 percent decrease,
The coordinating board estl-
‘mates that 22,880 students who
qualify for the grant tms year

ment aid. Also, she said, some
private schools in the state don't
want to participate in the B-

On-Time program because they |

are concerned that they would
have to contribute money to the
program in the future. -

And, sometimes, students
themselves are reluctant to take
out the loans.

“What we really have talked |
about is making sure we do a

good job of educating the stu-
dents that it's OK to take aloan,

especially it it's a zero-interest

loan that could be forgiven,”
Hollis said. “Some of these kids
| come from backgrounds where
| are very loan-averse.” |

UT officials think they can
|give B-On-Time loans to any
lstudent who qualified for a

ceive one. ACC officials sent out

\TEXAS Grant but did not re-.

borrow mioney to pay the rela-
tively low cost of community
college, especially if there are
conditionsattached, Bazan said.
Also, she said, it sometimes
takes a couple of years for new
ald programs to catch on,

“They could still get it if they
want,” she said. “We've got the
funds

thing to do with the mm-—“"ﬁﬂ e lawmakers increased - for the TEXAS Grantbutdidnot _

will not receive it. more than 100 Niers this fall
The problems began in 2003 .|telling students they gualified

A £
Linda Seott AMERICAN-STATESMAN

for, the §205 million ' receiveit. Theflier told students

ooy ogram by only about 10— “yun ontions for Texas students

percent, according to Legisla- . :

tive Budget Board figures. At ' TEXAS Grants and B-On-Time loans are both available to stu-

the same time, they gave uni- dents who graduated from a Texas high school under at least the

versities greater latitude to in. ‘recommended” courseload and to some students with degrees

crease thelr tuition. And in- from two-year colleges. Both programs pay $3,530 a vear for uni-
versity students, $1,980 for technical schools and $1,270 for cam-

crease they did, as much as 25
percent in a year, munity colleges, But the requirements to receive the maney and

the state try to reduce the cost of mﬁ“ﬁﬁ'ﬂ“ﬁ?ﬂ;"ﬁg pay Eback differ:
?mmmcﬁmm ﬂtg would pick up the tuition tab for
first wo earsthe rectpient i S020¢13 Who ook toughclasses  TEXAS Grants B-On-Time
:)c;w#:h mndlt{ms of the i “We've told kids that we'll W Students' familles mustbe | W Students must qualify for fi-
On :h.e wﬂ twmm give you money if you take a able to contribute no more nancial aid under federal
ng e WA onovide College-prep curriculum,” said than $4,000 to their college guidefines, '
mnh'ﬂmr t;m:h“"’ ond mt Larry Burt, head of financial aid education. W Loans are forgiven for stu-
i m? . at the University of Texas. “And W Students must carry a class dents who graduate with a 1.0
‘.Byﬁ'lﬂ@ m‘-"lma - ang oW wedon'thave the money to load of at least nine hours. GPA In four years, or two
Pm:ﬂlﬂlm grant honor that commitment. W Students do not repay the years from a community col-
sjm m"'idhto‘s e mémyrtuﬂmmmthe UT, with tuition and manda- grants. . lege.
e ingwautalm tory fees this fall semester of W Students can take five years
:0 380! Dﬁmmﬂmmg about $2,867 for Texas residents to finish some programs, such
ward your Jevel taking 15 class hours, is one of : as architecture and engineer-
wemsmnsbpenzlctsomem_ the most expensive public ’ ing. i
said Ter Flack, the coordinat. *“ocinthestate, W Loans that are not forgiven
ing board's deputy mended graduation plan, which must be repaid at zero inter-
commjssioner. the state began requiring for est.
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State needs to keep its end of the
bargain by funding grants

early 23,000 Texas students be-
lieved what they were told by

keptmeirendot’ﬂlshargﬂnwmklns
tougher courses in high school and
maintaining a passing average in col-
lege. But now, the state is reneging on
its promise,

State government shouldnt leave
students in the lurch nor risk that they
go away with the lesson that their
government is untrustworthy.,

Yet, that seems to be the lesson plan
Texas leaders adopted. They have
proposed drastic cuts to the much bal-
lyhooed $295 million TEXAS grant
program, which is out of money.
Thousands of students who were
promised state-paid tuition might now
get stuck with the bill.

The grant program, formally called
the Toward Excellence Access and
Success program, is the Texas version
of the Georgia Hope scholarship. Leg-
islators created it in 1998 to pay tultion
and fees for students who earn a di-
ploma by passing one of the state's
tough high school curricula — either
the recommended plan or the distin-
wm“mmmtmmnmbw
tisan program signaled the state's in-
terest In developing an educated and
competitive workforce. No student
who worked hard would be left behind
or turned away from a university, col-
lege or community college because he
or she couldn’t afford it. The grant
program was passed with Republican
and Democratic support before the
onset of the biting partisanship that
has permeated the Capitol..

In the current no-new-taxes climate,
state leaders are discussing restruc-
turing the entire grant program. They

have proposed scaling it back from*

four years totwoand combining it with
a state loan program to flnance an ad-
ditional two years. The shift to the loan
program would save the state a pro-
jectsd:lbﬂ]imbutumdwuwwldbe
responsible for paying back the loan if
.theydldn’tmduaialnmurmmmJ
‘a B average from college or two years
from community college.
Orommwa’dnlnetnmthemxas
grant program continued in full. Sev-
eral college leaders, including Uni-
versity of Texas officials, relied heav-
ily on the program as a selling point to
sever the Legislature's control of state
college tuitlon rates, They argued then
that the TEXAS grant program would
éghleld low- and middleincome stu--
* dents from the full impact of hefty tu-
ition increases that would result from
deregulation.
That rosy forecast lsn't panning out.
Tuition increases, which have been as
much as 21 percent this year at

UT-Austin, have eaten up the pool of
funds set aside for the TEXAS grant
program faster than expected. The

grant program wasstrained, too, b!'ﬂw|

Legislabore, which in 2003 only in-
creased financing for the $295 million;
program by 10 percent. A revamped
program that relles heavily on loans
won't be nearly as effectlve as grants

. have been in deflecting tuition

increases.

The timing of cutting the program
couldn't be worse. Congress recently
passed legislation that s expected to
cause 100,000 students nationwide to

losafodora.ll’allmntﬂ

Politically, the TEXAS grant pro-
gram might only survive by cutting it
and combining it with the loan pro-
gram, as some are recommending.
That position is a retreat on the previ-
ous decision that every needy kid who
earns the grades will get free college
tuition. Even so, the state shouldn't
back down from its commitments.
Texas leaders should see to it that the
state keeps its bargain with the thou-
sands of students who kept their end of
the deal. Give them the grants. They
earned them
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State should fund

scholarships fully

the TEXAS Grant program — and it should

—the scholarship program should be fully
funded. Unfortunately, it isn'l. Now 23,000
college students expecting those funds must
make other arrangements.

The TEXAS Grant program is one of the
state’s most effective ways to help needy Tex-
ans who want to help themselves. Tt provides
college money to students who graduated
under the “recommended” or “distinguished
achievement” high school plan, who keep a
2.5 grade-point average in college and whose
farnilies are unable to pay more than $4,000 a
year for college. The program —- which stands
for Toward Excellence Access and Success —
ran out of money this year because of a fund-
ing shortage and tuition increases,

The state can offer students a similar pro-
gram called B-On-Time loans, Vet saome col-
leges don't participate in that program, Recip-
ients also ﬁ; s to repay the money unless
they graduate with a B average and, in most
cases, witlin foo years, '

When the Legislature convenes in January,

If our state is going (o have something like

it must ensure that these programs are fully’

funded and advertised properly. The recipi-
ents of the TEXAS grants and B-On-Time loans
are trying to get skills and education their par-
ents didn't have. That effort should be éncour-
aged. It will help the state by producing more
educated and prosperous wage-earners.

e — g e —rras eh e e e e e e
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Empty promise

State shouldn’t leave
grant recipients in lurch

) hen the cost of college
) tuition in Texas shot
up because of a change in
How it was set, college admin-
Istrators and lawmakers told
college students: Don't worry,
we'll find college aid for those
in nead.

Mow look at what has hap-

.penad with one important

means of helping college stu-
dents. The TEXAS Grants

-have run out of money.

In 1928 Texas had this offer
for students who otherwise
might not be able to afford a
four-year college education: If
you gualify under income
guidelines, take the “recom-
mended” degree plantoa
high school diploma, and
maintain a 2.5 grade-point
average in college, Texas will
help pay for your tuition and
foas,

Now as many as 28,000
Texas college students are
wondering what they'll do
nExXt, as are state lawmakers
who made the promise to
them.

Two key factors are at play:
‘First, the T8th Texas Legisla-
ture increased funding for
TEXAS Grants only 10 per-
ecnit coming into this bienni-
um. Second, in & bargain that
allowed lawmakers to spend
less on higher education
overall, they agreed to let
gtate four-year colleges set
their own tuition. That went
up an average of 25 parcent.

That means the money for
TEXAS Grants disappeared
rapidly this year.

Two options are out there.

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

One is to pump more into
TEXAS Grants and make up
for lawmakers' short-
sightedness. The other is to
consolidate the program with
something called the B-On-
Time loan program, in which
a student's loan is forgiven if
he or she graduates in four
vears with a B average. If not,

* the student must pay off the

loan after graduation.

The problem with the latter
option is that not all colleges
participate in B-On-Time,
Additionally, this would
change the agreement under
which students were awarded
their college aid.

In this space two years ago
we urged students to stick to
the recommended course load

in high school and check into

the TEXAS grant, sinca dol-
lars were thera for the claim-
ing for deserving college stu-
dents.

This reminds us of the peo-
ple who really paid foc the
“no new taxes" budget about
which the govérnor and legls-
lative leaders crowed. College
students paid with higher
tuition. People in nursing
homes paid with a smaller
Medicaid allotment. Teachers
pald when the state didn't fol-
low through on a promised
health insurance supplement.

The TEXAS Grant was an
important development from
which a lot of lawmakers got
political mileage. Thev
should revisit the issue when
they reconvene, and commit
themselves to a promise they

can deliver.
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Bait, switch in

Austin?

Possible cuts in Texas Grants
show folly of budget process

t seems like only vesterday. DK, it was last

August. An astounding story had come out, a
report of $17.6 million in student aid being left on
the table under the Texas Grants program.

The problem? Not enough students were apply-
ing and qualifying.

Students were being urged to apply for the
grant money and to meet the requirements, which
are to take the “recommended” college-track
courseload, including two years of foreign lan-
guage and advanced algebra.

Now, even more astounding, after putting out
the word for students to apply and getting college
careers started through Texas Grants, the state
says some students may get left in the lurch,

Even Gov. Rick Perry, who has said sacrifices
must be made across the board in a budget pinch,
says it's a bad idea. The governor must come up
with a better idea. College aid has a payback in
improved productivity, particularly for people
from low-income families who might not consider
college.

It's just one example in which Texas is prepar-
ing to cut off the end of its nose to save face
“without new taxes” in addressing the $9.9 billion
budget shortfall.

Texas Higher Education Commissioner Don
Brown told the House Appropriations Committee
that budget cuts would mean deep cuts in the
Texas Grants program.

State Sen. Rodney Ellis authored the Texas
Grant, on whose merits Perry campaigned for re-
election. Ellis said 20,000 eligible students could
be denied, some already in college.

Budget writers may say they were overly gen-
erotis with Texas Grants. We don’t think so. The
truth is that Texas is failing to address basic rev-
enme issues that hamper it in doing the right thing
with the economy in a slight slump. )

For instance, the state tax system is largely
outmoded, relying far too heavily on a sales tax,
One of the key levers for raising revenue, the
franchise tax, has become hopelessly impotent as
more and more corporations have converted to
limited partnerships to escape it.

Perry has said the state should lasso those
former corporations back into the fold with busi-
ness taxes. That would be a good start. It would
still do too little to have a tax system that reflects
an economy that has moved away from manufac-
turing to services. There's no reason why law
firms, accounting firms and other services should
not pay a business tax.

It is outrageous that college students should
have to take the hit for a tax system that isn't
doing its job. Don't gut the Texas Grant program.
Find the resources to allow college aid to keep
paying off.
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Promote TEXAS grants

State should encourage college education

exas education officials,
I working in tandem with
state universities and high
schools, should find more inno-
vative ways to promote the
TEXAS Grant program, which
pays for tuition and fees at state
universities for qualifying Texas
students. ,
The state still has $17.5 million
in unspent funds designated for
the grant program. As pointed out
by state Sen. Rodney Ellis, D-
Houston, the money “could help
6,500 students go to college.”
Texas needs to boost the num-
ber of high-school students who
go to college. Education is the key
toim rm?i.n% the economic sus-
tainability of the entire state, and
especially of Texas' ailing border
regions. The program, known of-
ficially as the Toward Excellence,
Access & Success Grants, pays
for full tuition and fees for high-
school students who study a
state-recommended college-prep
curriculum, earn a diploma and
meet specific federal financial-aid
requirements.
inancial-aid nfficials from

Speeding Down a Dead End Street

around the state have said that
the unspent funds stem from re-
strictions that limit who can get
the tuition assistance, and also
because some high schools don't
publicize the availability of the

rants as well as they should. In
airness, the problems related to
the issue are multifaceted.

For example, school districts
should examine counselor-pupil
ratins to determine if more high-
school counselors are needed.
And some districts, as well as col-
leges, could be more creative in
their efforts to inform parents
and students about the eligibili
requirements for this tuition aid.

Additionally, more students
should be enrolled in college prop
level courses. Of the 218,000
Texas high-schoolers who were
graduated the spring, only
129,000 touk the state-recomn-
mend;-:lr murscwﬂ:iﬁﬁjat's re-

uired tor grant eligibility.

: More }rmﬁg Texans need a col-
lege education; it's an investment
that will help reduce the chronic
erty and joblessness afflicting
exas’ border and inner-city arcas.
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More co]legé- graduates
crucial to state’s health

- It is good to see higher ﬂﬁmﬁ;gﬂ Economic néed should not

in a lean budget year prevent any student in
Texas ranks 48th in the nation in _ Texas from at -
the percentage of high school stu- tending
dents who go on to eamn a college de- college.
gree. The state needs all the help it —_——

can get fo produce more college grad-

uates,

Legislative budget writers should  tlon. A family with a household in-
be commended for voting to triple cone of $40,000 can barely manage to
finding for the state's fledging schol  pay for an education at a local com-
nium. Increasing Toward Excellence,  lives at home. )

Arress & Success Grant funding to State-sponsored college scholarship
$335 million will open college doors  programs have a proven track record.
to more than 50,000 students. The TEXAS Grant program is

. As Texas becomes a minority-ma-  modeled after the successfnl HOPE
jmmrm.mmmrmmm Scholarship in Georgia that offors eol-
minority college students is impers-  lege money to all high school gradu-
ﬂ'fg-mth big o ates with a B average.

- a big hurdle for potential Since the Georgia program began,
college students, and the availability  educators have seen grades in high
of a scholarship is the deciding factor schoal go up along with SAT scores.
for many And HOPE students outperform

In 1662, state tuition was $4 per their counterparts in college.

hour This fall, tuition at state public It may be a long time before Texag
universities will be approximately $84  can provide scholarships to all pradu-
per hour ates with a B average, but Increased
. Many college graduates find them-  funding that aflows more students to
selves in deep debt with student take advantage of the grant program
loans befbore earning their first pey: is a good start.

checl. A college degree has become as

Sinve the TEXAS Grant program  necessary as a high school diploma
* began two years ago, the state has used to be. Tt is estimated that a sto-
awarded 20,000 college scholarships io dent who earns a college degres will
students whose family incomes were  make about $250,000 more during his

25,000 or less, lifetime than one with just a high
State lawmakers are proposing to school diploma,
raise the income cap to $40,000, Education is a good investment in

which is a move in the right direc- the economic future of the state.
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Movement Needed To Help~
More Texans With College

H tadaatu-:kshavebeenta]u lenty of hits
muulghmmhe techmduatryluéstmed
tobeast.mngdnnngfumemﬂm economy in the fu

hthepastdmﬂeﬁmhasmadeaanmgeﬂ‘unmlmhmh-
tech businesses into the state. And it has been quite successful.

Since 1993, the state has created 130,000 high tech jobs, Now
there are more than 411,000 Texans wothugm industries such as
computer and software manufacturing, semiconductors and com- -
mmucatl-ons That i= more than the oil and gas d.rl.llmg:,ng‘r]m]lrure

roducts and petroleum refining sectors combined.
in the high tech ind pay nearly twice the average
vateaactorpbmﬁxn&They uhavehatterbeneﬁt&andaﬁlm
greater opportunity for advancement and growth than many other
service sector jobs.

Indications are that these industries will continue to grow, cre-
ating mure]ub oppartunities. It is a bright picture for the future,
except for mmanfmm—'l‘smamnﬂtpmdﬁamghm]
legegrax!gtestnmaetthﬂdemandfurﬂ:me y attractive
op B .

f Texas is to remain at the forefront of the high tech revolution,
steps must be taken to help more state residents get the college
education they need to-succeed in the new economy, some key polit-
ical leaders believe.

They are the joint authors of the TEMAS (Toward Excellence,
Aceess, & Success) Grant Program which was created in the 1998
session of the Texas Legislature — State Senators Rodney Ellis, D-
Hnust.un and Jeff Wentwarth, R-San Antonio, and Secretag of

Cuellar. Elhsmchamnannl‘theSanat.e Finance Com-
m:ttee Wentworth is chairman of the Senmate Redistricting
Gﬂ%hm'?e ill ides and fees fi

g H100 million provi tuition or
students who have Lﬂenlg:o%md ar recommended eurrico-

‘lum in high school and come from families earning less than
$25,000 a year. They say the program has been a succeas, providing
20,000 Texas students the O]ieponumtym go Lo college that other-

- wise might not have been able to afford the costs.

uu;tha?saytbeatat&needsmaxpandthapmgmmmnpenﬂm
aduates.

'I."mmsranksnear hottom of states in producing ml]eg!g‘rada
uates, Direct state aid has dropped in recent decades, and the cost
afgmnghnmﬂeg&meammthghﬂrﬂmthenahnnalwmge
Tution and fee costs have risen 81 percent since 1892, pri more -
and more middie class families out of education, it is poine .

TT}ESEnataFinmCummwtaehaamtedtuquadmplefundmg
for the grant program, ng $400 million over the biennium,
which will expand tymfamﬂmeanungupmﬂﬁﬂma
year and will provide grants to more than 100,000 studenta
year, Another pro calle for tri the fund to $306 million,
which would expand eligibility to ies earning up to $50,000
and Wtﬂmm 100,000 students.

Ellis and Cuellar said this increase would
hel T‘ammpetamthﬁthnratamfarb% jobe.
lgnhfnma,fnrmmpla,apendaneaﬂyﬁ Lllmna on & sim-
175 and Georgia, nstat&mm-fhurg_htbaﬂmmﬂ'l‘em,

mﬂhunnyﬂnrunthalrwmmnn program
the choice for Texas is clear .

Them investment in TEXAS can pave the way for
anenhremm’aﬂmoﬂ'umtngma education and ensure
the state the gkilled workforce needed to drive the new econo-
my. On the other hand, failure to produce more highly educated and
highlyskﬂledmrkemwiﬂj:umtheTmhightachbomuﬁhe
1990z into a high tech bust in the early 21st century,
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This is monej'r. well-spent

_ The 1999 Texas Legislature estab-

MEEMGWHDW“_
Modeled on the HOPE Scholar.

ship program in Georgis, it hepan

fum.
With this increase in fund
mkmmmm}“ﬂﬁgﬂ
people whose Eamilies have incomes
up to nearly §75,000. It is expected
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The TEXAS Grant Program
will be tripled to provide
$300 million to send Texas
students to college,

———

~ that 88,000 students will recoive

grants each year

This is, quite clearly a eritical in.
vestment in the future of the state.
which will not prosper without a
skilled and educated workforee.

The grant program is an impor-
lant step toward every
Young person in the state willing to
pursie a college education the
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