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Abstract of Dissertation

Three Proposals to Simplify the Federal Aid System: A Critical Reply from Financial
Aid Administrators at Historically Black Colleges and Universities

Financial aid programs are supposed to improve access and affordability in higher
education (Gillen, 2009). The effectiveness of these programs is increasingly being
guestioned as college attainment figures stagnate and the financial burden on students and
families continues to climb year after year. The purpose of this study was to examine the
views of financial aid administratoes Historically Black Colleges and Universities
(HBCUSs) on simplifying the federal student aid process. The quantitative research study
attempted to answer questions using descriptive statistics. The data were compiled by
surveying HBCU financial aid administrators. The simplification proposals reviewed were
designed by the Obama Administration (U.S. Department of Education), National
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA), and Rethinking Student
Aid Study Group.

The study focused on HBCU financial aid administrator’'s preferences regarding three
simplification proposals. In an effort to add to the field’s understanding of the challenges
faced by low-income students, a survey regarding the simplification of the federal student
aid system was distributed to HBCU financial aid administrators. Historically Black
Colleges and Universities were chosen because they assist and service a disproportionate
number of low-income students. Survey respondents agreed in their perceptions
regarding the simplification proposals that promote an easier application process with
consolidated and streamlined individual programs. The survey respondents strongly
agreed with performing a U.S. Department of Education and Internal Revenue Service
database match. Survey respondents agreed with eliminating the links between Title IV
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participation, voter registration material disttiloun, and Constitution Day observances.
Surprisingly, the survey respondents had mixedgpians about whether the

application process as it currently exists act baraer to access, especially among low-
income applicants. The key attributesimplicity and certaintrare sorely missing in the

federal student aid system (Dynarski & Scott-Clay@2007).
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Chapter 1
The Problem and its Context

The purpose of this study was to examine the vigiwmancial aid administratorest
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBQUgth regard to simplifying the
federal student aid process. “Student aid has @@y a component of American higher
education” (Mundel & Hansen, 2013, p.2). In 1944¢"G.1. Bill was enacted by
Congress to reward veterans who had served themntigoduring wartime and to help
them catch up with their peers whose lives hadeen interrupted by military service”
(Gladieux, 1995, p.1). During the 1940s and 1980k, Bill benefits extended higher
education opportunities to thousands of men andevowho otherwise might never have
gone to college (Gladieux, 1995). The National beéeEducation Act (NDEA) of 1958
was passed to help ensure that highly trained idgials would be available to help
America compete with the Soviet Union in scientdind technical fields; the NDEA
included support for loans to college studentsgmaduate fellowships (U.S. Department
of Education, 2013). The Kennedy legacy, the c¢igihts movement, and the Johnson
Administration’s War on Poverty converged in thalfB60s to break new ground.
Along with the breakthroughs in civil rights canagde scale aid to education including
the Higher Education Act ([HEA], (Gladieux, 1995).

Created by the HEA of 1965, federal studedtveas designed to ensure that students
who otherwise could not afford to attend collegeehthe financial resources to enroll
and persist through degree completion (Maag & Entalgl, 2004). Fundamentally, the
HEA funds programs and initiatives aimed at mifiggisocial and cultural barriers to

higher education access and completion faced byinoame students (Clinedinst et al.,



2003). This remains the policy of the HEA, whichieauthorized every five to seven
years. The HEA of 1965, as amended, authorizes#jer federal student aid programs
(Chitty, 2012). During reauthorization Congres®nftnakes changes and improvements
in the legislation, such as adding new programeastlining existing programs, and
increasing or decreasing authorized funding le(i&dstrowitz, 2013). As the largest
single source of funding for postsecondary edundtidhe United States, federal student
aid has helped literally millions of people realtheir dream of a college education
(Rethinking Student Aid Study Group, 2008).

Federal student financial aid is administgracharily by the United States
Department of Education (ED), but significant stotfeinding is also administered by
the Veteran’s Administration, Department of Heatid Human Services, Department of
the Interior, Department of Defense, and othergdi@dal Association of Student
Financial Aid Administrators, 2010). According teetED (2009), “financial aid’s core
mission is to ensure that all eligible studentsahéfrom financial assistance--grants,
work study, and loans for education beyond higtosth(p. vii). The Advisory
Committee on Student Financial Assistance ([ACSPA[?2) further states that “federal
student aid is essential to students, but mostarior low-to-moderate income students
who are academically prepared to attend collegd@nahom a shortage of family
resources constitutes the most important barrieoliege” (p.1).

Gillen (2009) identified three primary purpss# federal student aid: to promote (a)
access, (b) affordability, and (c) equality of ogpaity. However, there is substantial
debate about whether the current financial aidesyss effective in achieving those goals

(Huelsman & Cunningham, 2013). Over the years,ridddudent aid has evolved into a



complex structure of separate programs providifgisiies to students through grants,
loans, tax credits and deductions, and other appeseach with different eligibility
criteria, different coverage of expenses, and diffeforms of support (The Rethinking
Student Aid Group, 2008). In addition, it has bdenumented that the complexity of the
current system and forms like the Free ApplicafmmFederal Student Aid (FAFSA)
discourage studentgspecially from low-income families from applyingr faid (Chitty,
2007).

As a result, questions about the goals arete¥eness of the federal student aid
process have come to the forefront of higher educgolicy debate. The idea that the
complexity of the process by which low-income studeapply for and receive federal
financial assistance deters some students fronehggtucation has become firmly
established in the last few years by higher edandéaders, policy makers, researchers,
and the public (Chitty, 2007; Lederman, 2008). “Gemms about the low visibility of aid
programs and the complexity of the aid process Bauered calls to simplify the form
and enhance the visibility of programs that aremh&meducate students about the
availability of financial aid “ (Bettinger, Long,®oppoulos, 2007, p.1). Yet five years
later, the problem continues to be unresolved.

Jennifer Engle, Vice President for Policy Resh of the Institute for Higher
Education Policy (IHEP) states:

although the federal government has taken stepsrplify the financial aid
process and increase transparency of institutioum@lomes for students in recent
years, many barriers remain. The availability obficial aid represents a bare

opportunity for studentsan opportunity in name onrdyf students do not apply for



it. And yet, research demonstrates that low-incameégrserved populations lack

information about financial aid, and as a resuwtndt attend college or attend

college but work significant number of hours, redgaheir eligibility for aid as

well as their chances for success. (Gordon, 2018B) p

The ability to pay and financial aid are majeterminants of whether and where
students choose to pursue postsecondary educktai®herson & Schapiro, 1998; Perna,
1998; 2006). Unfortunately, the likelihood of attiérg college varies substantially by
family income. Many students who attend HBCUs cdrom low-income families.
These students are at risk of not enrolling or gnog out not for academic reasons but
simply because they do not have the money to atiendntinue (Cole, 2007). According
to Burgdorf and Kostka (2004), low-income studdat® a variety of barriers that limit
their access to financial aid. Although there aemynbarriers to college access and
success for low-income students, most can be gcbimpe three major categories (Long
& Riley, 2007). The first set of barriers relatescbst (Long & Riley). The high cost of
education and the burden of educational debt grefsiant barriers to higher education
for low-income students. College costs have ina@éasamatically, overwhelming the
modest increase in median family income. Accordmthe College Board, from 2008,
college costs have climbed 5.9% annually, almoabtiothe rate of inflation, as the
growth in grant and scholarship aid has only ineeelaby 4.2% (The College Board,
2010).
A second major set of barriers to college ssdg academic preparation (Long &

Riley, 2007). Students are increasingly finishimghhschool with less than grade level

competency, thus affecting their ability to accasd succeed in higher education (Long



& Riley, 2007). The third major impediment to higleglucation for many students,
particularly those from low-income families, is tb@mplexity of the college admissions
process and financial aid system, as well as adéekcurate information about higher
education cost.

The federal student aid system includes the prowpss applications, determination
of student aid eligibility, administration of TétlV funds—loans, grants, workstudy,
delivery system, and transfer of data and fundeden the ED and over 6,000
participating postsecondary institutions (Long, 00 he federal student aid process
begins with the FAFSA. The FAFSA is the applicatfor federal financial aid, and it is
often required to apply for state and institutioaial, as well (Long, 2008). The FAFSA
collects information on family income and assetddtermine the expected family
contribution (EFC), the amount that a family isrestted to be able to provide toward
higher education expenses (Stoll & Stedman, 208her et al. (2007) argued the
FAFSA is longer than the federal tax form, compkexd intimidating in tone and it
requires a great deal of personal and family firelnaformation that can be difficult to
ascertain, especially for low-income students. Dgkizand Scott-Clayton (2006)
asserted that the most underserved and needy stuaterthose most likely to be deterred
by the aid application process. Cunningham andi&m(2006) argued that low-income
students are frequently at a double disadvantagihey are often first-generation
students whose parents themselves did not attdledje@nd therefore have little or no
knowledge of the process of applying to and pajangostsecondary education. Some
researchers have theorized that the current FAB®2barrier to college access

(Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2007). As a result, t#®®FSA application is perhaps the



focus of most discussion regarding ways to redoceptexity (Bettinger, Long,
Oreopoulos, & Sanbonmatsu, 2009).

The federal need analysis is the next step inppécation procesdReal
complications arise with the federal need analybis federal formula that determines the
EFC. The EFC is an estimate of the money the gowventh perceives a family can
contribute to the student’s educational expensesparticular year (Loyola University,
2010). The federal need analysis system delineatelEA Title IV is the basis upon
which the student’s eligibility for, and level dfitle 1V student aid is determined (Stoll
& Stedman, 2004). In 1992, the HEA amendments (FOR-325) by Congress
overhauled the federal need analysis system toecee'simplified” system consisting of
the FAFSA and a single methodology for determirimeyEFC for students desiring to
attend postsecondary school (Mercer, 2006). Irp#st authorizations elements of the
need analysis system, particularly the determinaticche EFC, have been subject to
debate and amendment (Stedman, 2002). The fedethbdology evaluates a family’s
assets and income and determines how much theyfaamlcontribute. To determine the
financial aid award, colleges and universities thgefollowing formula: total cost of
attendancetuition, fees, room, board, books and supplies,marstellaneous minus the
EFC equals demonstrated need. The result of thaiula is then used to determine the
amount and type of aid program, such as federak study, loans, and grants, that a
student is eligible to receive (Petersons, 2010).

According to Bellia (2007), in some cases fasiare surprised by their EFC, and
they will inform the financial aid office that th&=C is simply too high in relation to

other family expenses. Many families, particulddw-income families, have difficulty



meeting the expectations of the EFC; thereforereheaining financial need that is
unmet is extremely difficult to manage (Long, 2Q0iMe EFC is a figure used to ration
limited aid funds to needy families and may natvile a realistic expectation of the
amount a family should be able to contribute t@kege education.

More than 18 years after its inception, sifiqation of need analysis remains a perennial
issue. Many researchers and policymakers contmdeltate the complexity of the federal
need system (Chitty, 2007). Most proposals focusht@nging the formula for calculating aid
eligibility, usually by using fewer pieces of infoation to determine a student’s family
contribution toward college expenses. Chitty (20&¥gued that deleting questions does not
necessarily guarantee a simpler need determingystiem and removing questions could
limit the need analysis formula’s ability to effeetly determine student need. The approach
to change the formula by reducing the number ottjoes can change who qualifies for aid
and how much aid each student receives, creatitggaity in determining demonstrated
student financial need (Asher et al., 2007). Me(2606) concluded that researchers and
policymakers remain concerned with ensuring thatsystem is able to accurately gauge an
individual’s ability to contribute to the cost otallege education. Baum (2007) noted that
there is much interest and concern about the neggsas formula, so it must be addressed
carefully. She argued that any revision to theenirformula will shift the distribution of aid,
benefitting some and hurting others (Baum, 2007).

Most studies on financial aid simplificatioave focused on reducing barriers for
students and families by simplifying either the FS¥or the need analysis formulas. The

simplification of the delivery system is also negd€he delivery system involves the



administrative burdens and cost to the aid offReducing the administrative burdens on
the aid office will help ensure timely and costeetive distribution of student aid.

The complexity of federal student aid prograsnalso viewed as a major barrier in the
federal student aid process. Bettinger, Long, arebfbulos (2007) asserted that few
families appear to know about the types of aid programs available. A poll
commissioned by the Sallie Mae Fund found thatttwals of all parents of students
planning to go to college, as well as the youndtadbemselves, did not name grants as
a possible source of funds when asked about tyfpfgsamcial aid (Sallie Mae Fund &
Harris Interactive, 2003). This survey was condddte Sallie Mae Fund by Harris
Interactive and involved 1,090 telephone intervielvparents and 811 students aged 18
to 24 (Sallie Mae Fund & Harris Interactive, 200B)e study reported vast inequalities
among students and parents in terms of possessargcial aid information. Many
parents and students are not aware of basic soof@@sncial aid and cannot name
scholarships or grants as a source of financia{$adlie Mae & Harris Interactive, 2003).
Low-income and Latino families tend to get informatlater than upper-income and
other families. The survey found that 43% of altiha young adults and more than half
(51%) of Latino parents reported that they wereavedire of even a single source of
college financial aid (Sallie Mae & Harris Interizet, 2003). Burgdorf and Kostka (2006)
discussed eliminating complexity and inconsisteindgderal financial aid programs.
They argued that “federal student aid programq @mbersome maze of programs;
each added over time but never strategically atigoevards an overarching policy that
guides federal participation in financing the castligher education paid by students

and their families” (Burgdorf & Kostka, 2006, p.Burgdorf and Kostka also found that



each program had different goals, priorities, armt@dures. Their analyses illustrate that
differing eligibility criteria and lack of uniforny of programs to support the mission of
student aid present a formidable barrier for fagsilirying to plan financially for college.

Many students lack knowledge of what finanaidl is available, what they are
eligible for, and when and how to apply for finaa@id. Low-income students are more
likely to state that financial aid is too compliedtto apply for and believe that the costs
of college are too high for them to apply, and they less likely to apply for financial aid
early in order to maximize their likelihood of rédeg institutional and state aid
(American Council on Education, 2004). The Ameri€ouncil on Education (2004)
estimates that approximately one in five low-incosthelents who are enrolled in college
and would likely be eligible for Pell grants neWiéed a FAFSA.

It is increasingly clear that as much as ttigvidual student relies on federal
programs to finance the cost of higher educatioa complexity of the federal aid
application process, eligibility formula, and thgmad federal programs create undue
difficulty and confusion among users, leading tdemise of some programs (Burgdorf &
Kostka, 2006). As a result, there have been malhy foa the simplification of the
federal student aid system: a simpler system ghatare predictable, transparent, and
easy to navigate.

Much has been written and discussed in regesns regarding the perceived need for
simplification of several aspects of the federatisnt aid system (NASFAA, 2008).
According to Margaret Spellings (2009), former ®¢ary of the U.S. Department of
Education, complexities of the federal studentsystem have been well documented and

discussed over time. Her bipartisan CommissiorherFuture of Higher Education stated



in its report that the current federal financia aystem “is confusing, complex,
inefficient, duplicative, and frequently does nokdt aid to students who truly need it”
(Spellings, 2009, p.2). There are multiple propesalsimplify the student aid system.
Over the years, various stakeholders, includingrfaial aid officers, economists, and
higher education researchers have examined wagisfuify the federal financial aid
system and remove the financial barriers facindestts as they pursue postsecondary
education. The problem has been getting the stddtets to agree on how to simplify the
system, especially for low to moderate income sttglgChitty, 2007). The three
proposals identified for this study are discussechapter 2.

In summary, the complexity of federal stud@dtprograms is viewed as a major
barrier in the federal student aid process. Corscabout the complexity of the aid
process and the low visibility of aid programs haparred calls to simplify the FAFSA,
the eligibility formula, and to enhance the vigtyibof federal programs.

Problem in Practice

Despite the existence of student aid, cellegnains an elusive opportunity for many
students (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). difadlenges related to college access
go well beyond being accepted into postsecondargrpms to include the hurdles that
prevent many students, particularly low-income shid, from completing degrees
(Education Week, 2004). Researchers contend thatdimg cost of tuition, lack of
adequate academic preparedness, and the comdkdénal student aid system have
contributed to under-representation of low-incortuelents on college and university
campuses (Education Week, 2004). There are onbufl8f 103 HBCUs at which low-

income students are not a majority of all studéisirnal of Blacks in Higher Education,
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2008). The fact that such a large percentage atadlents at the nation’'s HBCUs come
from low-income families demonstrates the contiguieed for increased financial
support from the federal government for these tinstins (Journal of Blacks in Higher
Education, 2008).

To understand the proposals to simplify theefal aid system it is essential to
understand the current system. This section presediscussion of federal programs and
proposed simplification of the federal process.

Federal programs. Beginning with the passage of the HEA in 1965yjahng
financial assistance to students has been theipaingay the federal government has
supported higher education (Hauptman & Rice, 200 1V of the HEA includes the
major federal student aid programs: Pell Grantgjesit loans, and campus-based
programs (Federal Work Study, Federal Perkins L8aipplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant). Each program has unique charitics, eligibility requirements,
and funding sources. The federal Pell Grant progras designed to help college
students from low-income families afford the higistcof going to college without
getting buried in debt (Kingkade, 2012). In the BetdControl Act of 2011, a provision
was included to preserve the maximum Pell Grantdudiiced eligibility to use them
from 18 semesters to 12. The Summer Year Round3Pefit was also eliminated. Other
discretionary student aid programs, such as theraework Study, the Supplemental
Educational Opportunity Grant were cut by 5.52%.

Simplification of the federal student aid process. Even when sufficient financial aid
funds are available, many students have difficattyessing those funds (College Board,

2012). Millions ofstudentsvho aspire to college are overwhelmed by the coxilylef
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the student aid process. According to the ACSFAR20rather than promoting access,
student aid often creates a series of barriersuattet that the poorest students must run
to get to college. To dismantle this gauntlet, ¢hraperatives have emerged: (a) shorten
and streamline the application process, (b) simptié eligibility formula, and (c)
condense and restructure financial aid progr&maplifying the federal student aid
system is the subject for a number of policy itivi@s that continue to emerdaynarski
and Scott-Clayton (2006) quantified the complexityhe aid system, showing that the
FAFSA rivals IRS tax forms in length, with more gtiens than the Form 1040EZ,
1040A, or even the 1040. Stoll and Stedman (208d]peed the complexity of the
eligibility formula and the ways eligibility determations could be streamlined by
calculating the EFC using fewer data points. Burfdod Kostka (2006) stated that the
myriad of federal programs create undue complextity confusion among students and
families; leading to underuse of some programs.c€ors about the complexity of the
federal student aid system have prompted concpdhcy efforts to simplify the aid
application process and to support student andies1o complete the FAFSA
(Castleman & Page, 2013).

Although many options for simplification exigt this study the simplification
proposals from three sources are discugsgthe Obama Administration (U.S.
Department of Education), (b) National AssociatdrStudent Financial Aid
Administrators (NASFAA), and (c) Rethinking Studéad Study Group. The Obama
Administration proposal was selected for this stbhdgause the president sets the
national agenda for education policy, suggestxpalhanges to Congress with regard to

the eligibility formula, and makes recommendatitorsfunding Title IV programs. The
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Obama Administration simplification plan has outlihkey objectives to simplify the
federal student aid system; and make aid easidafaities in need, and to provide more
students access to postsecondary education. Th&NAProposal was selected because
it gathered input on the various approaches tolgyig the financial aid system from
financial aid administrators. The NASFAA has prasdreight specific recommendations
for an efficient and effective process that theyuarwill eliminate roadblocks to access
while maintaining system integrity. The Rethinki@mdent Aid Study Group was
selected because it engaged the input of policgrspacademic researchers, and higher
education professionals (Rethinking Student AiddgtGroup, 2008). The Rethinking
Student Aid Study Group, an independent team atypeixperts, researchers, and higher
education professionals convened by the Colleged3dssued recommendations to
overhaul the federal student aid system by creatisigaightforward application system
as one form of simplification and by consolidatangd streamlining individual programs.
According to the Rethinking Student Aid Study Grptle recommendations were
proposed to generate a new and open conversatoun tdualeral approaches to increasing
postsecondary educational opportunities. Theseogsalp focus on the federal student aid
process and college access.

Historically Black Colleges and Universities. Historically Black Colleges and
Universities are institutions established beforé4l@hose main mission is the education
of African Americans (Pugh, 2010). These institns@nroll 16% of all African
Americans attending college in the United Stateésii¥ns, 2010). Minor (2005) noted
that, traditionally, research has not heavily iaflaed conversations about the status of

HBCUSs, thereby confusing the necessary facts antegtual understanding needed to
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interpret the condition of this sector. Historigallack Colleges and Universities lack
the substantial endowments of larger institutioms, @s a result, rely primarily on tuition
fees for funding. Generally, tuition fees are gatenl by students through the federal
student aid system (Simmons, 2010). Typically, ¢heshools serve a student population
that is disproportionately low-income. As a resfiftancial aid is of particular
importance to students that attend HBCUs; becdweseare disproportionately affected
by the obstacles of the current system.

This study examines three simplification pregis to evaluate the federal student aid
process and determine whether such reform propagalkl help eliminate the
complexities associated with the federal studesthpabcess and thereby remove financial
barriers for low-income students at HBCUs as p&gatkby financial aid administrators.
For this study, HBCUs were used as a convenienoplsao help assess the
simplification proposals on federal student aid.

Statement of the Resear ch Problem

The federal student aid system has been a soufogstifation and focus of reform
efforts for decades; yet the complexity of the fatistudent aid system remains a
financial barrier that disproportionately burdehsede with the least ability to pay and
undermines the original intent of the HEA (Dynar&kscott-Clayton, 2007). There is
almost unanimous agreement that the process uskldomine a student’s financial need
and EFC to pay for higher education is overly caogpéd (Chitty, 2007). More
importantly, parents and students have been ftestia their efforts to fill out the
application form, to understand what aid they miggeligible for, and to use

information about federal aid to plan for theirlegke experiences (Tucker, 2009). The
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effectiveness and efficiency of these programs neimadoubt, particularly in the context
of providing access and making college affordabtenkedy students; and HBCUs are
disproportionately affected by this.
Resear ch Questions

The problems with the current student financialsyistem have been identified as
falling within three areas (application processlei@l methodology, and delivery
system), the research questions address eachsef dneas.

This section presents the research quedianguided this study.

1. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admirasors regarding the current
application process?

2. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admtirators regarding the current
federal methodology (need analysis)?

3. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admiirators regarding the current
federal aid delivery system (administrative reguieats that must be met by the
school and students)?

4. How do the proposals Obama Administration, NASFAA¢ Rethinking Student
Aid Study Group) match the preferences of HBQtaficial aid administrators with
regard to the application process, need analysisjenly system, and federal
programs?

Significance of the Study
As a sector of American higher education(B play a critical role in expanding

educational opportunities for African Americanses$h institutionspublic and private,

2-and 4-yeartogether enroll 16% of African Americans in all pgeondary education

(Mance, 2008). Many of these students are unakdétéod majority institutions due to
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poor academic preparation and limited financiabueses (Nagaoke, Roderick, & Coca,
2008). Cutbacks in federal and state spending bansed severe financial constraints for
American HBCUs. The Federal Work Study and Fedguglplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant programs were cut by $89.5 millfor 2013-2014, a 5.52% decrease
from 2012-2013. As critics continue to questioa Wmebility of HBCUs, the fact remains
that HBCUs play a critical role in educating loweame and traditionally
underrepresented students (Nealy, 2088ederal student aid process that is overly
complex contributes to reduced enrollment and p&nsce (St. John, 2004). Over the
years, scholars, policymakers, educators, pracét® and students have argued that the
federal student aid system should be transparnemples and fair (ACSFA, 2007). This
study is significant for several campus constitiesncOne group that will benefit from
the results of this study consists of low-incomelsnts. Low-income students must deal
with a number of unique issues when applying acdiveng financial aid. Identifying
ways to eliminate the complexities of the federdlsystem could dramatically improve
the current process by which students apply forrandive federal aid and expand the
goal to dramatically increase the number of collggaluates. Lack of adequate funding
for low-income students is an ongoing issue for KBCand one that affects student
retention and graduation rates. At HBCUs, the siineption of the federal student aid
process would improve student enrollment, retentow completion rates (Rueben,
2013).
Assumptions of the Study

An assumption is any important “fact” presuniedbe true but not actually verified

(Gay, 1992). One issue in this problem area isatheadance of rhetoric. In some of the
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literature concerning the federal student aid systesearchers have maintained a rigid
scientific orientation in their reporting. Howeyether writers have presented opinions
and perceptions that are not necessarily groundegsearch. There was a difference of
opinions expressed throughout the literature; h@nahere remained a commonality of
view concerning the importance of federal aid talehts and institutions of higher
education. One basic assumption of this researittaigespondents were knowledgeable
about the complexities of the federal aid systemotAer assumption is that a simplified
system would provide help to those who are unlikkelgneet their educational goals
without financial help. It is also assumed thatfihancial aid administrators surveyed
provided honest answers to the questions in theeguilhere is an assumption that the
proposed simplification will provide results.

Delimitations of the Study

Delimitations refer to the populations toig¥hthe study specifically applies and for
which generalizations can be made (Creswell, 2062)965, the federal government
created a "Historically Black Colleges and Univieesi' designation to describe
approximately 100 schools located mostly in thetBamd a handful of other nearby
states that were founded with the mission of ediigdlack Americans in the years just
before and in the decades following the Civil W@olg, 2007). Today, there are 91
public and private 4-year HBCUs that are geogragllyitocated in 20 states (Alabama,
Arkansas, California, Delaware, Florida, Georgiankicky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklaha, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia) phesDistrict of Columbia and U.S.
Virgin Islands. Two of these institutions have ltgstir accreditation and, therefore, no

longer participate in the federal student aid paogs. Therefore, 89 financial aid
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administrators were selected strictly on the baktheir professional position at HBCUs
and strictly speaking conclusions should be limitethis population. However, HBCUs
can also be considered a convenience sample ohlcovne students and the findings
may offer insights to the larger population.
Limitations of the Study
Limitations refer to conditions that restfindings and weaken generalizability

because they cannot be controlled as part of thig€Creswell, 2002). This study
involved the use of a self-report instrument tledied upon opinions. These opinions
might have been affected by a number of varialmedyding years of experience of the
aid administrators; those individuals with fivefewer years might not have experienced
the reauthorization of the HEA, which changed soahes and regulations for Title IV
federal aid. Although numerous simplification prepls existed, this study focused only
on proposals from the Obama Administration, NASFAAdJ Rethinking Student Aid
Study Group.
Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation is organized into five cleapt Chapter 1 contains the introduction
and overview of the study, including the contexd dackground of the problem. This
chapter also includes the research problem statewaohthe research questions. the
significance of the study, assumptions, delimitadidimitations, and overview of the
methodology. Definitions and terms for this studg provided in Appendix A.

Chapter 2 presents literature and researatifgpe the federal student aid system.
First, the conceptual framework for the study issented. The HEA provides the
foundation for the framework. The HEA provides fucal resources for low-income

students and ensures access to postsecondaryiedugat historical overview and
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research pertinent to the federal student aid sy&ealso presented. Second, the current
status of the federal aid system is discussedtd[thie future status of the federal aid
system is explored. The simplification proposaeniified in this study (Obama
Administration, NASFAA, and the Rethinking Studémtl Study Group) discussed areas
that include (a) the federal aid application pracé€l) the federal methodology, including
need analysis; (c) federal delivery systems, aihfe@kral programs. Each proposal
outlines the need to simplify the federal studedtpsocess and by streamlining the
FAFSA, need analysis formula, federal delivery sgstand student aid programs.

Chapter 3 describes the methodology for thdystThe chapter presents the research
guestions and research design of the study. Indligdea discussion of research
procedures and methods, the population, data tiollecata treatment and analysis, and
guidelines regarding human participants.

This study employed a descriptive researdigtie A survey instrument was
distributed to a population of 89 HBCU financiadl @dministrators. After the completion
of a pilot test. The collected data included derapgic characteristics as well as the
opinions about the application process, federahouailogy, delivery system, and the
simplification of the federal aid system. The studgd frequencies and percentages to
depict the views of financial aid administratordHBCUs about the simplification of the
federal student aid system. Frequencies also hétpestablish a profile of HBCU
financial aid administrators; survey results aggoréed in Chapter 4 using narratives and
tables. The results are reported in two main sesti(a) demographic data summaries
and (b) data analysis to answer research quesiitiesconclusions, recommendations,

and suggestions for future research are discussétlapter 5.
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Summary

Federal student aid is intended to playngéegral part in fulfilling the promise of
greater academic access and success for lessnaBkuelents (United States Government
Accountability Office, 2009). There is widespreapte®ement that the current federal
student aid system is so complex in structure anithg that it can be an obstacle rather
than a path to a college education (Abernathy,&Cd3). According to Mark Kantrowitz
(2009), publisher of FinAid and FastWeb, studedtpalicy experts have argued for
years that the FAFSA is too long and too complidakée noted that the FAFSA form is
a source of confusion and frustration for many feasi As a result, the current process of
applying for financial aid prevents millions of dants from applying and, ultimately,
from graduating with a college degree (Kantrow2209). This problem is a particular
concern for low-income students attending HBCTte students enrolled in HBCUs
disproportionately rely on federal student finaheid programs (Ponder, 2001).
However, The Obama Administration, NASFAA, and Rethinking Student Aid Study
Group offered separate proposals that would makéettheral student aid system more
accessible to low-income students and more effeativachieving the HEA goals.
Financial aid administrators hold strong and dieatdoeliefs about the best ways to
approach simplifying the system (NASFAA, 2008). 9 kiudy examines the views of
HBCU financial aid administrators. The simplificati proposals are designed to direct
federal aid toward students most in need and didesits and families a much clearer
sense, earlier in the process, of how much fedieancial help they qualify for
(Lederman, 2008). It is argued that simplifying tederal student aid process would also

help financial aid administrators by allowing thefforts to be directed to more outreach
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and access initiatives for those HBCU studentserdof assistance (JBL Associates,

2010).
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
In this dissertation, literature specific to thddeal student aid system and
simplification reform endeavors is reviewed. A cepiual framework is provided and it
incorporates research most relevant for this st8dwurces of information include journal
articles, books, Internet sources, and disserttiBRIC (OvidSP), JSTOR, and ProQuest
computerized databases, were accessed to colfeanition regarding federal student
aid. Word searches suchfagancial aid, student financial aid, Title IV aitgderal
student aid, state aid, and institutional aid weraployed.

The purpose of this study was to examieevibws of financial aid administrators at
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBQUm simplifying the federal student
aid system. The goal of federal student aid i®toave access barriers for all low-to-
moderate income students (Hossler, 2000). Dedpgeagbal, there is a growing sense that
the federal student aid system has become so crraptehas been enacted to achieve
such different objectives that it no longer sersteglents, public policy goals, or
institutions very effectively (Archibald, 2002; Kan1999; Mercer, 2006). These growing
concerns about the federal student aid system $aweed calls to simplify the
application process, programs, and the methoddloafydetermines student financial
need. Nevertheless, more research is needed tonile¢ewhether such reforms would
truly improve college access and what form simgdifion of federal student aid should
take (Bettinger et al., 2009; Chitty, 2007).

This study also drew from research by NASFAAJuly and August 2008, NASFAA

conducted a survey of financial aid administratorgather input on various approaches
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to simplifying the financial aid process and theHSR. The questionnaire had four
sections covering (a) the application processigtgral methodology, (c) the delivery
system, and (d) possible pros and cons of somdifizapons proposals. More than
1,400 financial aid administrators responded tostiv@ey. More than 90% of the
respondents support or strongly support the usesofart electronic FAFSA linked to
various federal databases to populate the apptemtada (NASFAA, 2008). Aid
administrators were supportive of eliminating namtiment items from the FAFS, using a
“FAFSA Postcard” for students from low-income faiedl, and adding “consider me for
financial aid” on IRS tax forms (NASFAA, 2008). Aatiministrators suggested a federal
student aid system that uses one grant, one lodmre work study program would
reduce confusion and frustration currently expexehby students and families as they
try to understand various types of student aidlalobs to them (NASFAA, 2008).

This chapter is organized into three sections.firbesection provides a conceptual
framework, theoretical framework, and historicaéoarew of the federal student aid
system. Specifically, this section presents a lmigtiory of the federal student aid system
in a dynamic environment influenced by social, wat, economic, and political forces.
The conceptual framework provides basic concegiardeng the federal student aid
system. This section also presents the theordtaalework. The theoretical framework
most responsible for the sensible adoption of eilut@and development policies has
come to be known as human capital theory (Almeramj@@11). The second section
examines the current status of the federal stugidrdystem. The federal student aid
system includes a description of the applicatiacpss and the federal methodology

(need analysis), federal programs, and the delisgstem. The third section explores the
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possible future of the federal student aid systeimel simplification proposals are
instituted. Overall, these sections examine tieditire and the proposition that the
federal financial aid system is broken, dysfuncipand complex. Examination of the
research has suggested that as long as the exagstem is in place, the simplification of
the application process and the federal methodetoggd analysis, federal programs,
and delivery systermshould be top priority (Vedder, et.al, 2007).

In general, data for studies in this field @from various sources which are housed
by different educational entities at different llsyaamely national, state, and
institutional (Chen, 2011). The empirical literagus fairly consistent in showing that
student aid has increased the demand for highexaéida (Dynarski, Ichimura, & Taber,
2002; Leslie & Brinkman, 1998; Stanley, 2003). Theoretical literature has suggested
that even minor differences in financial aid praogrdesign can have a profound impact
on behavior (Kahneman & Tversky, 2000). Anecdotaence from the institutional
perspective has confirmed that: “many schoolsq@darly in the independent sector,
devote considerable resources to packaging finbaiciaffers, so as to attract the
students they wish to have attend” (Brewer & Kadgari®97, p.4). Years of research
have supported the view that student financiakai influence students’ postsecondary
decisions, but questions remain about the best teagssign and implement such
programs and policies (Long, 2008).

A review of the federal student aid systenti®/Federal Commission on the Future
of Higher Education (Burgdorf & Kostka, 2006) camdéd what many observers had
voiced for years:

The financial aid system is not addregsime problems facing students. Although
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financial aid can dramatically reduce ¢herall cost of college, many students still
have significant unmet need. Moreover, the reagiffinancial aid is predicated on
navigating a lengthy and complicated pssc (p. 12)
This literature review synthesizes researchiaformation from a variety of
disciplinaryperspectives to describe what is known about tterée student aid system and the

proposed simplification of the process. Federadant aid studies have followed different
theoretical approaches: economic, psychologicalpkagical, and educational. A number of
studies have examined the existing evidence opfthetiveness of aid programs in increasing
educational opportunities (Callan, 2010; HanseB31®ossler, Hu, & Schmit, 1999; Mundel,
2008; Sallie Mae Fund and Harris Interactive, 2008an, 2007; Zarate & Pachon, 2006). Perna
(2010) noted, “As a substantial body of researchafestrates human capital models are also
useful in understanding that financial aid promaiglfege enrollment, by increasing resources,
and reducing college expenses students and farhdies to pay” (p. 170).

Conceptual Framework of the Study. Human capital theory predicts, and has generally
been supported by empirical evidence, that moanfiral aid leads to increased college
entry and therefore completion. This theory havioled a broad framework for
assessing numerous public investment decisionk@et964; Paulsen & Smart, 2009).
The human capital theory suggests that people migthibe able to perfectly predict the
costs and benefits of a college degree but thegssemed able to form expectations
about what will happen under each scenario anéfter make choices that maximize
their expected happiness (Goldrick-Rab, Harris,r&stel, 2009).

With human capital theory as the foundatia A and resultant, financial aid
system-the application process, determination of studehekgibility, administration of

Title IV-loans, grants, work study, and the delywsystem as experienced by HBCUs
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comprises the conceptual framework of this studye HEA, which defined limits for all
subsequent regulations and future legislation tiadent financial aid has created
opportunities and barriers. These barriers to gell@ccess and factors preventing access
to low-income students have been widely studie@€@stone & Looney, 2013; Hoxby &
Turner, 2013). In the context of broad literaturewever, relatively less is understood
about particular obstacles low-income studentsBCHs face when applying and
receiving federal student aid. This conceptuahBaork incorporates research regarding
the policy, practice, current and future stateheffederal student aid system.

The HEA is one of the most important pieces of@neat Society legislation (Green,
2007). The essential components of the federakstuaid programs in existence today
began under Title IV (Student Assistance Act) & HEA. This legislation mandated
equal opportunity, access, and funding for undeesgnted students with regard to
economics, race, and religion (Green, 2007). Tegaacy requirement, or social
contract, for Title IV student aid is implied inetthegislative intent of the title, which is
focused explicitly on promoting equal opportundégcess, and funding (Gladieux &
Wolanin, 1976). Consistent with legislative inteiie objectives of Title IV are generally
defined as follows: (a) to increase access (enmolle students), (b) to increase
affordability (make higher education less expensorestudents and their families), and
(c) to promote equality of opportunity (ensure tthety have the opportunity to go to
school) (Gillen, 2009).

Historically Black Colleges and Universitiesvie played an historical role in
enhancing equal educational opportunity for Afriganerican students. Federal

allocations to HBCUs originated with the HEA. €itll of the HEA, as amended,
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authorizes funds for enhancing HBCUs (Gasman, 2Mi8jorically Black Colleges and
Universities serve a student population that iprdigortionately low-income (Nealy,
2009). In 2008-2009 academic year, there were DBIMBCUs at which low-income
students did not constitute the majority of thelstuts (The Journal of Blacks in Higher
Education, 2009). For African American students, ¢brrelation between student
enrollment and the provision of federal studentisiespecially important (Harper, 2013).
The fact that such a large percentage of all stigcetrthe nation’s HBCUs come from
low-income families demonstrates the continuingdnfee increased financial support
from the federal government for these institutions.

Engle and Tinto (2008) analysis shows low-inconuelshts disproportionately come
from ethnic or racial minority backgrounds with lemlevels academic preparation.
According to the researchers, previous researclst@asn, that even after taking
demographic backgrounds, enrollment characterjsaitd academic preparation into
consideration, low-income and first generation shid are still at greater risk of failure
in postsecondary education.

History of Federal Student Aid System. American higher education has evolved over
the past century from serving society’s elite tpassing meritocratic ideals and, most
recently, to a commitment to egalitarianism (Cetearet al., 2005). As the goals and
objectives of postsecondary education expandedacidty’s concurrent demand for
college graduates grew, federal student aid bemgatat an important role for U.S.
colleges and universities (Scannell, 2005). On ®ai643, the very first record of
financial assistance for higher education expense=d that Lady Ann Radcliffe

Mowlson gave the sum of 100 English pounds to Hal@ollege to support needy
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scholars (Franklin & Marshall, 2010). More thaneiaicenturies later, on November 8,
1965, the United States Congress passed Publi®Ra329, 79 STAT 1219, which was
designed to strengthen the educational resourcesllefyes and universities and to
provide financial assistance to students in postsgary education (Franklin & Marshall
College, 2010). This public law, known as the HigEducation Act (HEA) of 1965, was
signed into law by the President of the United&tatyndon B. Johnson (Cervantes et
al., 2005; Franklin & Marshall College, 2010).Thasv was the first attempt to address
educational inequality.

Federal financing of higher education. Federal participation in the personal
financing of the costs of higher education firsitkdorm through the G.1. Bill in 1944,
followed in 1958 by the National Defense Loan Pamogi(Perkins Loans), the first federal
loan program (Burgdorf & Kostka, 2006). Prior to WoWar I, states were primarily
responsible for financing higher education (Tro@94); few public funds were directed
to independent institutions in the form of instibmial aid (Meisinger, 1994). After World
War I, the federal government became a major soaféunding for higher education
(Meisinger, 1994). Beginning with the passage efHEA of 1965, providing financial
assistance to students has been a principle wdgdeeal government has supported
higher education (Rice & Hauptman, 2000). One efhtlghest “Great Society” priorities
was to broaden educational opportunities for alleficans; the chief legislative
instrument for doing so was the HEA for postsecopgdtudents (Cervantes et al., 2005).

Amendments in 1972 to the HEA of 1965 establisstudent aid in the form of grants
and loans as the federal policy vehicle of choareekpanding opportunities in

postsecondary education and training in this cquiitansen & Jacob, 1987; Heller,
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2002; Mumper, 1996). Shifting the flow of federahtling marked the fundamental
policy change in the HEA of 1972 (Cervantes et28Q5). By directly funding individual
students, based on their ability to pay for higkdwcation, the new Basic Educational
Opportunity Grant program, later renamed Pell, @edr more than one million students
financial aid in the first academic year after émamt (Heller, 2002; Mumper, 1996).
Provision of this support was based on the findm@ad of students and their families
and targeted at the nation’s neediest students.

The Higher Education Act of 1965. The HEA is the piece of legislation that
authorizes most student assistance programs (F&tacdent Aid, 2013). The HEA
policy sought to expand educational opportunity suglport for participating
postsecondary institutions with assistance to gtrem their academic, administrative,
and financial capacities (Stedman, 200M) passing the HEA, President Johnson and
Congress recognized that solely providing finanaidlwould not open the doors of
higher education to all qualified students (Cereardt al., 2005). Clearly, it would be
necessary for the HEA policy to provide supportdoth students and institutions
(Phillips, 1985). In addition to broad-based studed programs, the HEA also provided
direct funding for college libraries, teacher edimaprograms, HBCUs, and a number of
smaller, specialized programs (Cervantes et ab5R0'he reauthorization of the law,
which is required every five years, becomes angoongor Congress to examine its
policies regarding higher education generally (Alaras & Murphy-McManus, 1998).
The HEA provides funding for postsecondary educatind serves as the foundation of

the framework upon which the current federal sttudéhsystem is built.
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Federal student aid policy: Political forces. The various grant and loan programs
created in the 1960s and 1970s expanded higheagolal opportunities far beyond the
economic and intellectual elites for whom a colledgecation was once reserved
(Mohrman, 1987). According to Mohrman, throughdwg early 1970s, enroliment of
Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, and Native Americansvgreth in absolute numbers and as a
proportion of total enroliment. Between 1976 an8@,aundergraduate enroliments of all
minority groups excepts Blacks rose faster thanrbeease in enrollments among
Whites. From the 1980s, enrollment for Asian stusl@mcreased significantly and
enrollment for Hispanic students grew slightly, batollment for Native Americans and
Blacks declined by 7% and 11%, respectively (Mohrnd®87). Limitations on student
aid have been cited often as the cause of the dwwit minority enrollment (Mohrman,
1987). Both the decrease in grants and the sbif fyrants to loans strike especially hard
at minority students from low-income families whadhrelied on grants in the past to pay
for a substantial portion of their college expenséshrman based some of her
conclusions on the research conducted by KirscaneThrift (1987), this research
evaluated ways that Black college undergraduatésotrer private college students
finance their education are compared, based onfoiaa380 student aid recipients at 38
colleges. According to Mohrman, minority studemt$articular are sensitive to financial
factors in deciding whether to go to college. Sbm{s to changes in federal student aid
policies as inadvertent contributing factors in tluenbers of Blacks and Native
Americans.

The 1970s. The late 1970s brought a substantial shift inftloeis of aid policy (Long,

2008). In 1978, passage of the Middle Income Studssistance Act (MISAA)
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expanded educational benefits to students outs&lbigh-need category targeted by the
HEA in 1965 and 1972 (Gladieux, 1995). The greataptct of the MISAA was to

allow any student, regardless of need, to utilemefal loans to pay college expenses
(Heller, 2002). Since its passage, federal spenaimigans has far outpaced spending on
need-based grants. During this period, the puroggzower of the Pell Grant has
declined from its high point in 1975 (Heller, 200R)ng (2003) reported that in 1976-77
school year, grants represented 46% of all fedsualent aid. In 2001-2002, that
percentage had fallen to 19%, with student loansmgaup 75% of the total federal aid
budget (King, 2003). Both the decrease in grantsthe shift from grants to loans have
been especially hard for minority students from-ioaome families that depend on
grants to pay for a substantial portion of theitege expenses (Mohrman, 1987). Using
data from 1985-1986, a discussion about unintgiedasequences of federal student aid
policies, Mohrman asserted that about 40% of theéesits at HBCUs came from families
with incomes under $10,000; the EFC for these stisdaveraged $34 a year. Such
undergraduates rely on student aid, employmentjrestdiutional support for virtually all
of their college expenses. Mohrman further notedt thanges in federal student aid
policies inadvertently contributed to the declinghe enrollment of the number of Black,
Hispanic, and Native American students. The passhtiee MISAA in 1978 and
subsequent legislative actions increased the anafwsttident assistance dramatically,
especially for middle and upper income studentd,sdnifted the composition of aid
heavily toward loans (Rivlin, 1982). All these tcelmes, however, worked against

college affordability in the 1980s and 1990s (Gdawki, 1995).
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The 1980s. At the university level, assessment and econongowdability became
important to higher education in the 1980s (Bentas&ociates, 1993). Pressure from
substantial federal budget cuts increased demarattmuntability and widespread
public acceptance of institutional rankings (Maaput©88) and helped raise the level of
scrutiny placed on higher education (Ewell & BoyE¥88). In 1980, Congress
authorized increased funding for student aid butd81 began to withdraw support with
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act, which reséd the terms of guaranteed student
loans and reduced support for Pell Grants (McPImers@88). Economic research that
focused exclusively on the implementation of Petu@s found that the new program did
not increase enroliment rates as much as had bgected (Hansen, 1983; Kane, 1995;
Manski & Wise, 1983). Hansen used Current Populafiorvey (CPS) data in examining
enrollment rates for students from families witlpeledents aged 18-24 for two time
periods 1971-1972 and 1978-1979. He then calcutaedatio of the enroliment rates of
below-to-above median income families in the twaqus and found that the ratios
declined for Whites, Blacks, men, and women (McBte& Schapiroi, 1991). Although
Hansen was the first to note that there was kttielence of a rise in college enrollment
by low-income students after the implementatior@deral Pell Grants, later work by
Kane (1994) confirmed Hansen'’s finding.

The 1990s. During the 1990s, Congress continued to suppodesiis' college
attendance with renewal of the HEA. More studerdgsevable to attend college and the
new FAFSA was established in 1992, an amendmehetblEA, and signed into law by
President Clinton in 1993 (Haase, 2010). The FARM®BA instituted to make applying for

aid easier and to allow students to submit one forobtain scholarships, grants, and
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loans depending on their financial situations. Rawal aid became tied to ability to pay
but still provided government subsidized supportfose without large incomes (Haase,
2010). The 1992 legislation also created a newylsidized loan option not restricted by
financial need. This legislation further establl@econsolidated federal methodology for
determining student and family ability to pay thaplied to all Title IV programs, not
just Pell Grants. The net impact of the new methmglo(which many states and
institutions also used as the basis for awardieg thwn funds) was a dramatic reduction
in expected family and student contributions, egieg potential eligibility for aid
(particularly loans) to a substantially larger pmmtof the middle class (Gladieux, 1995).
Year 2000 to present. By fiscal year 2000, the HEA had undergone reaightion
every five years from its initial passage (U.S. Bément of Education, 2008). Hansen
(1991a) wrote that “the pattern of student finahaid does not exhibit a grand design
but has evolved over the years in reaction to mkland perceived shortcomings” (p.
1). With every examination have come changes hamedo how financial aid is
provided to students and institutional supportditeges and universities. The 2008
amendment required the Secretary of Educationlimguo Congress a report on some
of the Secretary’s efforts to simplify the FAFSAesifically, the Secretary of Education
provided information on how the EFC of a studentlddoe calculated using substantially
less income and asset information. Also, wheth&a pgeovided by the IRS could provide
to the Secretary of Education income and other ue¢gled to compute an EFC for
taxpayers and dependents of taxpayers. The SecadtBducation was directed by
Congress to work to make the FAFSA more consunandly and to make questions on

the FAFSA easy for students and families to reatluarderstand. Examine how, and in
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what manner, the IRS could provide income and adlaéa from preexisting tax forms in
order to determine a student’s federal studenekbagbility.

In 2008, Congress amended the HEA with sicgniit changes. Lederman (2008)
examined more than 1,150 pages, a bill aboutr28gilonger than the HEA of 1965,
creating 64 new programs and touching on issuds/asse as the availability of Pell
Grants and illegal downloading of digital music anmdieo. To expand access and make
college more affordable, the bill aimed to simplifie process of applying for federal
student aid, making Pell Grants available year dpfwrgiving loans for students
entering high demand fields, and pressuring cofiégekeep their prices in check, among
other things (Lederman, 2008). On August 14, 2608sident Bush signed the Higher
Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) (Pub.L. No. 110531into law, amending the HEA.
Section 483(f)(2) of the HEA, as amended by the AE@quires the Secretary of
Education to submit to Congress a report on sontieeoSecretary’s efforts to simplify
the FAFSA.

Simplification Proposals. As postsecondary education becomes increasinglly thie
student financial aid system has been tasked wghreng that more students can afford
to attend college (Huelsman & Cunningham, 2013gréhs a growing body of research
on how the financial aid system have and have eenleffective in helping students,
particularly students who have been traditionafigerserved by the system (Huelsman
& Cunningham, 2013). This research provides insoghthe effectiveness of the
application process, federal methodology (needyaisaformula), and the federal student
aid delivery system. The research suggests thet theoom for simplification of the

federal student aid system, to improve the efficyeand effectiveness of providing
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access to available resources. This study prowdesnation regarding three
simplification proposals (Obama Administration, NA®A, and the Rethinking Student
Aid Study Group). Although the proposals differcleg@roposal provide
recommendations on how best to simplify the fedsttadient aid system and increase
transparency for students and families.

Obama administration. The Obama administration made several recommemdati
to streamline and improve the efficiency of theefied student aid process. The
recommendations included (a) shorten and limit FAE&demographic and other
nonfinancial questions, (b) expand Pell Grant antle@e Tax Credits, (c) modernize and
expand the Perkins Loan program, (d) create a m#lege access and completion fund,
and (e) eliminate certain federal student aid @otg to pay for the expansion of federal
Pell Grants. President Obama increased Pell Gbgngdiminating the Academic
Competiveness Grant, SMART grants, Year Round Réttually all students eligible
for Pell Grants received larger grants. As of B0¢0, the Obama Administration and
Congress had eliminated one of the federal studantprograms, the Federal Family
Education Loan Program. Today, all federal studigants are originated and guaranteed
through the William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan gham. This is the most significant
investment ever made in student aid. The Obamarashnation received statutory
authority to remove 26 data and information requeats from the FAFSA and aid
calculations. Obama proposal to replace TEACH grauiith the Presidential Teaching
Fellows, a targeted teacher recruitment retentrognam is still pending approval.

National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators. The National

Association of Student Financial Aid AdministratOpsan would significantly simplify
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the process by which students apply for federal@adtially by drawing information
about applicants’ financial situations directlyrfrahe IRS, an idea that the Obama
administration is exploring” (Lederman, 2009, p. B)e eight recommendations are the
following: (a) streamline the FAFSA so that it ealts only demographic, student
eligibility, and dependency status data; (b) alkiudents and their families who are not
required to file taxes due to low-income or whoetige means-tested federal benefits to
automatically qualify for the maximum federal P8Hants; (c) give schools the option to
waive reapplication every other year for individsaldents or for groups of students
whose circumstances have not changed significaadlydentified by the institution; (d)
allow families to initiate the financial aid ap@itton process through the federal tax
system; (e) provide look-up tables for studentsfandlies to show them the amount for
which they would qualify in federal Pell Grantgddoans; (f) eliminate need analysis
and replace it with an eligibility analysis thali@e on adjusted gross income and tax
exemptions to determine the amount that finanathbpplicants can expect to receive in
federal Pell Grants and loans; (g) use relevanstiedules for independent students or
the parents of dependent students to gain a motegate picture of their financial
eligibility; and (h) eliminate all nonfinancial arélated questions from the application
process (e.g., Selective Service, drug convictidasiancial aid is awarded assuming the
financial aid applicant meets certain requireme¢sieral law limits federal student aid
eligibility for some students who have drug relatedvictions. In addition, most males
from age 18 through 25 including permanent resglant other eligible noncitizens are
required to register with the Selective Servicet&ys According to NASFAA, tying

unrelated social agendas to the financial procesgases the complexity of the
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application process. Lederman (2009) assertedNASFAA also shared the Obama
administration’s goal to dramatically increase inenber of college graduates.
Rethinking Student Aid Study Group. In 2006, Baum, senior policy analyst at the
College Board, and McPherson, president of the &ydfoundation, initiated the
Rethinking Student Aid project under the auspideb® College Board. The members of
the Rethinking Student Aid group met over a penbtvo years. The goal was to design
a federal financial aid system that increases bneuit and success rates for low-and
moderate-income students. The group claimed tleagxisting federal financial aid
system was too complex. The application processdifasult and the grant, loan,
workstudy, and tax benefit policies were poorlyegrated and had inconsistent rules and
regulations. A central problem of the existing fled@id system is that it has developed
piecemeal, with new programs being devised not aitleye to the effectiveness and
coherence of the system as a whole, but to meetdrate political demands (College
Board, 2009, p. 7). The Rethinking Student Aid grealled for a set of policies that
would generate unprecedented breakthroughs in hadeists and their families think
about and prepare for college. At issue is whetiecurrent HEA programs and policies
adequately promote the traditional goal of expag@iccess to postsecondary education
for low-income students. According to the RethirgkBtudent Aid group, the importance
of making the federal programs more easily undecsamd more accessible to students is
basic to the design of their recommendations. Bagemmendations promoted an easier
application system with consolidated and streardlindividual programs. They
concluded the report with the view that simplifyiting federal student aid system is a

prerequisite to increasing its effectiveness (G@lBoard, 2007). The Rethinking
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Student Aid study group has recommended a mord&is@mnt change in the application

process than most proposals suggested. The recahatiars include the following:

1.Eliminate the FAFSA and retrieve the financial datquired for Pell Grant allocation
from the IRS.

2.Base Pell Grant awards wholly on family size adgisted gross income (rather than
other assets) and link increases in the valueefrtaximum Pell Grants to annual
changes in the consumer price index. Families veagimeans-tested public benefits
would qualify automatically for Pell Grants.

3.Eliminate other programs linked to Pell Grantshsas the recently established
Academic Competiveness Grant, SMART, and TBAfants, and fold the funds
into the Pell Grant Program.

4 Phase out FWS, Supplemental Educational Opport@rigynt, and
Perkins Loan programs and replace them wabkbgrants for colleges, based on the
proportion of Pell-eligible students they@hand retain to the second year, as
“incentive” funds that campuses could usedlp how-and moderate-income students.

5.Eliminate government-paid interest subsidies fodsnts in college, and hence
eliminating the distinction between subsidizaad unsubsidized Stafford loans.

6.Use savings from subsidies to expand and strength@émcome-based repayment
system and a standard repayment systemiltediijger payments toward later years,
when most borrowers are earning more.

7.Link the maximum amount of federal loans that stuslean borrow to the federal
poverty level for individuals, allowing it ttse with inflation.

8.Combine existing education tax credits and deduostinto a single (nonrefundable)
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tax credit and allow the credit to be useddwer college related expenses other than

tuition and fees.

9. Create savings accounts (and deposit into them ynioneollege) for children who
would be eligible for Pell Grants if they are obllege age. The accounts in question
would be, like Social Security accounts, commitraéat the federal government to
pay specified amounts when the requirements fomeay are met. These accounts
are available only for people who go to college.

In thinking about reforming the federal studai system, it is important to
understand the multiple functions it serves. Irotlgefederal student aid should provide
affordability, equality of educational opportunignd access for all students. It is also
important to understand the current federal studehsystem and why there has been
numerous calls to simplify the process.

Federal student aid policy: Social forces. Consistent with the legislative intent of the

HEA, Gillen (2009) identified the three main objges of financial aid: (a) to increase

affordability (make higher education cheaper fodsnts and their families), (b) to

promote equality of opportunity (ensure disadvaatbstudents can go to school), and (c)

to increase access (enroll more students). Thgeetdes are not consistently applicable

across historical periods because the target popuagafor student aid programs have

changed over time, along with the definitions afege qualifications (St. John, 2004).

Although all three objectives are defined, the ®outhis study is on access (entry) and

the importance of a simpler more transparent fédtundent aid system.

Affordability. One of the most difficult challenges facing prosgpecand current

college students is how to accumulate sufficiesbueces to pay for their college
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education (Gansemer-Topf & Schuh, 2005). Concednstecollege affordability have
existed for some time. A survey that found 40%\uofericans live “lives of constant
economic struggle and worry” also found that “makimgher education more
affordable” topped the list of policy steps thabpke think would be very effective in
helping them become more secure economically BiRbchkind & Ott, 2011). The
survey is based on a nationally representative kaaffd,004 adults living in the
continental United States. Results are weightembtcect known demographic
discrepancies, and the margin of sampling errer ipercentage points (Bittle, Rochkind
& Ott, 2011).

U.S. campuses are under increasing pressuretire Obama Administration and the
public to make college more affordable. Symptontduide dramatic increases in tuition
and fees, reduced state higher education budgstbnels in the purchasing power of
student grant aid, increasing student debt burdarsheightened demand for
institutional accountability (Dickerson, 2004). &icial aid has not kept pace with
increasing college costs or with inflation, ofteayjmg for only a portion of what low-
income students need to attend college. Accordirthe National Center for Education
Statistics, for the 2010-11 academic year, theagescost for undergraduate tuition,
room, and board (meals) was $13,600 at publictirigins, $23,500 at private for profit
institutions, and $36,300 at private not for profititutions (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2011). College students heemn forced to absorb increasing
amounts of debt due to rising educational cost20Ihl-2012 academic year, about 60%
of students who earned bachelor’s degrees fromabtl private nonprofit institutions

at which they began their studies graduated witit (léollege Board, 2013). Debt
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figures are based on institutional reporting to@udlege Board and are best
approximations. Estimates for 2011-12 incorporath Ithe responses for that year and
the change from 2010-11 for schools reporting fathtyears. Exact dollar amounts
should be interpreted with caution. The data ateadequate to allow comparable
calculations for for-profit institutions (CollegeoBrd, 2013). The three simplification
proposals reviewed in this study reflects a commaittrio increasing Pell Grants and
reducing student debt to help students and famaliesd college. Under the Obama
administration, virtually all students eligible fBell Grants would receive larger grants.
The NASFAA and Rethinking Student Aid Study Groupuid allow all families
receiving means-tested public benefits to autorabyicualify for Pell Grants. By
increasing Pell Grants, students would be ableanage student debt and promote
affordability.

Equality of education opportunity. Promoting equality of educational opportunity
has been the federal government’s single mostleisibd identifiable goal with respect
to higher education (Deitch, 1978). The HEA, adhatted, provides the basis for
specifying the social contract for assessing stufieancial aid and judging the adequacy
of federal grants. The social contract for TitledWident aid is implied in the legislative
intent of the Title, which is focused explicitly @gnomoting equal educational
opportunity (St. John, 2004). Wright (1970) desedlequality of educational
opportunity: “is by all odds the most powerful inshent by which the American people
irrespective of race, creed, or national origirseaific] their socioeconomic status and
improves §ic| their style and condition of life” (p. 26). Ireasing the opportunity for

students to choose which institutions to attendspective of cost, also has been a goal,
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but because of competition for limited funds, wiitle goal of increasing access, it has
been a secondary rather than a primary focus eftah (Deitch, 1978). The student
need analysis for college applicants and studdats @n important role in our society’s
commitment to equality of educational opportun®rig & Jones, 1970). The desire for
a simplified need analysis formula is one focuthef Obama Administration, NASFAA
and Rethinking Student Aid Study Group. The Obadmaiaistration requested and
received statutory authority to remove 26 dataiafatmation requirements from the
FAFSA and aid calculations. The NASFAA proposal ldaeliminate the need analysis
formula and replace it with an eligibility analysisat relies on adjusted gross income and
tax exemptions to determine the student finanethbevard. The Rethinking Student Aid
Study Group would eliminate the FAFSA and retriwe financial data required for Pell
Grant allocation from the IRS. The simplificatiohtbe need analysis formula is
important when computing the amount of aid needeattend a given college or
university.

Access. At the end of World War I, providing access tolegk for all who could
benefit from it was one of the nation’s primary go&owever, the focus on which
groups of students could afford to enroll frequectianged (Davis, 1997). According to
the Learning Points Associates (2010), “the tanoessuggests that full participation in
higher education requires the elimination of basribat have historically limited
participation for all students” (p. 1). During tlae 1940s and the 1950s, the federal
government focused on providing veterans with etloicdenefits and access to college,
most states expanded their low-cost public colgtems, and many states and local

communities began building 2-year community colée(f@avis, 1997). By the 1960s,
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there was a general sentiment that college shaddrbe a birthright for Americans,
much as high school had become a birthright inl8®20s (Cervantes et al., 2005). Policy
efforts enacted through the late 1960s opened rdaoss for African American students
in higher education (Harper et al., 2009). The foamas on providing access for minority
students, largely through federal funding of campased student aid programs, as low
and low-middle income students’ needs were adddetsseugh expansion of community
college systems and federal loan programs (Da9@7)l By the late 1970s and
throughout the 1980s, the needs of middle-incoméestts drew attention, as the nation
continued trying to help less affluent studentsgaicess to college (Davis, 1997). Years
of effort and activities more than tripled the partage of adult Americans with four or
more years of college training from 6.2% in 195@103% by 1990 (U.S. Department of
Education, 1995). The Obama administration, NASFa®d Rethinking Student Study
Group made specific recommendations to eliminatedya that pose roadblocks to
postsecondary access. Each proposal made suggesttbrregard to the application
process, federal programs, and federal studerdedidery system. These
recommendations address ways to improve enrollnpensjstence, and completion of a
college degree.

Questions about whether student aid prograomsqed the goal of access and equal
educational opportunity were first initiated by lan in the early 1980s. Hansen (1982),
in a highly influential study, suggested that itsweseful to look at relative enrollment
rates of more and less affluent students in gautiegmpact of federal student aid, on
the grounds that change over time in federal stuaieinvas the most obvious factor that

should affect time series changes in the diffeakirollment behavior of these two
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groups. Hansen (1982) stated the income redisimibylicies in the 1960s and 1970s,
with rapid expansion of federal financial aid praxs for college age students, reflected
a shift from the goal of promoting economic effrodg and worsened economic growth
to the goal of providing greater equity. Hanseruaththat the effectiveness of student
financial aid programs in widening access to caleguld be assessed in two ways, both
compared enrollment rates to ascertain the extenthe number of college age youths
attending or planning to attend college increased eonsequence of the greater
availability of federally provided student finanicéad. Two sources are used in the
application of these standards. One is the anno&ll@r 1971 and 1972 as well as 1978
and 1979 CPS data on student enrollments, it pesvektensive information for
dependent youths 18-24 years of age on their eneoll by race, sex, and family income.
The other source of data is two longitudinal susvefyhigh school seniors: ti®72
National Longitudinal Study of the High School Gla$ 1972NLS) and High School
and Beyond — A National Longitudinal Study of tH#80s (HSB). He wrote the expected
effects of student financial aid were to equalidacational opportunities by overcoming
the financial barriers to college attendance amangh from lower income families.
Hansen concluded the evidence indicated that theated effects of these programs
never materialized. Using data from the annual GRSpopulation surveys showed that
little or no change occurred in the ratio of codegnroliment rates from youth from
families with income below the median relative twth from families with above-
median incomes (Hansen, 1982). However, he conaedes possible that had student

financial aid not been available in as generousuantsoas it was, enrollment rates of
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lower-income students would have declined or notdased as much as it did (Hansen,
1982).

Hansen’s (1982) findings were controversiaitually no one in higher education
wanted to hear what Hansen asserted in 1982: Deedlegovernment’s massive
investment in student financial aid was not workirtansen’s argument galvanized two
camps: those favoring the federal government'sresffio achieve equality of educational
opportunity via aid and those seeking to reducerf@dspending on student aid. Hansen’s
report was criticized on a variety of grounds. Tbhatemporary empirical evidence also
contradicted Hansen’s conclusion that the behalvesfects of federal aid programs were
negligible. Tierney (1980) argued that receiving type of financial aid affects a
student’s choice between public and private institis. In any case, the results of these
studies are mixed; and indicate that even withirange in the ratio of attendance, one
cannot conclude that the effort to provide finahaid to low-income students was
worthless.

In summary, the drift toward a system thaeseprimarily on student debt to finance
higher education have turned the original commitnie®qual educational opportunity
in the wrong direction. The legislation of the 18&hd early 1970s established a
commitment to help disadvantaged students throegll#based grant programs, at the
same time helping middle class families throughegnment-guaranteed (but minimally
subsidized) private bank loans (Gladieux, 1995 @htipoverty origins of the 1960s
legislation have faded into history as eligibilioy federal student aid has been expanded
up the economic ladder. Loans are far and awalatigest source of aid, even for the

lowest income students (Gladieux, 1995). This dguelent has been double edged. On
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the one hand, broader eligibility has popularizeajpams with the middle class and,
therefore, strengthened their political base. Thenger political foundation resulting
from the middle-income legislation of 1978 may h&aedped to protect these programs
from what could have been worse cutbacks in thiy 880s. On the other hand, the
shift has diluted the federal emphasis on subsidiel®w-income students and led to the
predominance of loans in the mix of available &thdieux, 1995). The shifts in both the
types of funding (loans vs grants) and who getsién(low vs moderate income) have
implications for the social role of higher educatior example, its role in providing
equality of opportunityDougherty, 2004).
The Current Federal Aid System
According to Perna (2010), financial aicisritical lever for increasing

postsecondary attainment in the United States arfthps the most useful tool in the kit
of policymakers for increasing college access dmdoe among Blacks, Hispanics, low-
income students, and other groups underrepresentegher education. The College
Board reported that more than $ 238 billion in fici@l aid was distributed to
undergraduates and graduates during the 2012-&tHdmic year in the form of grants,
work study, loans, and tax exemptions (College Bo2009). The data were provided by
ED, Annual Federal Program Databooks and the NaitiStudent Loan Data System
(NSLDS). Today, the federal government is by lfer flargest sponsor of student aid for
postsecondary education (Gladieux, 1995).

Student financial aid is delivered throughoanplex structure of federal, state, and
local agencies and organizations, as well as bysténads of colleges and universities (St.

John, 2004). The federal government plays a sutiskaout often inconsistent and
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confusing, role in financing the costs incurredrividual students pursuing a higher
education (Burgdorf & Kostka, 2005). This sectioagents a discussion of the federal
student aid system which comprises the applicaironess, federal methodology, and
federal programs. It concludes with the federaiveey system.

The application process. Each year, students and parents seeking finarssatance
for college complete a detailed questionnaire abwit finances, the FAFSA. The
FAFSA serves as the basis to award federal and stettst and institutional need-based
aid, and it is a critical gatekeeper to most finahaid (Long, 2008). At its most basic
level, the FAFSA is used to determine how finangiakedy students are (Long, 2008).
In fiscal year2012, Federal Student Aid of the U.S. Departmerfidhfcation, processed
approximately 22 million aid applications (Runcz@12).

Nevertheless, many researchers and policyrexpelieve the FAFSA is a deterrent to
getting students from low-income families to apfalycollege. In part because of the
FAFSA’s multiple pages (length) and questions segkiersonal and financial
information about student and their families. laliéidn, to meet eligibility requirements
students must answer questions that are non fialaretated such as selective service and
drug convictions. For low-income students, theeeather problems with the FAFSA,
such as its cost and uncertainty concerning agibgity and awards arising from its’
complexity. The Advisory Committee on Student FiziahAssistance (2005) argues,
many of the poorest students and families seeithadial aid process as “a long ordeal
of scaling access barriers: poor information, urdapected contributions, impenetrable
forms, inflexible processes, burdensome verifiggtlack of coordination among funding

sources, and insufficient total aid” (p. 1 ).
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Dynarski and Scott-Clayton (2006) concludedat,tthe FAFSA is longer and more
complicated than the typical federal tax returrthAlgh ED suggests that the FAFSA
takes about one hour to complete, Dynarski andt&ilaiton estimated that,
conservatively, an average FAFSA application tatssut 10 hours to complete. The
authors based this conclusion on the fact thaFfkESA asks about items that are not on
the 1040 (such as assets and food stamps). Therauitbstrate a contrast between form
1040EZ and FAFSA with one-third of the FAFSA'’s gimss and one fifth of its pages,
the 1040EZ captures the information needed to ohitertax liability for the very
population that is targeted by Pell Grants (Dynags&cott-Clayton, 2007). Dynarski
and Scott-Clayton concluded the IRS more realifyiestimates that it takes 16 hours to
complete a 1040, 13 hours to complete a 1040A 8amalrs to complete a 1040 EZ. The
one-hour estimate would be plausible if filling clné FAFSA were simply a matter of
copying data from a completed tax form. The twsoes cited for the implausible time
frame are the following: (a) the FAFSA asks abtermis that are not on the 1040 (such as
assets and food stamps); and (b) many schoolsreecpmpletion of the 1040 (such as
W-2 and 1099 forms). The FAFSA requires detailedatad asset information from
students and parents. Another challenge is knothiegssets that should be reported on
the FAFSA. Some schools require the FAFSA be subchih January or February,
before the arrival of tax documents or completibtag returns. In cases when the 1040
is completed after the FAFSA, the ED requires thatFAFSA be updated, initiating
another round of paperwork (Dynarski & Scott Clayta007). The requirement is
intended to improve the accuracy of the informasabmitted on the FAFSA. See Table

1.
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Table 1

Complexity of the FAFSA versus IRS 1040

1040 1040A 1040EZ FAFSA
Measure 2005 2005 2005 2006-2007
Number of pages (excluding 2 2 1 5
instructions)
Total number of questions 118 83 37 127
Nonfinancial items
Identifying information 6 6 6 22
Demographic/family information 8 8 2 18
Enroliment status/school 0 0 0 7
information
Signature and preparer 12 12 12 8
information
Other 1 1 1 10
Financial items
Earned income 1 1 1 5
Other income 19 12 2 33
Assets 0 0 0 6
Deductions/credits/allowances 39 22 2 12
Tax amounts from tables, 21 12 6 6
calculation lines
Withholdings, refund 11 9 5 0
Number of itemsrequired for
computation of tax, refund, or 71 43 8 72
aid amount
Length of signing statement 49 words 64 words 59 word 232 words
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Official estimate of time to prepare 16 hours18ns8 hours1 hour

Source: Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2006

The ED acknowledged that the “volume and typeatédequired on the FAFSA lists
104 questions with another 29 sub questions [andifiicult to collect” (ED, 2009, p. 6).
Secretary of Education Arne Duncan noted that ‘fyasically have to have a Ph.D. to
figure that thing out” (Field, 2009, p.6).

Dynarski and Scott-Clayton (2006) used thejpectives of optimal tax theory and
behavioral economics to explore the costs of coriylén financial aid for college. The
researchers argued that much of the complexitiggraid system involves lack of
information, inaccurate information, and the corogied FAFSA form. One focus of
their analysis was compliance costs. The authdisetecompliance costs as the time
and resources required to learn about the systentsarules, time to collect all of the
required documents, and time to fill out the FAF®AN. The researchers found low-
income families have little prior experience wikte taid system, since the parents are
unlikely to have gone to college and applied farthemselves. Half of low-income high
school seniors do not have a parent who ever ateodlleges. According to Dynarski
and Scott-Clayton, this lack of college going peerd relatives blocks a channel that
could communicate information about need-basedcsdilde target population. This data
was extracted from the National Education LongiatliSurvey of 1988. The researchers
argued the federal student aid system deliversnmdtion about aid too late for it to
affect schooling decisions (Dynarksi & Scott-Clayt@007). The researchers argue that
parents do not get definitive information about @lidibility until after their student has

applied to and been admitted to colleges in thengmf the senior year in high school.

50



Delivering a subsidy after a person has made apsecis no way to increase a demand
(Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2007). Dynarski and S€dlayton also identified language
as another barrier, with 13% of low-income stud@miarily speaking a language other
than English at home, double the rate of familigh @wbove medians.

Using data from the 2003-2004 National Postsdary Student Aid Survey (NPSAS),
Dynarski and Scott-Clayton they examined the refetinip between federal aid received
and financial information on the FAFSA. Student stigtistics and simulations are based
on individual level data from the nationally repretative 2003-04 (NPSAS:04). The
NPSAS includes data from the FAFSA for 53,025 ugdstuate federal aid applicants.
The authors limited their sample to full-time, de@gent undergraduates who attended the
same institution for a full year; from the datagét% of aid applicants were dependents,
and of these, 61% attended a single institutiortifule for the full year. This yielded an
initial sample of 17, 604. From this sample 460vmbals (2.5%) were dropped, these
individuals were missing the EFC, family size, amber of family members in college.
The authors also dropped 1,001 individuals (6%)seh6FC and Pell awards could not
be replicated within $1,000 using the publishedfarchulas (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton,
2006). The final sample of the study consistedf6D3 undergraduates who attended
college full-time in 2003-2004 and who applied federal aid.

Dynarski and Scott-Clayton argue that languagaother barrier, with 13% of low-
income students primarily speaking a language dttear English at home, double the
rate of families with above-median incomes. Evenlihsic step of locating financial
records is an obstacle for poor students, duegioenimobility rates. Low-income

families are also less likely to have access torttegnet at home, a handicap in a system
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that relies heavily upon the web for the dissenmmadf information and is moving
towards an exclusively on-line application systémaddition, they identified multiple
aspects of the aid system that behavioral econasniggest will blunt its impact upon
schooling decisions.

With student level data from the 2003-2004 WB®4, they showed that much of the
complexity in the aid system fails to improve thegeting of aid. Dynarski and Scott-
Clayton found that the aid system imposes largésanorder to measure small
differences in ability to pay. According to theeaschers, nearly all of the variation in
aid is generated by a few of the more than 70 ititt@s used in the aid formula. Parents’
adjusted gross income (or, for nonfilers, earniings work) marital status, family size,
and the number of family members in college exptaiar three-quarters of the variation
in Pell Grant awards. With only a few more variagbliey replicated 90% of the
variation in Pell Grants for dependent studente radically simplified process
eliminates 80% of the financial items on the aglmn. The result was an aid
application that could fit on a single page. Theesechers concluded that the IRS
1040EZ already collects most of the key piecesatd that determine aid eligibility; a
reasonable option would be to eliminate the FAF8/gletely and run student aid
through the tax system.

Moreover, some students and parents appérr tonfused by the form. Over 90% of
low-income students who are allowed to skip moststjons on the FAFSA complete the
guestions anyway, suggesting they are confused aotlunderstand that these questions
need not be answered (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton6200he sample consists of 15,603

undergraduates who attended college full-time ©3204 and who applied for federal
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aid. In the sample just half of the applicants friamilies with income between $5,000
and $15,000 had their applications processed ukagutomatic zero EFC or simplified
need analysis tests.

The length and complexity of the aid applicatis clearly a problem, but it is not the
only the problem with the aid application processeport by Perna (2004) focused on
the experiences of lower-income and minority stasless well as students from families
in which the parents have not attended collegede3tis and families typically learn
specifics about financial aid and types after trexgive financial aid offers very late in
the college process (Fitzgerald, 2006; Heller, 30Pérna (2004) summarized research
to describe to what extent have families, espgcfathilies of lower income and
minority students, been affected by their awarenasderstanding, and predictions of
college prices and student aid program resourasaR2004) found that most students
learn about financial aid in the final years ofthgghool, after already making decisions
about whether or not to attend college. Additiondtbw-income, African American, and
Hispanic students and parents are less likely thiaer students and parents to gain
access to the resources that promote college praotithrough social networks.
Dynarski and Scott-Clayton (2007) extended the veaortt found that completing the
lengthy FAFSA provides no indication about aid #lility. By reviewing the application
process, the researchers noted that upon compteengAFSA, the aid applicant is no
more informed about the financial aid eligibilityain when the applicant began the
process. Families are informed of their EFC onstinelent aid report (SAR), a document
sent after the FAFSA is filed. Beyond the EFC, sttocument reports nothing about the

student aid the applicant can get” (Dynarski & $€ayton, 2007, p. 9). The student
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must wait until each college assigns a packageanftg, loans, and work-study funds to
each admitted student (Dynarski & Scott-ClaytorQ20The lack of information
regarding financial aid awards, could have a paémpact on college enrollment rates
and patterns (Perna, 2004).

In summary, the HEA requires the U.S. Sacyedf Education to produce, distribute,
and process, free of charge, a single common fiabreporting form (FAFSA) to
determine a student’s eligibility for aid underl&itV of the HEA. The current FAFSA
and EFC formulas have long been questioned by diahaid professionals, academics,
families, and others with regard to the complexigyevance, and fairness of the
formulas.

Thefederal need analysis methodology. A federal need analysis system underlies
the annual allocation of billions of dollars in d&nt financial aid supported by Title IV
of the HEA (Stoll & Stedman, 2004. The present fableeed analysis system is the
product of the 1992 reauthorization of the HEA, ethcombined two federal
systems-one then in use for the Pell Grant program, theratised for campus-based aid
and Stafford Loansinto a single need analysis system (Stool & Stedrd@04).
Congress intended this single, simplified systesimgia common application form (the
FAFSA), to be the sole basis to the greatest extessible for the determination of need

for federal, state, and institutional aid (StooS&dman, 2004). See Figure 1.
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Student and Family Provide FAFSA

Information

eBasic ID data FAFSA data EFC calculation byl

o Federal program eligibility data ——»  submitted to —>  Processor using selected FAFSA
eState and institutional eligibility data central processor data:

*EFC financial data Income

EFC nonfinancial data ets

eAid packaging
eDissemination data

Dependency status
Number in college

EFC and other data EFC and other data

transmitted to school transmitted to the student
Financial aid administrator Student aid record (SAR)
Determines COA to student

Financial need
Student aid package

Award notification to student

Figure 1.The flow chart of federal need analysis processtiadents. The figure shows a simplified view @ treed analysis and aid
packaging process that underlies the awardingdsrée student aid. Cost of Attendance = COA, Exguk&amily Contribution = EFC,
and Student Aid Report (SAR3ource: CRS Analysis, 2007
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Historically, the aid formula has been difficto simplify because changes typically
raise flags for elected officials and constituegoyups. The current formula is very
complex because Congress has mandated that theléofon determining aid account
for so many variables. Kantrowitz (2009) statedhéTpolicy experts have established
that the current process of applying for finaneial is itself a problem that prevents
millions of students from applying for student finegal aid and ultimately graduating
with a college degree” (p. 1). Nevertheless, afgrne will require statutory action by
Congress (Kantrowitz, 2009).

Federal programs. Long et. al. (2004) asserted that the vast mgjoficollege
students today rely upon financial aid to help thgay for college expenses. One way
to lessen the educational expenses of a collegeatidn is through government
educational subsidies, such as student aid inottme 6f grants, loans (both subsidized
and unsubsidized), and work study (Cortes & KwdkK,@®. Each of the many programs
has different eligibility requirements and in thebias been formulated for a different
purpose. There are more than 20 different prog@federal student aid (U.S.
Department of Education, 2009). Long (2007) argued,

The myriad of financial aid programs athat helping families pay for college,
and the shifts in the foci of governmental argtitational financial aid programs have
left the neediest students facing higher pricesusiimancial aid. In the early years, the
emphasis was on meeting the college access ne@dsiostudents through the use of

grants. (p. 44)
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This complexity creates confusion for studeamtd families. Without clear direction
regarding who is eligible for what, benefits areeafunused or underused by the
college students (Burgdorf & Kostka, 2006).

Nevertheless, federal grants have not kepe paih either inflation generally or
tuition increases specifically (Burgdorf & KostkZ)05). Despite recognition of the
importance of adequate grant aid, a shift in pgliagrities has occurred particularly at
the federal and state levels, that has fueled @falan need-based grant aid (ACSFA,
2002). This shortfall has required staggering lewélwork and loans, which undermine
enrollment. It also has forced those who do erioodittend on a less than full-time basis
and to work excessive number of hours, therebyedestng the amount of grant aid that
students can be awarded in subsequent years déintately, their chances of obtaining
a college degree (ACSFA, 2002). Student loans hawe than tripled over the past
decade, according to new data from the FederalrRe¢Eederal Reserve Bank of New
York, 2012). According to the Federal Reserve, asttidban debt hit $904 billion in the
first quarter of 2012, up from $241 billion a deeajo. That is up 275% from the
same period in 2003.

The number of dollars appropriated for fafl@nancial aid has increased so
dramatically that from the enactment of the MISAALO78, student financial aid has
become the largest subsidy for higher educatigherlJnited States. The availability of
financial aid to students is so critical to thell@geducation enterprise that it has been
characterized as the “very lifeblood of most ingigns” (Atwell, 1981, p. 69).

Archibald (2002) pointed out:
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Through the years, the (financial aid§teyn has evolved with changes in
funding levels, adjustments in rules, and the &aldivf programs. For the most
part, this evolution had been unplanned. On ocoagimgrams have been
changed with no thought to how other programs mghaffected. The financial
aid system of today resembles something that hexs ppatched up many times
with duct tape, bailing wire, clothespins, and shits dizzyingly complex, and
Is not doing its job efficiently. (p. xi)

Financial aid is awarded in two basic formf g@gd and self-help aid (Lam, 1999).
Grants that do not require repayment, tend to ed¢dbus of most research on financial
aid.

Campus Based Programs. The federal government offers a number of finainaid
programs (ED, 2013). Funds from these programgigen to the institution for
distribution, rather than directly to the studeASFAA, 2013). Campus based federal
student includes the Supplemental Educational Qppity Grant (SEOG), Federal
Work Study (FWS), and Federal Perkins loan. The SE® a campus-based matching
grant program that provides additional grant aasist to Pell Grant recipients. The
SEOG was designed as the partner program to th&Reilt and continues to provide
financial assistance to Pell Grant recipients \th#h greatest need (Association of
American Universities, 2006). Federal work studywaginally enacted as part of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and later transddrto the HEA, the FWS program
was designed “to stimulate and promote the pare-timployment of students...who
are in need of the earnings from such employmeptiteue courses of study at eligible
institutions” (Higher Education Act of 1965, as arded 2008 [42 U.S.C.2751, p. 2].

The Federal Perkins loan is awarded to undergradcarat graduate students with
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exceptional financial need. This is a campus-basegram, with the school serving as
the lender using limited funds provided by the EHID( 2009). Most of the
simplification proposals target the Pell Grant &tdfford Loan programs, the largest
Title IV programs.

Federal Pell Grants. The Federal Pell Grant was created to improvetioess of
low-income students to post-secondary educatioer @e 40 years since the federal
grant program was introduced for low and modenateme students, it has expanded
dramatically in both size and scope, and now seavasich more diverse mix of
programs and institutions (Baum & Scott-Clayton1 20 During the 2012-2013
academic year, the program provided $33.6 billlogrants to some 9.4 million
students at U.S. educational institutions (Congpess Budget Office, 2013).

Pell Grants were intended to serve as thefflor “foundation” of an
undergraduate student’s financial aid award. Ofihencial aid would be added to the
Pell Grant up to the limits of a student’s finahciaed (Center for Higher Education
Support Services, 2003). The Pell Grant progranodghiced the concept of portability
in the federal student financial aid programs, @sosed to campus-based aid, for
which the funding level is different for each cgkéeand the college makes the
determination of which students receive funding emnaghat amounts. Pell Grant
amounts are dependent on the student’s EFC, casterfdance, enrollment status (full-
time or part-time); and whether the student attdada full academic year or less. By
providing portability, Pell Grants offered studentg only access to postsecondary
education but also, for the first time choice amorggitutions (Center for Higher

Education Support Services, 2003).
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The Pell Grant program has received graduaéases but to sustain the program
students are now limited to 12 semesters of gilayb#ity. Higher education leaders,
policy makers and analysts have expressed conabms the program’s costs,
complexity (application process and rules for #ligly), and the purchasing power of
Pell Grants. According to the Congressional Budgféite (2013), the cost of the
program has risen dramatically in recent yearsimF2006-2007 to 2010-2011, real
(inflation-adjusted) spending on Pell Grants insezhby 158%. The changes resulted
from an 80% rise in the number of recipients ad@% real increase in the amount of
average grant during these four years (Congreds€Budget Office, 2013).

According to the Congressional Budget Offi2813), the current purchasing power
of Pell Grants reflects the rapid increase in gdléuition rates over the past three
decades-on average, tuition has risen 3.6% per year mae lias the consumer price
index for all urban consumers (CPI-U). The Congimsgal Budget Office reported that
from 1979-1980 through 1995-1996, the maximum Bedint lost two-thirds of its
purchasing power falling from 244% to 82% of averagstate tuition and fees at
public four-year colleges. Between 1995-1996 antll2B012, lawmakers more than
doubled the maximum Pell Grant, from $2,340 to $6,%ut its value relative to in-
state tuition and fees at those colleges stillidedIfrom 82% to 72% (Congressional
Budget Office, 2013).

When filing the FAFSA, students must specifyta (but no more than) six schools
they are considering attending. The federal govemrprovides the listed schools with
the student’s EFC and FAFSA information, and thset®ols calculate federal grants

and loans. Students receive a financial aid package each school specifying federal,
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state, institutional grant, and loans. Studentaatcsee their Pell Grant award until this
point, where it is included as a component of thalfprice displayed in their financial
aid package (Turner, 2012). The Pell Grant is #mesfor all institutions. Typically the
financial aid award is received after a studentesake decision to accept admission at
a particular institution. This complexity makeslifficult for students and families to
determine in advance how much assistance theyxgmce(Baum & Scott-Clayton,
2013).

Although many proposals exist on how to imgrtive Pell Grant program, this
study presents the recommendations of the Obamamstration, NASFAA, and the
Rethinking Student Aid Study Group. The Obama Adstiation recommended
investing $115 billion in Pell Grants over the next years. Virtually all students
eligible for Pell Grants (99%) would receive largall Grants under the proposal. The
Obama Administration would consolidate the othelefal grant programs into the Pell
Grant program. The NASFAA would phase in Pell Gianteases over 5 years to
bring maximum grant to 70% of average tuition, feeem and board at four-year
public colleges (now $12,900). The Rethinking Shid&d Study Group proposal
would base Pell Grant awards wholly on family sanel adjusted gross income (rather
than assets) and link increases in the value afdsamum Pell Grant to annual
changes in the Consumer Price Index. Familiesrdtaive “means tested” public
benefits would qualify automatically for Pell Granin addition, the group
recommended that the eligibility criteria for P@llants be dramatically simplified to

rely only on AGI and family size. The Rethinkingu8ént Aid Study Group proposal
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would also consolidate federal grant programs &l Grant recipients into a more
generous Pell Grant for all low and moderate incstndents.

Each of these proposals presents advantagedisadvantages. Each proposal
recommended increasing Pell Grants for low-incotadents. Unfortunately, each
proposal would increase spending for the Pell Goangram. These increases in
spending could threaten the program’s future. Astalgnd policymakers are concerned
about the cost of Pell Grants, the grants adeqteabglp pay for education, and the
complexity of the rules for eligibility and the dfmation process (Congressional
Budget Office, 2013). Some critics of higher ediocacomplain that increases in
federal aid have encouraged colleges to raisetuit take advantage of students’
increased ability to pay; however, virtually altearchers find no evidence of such a
link (Lederman, 2009). A report mandated by Congreshe 1998 reauthorization of
the HEA found no association between the aid vegaffederal grants, state grants,
and student loans) and changes in tuition in ettepublic or private not for profit
sectors but also stated that over the past deoadsaises in college tuitions are in fact
driven most by public revenue shortfalls and greagtitutional spending (Cook &
Hartle, 2012).

In summary, the Pell Grant is intended tccfion as the foundation aid for needy
undergraduates; all other federal need-based &idiltson the Pell Grant. Some of the
critics of the Pell Grant program have argued ithébes not provide students with
incentives to enroll or, for some, to complete grde (Cooper, 2011). In addition,

despite regular increases in funding, the mainreddgant program has failed to keep
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its value over time and does not cover the samgagption of expenses as originally
designed (Long, 2008).

Federal Loans. Many students rely on federal student loans tofpagollege.
Without loan guarantees, many students would bealtwof financing for their
undergraduate education (Archibald & Feldman, 20IB¢ main federal loan for
students is called the Stafford Loan. All Stafftumhns are either subsidized (the
government pays the interest when the studentsshool) or unsubsidized (the student
pays the interest, although the student can havpdliments deferred until after
graduation). Federal student loans have existeddoades; the impetus for the
development of the government-backed loans in pladay was the passage of the
HEA of 1965 (Heller, 2008).

In an effort to facilitate college access, fibderal government has ended up with an
array of loan programs that significantly increttse complexity of the student
financing system and arguably create real hardshigtudents at the same time that
they increase access (Baum & Schwartz, 2013). @heheducation financing system
has become increasingly dependent on debt. Datatfie ED illustrate the precipitous
growth of debt over recent years (Bergeron, Bayov,alenti, 2013). In the 2011-2012
academic year, 40% of undergraduates borrowed dederal student aid
programs-an increase 18% since 2004 and 15% since 2008. tvtarkling is the fact
that among those borrowing, the average amounbowend in 2012 was nearly $7,800
up 44% from the 2004 amount of $5,400 and up 26&¥h fhe 2008 amount of $6,200

(Bergeron, Baylor, & Valenti, 2013).

63



Further data released by the ED provide aeatence of the difficulty that many
graduates are having in repaying their studentdoBRepayment rates measure the share
of students in a program that are able to make payson their loans that reduce the
principal balance by at least $1 in a given ye&e ED examined 1,930 associate’s
degree programs at for-profit institutions of higkducation and found a median
repayment rate of 29%. This rate means that felmger B in 10 students were able to
make payments that reduced their loan balanceletdhalf of the programs measured
at that degree level had an even lower rate. Off@3Rrofit bachelor’'s degree
programs measured, the median repayment rate Wasa®l the 4,567 undergraduate
certificate programs at all types of postsecondasiitutions had a median rate ranging
from 43% and 47%. The program level with the higinesdian rate-71%—was the
post-baccalaureate certificate level at all typgsostsecondary institutions (Bergeron,
Baylor, & Valenti, 2013).

The burden of the debt also has become a aotgic of debate. The Rethinking
Student Aid Study Group suggested the reliance@and among students from low and
moderate income families cannot continue with nggatonsequences. Baum (1996)
cautioned about the intergenerational implicatiohshifting the burden of college
payment from parents to students. Baum and O’'M4Re€03) presented survey
evidence that half of the respondents reportednigélurdened by their debt payments.
During the period of 1988 to 2003, Nellie Mae, @deint loan company, sponsored four
National Student Loan surveys (Baum & O’Malley, 3D0rhe survey population was
drawn from a random sampling of student loan boerswn repayment who had at

least one federal student loan (subsidized or wsidided Stafford Loan or
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Supplemental Loan for Students) with Nellie Mae andlid U.S. postal address. A
response rate of 24% yielded 1,280 usable sunaporses upon which the study is
based (Baum & O’Malley, 2003). The surveys poseeis# questions that probed the
attitudes of former students about the repaymestgss. Using a 5-point continuum
ranging fromstrongly agreeo strongly disagregthe surveys asked the respondents to
indicate level of agreement with the statementé8ileaving school, my student loans
have caused me more financial hardship than | hadipated at the time | took out the
loans.” Using a 5-point continuum ranging fronot at all burdenedo extremely
burdenedhe surveys also asked the respondents to respdhd question, “To what
extent do you feel burdened by your student logyim@ats?” Finally, the survey asked
respondents to indicate if they would have borrolesd more or thesameamount if
they could do it again (Baum & O’Malley, 2003). Titesults indicated that the
proportion of respondents feeling burdened incré&sen 50% to 55% from 1988 to
2003, whereas the proportion of respondents whicaed that the loan repayment
caused them more hardship than they had anticipktelthed slightly from 1998 to
2003; there had been a substantial increase fr@h 101998. The most important
finding was that the percentage reporting they @dave borrowed less if they had it
to do again rose in each of the three surveys (BawiMalley, 2003).

In 2013, the American Institute of CPAs (AICP#y Harris Interactive conducted a
survey to determine the top financial concerns wieficans. Harris Interactive
conducted the telephone survey on behalf of theP®@ithin the United States
between March 14 and March 17, reaching a natipnefiresentative sample of 1,011

adults aged 18 and older by landline or mobile ghdtndentified 237 respondents who
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either have student loans or whose children cugréiatve them. Three quarters of
those surveyed, 75%, said they or their childrerelmade sacrifices because of
monthly student loan payments. Forty-one percew pastponed contributions to
retirement plans; 40% have delayed car purcha®8s;Have put off buying a house;
and 15% have postponed marriage (AICPA, 2013). Mmkhot anticipate the financial
strain, according to the survey. Only 39% said thily understood the burden student
loan debt would place on the future, and 60% novel# least some regret over the
choice of education financing (AICPA, 2013). Giwee shift in aid policy to loans,
such differences have important implications fdtexe access and success.

The NASFAA recommended creating a single jp@gram combining “best
aspects” of direct loan, guaranteed loan, and Reillkban programs, with loans
financed by a mix of private, state, and otheripasoriginated by the ED, and serviced
by contractors. The Rethinking Student Aid Studp@irand NASFAA suggested
eliminating government paid interest subsidiesstadents during the time in college;
and using the savings from the subsidies to expaddstrengthen repayment options
once students leave college. Under the Obama Adtration, the federal family
educational loan program and some subsidies fdr lnadergraduate and graduate
subsidies were eliminated.

In conclusion, loans have become the predamiimam of financial aid. The
average debt for a college graduate has soaredrb@%é past decade, after inflation,
according to the Project on Student Debt, a nomtpadf/ocacy group (Block, 2006).
Although loans may be less costly for the governinibey are far more complicated

for the student and could have substantial longrtawsts that are difficult to express in
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monetary terms. The complexity of the loan systas implications for students’
decisions of whether or not to use it, as well@scerns about student debt burden and
the impact of loans on academic, employment, ahdratecisions (Long, 2008).

The Federal Student Aid Delivery System

Student financial aid is delivered through a com@teucture of federal, state, and
local agencies and organizations, as well as bysténads of colleges and universities.
Although there is has been substantial resear¢heoimpact of student financial aid on
enrollment and persistence, there has been végyrigisearch on how the student aid
delivery systermthe processes whereby, the federal government naakegpparent
and available to studertsfluences students’ enrollment and persistencesmes (St.
John, 2007).

With most students learning about financidlthrough the internet and FASFAS
filed electronically, technology is considered aical tool to increase access to aid
(Cochrane et.al, 2007). The IRS data retrieval tedlices application burden for
some students and processing burden for aid admaittiss by allowing the FAFSA
filer to populate the FAFSA with actual IRS taxa@@NASFAA, 2011). However, the
tool has limited applicability because the fedenathodology currently requires the
use of prior year tax data. Oftentimes, applicanlisnot have filed their taxes before
applying for financial aid. Using prior-prior yetax data would greatly expand the use
of the IRS data retrieval tool, reducing burdenldoth students and schools
(NASFAA, 2011). . In 2012, NASFAA Board of Directoconvened a
Reauthorization Task Force to produce a set ofquals for the reauthorization of the

HEA. The task force recommended implementing tleeaisincome data from the
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prior prior year, commonly referred to as priorgpryear, as the basis for the EFC
calculations, across the board (NASFAA, 2012). sk force indicated that prior
prior data provides more accurate income dataeatgr detail and enhances the
verification efforts. NASFAA analyzed more than Q@0 student records from five
years of data to determine whether the use of prior year income data in place of
prior year income data would impact student aidilelity. The study showed

that dependent students from very low-income fasiind independent students with
dependents of their own could be ideal candidateprior prior year data because

even some variability from year to year does nfacftheir aid eligibility

(NASFAA,2013). The Obama Administration, NASFAA daRethinking Student Aid
Study Group recommended that the application psosksuld rely on the IRS for
information and encourages the use of the IRS r@#ti@val tool. The NASFAA
reinforces the idea that the use of prior-priorryasta would allow students to file
their FAFSAs and receive notification of financéadl packages earlier. One of the
most problematic issues with the FAFSA is resolwnogflicting information.
Unfortunately, federal financial aid programs requhe “verification” of many
students’ applicatiorgthe corroboration of information included in a fircgal aid
application. Students who cannot find all the neagsdocumentation are shut out
from the aid application process at colleges andeusities even though such
documentation is not required to apply for aid (raoe et. al, 2007).

Another issue has to do with the nonfmahnitems related questions from the
application process (e.g., Selective Service Reish, drug convictions, voter
registration, Constitution Day). The NASFAA argubkat the work that financial aid
administrators do should solely focus on helpingishts who cannot afford college to
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meet their educational costs. Tying social agetal#ise financial aid process
increases complexity of the application process.ofding to NASFAA there is strong
support in the financial aid community for disasating from student aid the
enforcement of unrelated social policies and fddeitaatives (NASFAA, 2011).

Most studies on financial aid simplificatioave focused on reducing barriers for
students and families by simplifying either the F3¥or the federal methodology,
NASFAA argues that adequate attention should atsgi\en to reducing
administrative burden on the aid office to ensurely, cost effective distribution of
student aid. The NASFAA describes the complexitgmsdministrative burden
associated with the Return of Title IV funds istpadue to the proliferation of
program formats and partly due to the specificitthe law and regulations. The HEA
of 1998 required schools to implement the Returmité 1V funds policy when a
Title 1V funds recipient withdraws from school. Tlev states when a student
withdraws, the institution must determine whethey af the student’s federal
financial aid must be rescinded and returned tie Tt programs (NASFAA, 2010).
The specificity of the law and regulations impettesability of the aid community
from adjusting policy quickly to altered circumstas. The degree to which guidance
increases specificity rather than allows institaéibdiscretion has become
overbalanced in the Return of Title IV funds ruiBASFAA, 2010).

In summary, the broad goals of the federalesttiaid system are unsustainable (ED,
2013). Our federal student aid system has somerrolagdlenges. Over the years, the
Pell Grant program has increased the number gbiests, resulting in a program

budget shortfall. In addition, the amount of thards has not kept pace with college
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costs. Students seeking college degrees are fatedtaggering tuition costs and
student debt. Simplification of the application gges and federal methodology is often
delayed by Congressional review and approval. h@rigty of reasons, low-income
student and families find the federal student g&tesm intimidating and confusing.
Researchers, educators, financial administratos aaalysts have identified a range of
possibilities on how they would change the fedstatlent aid system. Overall, the
simplification of the federal student aid shoulddased on the principles of providing
adequate funding, reducing student debt, and iscrg@access for low-income
students.
The Future of the Federal Financial Aid System

The complexities of the federal financial aydtem have been well documented,
and policy experts, researchers, and higher educptofessionals have studied and
debated recommendations for its improvement (Baumc®herson, 2008). The
number of students filing the FAFSA is up by abatlird in the past three years. More
of the applicants are qualifying for the Pell Grartte Health Care and Education
Reconciliation Act of 2010 was supposed to prowtdble funding for the Pell Grant
program; however, $20 billion in savings from tkétsh to 100% direct lending was
diverted to deficit reduction (Kantrowitz, 2011 hdre is an ongoing debate in the
Congress about the future of the Pell Grant angi8iged Stafford Loan programs.
The debate revolves around elimination or redudtiihe size of the Pell Grant
program. The elimination of the Pell Grant prognaay spell doom for some private
HBCUs as their enroliment numbers will drop perdiyuGibson, 2011). Some will

face the possibility of closure; at the same timgylicly funded HBCUs may find
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themselves at the risk of being merged into lapgedominantly White public
universities (Gibson, 2011). Today, the Obama athtnation has proposed a freeze in
future Pell Grant values, as well as some additioosts for graduate students taking
out federal loans. This spending freeze would bepimtrast to the grant increaseade

in 2010, but it would at least keep the level af ai the current amounts. Beginning
2007-2008, gradual increases were made to the nuaxiBell Grant. For the 2013-
2014 academic years, the Pell grant increased yd8 new maximum rate of $5,645
(ED, 2013).

The Federal Direct Student Loan programreffeans to students to help pay for
postsecondary education. Subsidized loans, awédnasetl on financial need, make up
just under half of all Stafford Loans, which remesthe federal government’s largest
pool of student loans. Recent legislation incredbedost of borrowing Federal
Direct Loans. The Budget Control Act of 2011 (BCAalled for cuts to federal
student aid programs. As a result, the studemsigansible for paying the interest on
the loan. The BCA also eliminated the up frontiiest rebate. Effective July 1, 2012,
Federal loan borrowers are charged the full origomafee (1% on Direct
Unsubsidized Loans and 4% on Graduate PLUS LodRe)ormers are looking for
ways to simplify the student loan process and reyay options. A long term solution
would be a new student loan repayment plan thateip eliminate student loan
defaults. The plan would emulate Australia, NewlZed, and the United Kingdom,
where the repayment systems are based solely omacThe IRS would collect
payments via automatic payroll withholdings or tlee self-employed, as part of their
tax return. Representative Tom Petri from Wiscomsidrafting legislation to create
such a system (Bowers, 2012). The proposal H.R6,1the EXCEL Act, was
introduced and is still under review.

Reform of student aid would involve simplifian of the FAFSA form and federal
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methodology, evaluation, and reduction of the mlittity of federal programs.
Simplification proposals by the Obama administratidASFAA, and Rethinking
Student Aid Study Group have made several recomatems to reduce the
complexities of the federal student aid system. fhinee proposals do not represent an
exhaustive list of simplification proposals. Theddita administration proposal was
selected because the President sets the naticeradador education and requests
funding for Title IV funding. The NASFAA represerttse practitioners of the field
(financial aid) and is based on actual experieibe. Rethinking Student Aid Study
Group, a team of policy experts, academic reseeschad higher education
professionals reviewed evidence from the resedaeiatiure to develop
recommendations for improvement of the federalettidid system. The common
theme all of these proposals was providing accedsmaproving the federal student
aid system.

In summary, the student financial aid systes lbeen tasked with ensuring that
more students can afford and attend higher edutgadind also complete their studies
with manageable levels of debt (Huelsman & Cunnamgh2013). Simplifying the
financial aid application process and delivery psses, and ensuring that students
clearly understand their award and responsibiliti@y go a long way in ensuring the
effectiveness and meeting the needs of low-incaomests (Huelsman & unningham,
2013).

Summary of the Chapter

Most students learn about financial aid infihal years of high school, after already
making decisions about whether or not to attendegel (Perna, 2004). The Obama
Administration proposal would increase spendingtlo® Federal Grant program and
implement the ED/IRS data base match. The fedarally educational loan program

was eliminated to ensure a permanent source of ynonehe Pell Grant program. The
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NASFAA recommendations would touch every aspecthef framework for helping
students pay for college (Lederman, 2009). Thigppsal would double spending on
Pell Grants and create a single loan program. Bhtei Academic Competitive Grant
and SMART Grant and consolidate the funds into fomel; significantly altering how
students repay their loans; basing students’ dlityibfor financial aid not on a
complicated need analysis but on their familiexome and size. The Rethinking
Student Aid Study Group sought a politically vialsket of proposals, and specifically
made some tough choices about what to include amt with budgetary and other
realties in mind (Lederman, 2009). The Rethinkimgd8nt Aid Study Group suggested
eliminating the FAFSA and obtaining all needed infation from the IRS. With regard
to grant increases, the group sought to link aateiases to the rate of inflation. The
group would distribute funds based in part on haacsessful colleges are in getting
low-income students to return to college for theosel year, Baum said, so that schools
would have an incentive to get students througtotapletion (Lederman, 2009).
Cochrane et al (2007) argued that
The current labyrinth of federal highetueation of federal student aid was
developed over the years as the cumulative prodtighdividual programs
enacted one at a time by Congress, often lackidgfiaed purpose or even the
efficiency of a well-documented uniform applicatioprocess. Federal
policymakers have never attempted to integraterestucture that system into a
cohesive policy driven program, despite the obvibasefits and cost savings.

The resulting tangle of bureaucracy vyields restiitg are difficult to measure
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while generating confusion in the marketplace gher education consumers.

(p- 7)
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Chapter 3
M ethodology

The purpose of this study was to examinevibes of financial aid administrators
at Historically Black Colleges and Universities (EBs) about simplifying the federal
student aid systenthe HEA of 1965 defined an HBCU as “any historigdlack
college or university that was established priot 964, whose principal mission was,
and is, the education of Black Americans” (Salliaey2010, p.1). Historically Black
colleges and universities have played a criticld no the American higher education
system. In 2010, there were 105 HBCUs, which regmesi 3% of the nation’s
institutions of higher learning; these institutiggraduated nearly one quarter of
African Americans who earned undergraduate dedf&epling, 2010). Today, there
are 91 public and private 4-year HBCUs. Two of éhiestitutions have lost their
accreditation and, therefore, no longer participatide federal student aid programs.
Nevertheless, research on HBCUs and their studastsemained scant (Brown &

Freeman, 2002; Coaxum, 2001).

The barriers most often highlighted by reslears, practitioners, and policymakers
as impediments to college entry are costs or adfuititly, academic preparation, lack
of information, and the federal student aid sys{eang, 2009). The focus of this
study was the federal student aid system. Thistehg@pesents the research questions
and research design of the study. Methods usdtkisttidy and a discussion of the

population, instrumentation, data collection praged, data preparation and
treatment, data analyses, and human participanétack precautions are presented.

The chapter concludes with a summary of the methods
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The Research Questions

This section offers a review of the reseagalstions that guided this study. The
study examined four research questions:

1. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admiragors regarding the current
application process?

2. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admiraigors regarding the current
federal methodology (need analysis)?

3. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admiraiors regarding the current
federal aid delivery system?

4. How do the proposals (Obama Administration, NABEFAnd Rethinking Student
Aid Study Group) match the preferences of HBClaficial aid administrators
with regard to the application process, need aiglgelivery system, and federal
programs?

Most of the discussion about access and fiahai focuses on the application
process, need analysis, delivery system, and feplergrams. The FAFSA is the
gateway to all federal grants, loans, workstudywel as most aid from states and
colleges (Cochrane et. al, 2010). A federal “nesalyasis” system underlies the annual
allocation of billions of dollars in student finaaktaid supported by Title IV of the
HEA. Student financial aid is delivered in sevevalys, at several points along a
student’s career, and through several mechanismbeEffective, financial aid must
be provided to students when it is most benefiaiatl designed in a manner that
ensures that students utilize it (Huelsman & Cugi@am, 2013). The combination of
federal grant, loan, and work study allows fortaide packaged to meet individual

student needs. The discussion surrounding federdést aid programs, specify that aid
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programs should provide appropriate incentivessagorts for both students and
institutions to succeed in meeting the educatigoals of our nation and its students
(Baum, 2013).

Resear ch Design

The purpose of this section is to provide a detionpof the research design that was
used in this study. It presents an overview of ¢jtetive, descriptive, survey research
design. The research design framed the procedoreslitecting, analyzing, and reporting the
research.

Quantitative Resear ch Design

Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) defined quantieatesearch as “research in which the
investigator attempts to clarify phenomena throcgtefully designed and controlled
data collection and analysis” (p. G-7). The quatitie design was most appropriate
for this study because it emphasizes measurement.

Strengths of quantitative resear ch design. The strengths of the quantitative design
are that its methods produce quantifiable religala that are usually generalizable to
some larger population. Although investigatorsvstto produce quantifiable reliable
data that are replicable and can be used to g&reetalsome larger population, this is
not always guaranteed. The structure has not clhlaiogeenturies; therefore, it is
standard across many scientific fields and disogdi(Shuttleworth, 2008).

Limitations of quantitative research design. Requirements for the successful
statistical confirmation of results are very steng there is usually some ambiguity,
which requires retesting and refinement to thegie€shuttleworth, 2008). According
to Dannels (2011), the potential for bias existsitis disguised in the “scientific
method,” which may make it difficult to detect. Qitetive researchers argue that
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numbers do not tell the whole story.

Descriptive Resear ch Study

This study employed a descriptive researcigde$his descriptive research entails
the thorough examination of the research problemthfe specified purpose of
describing the phenomenon, as in defining, meaguand clarifying it (Dane, 1990).
Many scientific disciplines, especially social sae, use this method to obtain a
general overview of the subject (Shuttleworth, 200&scriptive studies are used to
determine “what is”; therefore, observational and/ey methods frequently are used to
collect descriptive data (Borg & Gall, 1989). Omermon type of descriptive research
involves assessing attitudes or opinions abouviddals, organizations, events,
programs, or procedures; pre-election politicalpahd market research surveys are
examples of this type of descriptive research (G892). The descriptive study allows
the researcher to use simple but very useful psaeset® analyze and interpret data. The
research questions in this study, examined thesy@WBCU financial aid
administrators regarding the federal student agtiesy. The underlying reason for
conducting this study is the concern that has leepnessed about the complexities of
the federal aid system impeding progress towardmgatollege accessible and
affordable and promoting equality of opportunitysf®r, 2007). To examine attitudes
toward simplification strategies, a descriptivesia@sh approach was determined to be
the most appropriate design.

Strengths of descriptive research study. Descriptive research provides a

relatively complete picture of what is occurringaagiven time. It often focuses on a
particular variable or factor. As can other typésesearch, descriptive research can
include multiple variables for analysis; yet, ueli@ther methods, it requires only one
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variable (Borg & Gall, 1989). Quantitative experimeare often expensive and time
consuming; therefore, it is often practical to deti@e what hypotheses are worth
testing (Shuttleworth, 2008). These types of swidie a means of discovering new
meaning, describing what exists, determining tbguency with which something
occurs, and categorizing information.

Limitations of descriptiveresearch. There has been ongoing debate among
researchers about the value of quantitative veygabtative research, and certain
remarks have targeted descriptive research as eagure than traditional
experimental designs (The Association for Educati@ommunications and
Technology, 2001). Shuttleworth (2008) argued #tidtough “the results are always
open to questions and to different interpretatidimste is no doubt that they are
preferable to performing no research at all” (p.T2)e main limitation of this type of
research is that you cannot establish causalityr(@r & Schultz, 2002).

Survey Research

Survey research is one of the most impodegds of measurement in applied
social research (Trochim, 2006). Two crucial aspetthis survey research were the
development of a valid and reliable questionnan the selection of the population.
Kraemer (1991) identified distinguishing charadtcs of survey research. First,
survey research is used to quantitatively desajieeific aspects of a given
population; these aspects often involve examirtiggrélationships among variables.
Second, the data required for survey researchadlected from people and rely
heavily on the respondents’ memory and honestygikiex, 1991, p.xiii).

Strengths of survey research. Survey questionnaires can be used to describe or
predict phenomena based on results (Davis, 2008Ye$s are capable of obtaining
information from large samples of the populatiofh&y are well suited to gathering
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demographic data that describe the compositiohesample” (Mcintyre, 1999, p.74).
Surveys are beneficial because of their abilitiatget large populations more cost
effectively than field studies; they also are adbj# to any type of research need
(Davis, 2005). Other benefits of survey reseanciude the following: (a) very low
cost; (b) quickness of the process; (c) anonynfitgspondents, thereby resulting in
more honest answers to sensitive topics (Cres2@li2; Gay, 1992).

Limitations of survey resear ch. Surveys obtain information by asking people
guestions designed to measure some topic of intéres researcher wants reliable
and valid measurements, confidence in the findiagd,the ability to generalize
beyond the current sample and setting (Evans & Ma005). Response rates
represent a flaw with all surveys. Low responsegatean results may not fully
reflect the population being studied (Market StiResearch, 2004). A big drawback
for online surveys is that potential respondentghtnperceive e-mailed online surveys
as impersonal, spam mail, or mail containing visjiseese perceptions lead to survey
nonresponse (Evans & Mathur, 2005). Individualscged via e-mail may not reply
for fear that their personal information may becltised to outside businesses or
organizations (Evans & Mathur, 2005). Potentiapogslents may be further dissuaded
from participating due to confidentiality and anamty concerns as even anonymous
survey responses can be traced back to the resmshtfe addresses (Evans &
Mathur, 2005; Sax et al., 2003). The participan&y mot feel encouraged to provide
accurate, honest answers. In addition, the paatntgopmay not be fully aware of their
reasons for any given answer because of the laokeafory on the subject, lack of
knowledge, or even boredom (Wyse, 2012).

In summary, a descriptive research desiguiges a detailed picture of the

phenomenon. Surveys are administered to acces®ogpjperceptions, and attitudes.
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In this study, a Web-based questionnaire was usedrivey 89 HBCU financial aid
administrators. This method was chosen becausdatiecollection costs were low and
the author could reach a widely dispersed populatioaddition, the descriptive
research method was chosen because it allowsdatascription of the complexities of
the federal aid process and the proposed simplicatrategies. Finally, the
guantitative research design was selected bechalbewed the researcher to clarify
phenomena through a carefully designed and coetralata collection and analysis
process (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003).
Population

One critical component of the data collection pesces the identification of the
study’s population. Identification of the populatiof interest indicates to whom the
results of the study can be generalized (Gay, 1998ancial aid administrators are
defined as individuals who are responsible for preyg and communicating
information pertaining to student loans, grantssarolarships, and employment
programs and for advising, awarding, reporting,nsaling, and supervising office
functions related to student financial aid (Finabeetionary, 2013). The financial aid
administrator provides information to students rdgey financial aid programs,
requirements, and procedures; he or she also retsr@pplies, and complies with
federal, state, and institutional regulations goureg student financial aid maintaining
current working knowledge of guidelines relatedinancial aid. To participate in the
federal student aid (FSA) programs, a school mestahstrate that it is
administratively capable of providing the educatitogpromises and of properly

managing the FSA programs. One of the requirenwrdadministrative capability
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(citation 34 CFR668.16) is a participating schooistndesignate a capable individual to
administer the FSA programs and to coordinateraich these programs with all other
aid received by students attending the school (Department of Education,

2009).

For this study, HBCUs were identified by stdte®ugh the White House Initiative
Web site The White House Initiative maintains the officietlof HBCUs. This site
indicates the school name, city, state, zip codé,ragion. Subsequently, a Web
search was used to identify the name, e-mail addegsl telephone number for each
HBCU financial aid administrator. The contact imf@tion was captured and recorded
using Microsoft Excel. Apopular Internet survey tool Survey Monkey was eyt
to collect questionnaire dat@nce the e-mail address information was entered int
Survey Monkey, the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet destroyed.

Size of the Population. According to White House Initiative, the United tes&
includes 91 four-year public and private HBCUSs. §éastitutions serve both
undergraduate and graduate student populationat@afeographically distributed
across the country. Historically Blacklleges and universities are divided into four
different types of institutions: (a) four-year pugbkb) four-year private; (c) two-year
public; and (d) two-year private institutions. Tgglly, four-year public and private
institutions participate in all Title IV federalustent aid programs, whereas some two-
year institutions do not participate in the fedestaldent loan programs. Over the years,
loans have become the most prominent form of studexling for postsecondary
education. For these reasons, only four-year HB@tltutions were examined; it is
important to note, however, that two of the 91itasbns lost their accreditation, in

2002 and 2004, respectively. As a result, theg@utisns became ineligible for federal
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student aid and were excluded from the study. Rim@89 remaining institutions, 89
HBCU financial aid administrators were invited @rficipate in this study.

Selection of the population. Historically Black colleges and universities are
institutions founded primarily for the educationAdfican Americans, although their
charters are not exclusionary. About 214,000 or D2#l African American higher
education students in the nation are enrolled aEH& which constitute 3% of all
colleges and universities nationwide (United St&tepartment of Interior, 2010).
Historically Black colleges and universities arstitutions established before 1964
whose main mission is the education of African-Aicers (Pugh, 2010). Minor (2005)
noted that, traditionally, research has not heawilypenced conversations about the
status of HBCUSs, thereby confusing the necessaty tand contextual understanding
needed to interpret the condition of this instaoal sector. Further, HBCUs were
selected for this study because these institutexisthe big endowments of larger
institutions and, as a result, rely primarily ortitin and fees for funding. Generally,
tuition fees are generated from students throughetieral student aid system
(Simmons, 2010). As a result, financial aid is aftgular importance to students that
attend HBCUSs. Each school has a financial aid acstnétor whose primary
responsibilities are the administration and managgrof the institutional, state, and
Title IV federal student aid programs. This grodipeople was selected because
financial aid administrators serve as liaisons leetwstudents and parents regarding all
general aspects of financial aid. The financialaddinistrator also is responsible for
compliance with Title IV aid requirements for theiwersity. The identified participants

possessed the desired information about the siicgdidn of the federal aid system and
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were likely to share it. The selected participamse considered as the most directly
affected and therefore most knowledgeable to havafarmed opinion. Therefore,
HBCU financial aid administrators constituted aprapriate population for this
project. The 89 financial aid administrators ideti by the Web search and surveyed
were employed by four-year public or private HBCldgated in 20 states (Alabama,
Arkansas, California, Delaware, Florida, Georgiankicky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklaha, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia) psrict of Columbia and the U.S.
Virgin Islands.

Census. The population frame for this study was a censu89dfiIBCU financial aid
administrators. Arikunto (1983) asserted thatpibpulation consists of fewer than 100
participants, it is preferable to survey all ofrtheEighty-nine HBCU financial aid
administrators were selected as the populatiothisrstudy. This population is
relatively small and readily available. The popigatwas selected because they assist a
sizable population of low-income students with peots that prevent successful
navigation through the federal student aid procels.intent was to gather information
from each person of interest and to provide aineasure of the population. Although,
89 HBCU financial aid administrators were surveyauy 25 participants responded.
To be considered a census the criterion was set fesponse rate of at least 75%. Not
having achieved this rate the data were treatésbasa sample. Fortunately, there
were two variables to use to evaluate the reprateaness of the samptgender and
school designation (public or private). The responsd were financial aid

administrators that represent four-year public prmgate HBCUs. The financial aid
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administrators are responsible for the compliammeraanagement of all Title IV
programs.
I nstrumentation

This section provides information about the sunvesgrument design. The title of the
instrument used in this study wlasancial Aid Administrators’ Views on Simplifying
Financial Aid(See Appendix G). The survey, developed by the RS Federal
Issues Committee, was intended to gather inputaniows approaches to simplifying
the financial aid process and the FAFSA. An e-ritaih NASFAA granting
permission to use and modify the survey is locateppendix M. The NASFAA
administered this survey in July and August 200@@ugh the original results were
posted on NASFAA'’s Web site, the raw data wereamgér available. Through a
personal communication with a representative at RAS, it was explained that the
raw data for this survey were destroyed. In addjttbe researchers responsible for the
survey were no longer employed by NASFAA and norimfation was available about
efforts to establish the validity and reliabilitftbe survey. According to the director of
research at NASFAA, the survey was administerét@@8 members. There were
1,417 responseapproximately 26% from public four-year institutgbabout 28%,
public two-year institutions 35% private four-yeamprofit 6%, proprietary 3% other
(such as state agencies, multi-campus institutienstate system offices), and 2%
private nonprofit two-year institutions. The firalerall response rate was 54%. At the
time of the study, there were 105 HBCUSs, but orflyo6the institutions were actually
members of the NASFAA and, would have been sensuineey URL by the NASFAA

Federal Issues Committee. The HBCUSs rate of regpisnsnknown. A discussion of the survey
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and results were discussed in chapter 2. The data not disaggregated to provide the
response rate or the survey information about HBCUs

The NASFAA survey included four sections coveri(®:the application process,
(b) federal methodology, (c) the delivery systend &) possible pros and cons of
some of the proposed simplification methods. Sadtiaf the survey contained 12
guestions regarding the simplification the FAFSAct®n Il focused on the federal
methodology used to calculate the EFC. Sectioprsented 14 simplification methods
targeting simplifying the delivery system. Sectlonasked NASFAA members about
possible pros and cons of some proposed simpiticahethods. Based on the analysis
of the NASFAA data, the survey was revised by agldiemographic and simplification
and comment sections and removing questions 1,3,,85, 36 from the original
study. During this study, a number of changes aecuto the federal student aid
system. These questions were removed because #dreynw longer relevant.
Reliability and Validity

The instrument used in this study had prewiobeen used but no evidence of
validation could be found. Therefore, the instrutneas pilot tested. Prior to
administration of the survey to HBCU financial aidministrators, a pilot test was
conducted to establish face validity and reliapitif the modified instrument. The pilot
test helped to determine if the survey items waidetstood by the respondents in a
Web-based environment. The survey was administer88é financial aid
administrators at minority-serving institutionsstitutions used in the pilot testing were
selected from a list developed by the U.S. DepartroeEducation foAccredited
Postsecondary Minority Serving Institutions. A miitypserving institution (MSI) is
defined by the HEA as an accredited institutiowimch one minority group dominates

86



total enrollment. In the United States, racial atithic minorities are the fastest
growing sectors in the country and they make usprdportionately large segment of
the economically poor population (ED, 2011). Timamcial aid administrators were
selected from institutions with a minority enrolimef 90% or above. The financial aid
administrators surveyed are not part of the studgjsulation. Advance notification and
a hyperlink to the survey instrument were sentachdinancial aid administrator. Three
follow up emails were sent to nonrespondents. Thesgonding to the survey were
asked to offer comments about the instructiongytteof the survey, flow of the survey,
difficulty or ease of questions, and appropriatsrijuestions. Eighty-nine financial
aid administrators at minority-serving institutionsre asked to review each question
to confirm that its answer would be relevant toghmeplification of federal student aid.
Fifty-eight financial aid administrators respondedhe survey, a 65% response rate.
The financial aid administrators made recommendatto remove two questions
dealing with permitting or requiring student loapayment through payroll
withholding or debits on income tax returns. Thasan for this was not explained but
it may have something to do with additional adntnaigve responsibilities. The survey
participants indicated that student loan repaymsbotld remain with assigned loan
servicers, to assist student loan borrowers wigstjans about repayment, billing, and
consolidation. Adding employers into this procesaild create a great deal of
confusion in the student loan repayment process.rébommendations were reviewed
and incorporated into the survey instrument. That pest for this study revealed small

deficiencies in two survey guestions, and the d&iites were addressed before time
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and resources were expended on the large-scale stlavever, the respondents did
not find any major deficiencies with the questionstructure of the survey.
Survey

Theresultant surveyeflects a minor modificationf Financial Aid Administrators’
Views of Simplifying Financial Aicreated by NASFAAPart | collects demographic
data using 10 questions, to develop a profile efgbpulation. This section was not part
of the original survey. Part Il consists of 10 duess, employing a five-point rating
scale about the application process, that were tasadswer the first research question.
Part Ill consists of 7 questions, employing a g8eale about the federal methodology,
these were used to answer the second researchogu@strt IV consists of 14
guestions, employing a rating scale about the &dtudent aid delivery system, that
were used to answer the third research questiohVRabnsists of four multiple choice
guestions, which were designed to answer the foesgearch question. Part VI, the
final section, consists of one open-ended que$stionomments.

Part I: Demographic information. The followingdemographic data were
collected: gender, race, age, educational backgrqumofessional title, length of time
in current position, school designation (publipparate), and reporting lines. The
information requested was used to develop a profitbe respondents and their
institutions. Gorard (2001) noted that the firdbsiantive question in the instrument
should be relevant to all respondents, easy, aedesting, but nonthreatening. This
section consists of four open-response questiod$ &hd ten closed-ended questions

(5-14).

88



Part I1: Application process. The second section asks financial aid administsator
to provide their opinion about the application mes and strategies to improve the
FAFSA. The federal student aid application prodessns with the FAFSA. This form
is used to determine the amount of money a famibxpected to contribute to the price
of attending a postsecondary institution. This sursection consists of 10 questions
(Items 15-24), employing a Likert scale to rate d¢l&ent to which the respondents
agreed with each item, with 1 denotistgong disagreemertr opposition, 5
representingtrong agreemertr support, and 3 representingeutral responseption
for those with no strong feeling in either direation the continuum. Each item is a
statement about an action intended to simplifyfitmencial aid process and FAFSA.

Part I11: Federal methodology. The third section asks financial aid administrators
about the federal methodology. The intent of tlefal need analysis system is to
evaluate ability to pay during the award year. Tdderal methodology is the
(statutorily defined) formula used to determingiéllity for all federal aid, including
Pell Grants, Stafford Loans, Perkin Loans, Workd8t@and most state scholarship aid.
This section of the survey consists of seven qoestfltems 25-31), employing a scale
to rate the extent to which the respondent agratdeach item (action intended to
simplify the federal methodologyneed analysis—process), with 1 denostrgng
disagreemenor opposition, 5 representistyong agreemerdr support, and 3
representing aeutral responseption.

Part IV: Delivery system. The fourth section asks financial aid administrstor
about the financial aid delivery system. The sta@ah delivery system include the

processes that institutions, states, and the fedevarnment use to make aid apparent
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and available to students (St. John, 2004). Thasm@econsists of 14 questions (ltems
32-45), employing a Likert scale to rate the exterwhich the respondent agreed with
each item (action intended to simplify the fedetaldent aid delivery system). The
response scale is the same as listed in part llland

Part V: Simplification of thefederal aid system. This section addresses the
possible pros and cons of some of the simplificapioposals. Simplifying the federal
student aid system would complement many othertsffo expand college
opportunity. Three simplification proposals reviene this study included those from
the Obama Administration, the NASFAA, and The Rdtmg Financial Aid Study
Group. Several student aid policy experts havetifiet the complexity of the federal
student aid system as an important problem and pemsed simplifying the form,
formula, and programs to make it easier for lowrtoderate-income students to apply
for student aid. The format of this section inclddeur multiple choice questions
(Items 46-49). These questions included simpliftcatecommendations specific to the
three proposals examined in this study.

Part VI. Comments. The final section consists of one open-ended qure§bir
comments. The final question allows the participaatadd anything they would like to
say about possible revisions of the federal studehprocess.

Data Collection Procedures

Prior to the beginning of the research, a psapwas submitted to The George

Washington University Human Research InstitutidR@view Board. Once approval for

the study was granted, survey data were colledieid.section explains the total design
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method (TDM) (Dillman, 1978) and how the processed methods were used to carry
out the data collection process.

Web design of the survey instrument. The survey was administered electronically
via the World Wide Web. Granello and Wheaton (20@pprted that Internet-based
surveys are appealing to professionals and reserardie to reduced response time for
survey participants. The technological capabiliighin Internet surveys also can
simplify data collection and control for duplicatsponses. Nevertheless, there are
several limitations to online survey research,udetg the potential for technical
difficulties (Granello & Wheaton, 2004) and poonsaey design (Dillman, Tortora,
Conradt, & Bowker, 1998). Evans and Mathur repolt@dresponse rate as a concern
of Internet-based surveys. Based upon the usemafdified version of Dillman’s TDM,
a higher response rate was anticipated. Unfortiypdlbe response rate was lower than
expected (26%) but the same as that of NASFAA'gsfioation survey for four-year
public institutions (26%).

Total Design Method. The data collection process involved a modifiesiom of
the TDM. This method was used to organize the sueferts so that the design
intentions were carried out in complete detaivdts guided by an administrative plan,
the purpose of which was to ensure implementatidheosurvey in accordance with
design intentions. According to Dillman (1978), thdure of surveys to produce
satisfactory results occurs as often from poor adstration as from poor design.
According to Schonlau, Fricker, and Elliott (200@) survey process framework for
Internet surveys should be the same as any othezysmedium (mail, telephone, etc.).

The researchers recommended contacting the respisritieoughout the survey
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process by using the following methods: (a) prdivation that the survey is coming,
(b) postdelivery reminder and thank you, (c¢) nopoese follow up for those who do
not return the survey, and (d) dissemination ofrtyygerlink to the survey packet. In
summary, the TDM consists of five elements thatiogorove response rates. Key
suggestions from the TDM include: four or more eatd, personalization of
correspondence, and providing a financial incertiiveurvey recipients.

A popular Internet survey tool, Survey Monkesas employed to collect
guestionnaire data. Survey Monkey provides an rated survey administration
system that sends out personalized e-mail coviersetracks which of the participants
have completed the survey while keeping their resps anonymous, and sends out
subsequent reminder e-mails to only those partitgpaho have not responded to the
survey. Using Survey Monkey's Web link collecttwe survey was configured to not
track IP addresses. As responses came in, theymagteed as normal responses in the
response type field; no names or e-mail addresses associated with responses. The
survey responses were downloaded into the statistionputer software Statistical
Package of the Social Sciences, SPSS 21.0.

Contacts with therespondents. Advanced e-mail message. The first contact to
respondents provided a positive notice informingepbal respondents of the survey
and its purpose (See Appendix E). All email add¥esgere verified by reviewing the
university website. This procedure was consistatit the initial phase of the TDM,
which consists of sending an advance notificatimaximize survey response rates
(Dillman, 1978, 2000). Dillman (1978) asserted thdance notification establishes

legitimacy of a survey, thereby contributing teegpondent’s trust. Another advantage
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is that an advance notification builds expectaind reduces the possibility that a
potential respondent might disregard the surveywharrives. It also helps to identify
invalid addresses. There were 8 invalid email asikbre identified. All of the invalid
email addresses were corrected. To facilitate beften rates for this study, the subject
line was personalized. Meiner (2007) suggestedettmail recipients look at the
subject line and decide if they will read or deletmessage. The advance e-mail
message was sent one week prior to e-mailing tperhigk to the survey instrument.

Survey. The second contact message involved disseminatithe survey to the
study’s participants. The hyperlink to the survaghet was e-mailed to all financial aid
administrators = 89) one week after the advance e-mail messageserd. The
survey packet consisted of a cover letter explgitie survey and its importance (See
Appendix F), the survey link (See Appendix G), amdnformation sheet (See
Appendix H). Upon opening the e-mail, the respohdaw the cover letter explaining
the survey and its importance. The hyperlink opeandtie information sheet, which led
to the actual survey. The return of the surveyadat#id the participant understood the
purpose of the survey and voluntarily agreed toig@pate.

Cover letter. The cover letter is an essential part of a sur¥eya large degree, the
cover letter affects whether or not the respondentpletes the survey; also, it provides
an opportunity to persuade the participant to cetepthe survey (Dillman, 1978; Stat
Pac, 2005). The cover letter for this study comrmated the reasons for conducting the
survey, information about participant selectiorg tmportance of completing the
survey, the study’s anonymity policy, the needdq@rompt response, and the name and

telephone number of the researcher in case ofiquegiSee Appendix F).
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Information sheet. An information sheet was used instead of comphedioan
informed consent form as the risk was minimal ® plarticipants. The information
sheet included the section labeled “statemenbn$ent” indicated that consent was
assumed if an individual read the information slaet continued by completing and
submitting the survey electronically (See Append)x

Thank you/reminder. The third contact message was simply a short tiyaok
reminder note (Appendix |) to express appreciatmthe survey participants who
completed the survey and to serve as a remindeose who did not complete the
survey. The third communication was sent one wéek the second communication.

Follow-up e-mail. The fourth contact message was a follow-up ematl shpplied
again the hyperlink to the survey and reinforcedgsages contained in three previous
contacts that the respondent was important toubeess of the research. Dillman
(2000) explained that this message has a tonesist@mce that the previous contacts
lack. He further stated that the message convelygetcecipient, as a means of
encouraging response, that others have respontedsadtial usefulness of the study is
also reemphasized, implying that the value of thdysis dependent on the return of the
guestionnaire. The follow-up email for this studgsasent one week after the third
communication and only to nonrespondents. The suesponse rate was significantly
lower than anticipated to achieve a census. Afteffourth communication, another
contact was made to increase the response ratdlofvfup survey was sent to all
participants on March 3, 2012. The follow up suryestded one additional response.

In summary, a modified version of the TDM wsed as a data collection strategy

to produce satisfactory response rates. The suvasyadministered electronically via

94



the World Wide Web. The decision to use a Web-basedey was influenced by four
factors. First, this method of delivery ensured theery financial aid administrator in
the population had an equal opportunity to par&tean the study. Second, Internet-
based surveys are appealing to professionals aednehers who are more likely to
respond electronically than in a more traditionahiled, paper and pencil format
(Basten, 2002). Third, the survey was fairly easgdminister and relatively free of
errors from data entry. Finally, a Web-based suadiyinistered through Survey
Monkey was cost effective and convenient to use.
Data Preparation

Data preparation involves checking and loggmthe data, checking the data for
accuracy, entering the data into a computer, toanshg the data, and developing and
documenting a database structure that integragegattious measures (Trochim, 2006).
The data preparation plan for this study involveghaizing, cleaning, reducing,
analyzing, and displaying the data collected. Téta dvere checked to eliminate any
unacceptable surveys. The review consisted of chgdlr the completeness of entries
and missing values. The cleaning reviews of tta olevolved looking for
inconsistencies and removing any elements in tkesdathat appeared inaccurate.

The data were verified to ensure there werermwrs, missing fields, or
inappropriate responses (Alreck & Settle, 1995Mhéf survey had missing values for
more than 25% of the responses, that survey wasclated in the analysis. For
remaining surveys, missing values were coded tcatel no answer (999).

Proceduresfor Data Handling
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This section presents information aboutgteeedures used to handle data in this
project. Data handling is the process of ensutiad data are transferred, stored,
archived, or disposed of in a safe and secure malunang and after the conclusion of
a research project. Data handling is importannsueng the integrity of research
because it addresses concerns related to confdigntsecurity, and preservation and
retention of research data.

All data were stored and secured on a home compthercomputer is a standalone
computer and is more secure than a networked canpiwo backup copies of the
SPSS databases were stored on computer flash dukieh were updated on a daily
basis until the study was completed. The computdradl files are login and password
protected. The virus protection was updated reyularprevent vulnerability of data.

Design I ssues

The major issues that drive the choice of nmd@odes employed in descriptive
research designs are sources of error, resporese &aid data quality.

Sourcesof error. The greatest weakness of Web-based surveys stemgheir
sensitivity to coverage error. Coverage error fingel as the failure to include all
eligible population members on the list or framedito identify the population of
interest. Any member not identified on the frame haero probability of selection and
is never measured (Mathiowetz, 2006). This stugyuscensus survey, every member
of the population had the opportunity to reply lmibrmation was not gathered from
every member; therefore coverage error was rediccednresponse bias. (Fraenkel &

Wallen, 1990).
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Responserates. The second issue involves response rates. Thenespate is a
basic parameter for evaluating a data collectidorefA high response rate creates a
stronger claim in generalizing results from thewees to the population. Response
rates generally range from 7% to 44% for Web sw\ad from 6% to 68% for e-mail
surveys (Schonlau et al., 2002). The NASFAA usedraey with similar professionals
to assess simplification issues. They conductediineey using an NASFAA mailing
list. For the 2,618 surveys sent to financial alchaistrators representing the
institutions, there were 1,417 responses (54% dvesponse rate).

Using the NASFAA study as a benchmark, thuslgtused a number of strategies to
encourage high return rates. The pilot study hesbponse rate of 65%. All participants
were prenotified through an introductory letter,jethexplained the purpose of the
study. Another strategy consisted of using goolb¥alup procedures. The pilot study
yielded a response rate of 65%. To achieve a sdosihis study, a response rate of at
least 75% as considered acceptable. Unfortundtedycensus for this study was not
achieved. The response rate was 26%.

Data quality. The third important issue is data quality. Ther&tare (Kiesler &
Sproull, 1986) indicates that Web-based responstemare well suited to open-ended
guestions. The survey was pilot tested. A respanctauiid partially complete a section.
However, if more than 25% of the responses wersimgsthe survey was considered
incomplete.

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions
The George Washington University ensures theeption of all participants

involved in human research conducted by its facgjtgduate or undergraduate
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students, or administration, both on and off can{pine George Washington
University, 2006). The intent of the review procest ensure that all investigations
are consistent with The George Washington Univemalicy guidelines. According to
the University’s review process, there is an exgemt to share the use of a new survey
instrument, research data, and findings throughigation via various media, and in
these endeavors, to continue to maintain confiditytiagreements as well as give
credit to consultants, colleagues, students, ameretvhereppropriate. Each participant
in this study received an electronic mail (e-mad)inform potential respondents of the purpose
for conducting the survey. The study’s anonymitliqyp and the researcher’s name and
telephone number were provided with the survey. liffle study participants were provided
with an information sheet (Appendix H), and conseas assumed if the participant submitted
the survey electronically or collected. No indivadly identifiable information about the
participants was made public or collected. Permisgd conduct the study was granted after
review by The George Washington University Humasdech Institutional Review Board
(IRB). All documents required for the IRB are predl in Appendix J. The NASFAA granted
permission to use and modify the survey (See Appevijl
Timelinefor the Study

The timeline for this study illustrates the angzation and several phases of the
research project. The schedule of activities fa tesearch project is listed in
Appendix K.
Summary

This chapter has explained specific stepb®htethods used in carrying out the

study. Prior to the administration of the survepijlat test was conducted to validate

the instrument and gather information about tha datlection procedures. A survey
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was distributed to a population of 89 HBCU finahaia administrators. The intent of
the presentation of the data was not to find causdtut to examine views of HBCU
financial aid administrators toward the simplificak of the federal aid system. The
data collection process started on October 8, 20t2concluded on November 8, 2012.
To encourage a higher response rate the surveyasast on March 4 and concluded
on March 11, 2013. The response rate was 26% avet linan expected. Timing of the
survey may have contributed to the low response fidte survey was sent during the
fall semester the busiest time for financial aichadstrators. The responses from the

data were presented using percentages and fregsenci
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Chapter 4
Presentation of the Data

The purpose of this study was to examine teew of financial aid administrators
at Historically Black Colleges and Universities (@B), on simplifying the federal
student aid system. The study consisted of didirig a survey to the census of
HBCU financial aid administrators. According to EIChitty, (2007), Assistant
Director of the National Association of Studentdaial Aid Administrators, a
simpler system could encourage earlier awarenasplanning for college, as students
and parents would have a better idea about how raidctiney are likely to receive to
help pay for college. The simplification proposdiscussed in this study, also address
other problems with the federal student aid systaoh as the FAFSA, need analysis
formula, federal programs, and delivery system. fgifodlem is getting people to
agree on how to simplify the system. The simplifma proposals reviewed were
prepared by the Obama Administration, the Natiésaociation of Student Financial
Aid Administrators (NASFAA), and the Rethinking 8&nt Aid Study Group.
Further, a comprehensive review of the Higher EtdonaAct (HEA) of 1965 and the
federal student aid system provided the contextifmerstanding the calls to simplify
the federal student aid system. Data were gatHeseda six-part survey submitted by
financial aid administrators at 4-year public amdgte HBCUs. The findings from the
survey are presented in this chapter and are ossahiplete a descriptive analysis of
HBCU financial aid administrators’ views toward thienplification of federal student
aid.

The first section reports the census, rewétie data collection strategy, and

response rate. The second section reports theeineguates and percentages of the

demographic characteristics of the participantpaeding to the survey items. In the
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third section, the statistical assessment of theyst individual items are presented.
The final section presents the analysis to ansieoperational research questions that
guide the study. The chapter concludes with a sumofahe sections.

Census. The respondents surveyed for this study includeahicial aid
administrators from 89 institutions designated-g®ar private or public HBCUs.
Unfortunately, only 25 participants responded hi@ tUnited States, there are a total of
91 HBCU 4-year public and private institutions. Hoxer, two HBCUSs lost their
accreditation and therefore are ineligible to reed¢ederal student aid funds. These
institutions were excluded from the study. The HBCGre geographically located in
20 states, plus District of Columbia and U.S. \irgglands. Typically, 4-year public
and private institutions participate in all Titk federal student aid programs;
whereas, some two year institutions do not padieipn the federal student loan
programs. Over the years, loans have become theprmainent form of student
funding for postsecondary education. For theseoreaonly 4-year HBCU institutions
are examined. Arikunto (1983) states that if theig@ants of the study are less than
100, it is better if the researcher surveys atheim. For that reason a census survey is
applicable when the population is relatively snagdl readily available. Based on this
statement all of the 89 HBCU financial aid admiragirs were used because the
number of financial aid administrators was les$ th@0.

Review of Data Collection Strategy. This data collection process was a modified
version of Dillman’s Total Design Method (TDM). &aHBCU financial aid
administrator was sent an electronic mesgageail), using his or her university emalil

address. The first contact was to provide a p@sand timely notice informing
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potential respondents of the survey and its purg8ee Appendix E). The second
contact message involved disseminating the suvéyet study’s participants. The
hyperlink to the survey packet was emailed toia#ricial aid administrator$\(= 89)
on October 8, 2012, one week after the advancel emeasage was sent. The third
contact message was just a short thank you/remmater(Appendix I) to thank the
survey participants who had finished the surveyserded as a reminder to those who
had not completed the survey. The third commurooatras sent on October 22, 2012,
one week after the second communication. The famthfinal phase of the data
collection process involved sending a follow up értieat supplied the hyperlink to the
survey and reinforced messages contained in tiee fimevious contacts that the
respondent was important to the success of theegulhe final contact message was
sent on October 29, 2012, one week after the tammunication. The importance of
the survey was stressed and how critical eachggaatit’s input was to the success of
the study.The participant was offered another opportunitgdmplete the
guestionnaire (See Appendix G). The data colleghimcess started on October 8,
2012 and concluded on November 8, 2012. To engeusdigher response rate, one
additional notification was sent to all participaiaind nonrespondents were encouraged
to return the survey. The survey was sent on Mar@913 and concluded on March
11, 2013. This yielded only 1 additional response.
Response Rate

Twenty-five of the 89 HBCU financial aid adnstrators responded to the survey;
and two surveys were deleted because of item npones that exceeded 25%. The

response rate used for the analysis was calcudatéiae number of surveys returned
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divided by the number of surveys that were sentodtnot returned as undeliverable
(American Association for Public Opinion Resea2B)0). The response rate for the
first week of the survey was 9%. The responseatite the second week of the survey
was 17%. After the third contact message, a ghartk you/reminder note, the
response rate increased by 4%. During the finad@lod the data collection, the
researcher strongly encouraged the nonresponaeptsticipate in an effort to convert
refusals to completed surveys. Following the ficmhtact the response rate increased
by 6%. Two surveys were deleted because of itemnesponse that exceeded 25%.
The data collection process concluded on Novemp2082. To improve the response
rate the survey was sent to all participants amdespondents were encouraged to
return the survey. The survey was sent in Marct82ttlavoid the peak processing
period in the financial aid office. However, thejuest only yielded one additional
response. The final response rade=(23 or 26%) did not constitute a census. However,
data were available to evaluate whether the samgaerepresentative of the population
for two variables, gender and school type. To d® ¢hi square goodness of fit tests
were calculated to assess the likelihood that isteiloution of the sample was
consistent with that of the population. The gendsults for the chi-square goodness of
fit analysis &(1,n=23) = 1.146p = .284) support the conclusion that the gender
distribution of the sample is not significantlyfeéifent from the population. A second
test supported the conclusion that the type oftutgin (public or private) in the

sample did not differ significantly from the poptten (x3(1,n=23) = .22p = .883)
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Demographics Characteristics

Part | of the survey collected demographioiinfation to include the number of
years employed, type of school, school locatioadamic system, undergraduate
population, graduate population, gender, age, aoel. This section of the survey
provides information about the respondents andritescthe demographic profile.

In Part I, participants were asked the quastidow many years have you been
employed at your current institution” and the meas 11.85%D =9.66). The age of
respondents spanned from 21 to 60+ years of ageré&ypondent indicated the age
group of 21-29, 8 respondents (age group 30-44)e4@ondents (age group 45-59),
and one respondent (age group 60+). Forty-one peotschools are public, 59% of
the schools are private, and 100% are HBCUs. Sgageapercent of the participants
reported their institutions are located in an urbetting, 16% of the schools are in a
rural setting, and 8% are in a suburban setting undred percent operated on a
semester based system. The entire general undeagegobopulation at HBCU
institutions had a spread from 500 to 8906 21). The entire general graduate
population at HBCU institutions had a spread frdn@®1400 § = 23).

Twenty-three respondents (100%) indicatedgel@ercentage of all students at the

HBCUs come from low-income families, demonstrating need for financial
assistance to attend college. The respondentsaiiedi¢the percentage of student aid
recipients were from 70% to 99%. Participants regabfive different administrative
titles: Eighteen respondents were Director of Fa@nAid and one each for the other
four titles (Director of Operations, Dean of Ennodint Management, Vice President for
Enroliment/Director, and Interim Director of FinaaicAid and Scholarships(= 22).
One participant did not answer this question.
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The participants reported four different repay structures (n=23), The Vice
President of Student Affairs (26.1%), Vice Prestd#mAdministration and Finance
(21.7%), Provost/Vice President of Academic Affg#sl%), Director of Enrollment
Management (17.4) and 30.7% indicated other. Onérea percent reported full-time
employment status and indicated their office ovessdl aspects of federal, state, and
institutional student financial aid. Of the 23 papants who responded to the survey
and provided their gender, 9 were male and 14 feenale. See Table 2. The 23

participants represented 10 public and 13 priv@8€Hs. See Table 3.
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of Respondent Grou@gbgder (N=:3)

Gender n % of Population xd P
Sample

Male 9 %0 29% 146 .284

Female 14 %1 71%

Table 3

Demographicharacteristics of Respondent Group by Type oftiigin (N=23)

Type of n % of Population x= p
Institution Sample

Public 10 %3 45% 220 .883

Private 13 %o/ 55%

Summary

The average number of years employed as the fiabaid administratowere 11.9
(SD=9.66). All of the schools have the federal desigm of HBCU and 3% were
public and 57% were privaten comparison to public (45%) and private ¥95
institutions in the population. One hundred percent ope@teml semester bas
system. The undergraduate population had a spread300 to 8900. The gradus
population had a spread from 20 to 1400. The ntgjofithe participants (n =4) are
female and the agspan for financial aid administrators were 260+ years of age
Eightythree percent of the participants were African Aicaer and 17% were frol

multiple races.
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Operational Research Questions

This section presents the data as they apghetresearch questions. Each question
was addressed separately with a summary of respamskpresentation of data. Part Il
of the survey gathered information on the finanaidlapplication process and different
measures proposed to simplify application procesiure

Descriptive statistics of the data includedjfrencies and percentages. The survey
items examined 30 specific reform proposals statede literature. More specifically,
these included suggested changes to the appligatimess, federal methodology, and
delivery system by the Obama Administration, Rekimg Student Aid Study Group,
and NASFAA. All were presented in the part I, aihd IV of the survey. These were
proposed in Likert scale format, with 1 denotingsyg disagreement or opposition and
5 representing strong agreement or support andea@ting a “neutral” option for those
who have no strong feeling in either direction bba tontinuum.

Research Question 1. What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid adrsirators
regarding the current application process?

The question was answered with data from IPaftthe survey. The section
includes 10 items about the application processstiadegies to improve FAFSA. (See
Table 4). Implementing a consider me for finaneidl check off box on the 1040 to
initiate the application process received 52% supipom survey respondents.
Overwhelmingly the survey respondents supportedigusismart electronic FAFSA that
is linked to various federal databases that coafulfate appropriate fields through
those links (96%); and performing an ED/IRS datebaatch, but solely at the

student’s option to help eliminate errors entefingncial data on the FAFSA. There
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was strong agreement to use tax return transangtsad of 1040 tax return forms
(70%). There was disagreement among the survepmdspts to eliminate

nonfinancial items (e.g., Selective Service regitgins and drug convictions) from the

FAFSA (57%).
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Table 4

Summary of Application Process Survey Respdhkse23)

Statement Response Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree| Strongly
Agree Disagree

Considerme | f 8 3 5 1 5

for financial

aid % 39.1 13.0 21.7 4.3 21.7

Remove f 4 1 5 1 12

Nonfinancial

items from the % 17.4 4.3 21.7 4.5 52.2

FAFSA

Use a one- f 4 2 2 5 10

time

application % 17.4 8.7 8.7 |21.7 43.5

with no

renewals

Permit an f 6 3 7 3 4

earlier

application % 26.1 13.0 8.7 13.0 17.4

Use tax return| f 13 3 2 1 4

transcripts

instead of % 56.5 13.0 8.7 4.3 17.4

1040 tax

returns

Eliminate the | f 6 6 3 3 5

FAFSA

requirement | % 26.1 26.1 13.0 13.0 21.7

for low

income

applicants

Use a “smart”| f 14 8 0 0 1

electronic

FAFSA % 60.9 34.8 0 0 4.3

ED/IRS f 14 4 2 1 2

database

match % 60.9 17.4 8.7 4.3 8.7

Eliminate the | f 9 2 3 4 5

FAFSA

requirement if| % 39.1 8.7 13.0 17.4 21

applying non

need based

aid
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Statement Response Strongly | Agree | Neutral | Disagree| Strongly
Agree Disagree

Make Federal| f 6 3 6 5 3

Work Study

nonneed % 26.1 13.0 26.1 21.7 13.0

based aid

Research Question 2: What are the opinions of the HBCU financial aidradistrators
regarding the federal methodology (need analysI$)@ third section of the survey asks
financial aid administrators about the federal radtiiogy. The intent of the federal
need analysis system is to evaluate ability tochayng the award year. The federal
methodology is the formula used to determine eligyifor all federal aid, including

Pell Grants, Stafford Loans, Perkin Loans, W8nkdy and most state scholarship aid.
Forty-seven percent of survey respondents suppasid prior-prior year data instead of base
year income. Interest to simplify the need analgsixess whereby students apply for, and
secure, federal student aid springs particuladynfthe belief that the complexity of the process
poses a barrier to college access (Stoll, 2008y, #o percent supported the recommendation
that would eliminate some untaxed income questiam the formula. Sixty nine percent
agreed with the recommendation to disregard incoeh@w a certain dollar threshold and 73%
supported to disregard untaxed income below aipgrgacentage of taxable income. Fifty-two
percent would support combining student and paassgts to create a “family asset”
component in place of individual parent and studeset calculations. Forty-five percent of the

respondents disagreed with eliminating all assestijons. (See Table 5)

110



Table 5

Summary of Federal Methodology Survey Response2@)

Statement Response Strongly Agree | Neutral | Disagree| Strongly
Agree Disagree

Use prior-prior | f 7 4 5 2 5
year instead of
base year % 30.4 174 | 21.7 8.7 21.7
income
Eliminate some| f 7 5 8 1 2
untaxed
income % 30.4 21.7 34.8 4.3 8.7
guestions
Disregard f 10 6 6 0 1
untaxed income
below a certain | % 43.5 26.1 26.1 0 4.3
dollar threshold
Disregard f 10 7 5 0 1
untaxed income
below a certain | % 43.5 304 |21.7 0 4.3
percentage of
taxable income
Eliminate all f 4 2 6 5 5
asset questions

% 18.2 9.1 27.3 22.7 | 22.7
Combine f 5 7 5 3 3
student and
parent assets | % 21.7 30.4 21.7 13.0 |13.0

Research Question 3.What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admirasors
regarding the current federal aid delivery systeffe fourth section of the survey
asks financial aid administrators about the finahaid delivery system.

Survey respondents supported simplifying te&uRh of Title IV formula (87%).
This is a process whereby schools are requireéttorr funds to ED, if a student
withdraws from the institution. Fifty-seven percagreed with implementing one
federal grant program and 61% supported implemgmtire federal loan program for

Title IV aid. Seventy-four percent of the survegpendents agreed that student loan
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repayment should not exceed a certain percentagdoifrower’s income, regardless of
the amount borrowed. A survey item concerning sadiding the format, terminology
and content of award letters received 70% agreeridintinating the link between

Title 1V participation, voter registration distriban (56%), and Constitution Day

observance (76%) was supported by respondentsT¢gee 6)
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Table 6

Summary of Federal Aid Delivery System Respdhses23)

campus

Statement Responsg Strongly | Agree | Neutra | Disagree| Strongly
Agree I Disagree

Simplify the f 16 4 3 0 0

Return of Title IV

formula % 69.6 17.4 |13.0 0 0

Implement one f 12 1 4 3 3

Federal grant

program % 52.2 4.3 174 | 13.0 13.0

Implement one f 12 2 2 3 4

Federal loan

program % 52.2 8.7 8.7 13.0 17.4

Implement one f 12 2 3 3 3

Federal aid

program % 52.2 8.7 |13.0 13.0 13.0

Student loan f 9 8 3 1 2

repayment not to

exceed certain % | % 39.1 34.8 | 13.0 4.3 8.7

of borrower’s

income

Eliminate 1-9 f 11 3 3 2 4

employment

eligibility for FWS | % 47.8 13.0| 13.0 8.7 17.3

Standardize the | f 9 7 5 1 1

format; and

terminology of % 39.1 304 | 217 4.3 4.3

award letters

Eliminate the link | f 10 3 5 2 3

between

Title IV % 43.4 13.0| 21.7 8.7 13.0

participation and

voter registration

Eliminate the link | f 14 2 1 3 1

between Title IV

participation and | % 66.7 9.5 4.3 14.3 4.3

Constitution Day

Make FWS f 13 6 2 2 0

Community

Service % 56.5 26.0| 8.7 8.7 0

requirement

optional

Implement a single f 17 3 3 0 0
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based allocation % 73.9 13.Q 13.0 0 0

Statement Responsg Strongly | Agree| Neutra | Disagree| Strongly
Agree I Disagree

The ED/IRS f 17 4 1 1 0

database match

would reduce the | % 73.9 173 | 43 |43 0

application error

rate

The application f 5 5 3 3 6

process as it

currently exists % 22.7 22.7 |13.6 13.6 27.3

acts as a barrier tg
access, especially
among low-
income applicants
The application f 3 6 6 2 6
process as it
currently exists % 13.0 26.0 | 26.0 8.7 26.0
acts a barrier

to access,
especially for
those with limited
English

skills

Note: FWS is Federal Work Study.

Research Question 4: How do the proposals (Obama Administration, NASFAAd
Rethinking Student Aid Study Group) match the periees of HBCU financial aid
administrators with regard to the application pesceneed analysis, delivery system,
and federal programd&®hat proposal (Obama Administration, NASFAA, Réihop
Student Aid Study Group) closely match the pretergiof HBCU financial aid
administrators with regard to the application prese need analysis, and federal
programs?The final section addresses the possible pros ansl @f some of the
simplification proposals. Respondents answered fpugstions by checking all
statements that they agreed with. Each statemerg d@m one of the three proposals

presented in this study. To simplify the applioatprocess, the respondents (N=23)
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agreed with populating the FAFSA with IRS data (§3&hd supported streamlining
the online application and simplifying the eligitylformula (74%). Of the participants
(n=8) that responded to the simplification of tlHSA, 35% agreed with shortening
and limiting the FAFSA to demographic and nonfinahquestions. Only 3
respondents agreed with eliminating the FAFSA (13%g) 2 respondents agreed with
keeping the process the same (9%).

Each respondent was asked to check each stdtesieg that he/she agreed with,
and the frequency represents the number of resptstteat agreed with the statement.

(See Table 7)
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Table 7
The Simplification of the FAFSA (N = 23)

Proposal Statement Frequency Per cent
Rethinking Eliminate 3 13.04
Student Aid the FAFSA
Study Group and obtain

all needed
information
from the
IRS
NASFAA Shorten and 8 34.78
limit the
FAFSA
NASFAA/Obam Populate the 19 82.61
a Administration FAFSA
with IRS
data
Obama Streamline
administration the online 17 73.91
application,
simplify the
eligibility
formula
No Change Keep the 2 8.70
current
process

Respondents answered four questions regafFdidgral Pell Grants by checking all
statements that they agreed with. The respondgrnee@ with increasing Pell Grant
limits for all Pell recipients over the next 10 y289%). Another issue involves the
value of the maximum Pell Grants. Eight respondesatsid link increases in the value
of the maximum Pell Grant to annual changes irctimesumer price index (36%). To
help eliminate filing requirements for low-incomentilies, respondents agreed with
allowing families that receive “means tested” paltdenefits to qualify automatically
for Pell Grants (59%). Eight respondents would hheePell Grant solely on family
size and adjusted gross income rather than ag6fs)(and 4 respondents would
keep the current process (18%).The three simplifingoroposals share the goal to use
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IRS data and increase funding for federal Pell Gréor low-income students. (See

Table 8)
Table 8

Simplification of Federal Pell Grants (N = 23)

Proposal Statement Frequency| Percent
Rethinking Student Aid | Base the Pell Grant award solely 8 36.36
Study Group on family size and adjusted
gross income (rather than assets)
Rethinking Student Aid | Link increases in the value of 8 36.36
Study Group the maximum Pell Grant to
annual changes in the Consumer
Price Index
Rethinking Student Aid | Families that receive “means 13 59.09
Study Group/NASFAA | tested” public benefits should
gualify automatically for Pell
Grants
NASFAA Phase in Pell Grants increases 10 45.45
over 5 years to bring the
maximum Pell Grant to 70% of
average tuition, fees, room ang
board at four year public
colleges
Obama Administration Increase Pell Grant limitsdtr 13 59.09
Pell recipients over the next 1Q
years
No Change Keep the current process 4 18

18

A related issue concerns whether the numbexdefral grants that are linked to the

Pell Grant should be reduced or eliminated. Nispoadents agreed with eliminating

all other programs linked to the Pell Grant andehane grant program (43%).

Currently, there are limited federal grant fundsgmaduate students. Ten respondents

agreed with creating a grant program for graduateests in the high need areas

(48%); 6 respondents agreed with limiting Teachn@r#&o graduate students (29%);

and 5 respondents would keep the current procd$8s)(Z'he recommendations made
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by the Obama Administration, NASFAA, and RethinkBiyident Aid Study group
suggest eliminating federal grants that are linicetthe federal Pell Grant. (See Table
11). Although meaningful differences exist betwésnthree proposals, there is full
agreement on the matter of eliminating all othegpams linked to the Pell Grant
program and consolidating the programs into onatgyeogram. Forty two percent of
the respondents agree with having one grant pradi@ee Table 9).

Table 9

Simplification of Federal Grants (N = 23)

Proposal Statement Frequency Percen

t

NASFAA/ Create a 10 47.62
grant
Obama program
for
Administration graduate
students
in the
high need
areas
NASFAA Limit 6 28.57
Teach
Grants to
Graduate
students
Rethinking Eliminate 9 42.86
Student Aid programs
Study linked to
Group/NASFAA the Pell
Grant and
have one
grant
program
No Change Keep the 5 23.81
current
process
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A parallel issue concerns federal loans amd twosimplify the process for students.
Ten respondents (43%) agreed with linking maximaanlamounts to the federal
poverty level. Seven respondents (30%) agreeddp e process the same. (See

Table 10).
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Table 10

Simplification of Federal Loans

Proposal Statement Frequency Percent
Rethinking Link maximum 10 43.48
Student Aid amount of federal

Study Group loans students can

borrow to federal
poverty level for
individuals,
allowing it to rise
with inflation
Obama Continue with the 6 26.09
Administration same loan limits
Obama Limit private 9 39.13
Administration loans
Keep the current 7 30.43
process

The Obama Administration, NASFAA, and the Relimg Student Aid Study Group
offered comprehensive proposals for reform of #uefal student aid system. Support for
adoption of the proposals were mixed. Eighty twiceet of the respondents supported
the NASFAA and Obama Administration proposals tpylate the FAFSA with IRS data.
Seventy three percent agreed with streamliningtilime application, and simplifying the
need analysis formula. The least supported recordatem (13%) was made by the
Rethinking Student Study Group, it would elimintdte FAFSA. Although the proposals
differed in approach, 59% agreed with the NASFAA &ethinking Student Study Group
proposal to allow families with “means tested” palienefits to automatically qualify for
Pell Grants. Fifty nine percent agreed with the @aadministration’s proposal to
increase Pell Grant awards for recipients ovena&ar period. To expand on the Pell
Grant proposals, 42% agreed with eliminating otrant programs and consolidating the

funds into one grant program. However, 23% of gspondents would keep the process
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the same. Forty three percent of respondents agridledhe Rethinking Student Aid
Study Group to link the Pell Grant maximum amouwnith the poverty level. Thirty
percent of the respondents agreed to keep thegwtice same. Most respondents would
adopt certain items of each proposal. Taken togetihese proposals could direct federal
aid toward more students most in need and giveestsdand families a much clearer
sense, of how much federal student aid they qutdify

The final question asked respondents “Is thesghing else that you would like to say
about possible revisions of the financial aid pes&eThe respondents were given an
opportunity to expand on their previous answers@ogide feedback. There were no
additional comments made by the respondents.

Summary

This chapter presented the quantitative regilthe data collected to examine the
views of financial aid administrators at HBCUs. Theeponse rate, demographic
characteristics, and an analysis of the operatim@sagarch questions were presented.
The data were collected from a six part web baseeky instrument. Descriptive
statistics were used to analyze the quantitativa tleanswer four research questions.

The results of the quantitative analysis suggestea was evidence of HBCU

financial administrators supporting parts of atkth proposals presented in this study.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions and Recommendations

This chapter presents the broader contexteamning of the study. Included are a
review of the purpose and significance of the stuegearch questions, research
methodology, and the results of the data examithiagriews of financial aid
administrators at Historically Black Colleges andivérsities (HBCUs) regarding
simplification of the federal student aid systémasential points made in chapters 1
through 3 are reviewed, and an interpretation efrésults that were reported in
chapter 4 are presented. This chapter providedwsions and recommendations
based on the findings in the study. Future researtcommended and could possibly
result in more definite policies that will improtiee federal student aid system.

This study is guided by four research questi@garding the views of HBCU
financial aid administrators toward the simplificat of the federal student aid system.
A descriptive research design, including a survsgrument, was employed in this
study. The survey instrument was designed to elgibographic information and data
related to perceptions of the concept of simplifaaof the federal student aid
process; it was distributed to 89 HBCU financia administrators. The survey was
distributed during early fall, considered the basteme (peak period) for processing
financial aid. Although a number of measures waken to counteract nonresponse
bias, the final response rate was only 26% (N = 23)

Purpose and Significance of the Study

The purpose of this study was to examine teew of financial aid administrators
at HBCUs with regard to simplification of the fedkestudent aid system. Their views
are important because they are the college perkahimeately responsible for

managing, coordinating, and ensuring the effedrlévery of financial aid services
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for a school. Understanding the views of individuiddat work directly with the federal
student aid system may aid higher education leadetpolicymakers to improve the
effectiveness and reduce the complexity of thenfome aid process. Given the
magnitude of the public investment, there has leenreased scrutiny on whether
federal student aid funds are used efficiently affielctively (Darolia, 2013). Baum
(2013) argues that

the aid system must be designed so lleagtudents who have the most potential

to benefit from the program know abouptiiderstand it, can predict and count

on its benefits and can access it withumatue difficulty. We must ensure that

aid programs provide the appropriate mtiges and supports for both students

and institutions to succeed in meetirgdducational goals of our nation and its

students. (p. 2)

Financial aid is extremely importantigprovides access to postsecondary

education through funding for low-to-middle-incorfaenilies that would otherwise
not be able to afford it. Financial aid in the foofngrants, loans, and work study has
helped make attending and graduating from collegebity for millions of college
students (Novak & McKinney, 2011). As critics hasatinued to question the
viability of HBCUSs, especially those struggling findow graduation rates, fiscal
troubles, accreditation problems, and instabilityhe leadership the fact remains that
HBCUs play a critical role in educating low-incormaed traditionally underrepresented
students (Nealy, 2008). Historically Black Collegesl Universities’ financial aid
administrators face unique challenges administdedgral student aid. These aid
administrators face persistent shortfalls in fugdim assist their students (Grummon,
2012). With so many students from impoverished lasyithere is a tremendous need

for student financial aid (The Journal of BlackdHigher Education, 2008). Low-
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income students also lack the guidance and sugipeytneed to prepare for college,
apply for college, enroll and persist in their sésd and ultimately graduate (Obama
Administration, 2014). With limited staff and resoes, the HBCU financial aid
administrators struggle to provide the individualinseling needed to guide students
and families through the federal student aid preckss argued that the simplification
of federal student aid will aid low-income studettitat are the least likely to complete
the process, even though they are the most in ofefgtiincial aid (King, 2004).

Federal student aid is intended to play amgral part in fulfilling the promise of
greater academic success for less affluent stufentsed States Government
Accountability Office, 2009). The Higher Educatidnt (HEA) is the federal statute
that authorizes the broadly available federal sttfieancial assistance programs,
including Pell Grants, student loans, and work wtddhese programs provide
educational opportunities to many students whoaaol otherwise afford the costs of
college (Wolanin, 2004). Completion of the FAFSAHhe first step in securing federal
financial aid, such as need-based grants, workysardl loans for postsecondary
education. Federal aid is currently awarded basesl formula specified in the HEA, as
amended, that takes into account such factorscasie, assets, and tax expenses that
students and their families report (U. S. Governdarcountability Office, 2009).
Many state and postsecondary institutions relyndorimation provided in the FAFSA
and the federal statutory need analysis formutatoulate their own awards (U.S.
Government Accountability Office, 2009).

The federal student aid system meant to hedoly students afford
college is cracking under the strains of skyrocigetuition, increased enrollments,
and a sluggish economy (Clark, 2008). Additionatiyncern over the complexity of

the federal aid application, dollars spent on fatlprograms and the effectiveness of
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those dollars, the costly and expensive bureauseired to manage the system, the
formula that determines the EFC, and the failurtheffederal government to provide
financial resources that keep pace with collegésamsike the increased scrutiny of
the design of the federal student aid system mketyl(Wrubel, 2013). Facing
unprecedented demand from students for financgast@asce and managing rapidly
and ever-changing federal regulations, school adtn&ttors are seeking alternative
service delivery models for the administrationeddral student aid (Haygood, 2013).
Chitty (2007) argues

a simpler system could encourage earlier awarearebplanning for college, as

students and parents would have a better idea &lboumuch aid they are

likely to receive to help pay for college. The pgeoh lies in getting educators

and policymakers to agree on how to simplify thetem. (p.19)
Summary of Findings

This section presents a summary of findings@ovides meaning to the data

presented in chapter 4. The findings are discusstite context of the literature on the
simplification of the federal student aid systetrbdgins with a brief overview of the
research questions, survey instrument, and respatese Next, the section presents a
review of the findings.
Overview of the Resear ch Questions and the Instrument. Research on the
simplification of the federal student aid systemsiders (a) the application
process, (b) the federal methodology (need andJyasisl (c) the federal delivery
system. This study used a six part web surveyrmalty developed by NASFAA that
collected data from HBCU financial aid administratdPart | asks 14 demographic
guestions that collected data about the surveycgaants. Part 1l consists of 10

guestions about the application process and stestég improve the FAFSA. Part lli
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asks seven questions about the federal methoddRagy/ IV consists of 14 questions
about the financial aid delivery system. Part Vraddes the possible pros and cons of
three simplification proposals. This section in@dsdour multiple choice questions.
Part VI asks for comments and consisted of one-epeled question.

Response Rate: The response rate of this study was 26% andrisistent with the response rate of
the NASFAA survey research project at four-yearliguhstitutions (26%) regarding the
simplification of federal student aid. The NASFA®eavall response rate was 54% and of the
1,417 respondents about 26% were from four-yeali@institutions. The response rate from
the pilot study for this study was 65%. The pilidy was conducted prior to the peak
processing period, and may be the reason for tifeehiresponse rate. THiss important to
note that although the response rate was lesshleastesired goal, it wasmparable to
those found in the literature for web surveys. S, Fricker, and Elliot (2002) stated that
“response rates range from 7 to 44% for Web survey®.20).

To assist the reader, a brief summary ofitiidngs is presented at the end of each
guestion. This study examined four research questibe first of which was worded
as follows: What are the opinions of HBCU finan@al administrators regarding the
current application process? A number of reseasctggher education leaders, and
policymakers introduced ways to simplify the apation process. The first problem is
that the FAFSA demands far too much informatiomfistudents (ACSFA, 2008).
Researchers’ note that the FAFSA is longer and monéusing than the average tax
return (Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2006). Dynarskid Scott-Clayton (2006) proposed
using a check-off box on the IRS 1040 form. Theveyrespondents supported
implementing a “consider me for financial aid” ckexf box on the IRS 1040 form

52%).
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Verification is a process whereby students garénts provide proof that
the information reported on the FAFSA is corredt fears, ED has sent FAFSAS to
IRS to have them checked for errors in income ardiaita. To improve the way tax
information is provided on the FAFSA, ED and IRSeleped a data retrieval tool. It
allows online applicants to automatically trangfesir IRS data into the FAFSA
application. Survey respondents agreed regardmgithplification of the verification
process (70%) and using a smart electronic FAF®&Althks various federal databases
such as the ED and IRS (96%). By using the ED/IRSlthse match, ED argued that
the verification process is easier and quickestadents and families and reduces
administrative burden on thousands of institutions.

An additional problem is that students araunegl to answer questions that do
not determine their eligibility for aid. Survey pesidents disagreed with eliminating
nonfinancial items such as Selective Service reggish, drug convictions, etc. be
eliminated from the FAFSA (52%). The respondenticiated more concerned for
automating the application process rather than vemgahonfinancial items from the
FAFSA. More than 67% of the NASFAA respondents adrer strongly agreed with
eliminating nonfinancial items. The NASFAA survespondents indicated tying social
agendas to the financial aid processes increaseglegity of the application process.
The inclusion of unrelated data adds to the coniylex the aid process but does little
to enhance the desired distribution of aid.

The FAFSA collects a large amount of datadtednine the aid eligibility for each
student. Fifty-two percent of the respondents supegdahe reform that proposes to
eliminate the FAFSA filing requirement for low-ino@ applicants receiving public
assistance, food stamps, or similar benefits apldced with a “FAFSA postcard” from

ED. The NASFAA argues that “this is counterproduetior the neediest students and
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families who have already run the gauntlet of digthing for means tested public
assistance” (Salerno & Weinstein, 2010, p. 15).s€haultiple hurdles create
unnecessary burdens for low-income students. Baisélke survey responses the
participants in this study appear to agree.

The respondents disagreed with permittingaahes application process that
coincides with the earliest stages of the collegggch process (65%). Additionally,
many respondents disagreed with implementing atiome-application with no
subsequent renewals (65%). These findings leduetodnclusion that financial aid
administrators are willing to automate the verifica and application process to help
alleviate some of the burdens of locating financiddrmation but suggest that students
apply annually for financial aid. One problem wgérmitting an earlier application
process is the requirement to report tax infornmatio the FAFSA. Normally, parents
and students do not receive the required tax dostemmtil late January or February.
The earlier application would create problems wthering documents. Also, the
current application is also used to award bothtutsinal and state financial aid. If the
one-time application with no subsequent renewalwnj@emented, students may have
to fill out two or three forms instead of just one.

The second research question addressedetvs vegarding the federal
methodology: What are the opinions of HBCU finahaid administrators regarding
the current federal methodology (need analysid}y-Bwo percent of the respondents
supported the recommendation that would eliminateesuntaxed income questions,
Research has shown that many of the questionseameid analysis for students are
superfluous, and that a simpler formula would yméarly the same awards for
students (Baum, Little, Ma, & Sturtevant, 2012; Bsski & Scott-Clayton, 2007).

Dynarski and Widerspan (2007) recommended elimgadil of the data used in the
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aid calculation except for items available on IR81 1040. Currently, the federal

methodology used to calculate a student’s finanm@ald uses prior year income data
(NASFAA, 2013). Forty-eight percent of survey resgents agreed with using prior
prior year data instead of base year income. Thé&I®@ said that making the
electronic transfer of IRS tax data to the FAFSasible for fall college applicants
would likely require the use of income data thatevene year older than the
information currently used to determine federaafioial aid eligibility (NASFAA,
2010). Survey respondents supported disregarditexed income below a certain
dollar threshold (70%) or below a certain perceatagtaxable income (74%). The
respondents were less certain and agreeable atauges to the method of reporting
family assets (27% agreed, 27% neutral, and 46%gceed). The ED (2009) says that
“more than 90 percent of current Pell Grant recifsevould be unaffected by the
removal of assets from the EFC formula, and froenfthm” (ED, 2009, p. 10).
According to Dynarski and Scott-Clayton (2008) &tis because few households have
assets that are taxed by the aid formula. Fanfilids the vast majority of their wealth
in homes and retirement funds, both are protecyatidaid formula” (p. 17).

The third research question assessedongiof the federal delivery system:
What are the opinions of HBCU financial aid admirgitors regarding the current
federal aid delivery system? The federal studehsgstem has been tasked with
several goals for students (Huelsman & Cunningl20t3). The respondents
overwhelmingly agreed with simplifying the RetwhTitle IV formula (87%),
implementing one federal grant (57%) and one lcagnam (61%) for Title IV aid.
More importantly, the respondents were receptivtiéamplementation of one federal

aid program and need analysis to determine th&-¢wan mix for each aid applicant
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(61%). This revision would be a significant changé¢he current process whereby the
financial aid administrator formulates the mixtofehe financial aid award. The
Return of Title IV process requires constant mamgof all student enroliment
changes. If the Return of Title IV process is nor@d improperly. the school may
receive an audit finding and financial liabilityofn ED. This process continues to be
one of the top audit findings for all institutionscould potentially have a large
financial impact on HBCUs. These schools tendaeelfewer staff members to
monitor this process properly.

The respondents also agreed that studentrégayments should not exceed a
certain percentage of a borrower’s income regasdd¢she amount borrowed (74%).
Higher cumulative debts combined with recent changdederal loan programs
suggest that today’s college students face evdrehdebt burdens, and these are
likely to continue rising in the future (Long & RY, 2007).

The literature shows that the costs of compfidall most heavily on low-income,
nonWhite, and nonEnglish speaking youth, whoseitgggducational levels are
repeatedly cited as justification for financial &idlynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2006).
Economists have found that the complexity of thd&-BA process, especially the
income-related data requirements, undercuts the pagyose of financial aid, to
ensure and expand educational opportunity (Ashere®an, & Frankle, 2007).
According to Dynarski and Scott-Clayton, “thougbrfr a rational perspective these
compliance costs may seem small relative to thefpay a college degree, the
behavioral literature demonstrates conclusively évan seemingly minor

complexities can have profound impacts upon théyqud efficiency of a policy”
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(Dynarski & Scott-Clayton, 2006, p.28).

One unanticipated finding was that the respotgldid not unanimously agree
that the application process as it currently exigtts as barrier to access, especially
among low-income applicants or those with limiaglish skills (13% strongly agree,
agree 26%, neutral 26%, disagree, 8% strongly thea@6%). One might speculate
that by reducing the FAFSA data elements and autogthe process with the IRS
data retrieval tool, some of the obstacles accgdsiancial aid might be eliminated.
There are a number tools and resources for studedtgamilies with limited English
skills. The FAFSA is also provided in Spanish. ficial aid administrators are made
aware of the various resources that are availailalf students.

The fourth research question was designelétermine which simplification
proposal(s) were supported by the HBCU financidleaiministrators: How do the
proposals (Obama Administration, NASFAA, and Retimg Student Aid Study Group)
match the preferences of HBCU financial aid adntiaters with regard to the
application process, need analysis, delivery syséem federal programs? Part V of the
survey consisted of four questions that colleciaé degarding the simplification of the
federal aid process.

The Obama Administration proposal would eliatenone of the federal
government’s two competing student loan prograntsiee the savings to ensure a
permanent source of funds for the Pell Grant pmagilzederman, 2009). The
Obama proposal would create a shorter FAFSA anevatudents and parents to
electronically retrieve their tax information fraime IRS. The Obama administration

made recommendations to Congress to simplify tieel m@alysis formula. Survey
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respondents were in agreement to streamline theeoapplication and simplify the
need analysis formula (73%). Although the Obama iistration received a great
deal of support for increasing Pell Grants and matong and streamlining the
application process, survey respondents were éegptive to keeping student loan
limits the same (26%).

The NASFAA proposal would double spending et Brants create a single loan
program and eliminate tax breaks for college exggnthe proposal would shorten
and limit the FAFSA to demographic and other naaficial questions. The NASFAA
proposal would populate FAFSA with IRS data anth&late issues unrelated to
financial aid from the application process, inchglthose about drug convictions and
military registration (Lederman, 2009). In additi?dASFAA’s proposal would
eliminate the Academic Competiveness Grant and SM&rant programs and
consolidate the existing campus-based aid (PerBimgplemental Educational Grant,
Federal Work Study) into one fund. The NASFAA prsaloreceived support
on a number of recommendations from the surveyoreggnts. The proposal received
less support for limiting Teach Grants to gradsatelents (28%). The NASFAA would
require automate the application process and bediminate some of the data needed
to file the FAFSA, especially for low-income stutrFifty nine of the respondents
agreed with this recommendation. The NASFAA propegauld increase grant aid to
Pell Grant recipients. The respondents supporisdebommendation (45%).

Adopting NASFAA's proposal would alter how saunds repay student loans and
base students’ eligibility for financial aid not ameed analysis formula but on their

family’s income and size (Lederman, 2009). Eighty-percent of survey
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respondents agreed with populating the FAFSA W8 tata and 52% disagreed with
eliminating issues unrelated to financial aid fridma application process (i.e. drug
convictions and military registration). Fifty-siepent of the respondents supported
implementing one grant program for Title 1V aid.

The Rethinking Student Aid proposal would étiate the FAFSA and obtain all
needed information from the IRS. This approach waalieve the burden of gathering
detailed financial information, but would providetinformation needed to determine
eligibility. Families receiving means-tested pulidenefits, such as Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF), would be eligible for miamum Pell Grants without the use
of IRS data (Rethinking Student Aid Study GroupQ&p0 The proposal would base Pell
Grant awards solely on family size and adjustedgimcome. Survey respondents were
asked whether they agreed with eliminating the FABRSd obtaining all needed
information from the IRS, only 13 % of the respontdeagreed with the premise. Survey
respondents were receptive to with using the IR& (B2%), but did not agree with
eliminating the FAFSA. One might speculate thatftaxs do not always present a
complete financial representation of families’ nes®@s. This proposal would also
eliminate other programs linked to the Pell Graudgdemic Competiveness, SMART,
and TEACH grants) and put the funds into the PelinGprogram. The Student Aid
Study Group proposed eliminating supplementarytgresgrams and using the funds
to increase the annual Pell Grants. Forty-two peroéthe respondents were in
agreement with eliminating supplemental progrants@acing the funds into the Pell
Grant program. By placing the funds in the Pelhgjirogram, the expectation is that

students will receive larger grants. Unfortunatéhg elimination of the Academic
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Competiveness and Smart Grant did not increase3Pafit awards. The elimination
of these programs, simply reduced the overall sipgridvel for federal student aid.

The Rethinking Student Aid Study Group sugeggliminating the FAFSA,
however, the respondents supported the Obama Astnaition and NASFAA
proposals to streamline the FAFSA and simplifyehegibility formula. The
respondents indicated the need for modest changhs &pplication process.

Most respondents supported the three propesglgesting the creation of one
federal grant and elimination of all other progrdmked to the Pell Grant. The
Obama Administration and NASFAA proposals suppodesting a single loan
program. Under the Obama Administration the Fedeaahily Education Loan
Program was eliminated. The respondents suppogetyke loan program. Fifty two
percent of NASFAA respondents agreed with implemgndne federal student loan
program.

The literature and the survey responses wemerglly consistent in the idea that
the financial aid system needs to be streamlingldesive, transparent, and easily
accessible to applicants. Dynarski and Scott-Claysed optimal tax theory and
behavioral economics to simulate changes to theSAAtermula for calculating need,
such as eliminating assets from the equation. Ttieoes argue that by reducing the
number of questions on the FAFSA, it would helgitaplify the application process.
One in four young adults who consider but do ntarat college would be more likely
to enroll if they had better information about htampay for college when making
educational decisions (Sallie Mae Fund and Hantisréctive, 2003). The American

Council on Education (2004) states that policiesuthensure that students have
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sufficient information about aid programs and timaricial aid application process so
that no student will miss the opportunity for fiméad assistance. Burgdorf and Kostka
(2006) argue that federal student aid programsldhee a set of uniform eligibility
standards and delivered through a simple set @framos that are understandable,
transparent, and easily evaluated against compseleeand measurable objectives.
The complexity of the federal student aid systeataties that even simplifying it is a
technical and complicated process, especiallyderincome students. The
application process for federal student aid hasimecsomewhat simpler, with the use
of the IRS data retrieval tool. Yet, many argueph&cess could be easier. The survey
respondents suggest that simplifying the need arsabalculation would allow
students to know aid eligibility earlier and hetpiicrease access, affordability, and
equality of educational opportunity. The surveytessmay assist HBCU financial aid
administrators with the administration of federaldent aid.

In summary, survey respondents suppgrogailating the FAFSA with IRS data and a
single grant and loan program. Despite a compleggss, most respondents did not
support eliminating the FAFSA or implementing a-dinee application with no
subsequent renewals. Moreover, the survey resptsidehnot support the premise
that the applicant process acts as a barrier fofil@ome applicants or students with
limited English skills.

Implications

The results of this research support the idatthe federal student aid system

could be simpler, streamlined, and cohesive. Howewvigh a small sample size,

caution must be applied, as these findings mighbeaeneralizable to all HBCUS and
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other populations. The results of this study suggesimber of possible changes in
policies and procedures, HBCU financial aid adniaters would make to simplify the
federal student aid system. The periodic reauthtiam of the HEA provides
opportunities for educators and policymakers aleakkls to help determine the future
direction of higher education funding for all statke(Johnson, 2003). Previous
reauthorizations have resulted in a variety of geanranging from programmatic
changes to incremental policy changes (Johnsor8)28ishory and O’Sullivan

(2012) stated, “Ensuring that federal aid worksntke higher education accessible for
all students, particularly students coming from ammities with historically low
enrollment and completion rates, including low imsostudents should be a guiding
tenet of the program” (p.7). The findings from teiady suggests several courses of
action for simplifying the federal student aid €yat but can only be generalized to
HBCUs.

Although significant progress has been madedent years, the FAFSA still rivals
the full IRS 1040 tax form in length (Abernathyagt 2013). Even when sufficient
financial aid funds are available, many studentsdfficulty accessing those funds.
Navigating the financial aid application processspecially difficult for low-income
and first-generation college students (College Bp2013). The results in this study
suggests that the application process should balified by eliminating unnecessary
guestions regarding untaxed income (52%). Respasdétongly support the proposals
to perform an ED and IRS database match (78%)xllmt's students and parents to
access the IRS tax return information needed topbeterthe FAFSA, and transfer the

data directly into their FAFSA from the IRS welesiThe respondents believed the
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ED/IRS database match would significantly redueeapplication error rate among the
school’s financial aid applicants (91%). Althougfie application process has been
reported in current literature as a barrier torfitial aid for low-income students,
survey data did not suggest a similar level of egrent. Forty-five percent of the
respondents supported the statement that the apphgrocess as it currently exists
acts a barrier to access, especially among lowanecapplicants, 41% disagreed and
14% remained neutral with the statement. This wigsrsing given that reports in the
literature made a strong case that the applicgtioness acts a barrier, especially
among low-income applicants. A common misconcepgtodents have is the belief
that they will not qualify for aid (McClure, 201Ihis misconception comes from the
media and federal budget talks that cast doubhermvailability of aid. One might
speculate that students have the impression tagtiil never qualify, so they believe
there is no point to the process (McClure, 2011).

Another recommendation to improve the federal sttdal system based on the
findings of this study relates to simplifying fedestudent aid programghis finding
suggests thdederal aid programs should be simplified throughsolidation of all
federal grants into one federal grant program dinfederal loans into one federal loan
program. Survey respondents supported consolidatirigderal grants into one grant
program (56%) and all federal loans into one logygmm (60%). Fifty-nine percent
of survey respondents supported increasing PehtGiraits for all Pell recipients over
the next ten years and allowing families that neeémeans tested” public benefits to
qualify automatically for Pell Grants.

Loans make up the greatest share of fediaaidial aid to students attending

college (Huelsman & Cunningham, 2013). Efforts $tddae made to reduce debt
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burdens and provide better repayment option fatesits (Huelsman & Cunningham,
2013). Survey respondents strongly supported t@meendation that student loan
repayment should not exceed a certain percentagdoifrower’s income, regardless of
the amount borrowed (73%). This could help reduedent loan defaults. The
respondents accepted the fact that the lower pagmesuld extend the payment
period.

One of the findings of this study and a firmdommendation concerns the federal
need analysis formula. A federal need analysisesysinderlies the annual allocation of
billions of dollars in student financial aid supfest by Title IV of the HEA (Stoll &
Stedman, 2004). Fifty-two percent of survey respgons believed that the need
analysis formula should combine student and passet (for dependent students) to
create a “family assets” component in place ofuittlial parent and student asset
calculations. Overwhelmingly the survey respondsenfsported streamlining the online
application, simplifying the eligibility formula ahremoving 29 of the most difficult
FAFSA questions regarding savings and income adgrsts that are not available on
the tax returns (74%). The survey results sugdbatst is probably feasible to explore
ways in which the financial information utilizedrftederal need analysis and aid
eligibility determinations could be streamlinedfhaut deviating dramatically from the
EFC values generated under the current systenl g&tedman, 2004),
Recommendationsfor Further Study

Questionnaires and interviews are often usgdther in mixed method studies
Investigating educational assessment (e.g., BravkhBurkin, 2003; Lai & Waltman,
2008). Research employing a mixed method desiguldhie conducted to examine the
minority serving population. A mixed method deswould allow for a more in depth

understanding of the views of minority serving fical aid administrators towards the
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simplification of federal student aid. In-depth enstanding of the simplification of the
federal student aid system obtained through obSensand interviews would provide
detailed data concerning whether or not the sincgliion proposals would increase
student participation in the federal financial sygtem. Following the reauthorization
of the HEA, research should be conducted using myngerving institutions to
examine views regarding changes to the financthbgstem. This research will offer
valuable information to policy makers, practitionesind administrators on how to
simplify the federal student aid system for thediest students. A number of federal
aid policy changes are being phased in to simhiéyprocess; there should be adequate
time to study and follow the policy changes to doeat whether or not the minority
serving financial aid administrators changed thigws. A comparison of this study
with a similar study may be beneficial to suppaxess, affordability, and opportunity
for low-income students. Research should be coeduct determine whether or not
automation of the financial aid process will in@edhe number of low-income FAFSA
filers. An updated examination of the demograpbidhose students who file the
FAFSA online and those students who choose naletatf all should be conducted.
Such a study potentially could answer the quesifomhy one in four low-income
students who meet eligibility criteria for a Pelagt does not apply for federal aid
(American Council of Education, 2004). Additionaltitis study could provide insight
on the impact of automation of the federal stu@athtsystem.
Study Limitations

Because of the small population of HBCU finahaid administrators there were

some unavoidable limitations. The first limitatiohthis study is the low response rate.
The second limitation relates to the timing of ¢faa collection. In the financial aid
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profession, the busiest reporting and processiniggseoccurs from April through
November. During October and November financialaachinistrators must prepare for
the upcoming spring semester. This responsibilightrhave discouraged participants’
interests and motivation to return the survey amttributed to the response rate of
only 26%. The third limitation involves the studyise of a self-reported instrument
that relied on opinions. Such opinions may be &@dy a number of variables,
including years of experience of the aid admintstisa those individuals with five
years or fewer years might not have experiencededwathorization of the HEA, which
changes some rules and regulations of the Titleeééral aid. For survey respondents,
the average number of years of employment for tineey respondents were 11.85
years §D= 9.66). However, five respondents had fewer thanyears of employment.
Those individuals with five or fewer years might have experienced the
reauthorization of the HEA, which changed somesraled regulations for Title IV
federal aid.

During this study a number of new regulatiaffected several federal financial aid
programs. The data collection process for thisyshefjan on October 29, 2012 and
concluded November 8, 2012. Beginning 2012-2018emwec year, the IRS Data
Retrieval tool became available for populatingitg®rmation for the FAFSA on the
web. The ED conducted a number of training workshadpout the IRS/ED Data
Retrieval tool. The respondents believed the EDAlRR&base match would
significantly reduce the application error rate agnthe school’s financial aid
applicants (91%). The survey for this study wasated prior to the availability of the
IRS/ED Data Retrieval tool. The results of the gtatfer evidence about how HBCU
financial aid administrators view the use of th&IRD database match. The three

proposals reviewed for this study all supportedube of the IRS/ED database match.
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Although numerous simplification proposals existiis study focused only on
proposals from the Obama administration, NASFAA] Rethinking Student Aid
Study Group.

Conclusion

This study employed a descriptive researcigde3he purpose of the study was to
examine the views of financial aid administratarsiBCUs with regard to
simplification of the federal student aid syster.accomplish this goal, a six-part
survey was distributed to 89 HBCU financial aid aaistrators. The three
simplification proposals reviewed were preparedigyObama Administration, the
NASFAA, and the Rethinking Student Aid Study Grotifpis study in no way
represents an exhaustive examination of the nureeraiables associated with the
simplification of the federal student aid systemod¥idiscussions of student aid
simplification focus on the FAFSA (The Rethinkinu®y Group, 2008); however, a
simpler FAFSA is not sufficient to fix the curreiederal student aid system.

Chief executive officers and financial aid admirastrs will need to work together to
articulate the needs of the students. Although nigsgyis evident, there remain several
major challenges with the federal student aid systenproving funding, availability,
and awareness of financial aid could further remuagiers to and the complexity of
the federal student aid system.

The Obama administration, NASFAA, and RethigkStudent Study Group share a
goal to help simplify the federal student aid systdhe Obama administration and
NASFAA would shorten the FAFSA. The Rethinking StatAid Study Group part
ways with the Obama Administration and NASFAA widgard to the FAFSA and
suggest eliminating the FAFSA and obtain the adidesl information from the IRS.

The Obama Administration and Rethinking Student 3iddy Group sought politically
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viable proposals, and specifically made some tagtices about what to include
based on budgetary realties (Lederman, 2009). TR&MAA proposal was based
solely on how best to assist students with coleegeenses. The three proposals differ
in many ways, but attempt to create a more robudtedfective financial aid system
(Lederman, 2009).

This study contributes to the literature oa ¥iews of financial aid administrators
at HBCUs with regard to simplification of feder#ident aid system in three ways.
First, policymakers can use the findings from #tigly to better understand HBCU
financial aid administrators’ views about how tgoimve the application process and
the FAFSA itself. Second, the respondents offeragsvto reexamine and change the
federal methodology or the formula used to deteeneiiigibility for federal student
aid. Third, the HBCU aid administrators supportbdrgyes that automate the FAFSA
process and promote a simple, streamlined, traespand consistent federal student
aid system; they reported being less comfortabtke @xcessive borrowing by

students to finance their education.
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Appendix A — Definitions of Terms

Academic Year
The part of the year that colleges and univers#atsally hold classes. It's at least 30
weeks long, and at most colleges begin in earlyeédeiper and ends in late May.

Achievement Tests (SAT II)

Achievement tests are used by colleges and unike=r$o gauge a student’s aptitude
for college level work, and proficiency in specifiabject matters. The two most
popular achievement tests are the SAT and the ACT.

Adjusted Available Income

Adjusted Available Income is what the federal goweent uses to figure how much
you can contribute to you or your child’s educatimsts. It is based on your
discretionary net worth, such as savings accouetsificates of deposit, etc., added to
your income (after taxes and allowances) for trez.ye

Alternative Loans
The same thing as Private Loans.

Amortization
Amortization is simply a term for reducing a loasddnce by paying it back in regular
installments.

Appeal

A student who's denied financial aid, or been gedriess than they think they qualify
for, may file an appeal with the college or univistdf an appeal is approved, the
financial aid office will look at the student’s @étion in more depth, and will ask the
student to explain why the decision should be chdngnd provide documentation of
their actual need and extenuating financial cirdamses.

Award Letter

The award letter is the also known as Financial Madification. It's the official
document issued by a college or university contgaill the details of the financial aid
package awarded to a student. It will explain hbaytfigured the student’s need, list
the various types of aid given, and discuss temascanditions of the aid offered, and
how much it will cost for the student to attendeTitudent must sign a copy of the
letter, either accepting or rejecting the offerd aaturn it to the financial aid office of
the school.

Award Year
The school year for which financial aid is beinglgd for.

Bachelor's Degree
A four year degree.
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Base Year

The base year is the calendar year immediately fwithe award year. For a student
applying for financial aid for 2011-2012, the bgsar is 2010. For high school
students this will be the last half of their juniy@ar and the first half of their senior
year.

Borrower
The person actually borrowing the money. This cathie student, or the student’s
parent(s).

Budget
The entire amount needed to get through schoobtyitoom and board, books, lab
fees, transportation, living expenses, etc.

Campus based Aid

Although the vast majority of financial aid is igslithrough the college or university;
only some of it is actually administered by theaahas opposed to state and federal
governments. Programs actually administered bgctheol are known as campus
based aid, and include the Federal Work Study RrogFederal Supplemental
Education Opportunity Grants, and Federal Perkimenis. Unlike Direct Loans from
the government, the amounts that schools can awaa@mnpus based aid is limited, and
there is no guarantee that they will have enoughisfaid to help every student. It's
therefore extremely important to apply for aid adyas possible.

College Board

A nonprofit association of colleges, universitieducational systems and other
educational institutions which designs and admanssstandardized testing programs,
such as the SAT and Advanced Placement testsnmatie.

College Work-Study (CWS)
Not to be confused with the Federal Work Study Panyg college work study is any
part time job either on or off campus. Funds arellg supplied by the institution.

Commuter Student
A student who attends school near his home andsesoaot to use campus housing.

Consolidation Loan

A consolidation loan is a loan that combines thetslérom several different loans from
different lenders into one single loan and one paytmlrhe company offering the
consolidation loan pays off the other debts, amdéw debt is paid to them. Student
loan consolidation can often be a money savingg@sitipn for student borrowers.

Cosigner

If someone has little credit history, or bad cretiiey may need someone else to vouch
for them by promising to pay the loan if the boreswloesn’t. That person is called a
cosigner, and they will owe the debt if the otherson defaults.
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Cost of Attendance (COA)

The entire amount needed to get through schodletyiroom and board, books, lab
fees, transportation, living expenses, etc. Eabbdaowill have a cost of attendance
figured for students in different circumstanceg] #rey will use that figure in coming
up with a total financial aid package.

Default

To default on a loan is to miss several schedussainents in a row, usually three or
more before default technically occurs. Once adwer defaults on a student loan, the
school, the government, and the lender will haeeright to pursue legal action against
the borrower. This can include wage garnishmerthhwilding of income tax refunds,
ineligibility for government employment, and cojutigments.

Dependency Status
Whether or not a student is financially independert self supporting, or depends on
parents or guardians for financial support.

Dependent
A child or step child who receives at least halftddir financial support from a parent
or guardian.

Direct Loans

Student loans that come directly from the goverrmastead of simply being
guaranteed by the government. In direct loansfetieral government actually loans
the student the money and administers the prograrapposed to loans through third
parties where the colleges and lenders adminiséeioains. Officially named the
William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan Program.

Disbursement

Disbursement is when the loan money is actuallgmito the school for use by the
student. Loans are made out in the name of pattieschool and the student. Tuition,
fees and room and board are paid first, and ietseany surplus, the school will write a
check to the student for the difference. Any loahsve $500 are disbursed in two
installments.

Electronic Data Exchange (EDE)

The electronic data exchange allows schools tave&tudent Aid Reports from the
federal government electronically, saving lotsiofg, postage, and paperwork. These
days, students may also file their Free ApplicatammFederal Student Aid online.

Filing online is not only faster, but it's the meththe government prefers students use.

Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT)

Electronic Funds Transfer is a more technical temnDirect Deposit. Having your
student loans handled by EFT saves time and paperemabling you to get your
funds faster and easier.
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Electronic Student Aid Report
The Student Aid Report (SAR) in electronic, rattiem paper, format.

Eligible Non-Citizen

Some residents of the USA who are not citizenebgéle for Federal student aid;
some are not. Permanent residents with valid greeds and non-citizens who have
been granted refugee or asylum status by the U8rgment are generally eligible.
People in America on student visas or exchangeovigisas are ineligible for aid.

Endowment

These are permanent funds that colleges and uitigsrsivest in order to receive
income for operating expenses. At some schoolendewment is in the billions of
dollars. Income from endowments is often used ¢twide financial aid, schools with
bigger endowments are often more generous witméiiadaid than schools with
smaller endowments.

Enrollment Status

A measurement of how many credit hours per semastrdent is enrolled in,
generally divided into full time, half time, andrpime students. Students whose credit
hours fall below half time status usually are igidie for financial aid. Some financial
aid sources require that recipients maintain fuollet status.

Entitlement

An entitlement program is a financial aid progrdratt unlike many scholarships and
fellowships, is non competitive. Everyone who mekésqualifications gets the aid.
Some example of an entitlement would be Pell GrantsFederal student loans.

Expected Family Contribution (EFC)

The Expected Family Contribution is the amountfégeral government expects a
college student, and their parent(s), to contriboseard paying for a college education.
A standard formula is used to figure this amountl & is based on several factors--
dependency status, family income, family assetssibe of the family, the age of the
parent(s), etc. The EFC appears in the top frogé wd the Student Aid Report.

Federal Campus Based Program

These programs include the Federal Work Study, ieé&eipplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant, and Federal Perkins Loan progteBehools must apply annually
for funding and are then responsible for awardimgronies to eligible students, based
on need.

Federal Direct Student Loan Program (FDSLP)

Under the Federal Direct Student Loan Program estulbans are made directly to
students and parents by the federal governmertoulitgoing through a bank or other
lender. The loans go through the college, but tieen® outside party involved. This
program can include PLUS loans and Stafford Loans.
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Federal Family Education Loan Program (FFELP)

Under the Federal Family Education Loan Program fekderal government does not
make the student loan directly to the student awdngs itself. Instead, a third party
lender such as a bank or credit union loans theemaand the federal government
guarantees that the loan will be repaid, protediregiender in case of default. Perkins
Loans, Plus Loans, and Stafford Loans can aluiadler this program.

Federal Methodology
The Federal Methodology is the official formula d4®/ the federal government to
figure a family’s Expected Financial ContributidaHC).

Federal Perkins Loan

The Perkins Loan program makes low interest loanmth undergraduate and
graduate students. Technically, these loans are tmathe colleges and universities,
and are paid back to them, although there is seaerél government money involved.
They are based on financial need, and to qualdtudent must have first applied for a
Pell Grant. As of this writing, undergrads may loarrup to $4000 a year in the Perkins
program, with a maximum of $20,000 for undergradwsatool. Graduate students may
borrow up to $6000 a year, with a maximum of $40,&% all undergraduate and
graduate school combined. Schools have limiteddumith which to make Perkins
loans, so they are very selective in awarding tHeenkins loans are subsidized, which
means students don’t have to make interest paymdmis they are in school.

Federal Processor

The Federal Processor receives and analyzed thensibf Free Application for
Federal Student Aid applications turned in evergrye determine who is eligible for
financial aid, and for how much. There are two fatlprocessors in the country.

Federal Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant

In addition to Pell Grants, the federal governnadsb offers Supplemental Education
Opportunity Grants for students with extraordinfanancial needs. These grants are
usually awarded to students in families with thedet expected financial

contributions. They range in amount from $100046(® per academic year. However,
funds for SEOGs are not as plentiful as for Peldrigs, and not every student who
qualifies for one will necessarily receive one.sTisi another incentive to apply for
college and aid as early as possible, especiajlguf family is in a lower income
bracket.

Federal Title IV Programs

Federally funded student financial aid is madelabée largely through Title IV of the
Higher Education Act. Title IV programs comprisedeal Pell Grants, Federal Campus
Based Programs, and Federal Family Education Loagr&m.

Federal Work-Study (FWS)

Federal Work-Study is a program funded by the faldgovernment which pays for a
portion of their wages for a part time job. Becatilmewages are subsidized, the student

187



may find it easier to get a job, especially oné fite their class schedules. This is
especially helpful for students who need moneyifing expenses, as theirs wages are
there to keep, and do not have to be applied toteid student loans. In addition,
FWS wages do not count as income for purposegofifig need based financial aid

Financial Aid

Financial aid includes all money that a studengirexs from outside sources to help for
their college education. This can include loansptarships, work study, and grants.
Some financial aid is based on demonstrated fimhneled, but some is strictly merit
based, and some is awarded on a combination ofarecherit.

Financial Aid Administrator (FAA)

This is one of the people at the college finanaidloffice who'’s in charge of handling
and processing student financial aid. They're &lsmwvn as financial aid counselors
and advisors.

Financial Aid Notification (FAN)

This is the same thing as an Award Letter. It esafficial document issued by a
college or university containing all the detailsloé financial aid package awarded to a
student. It will explain how they figured the statle need, list the various types of aid
given, and discuss terms and conditions of thetieted, and how much it will cost

for the student to attend. The student must sigopg of the letter, either accepting or
rejecting the offer, and return it to the finan@ad office of the school.

Financial Aid Office (FAO)
This is the office at the college or universitytthandles everything related to student
financial aid.

Financial Aid Package

This is the sum total of all financial aid--graritsans, scholarship, and work study that
a student receives from all sources, whether fluarféderal or state government, the
college, or private sources. It does not includgamtaken out by the parent(s).

Financial Need

This is the difference between what a student hant family are expected to
contribute toward the cost of the student’s colledacation, and the cost of that
education.

Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA)
This is the form that anyone applying for any kofd=ederal student aid must fill out
and submit.

Gap
A student’s financial need that is unfilled.

188



Gift Aid
Financial aid that doesn’t have to be repaid, agrants, fellowships, and
scholarships

Grace Period

Some student loans grant students a grace perio@dately after graduation, during
which they do not have to begin paying on thein®alhis gives a graduate time to
look for a job, without feeling pressured to take first one offered simply because
loan payments are due. The grace period is sixmsdot Stafford loans and nine
months for Perkins loans. PLUS loans, since theyraade to parents, do not have
grace periods. And bear in mind, it is not justdgraion that will begin a grace period
should you drop out of school for some time, orli@low half time enroliment, you

will also trigger the grace period, and will haweedegin making payments when the six
or nine months has passed.

Grade Point Average (GPA)
A student’s total grades on a numerical scale, @daolgether and divided by the
number of classes. Most schools use a 4.0 scalé, =3, C=2, and D=1).

Grant
Financial aid that is based on need, not merit,vamdh does not have to be repaid.
The most common by far is the Pell Grant.

Gross Income
This is simply income before any taxes and dedostare taken out.

Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL)
Student loans made by private lenders, but whogeeat is guaranteed by a
government agency, funded by guarantee fees pagdamloan.

In-State Student
A legal resident of a state, who therefore is Entd reduced tuition at public colleges
and universities in that state

Income

Wages and salary from a job, and/or money receagethild support, disability
payments, pensions, and Social Security, and/dit fr@m investments and businesses
owned.

Independent

Many people are confused about what “independee&ima for financial aid purposes,
wrongly supposing that as long as they are natdgiwith their parents, they are
independent. This is not the case. To be considadsghendent with regard to financial
aid, a student must be at least 24 years old hyadgri of the academic year, or be a
veteran, or an orphan or former ward of the caurbe a graduate or professional
student, or be married, or have a legal dependbkatisvnot their spouse. The fact that a
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student’s parents will not help with their educatemsts does not change their expected
financial contribution under the Federal Methodglog

Institutional Student Information Report (ISIR)
This is simply the electronic or digital form ofetistudent Aid Report which is sent to
schools.

Lender
A provider of guaranteed student loans, such an& br credit union.

Loan

Financial aid that needs to be repaid is a loamdétt loans typically have much better
interest rates than standard consumer loans, andtdequire credit approval. They
are also more flexible than regular loans in maayw

Loan Forgiveness

Under certain circumstances the federal governnvéhtancel the required repayment
of a student loan. To qualify, a borrower usualg o join the military, do certain
volunteer work, or take a job in a critical needsaasuch as an inner city or rural area.

Matriculate
To enroll in college for the first time.

Merit-based

Merit based refers to financial aid that is notdzhen your financial need, but on the
talents you've demonstrated in some area, suchatssmusic, academics, art, etc., or
some combination of your schoolwork and life ackraents in general.

Need

This is the difference between what a student hanl family are expected to
contribute toward the cost of the student’s colledacation, and the cost of that
education. Need and Financial Need are the sameg thi purposes of financial aid.

Need analysis

This is the method financial aid offices of collegmnd universities use to determine
how much financial aid a student qualifies for lshse their demonstrated financial
need, by using the information the student repamtthe FAFSA and PROFILE.

Need Based

Need based aid is not based on your academic arhats or your athletic abilities,
but simply on how much money you need to get thinoeajlege. Pell Grants, and many
other forms of government aid, are strictly neesklla

Net Income
Gross income minus taxes and deductions. Alsodtcédliee home pay.
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Origination Fee
This is a fee that banks receive toward the cdsasiministering the loan. The fee is
paid at the time of disbursement, and is usuatyad 3% of the loan amount.

Outside Resource

This is money that a student’s been given towardli@ge education that does not go
through the college financial aid office, and i¢ oounted when figuring a student’s
financial need. Some outside resources would baterischolarships, prepaid tuition,
and gifts from a grandparent or other non-immediekaive.

Outside Scholarship
This is a scholarship that comes that does noinatig with the school or the
government, such as a scholarship from a religigpasp or fraternal organization.

Out of State Student
A student who is not a legal resident of the stanel, is therefore charged a higher
tuition rate at public colleges and universitiesha state.

Packaging

Putting together a complete package of financmath grants, scholarships, loans,
work study, or whatever combination of these thestlsuits the student’s situation. The
process of assembling a financial aid package.

Parent Contribution (PC)

The amount of money toward a dependent studentisagibn that the student’s parents
are expected to pay based on the Federal Methogldiag based on several factors,
including income, net worth, age of the parentzg sif the family, and how many other
children are currently in college.

Parent Loans for Undergraduate Students (PLUS)

PLUS Loans is the name of a federal program thatdanoney to parents of college
students to help pay for their child’s college so&tnlike loans made to students,
however, good credit is required in order to qydir a PLUS loan. Parents may
borrow up to the full amount of the total costleéit child’s college costs, minus any
other aid the student has received.

Pell Grant

Pell Grants come directly from the federal governtnand are awarded strictly on the
basis of financial need. At present, they ranganmount from $400 to $5,550 per
academic year.

Prepaid Tuition Plan

A state sponsored savings plan for parents tossg¢ anoney for their child’s college
education, which is guaranteed to rise in valub@same rate as tuition at state
universities. This plan is popular because pamhts use it do not have to worry about
the effects of inflation destroying the value adithchild’s college fund. If state tuition
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per semester is $3000 right now, and the parent$300 in the plan, when their child
turns 18, it will still be enough to cover one saiee of tuition, even if tuition has gone
up to $7000 a semester.

Private Loans
Student loans made by private lenders such as lzartkeredit unions, as opposed to
those made by schools and government agencies.

Professional Judgment (PJ)

The right of financial aid officers to overruleederal determination of financial need.
Although the Federal Methodology sets strict gurded for determining a student’s
financial need, college financial aid officers dovh some leeway. If they believe
extenuating circumstances exist in a student’ssdn, that have not been factored in
by the Federal Methodology, such as recent logscoine or devastating medical
diagnosis, they may adjust the family’s expectedricial contribution, the cost of
attendance, or change the student’s dependenayg stdte federal government
recognizes this right to overrule their determioati

Satisfactory Academic Progress (SAP)

Every school has written guidelines to determire student is making satisfactory
academic progress, that is, measurable and timelyrgss toward completion of a
degree or program of study. Failure to live uphese guidelines can result in a
forfeiture of financial aid.

Scholarship

Scholarships are given by both colleges and uniiessand outside groups, such as
businesses, religious groups, service organizateinsThey are gifts which do not
have to be repaid, and are usually applied onhatdvuition, although some elite
scholarships cover the complete cost of an edutafocholarships are often awarded
on the basis of grade point average, or outstarathgevement in certain fields, such
as sports, theater, or art.

Self Help Aid
This is financial aid that a student provides f@rhselves, by working, or taking out
loans. Many schools require at least some leveelithelp in the total aid package.

Simplified Needs Test

The Simplified Needs Test is a formula that's pdithe Federal Methodology for
student’s whose parents’ adjusted gross incomesssthan $50, 000, and all family
members were eligible to file either the 1040A 64QEZ tax return. In cases like that,
the government does not consider any family asge¢sh determining the expected
family contribution.

Stafford Loans

Stafford Loans were formerly known as Guaranteed&it Loans. They come in two
forms, subsidized and unsubsidized, and are variabé loans. The interest rate is
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determined by the federal government, and canrmmsezk8.25%. Subsidized means the
federal government pays the interest on the lodnkethe student is in school, and
through the grace period. To get a subsidized laatudent must demonstrate financial
need. Students who do not have a demonstratedn@gdet an unsubsidized Stafford
loan, and may use it to cover the expected fanahtrdbution.

State Programs

State aid provides substantial funds through aréuige of grants, loans, and
employment. Most states restrict eligibility totstaesidents attending postsecondary
institutions within the state.

Student Aid Report (SAR)

After a prospective college student submits the Pyeplication for Federal Student
Aid (FAFSA), in four to six weeks they’ll receivhdir Student Aid Report (SAR) from
the federal government. The SAR will summarizeitiiermation in the FAFSA, and
tell the student how much Pell Grant money thelifyuor, and what their expected
family contribution is. Any colleges the studendicated on the FAFSA will also
receive a copy of the SAR, and any other collegesthdent expresses an interest in
will be able to obtain on if they participate iretklectronic Data Exchange. Students
should keep a copy of their SAR for reference pseso

Student Contribution

The federal government expects every student ttribate to paying for their
education. The student’s contribution is part @ éxpected family contribution. It
depends on how much income the student has, anetkpensive their college is, but
in most cases the student will be expected to ich85% or so of their savings, and half
of any money they earned during the summer in exace$1750.

Subsidized Loan
Student loans where the federal government paysitbeest while the student is
enrolled in school, and during the grace periodragtaduation.

Supplemental Loan for Students
This is the name of an old federal student loag@mm for financially independent
students. It has been replaced with the unsubsi@zafford Loan program.

Title IV Loans

This is an umbrella term that refers collectivayFederal Stafford Loans, Federal Plus
Loans, and Federal Consolidation Loans. The narderiged from the act of Congress
which authorized these student loan programs.

Undergraduate Student

A student who is enrolled in a college program pung an Associate or Bachelor’s
degree.
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Unmet Need

Also known as a gap, the unmet need is the diffterdetween the money a student
needs to pay for college, and the money they dgttedeive from all sources. If the
unmet need is too great, the student may havettoamk on their course load, choose a
less expensive college, or postpone college fona while they work and save money.

Unsubsidized Loan

For students who demonstrate financial need, ttheré government will pay the
interest on their student loans while they arenditey college. These are called
subsidized loans. For those students who do noet sieed, but still want to take out a
student loan, the government will not pay the egéwhile they are in school. These
are unsubsidized loans. Students getting unsulesidaans are allowed to defer the
interest payments until they graduate, but thi$ negult in them owing more than they
originally borrowed.

US Department of Education (ED)

The branch of the federal government that runs mioste federal student financial aid
programs, including Federal Stafford Loans, Fedeeskins Loans, Federal PLUS
Loans, Federal Work Study Programs, and FederaGrahts.

Verification

About one third of applicants for federal finang#lident aid will be randomly selected
for verification. This means that the financial aifice at the school will have to verify
the accuracy of the financial information the studend their family supplied. The
student and their family will be required to shoecdmentation and proof of such
things as their income, their citizenship, stagdency, registration with Selective
Service, etc. The financial aid office may alsoa$®to ask for verification if they
suspect fraud. If documentation is asked for, lmitpmovided, the student will be
denied financial aid.

Work Study
See Federal Work-Study.
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Appendix B. — Federal Student Aid Programs

Federal Pell Grants

Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant
Federal Work Study
Federal Perkins Loan

William D. Ford Direct Loan Program
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Appendix C. — Timeline of the Development of Studeéaderal Aid Programs

Figure 4: Timeline of the Development of Student Financial Aid Programs
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Soures: Fmdid, 2003. Hivtory of Stadant Financial Aid http:/‘www. fmid crg/edncators history.phiml
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Appendix D — Reauthorization Acts
Reauthorization of 1972

Heller (2002b) notes that the landmark 1965 HEA natsimplemented with the
success that the higher education community hadddgumper (1996) attributes this
primarily to the implementation strategy of linkifegderal funds to state college
enrollments, rather than individual financial ne€dntrary to current practice of
federal student aid, these early financial aidatsl{not including loan programs) went
first to individual institutions, and then funneledstudents (Ness & Noland, 2007,
p.8). Shifting the flow of federal funding markdeetflundamental policy change of the
Education Amendments of 1972. By directly fundindividual students, based on their
ability to pay for higher education, the new Bdsducational Opportunity Grant
program, later renamed Pell, would award more tremillion students financial aid
in the first academic year after enactment (He#602b; Mumper, 1996).The Pell
grants were intended to serve as the “floor” ouffdation” of an undergraduate
student’s financial aid package. Other financid| & the extent that it was available
would be added to the Pell Grant up to the limiastudent’s financial needs (Center
for Higher Education Support Services, 2003). Tak Brant program introduced the
concept of portability in the federal student fingh aid programs. As opposed to
Campus-Based Aid, where the college makes therdetation of which students will
receive funding and in what amounts. By providiogtability, Pell grants offered
students not only access to post-secondary eduacéiit, for the first time choice
among institutions (Center for Higher EducationQ20

In 1972, the reauthorization of HEA rounded ke principal programs and the

basic charter of today’s federal student aid sysieuamning the debate leading up to this
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legislation, the higher education community urgesh@ess to enact formula-based,
enrollment driven federal aid to institutions. Lelgtors decided that funding aid to
students was the more efficient and effective vaanetnove financial barriers for needy
students and thus equalize opportunities for higlercation (Gladieux, 1995, p.2).
Congress made a further point in the 1972 legastably substituting the term
“postsecondary education” for “higher educationt dmoadening the range of options
available to students. The intent was to brealstéeeotype that education beyond high
school meant full-time attendance in a four-yeadamic program leading to a
baccalaureate degree. The 1972 HEA amendmentsdextgneater federal recognition
and support to career and vocational educationpuamity colleges, and trade schools
as well as to students in part-time programs (@ladi 1995, p.3).

Decisions from 1972 have reinforced the hegenaod student aid and underscored
the federal belief in putting money in the pockatstudents and having them vote with
their feet. The federal government also has tenalécat all students and institutions
alike. Its policies typically have sought to malsenaany students as possible eligible
for all forms of aid, Similarly, one set of federales and regulations has applied to all
participating institutions. There is an exceptiorite rule: graduate and professional
school students are not eligible for need-basendtgnagrams; loan programs have
been created to aid specific groups of studentd@help parents; and those
institutions that perform badly are targeted fam@ation from the federal programs.
Overall, there has been a strong federal culturet@ uniform rules for all students
and institutions (Hauptman, 1995, p.1). The Edocamendments of 1972 also
sparked state financial aid funding by offeringdiead matching funds through the State

Student Incentive Grant (SSIG) program (Heller, Z§0
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Reauthorization of 1976

The 1976 HEA reauthorized all existing fedestaldent financial aid programs,
required that students make satisfactory acaderogrgss to receive Title IV funds
introduced student consumer-information provisigtliring participating institutions to
provide information on topics such as academic y@sgy job placement for graduates,
and financial aid policies and procedures (CerdeHigher Education Support Services,
2009). The 1980 HEA amendments authorized the Phoam for Undergraduate
Students (PLUS) Program. Middle-income familieseveow able to borrow $3,000 a
year for each dependent child in school regardiépsirent income (Center for Higher
Education Support Services, 2009).
The Middle Income Student Assistance Act of 1978

In an off-year of the reauthorization cyclat bnder pressure for some kind of
response to the perceived middle-income squeefngaincing college costs, Congress
passed the Middle Income Student Assistance AcBAW) of 1978. As in 1965, tuition
tax credit proposals had built up another headezfrs in Congress. To head them off,
congressional Democrats and the Carter Administiadeveloped a counterproposal to
widen eligibility for Pell Grants and open subsatizguaranteed loans to any student
regardless of income or financial need (Gladie@®95).
Reauthorization of 1980

The 1980 HEA attempted to retarget federalesttiaid to low-income students and
reduce student borrowing by providing unsubsidipaghs to parents, raising interest
rates, and reinstating income ceilings on studzanrts. None of these efforts succeeded in

slowing student borrowing (Stampen & Zulick, 2009).
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Reauthorization of 1986

Higher Education Amendments of 1986 restrietigibility for federal educational
loans by requiring all applicants for Guaranteadd8nt Loans to demonstrate financial
need for the interest subsidy, regardless of incdimé&ed the PLUS Loan Program to
parent borrowers eliminating graduate studentsiraiebendent undergraduate students,
created the Supplemental Loan to Students (SLB)aade loans to graduate and
professional students and independent undergradtiatents, established limits on
duration of students’ eligibility for Pell Grantsrfds, restricting such eligibility to a
specified number of years of full-time enrollmdiriked Pell Grants and SEOG, by
giving Pell Grant recipients priority for the SEOgave student financial aid
administrators broader authority to exercise theafessional judgment in all the
Title IV programs to reflect a student’s exceptiociecumstances, changed the name of
the National Direct Student Loan Program to thé&idsrLoan Program in honor of the
late Congressman Carl D. Perkins, a longtime adeaunfastudent aid (Center for Higher
Education Support Services, 2009).
Reauthorization of 1992

The 1992 HEA, mandated sole use of a singbe, dpplication for Title IV funds
(Free Application for Federal Student Aid, or FARSh also mandated a single need
analysis methodology, called the Federal Need Ay he federal methodology
mandated a single set of cost of attendance compmnecreated annual and aggregate
loan limits as PLUS loan limits were eliminatedidlegislation created a separate
Federal Unsubsidized Stafford Loan Program forestt&lwho did not qualify for a
subsidized loan, or whose subsidized eligibilitysvieited to borrow additional funds.
Enhanced the purpose of the Federal Work-Studyranodpy adding a community

service requirement. Eliminated financial restrsion eligibility for less-than-half-time.
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As a result of the 1992 HEA mandate for a freerfaial aid application and federal
methodology for need analysis, there was no loagezed for the CSS financial aid
application (Center for Higher Education Suppontvies, 2009).
Reauthorization of 1998

The increasing adherence to fiscal discipline kizat governed budget negotiations
during the Clinton Administration ensured that moundbreaking new initiatives in
higher education policy would be proffered by eitRepublicans or Democrats in the
lead-up to the 1998 Reauthorization of the Highdmdation Act. In contrast to most
prior amending legislation, the amendments thasiBeat Clinton signed into law on
October 7, 1998, offered no new guaranteed loagranes, no major changes in
eligibility for the loan programs, and no increaséoan limits. The amendments made
hundreds of relatively minor changes to the aidgpams that was already in place

(Stampen & Zulick, 2009, p.41).
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Appendix E.

Date

Dear Financial Aid Administrator

My name is Marcia D. Boyd and | am a higher edwecasidministrator as well as a
doctoral candidate at the George Washington Uniyes few days from now you will
receive an email request to complete a brief qoieséire for an important research
project regarding the simplification of the fedeaad system. Taking part in this study is
completely voluntary. If you choose to be in thisdy you can withdraw at any time
without consequences of any kind. Please returcdhgleted the questionnaire within
five business days. Your replies will be kept styianonymous and confidential.

This study is designed to gain a better understanali the views of financial aid
administrators at Historically Black colleges amiversities on the simplification of the
federal aid system. This study is an importantthiae will help the U.S. Department of
Education and senior level administrators undedsyaur views of the strengths and
weaknesses of the federal aid system. Your paaticip may result in a better financial
aid system for everyone.

Thank you for your consideration. It is only witietgenerous support of people like you
that this research can be successful.

Sincerely,

Marcia D, Boyd
Doctoral Candidate
The George Washington University
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Appendix F:

Date

Dear

As financial aid administrators of a Histotig@lack college and university, you
know about concerns and issues facing you andstodents as a result of the federal aid
system at your institution. You are part of a grefipery important people who are
being asked to give their views about the simgiien of the federal aid system.

The research will be used in my doctoral dissi®n in Higher Education
Administration at the George Washington UniversityVashington D.C. The topic is
“Simplification of the Federal Student Aid SysteMnCritical Reply from Financial Aid
Administrators at Historically Black Colleges anditkrsities.” Taking part in this study
is completely voluntary. If you choose to be irsthiudy you can withdraw at any time
without consequences of any kind.

For the results of this survey to truly repmsthe thinking of financial aid
administrators, it is important that you fully colefe the attached survey. Before you
begin the survey, please read over the instrucpiomgded for your convenience. You
will be assured complete anonymity. No individugdponses will be reported.
Additionally, | will not request your name or insiion. You should allow fifteen
minutes to complete the survey.

Thank you for your assistance in this veryama@nt endeavor. Results will be made
available upon completion of the research. | wéllHappy to send you a summary of the
findings upon your request.

Sincerely,

Marcia D. Boyd

Doctoral Student, The George Washington University
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Appendix G:
Cover Letter/Survey
Dear Sir/Madam

As a financial aid administrator of a HistoricaBjack College and University, you know
about concerns and issues facing students ancafestedent aid system at your
institution. You are part of a group of very imgont people who are being asked to give
opinion about the simplification of the federaldgat aid system.

The research will be used in my doctoral dissemtaith Higher Education Administration
at the George Washington University of Washingto@.Orhe topic is “The
Simplification of the Federal Student Aid SystemCAtical Reply from Financial Aid
Administrators at Historically Black Colleges andilkrsities.” Taking part in this study
is completely voluntary. If you choose to be irsteiudy you can withdraw at any time
without consequences of any kind.

In order for the results of this survey to trulpresent the thinking of financial aid
administrators, it is important that you fully colefe the attached survey. Before you
begin the survey, please read over the informaiwet provided for your convenience.
You will be assured complete anonymity. No indinatitesponses will be reported. You
should allow fifteen minutes to complete the survey

Thank you for your assistance in this very impdremdeavor. Results will be made
available upon completion of the research. | wallfappy to send you a summary of the
findings upon your request.

Sincerely,

Marcia D. Boyd

Doctoral Student, The George Washington University
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Financial Aid Administrator Views on Simplifying Federal Student Aid

Three Proposals to Simplify the Financial Aid System: A Critical Reply from Financial Aid
Administrators at Historically
Black Colleges and Universities

IRB#061222

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Sharon Dannels of the
Department of Educational Leadership, George Washington University (GWU). Taking part of this
research is entirely voluntary.

The purpose of this study is to examine the views of financial aid administrators at Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCUSs), on simplifying the federal student aid system. The goal of this
study is to examine how best to help students eliminate financial barriers to postsecondary
education.

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to participate in an approximately fifteen
minute survey. The group will be asked to respond to fifty questions about the simplification of the
federal student aid system. You may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may stop your
participation in this study at any time.

Possible risks or discomforts you could experience during this study are minimal.

You will not benefit directly from your participation in the study. The benefits to science and
mankind that might result from this study are identification of problem areas within the federal
student aid system before they become serious especially those hidden from those stakeholders
(legislators) responsible for making changes to the system.

Every effort will be made to keep your information confidential, however, this cannot be guaranteed.
To ensure anonymous responses and anonymity the researcher will set up the survey through a web
collector not to track names or emails. Therefore, no names or emails will be associated with
responses. In addition, if results of this study are reported in journals or at scientific meetings, the
people who participated in this study will not be named or identified.

*Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again.
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1. Demographics

1. How many years have you been employed at your current institution?

2. Type of School (Check all that apply)

e Public 2-year
(@

e Public 4-year
(@

e Private

C

e Propriety

(@

e HBCU

(@

e Community College
C

Other (Please explain)

ok

3. Where is your school located (check one)

e Urban Setting

Cc

e Rural Setting

Cc

e Suburban Setting
Cc

4. What is the academic system at your school? (check one)

e Semester
C

Quarters

Hours
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5. What is the entire general undergraduate population?
6. What is the entire general graduate population?

7. What percentage of your student population receives some form of
financial aid?

8. What is your current title?

9. To whom do you officially report?

e Provost/Vice President of Academic Affairs
C

e Vice President of Finance/Business Office
C

e Vice President of Student Affairs

C

e Director of Enrollment Management

C

e Other (Please explain)

C

10. Are you a full-time employee of the institution?

Yes

o0

e No

11. Does your office oversee all aspects of Federal, State, and institutional student
financial aid?

e Yes

C

e No (If No, what percent do you oversee?)
C

e No (If No, what other office oversees Federal, State, and Institutional student financial aid?)
C

e Other (please explain)

C

12. What is your gender?

! Male

|

1 Female

|
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13. Please indicate your age

Less than 21
21-29

30-44

45-59

60+

14. What is your race?

\:!hite
§ |

1 Black or African-American
i

1 American Indian or Alaskan Native
J

| Asian Pacific
|

1 Hispanic-Latino American
3

1 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
J

1 From multiple races
3

2. Application Process
This section gathers information on the financial aid application

process and different measures proposed to simplify application
procedures.

3. Application Process

15. Implement a "consider me for financial aid" check-off box on the 1040 to
initiate the

application process

16. Should non-financial items such as Selective Service registration, drug
convictions, etc. be eliminated from the FAFSA

17. Use a one-time application with no subsequent renewals; student's
eligibility for entire undergraduate or graduate degree program would
be determined by the initial application
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18. Permit an earlier application process that coincides with the earliest
stages of the college search process (to give the student more details

about eligibility as he/she begins to consider colleges; also referred to
as a junior year "Pre-FAFSA")

19. For verification purposes, use tax return transcripts instead of 1040 tax
return forms

20. Eliminate the FAFSA filing requirement for low income applicants
receiving public assistance, food stamps, or similar benefits and
replaced with a "FAFSA postcard” from the Department of Education

(the FAFSA postcard would outline the student's eligibility for all
programs)

21. Use a "smart" electronic FAFSA that is linked to various Federal
databases that could populate appropriate fields via those links

22. Perform a Department of Education/Internal Revenue Service database
match, but solely at the student's option to help eliminate errors
entering financial data on the FAFSA

23. Eliminate the FAFSA requirement if a student or parent is only applying
for an unsubsidized Stafford Loan and/or Direct Parent Loans (PLUS)

24. Make Federal Work Study non need based aid (not requiring a FAFSA) if
the student is interested in a community service job
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4. Federal Methodology
25. Use prior-prior year data instead of base year income

26. Eliminate some untaxed income questions

27. Eliminate all untaxed income questions
28. Disregard untaxed income below a certain dollar threshold
29. Disregard untaxed income below a certain percentage of taxable income

30. Eliminate all asset questions

31. Combine student and parent asset (for dependent students) to create a
"family assets” component in place of individual parent and student asset
calculations
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5. Delivery System

32. Simplify the Return of Title IV formula
33. Implement one Federal (grant) program for Title IV aid

34. Implement one Federal (loan) program for Title IV aid

35. Implement one Federal aid program, need analysis results determine the
grant/loan mix for each applicant

36. Student loan repayment not to exceed a certain percentage of a
borrower's income, regardless of the amount borrowed (meaning that
some students’' payment will be decreased if they are working at a
lower paying job). However, lower payments will extend the payment
period.

37. Eliminate 1-9 employment eligibility verification for Federal Work Study
employment on the premise that aid applicants have already passed
through citizenship matches

38. Standardize the format, terminology and content of award letters to make

it easier for students and families to interpret, understand and compare
aid offers
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39. Eliminate the link between Title IV participation and voter registration
material distribution

40. Eliminate the link between Title IV participation and Constitution Day
observances

41. Make Federal Work Study Community Service requirements optional,
but provide incentives such as partial waiver of institutional matching
funds

42. Implement a single campus-based allocation that a school can distribute
between Federal Work Study and Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant as it sees fit (essentially, up to a 100% transfer
between funds)
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43. The Department of Education/Internal Revenue Service database

match would significantly reduce the application error rate among
your school's application error rate among your school
participants

44. The application process as it currently exists acts as a
barrier to access, especially among low-income applicants

45. The application process as it currently exists acts as a
barrier to access, especially for those with limited English
skills

46. Please check each statement that you agree with

Eliminate the FAFSA and obtain all needed information from the Internal Revenue Service

Shorten and limit the FAFSA to demographic and other nonfinancial questions

Populate the FAFSA with Internal Revenue Service

Streamline the on line application, simplify the eligibility formula and remove 29 of the most difficult FAFSA questions regarding savings and

income adjustments that are not available on tax returns

47. Please check each statement that you agree with

oo oo

00

o0

e
C

Base the Pell Grant award solely on family size and adjusted gross income (rather than assets)

Link increases in the value of the maximum Pell Grant to annual changes in the Consumer Price Index.

Families that receive "means tested" public benefits should qualify automatically for Pell Grants.

Phase in Pell Grants increases over 5 years to bring the maximum Pell Grant to 70% of average tuition, fees,
room and board at four-year public colleges.

Increase Pell Grant limits for all pell recipients over the next 10 years

Keep the current process.

48. Please check each statement that you agree with

on

Create a grant program for graduate students in the high need areas

213



imit Teach Grants to Graduate students.

L

e Eliminate all other programs linked to the Pell Grant and have one grant program.
(@

e Keep the current process.

(@

49. Please check each statement that you agree with

e Link maximum amount of federal loans students can borrow to federal poverty level for individuals, allowing it
C to rise with inflation.

e Continue with the same loan limits

(@

Limit private loans.

Keep the current process

50. Is there anything else that you would like to say about possible revisions
of thefinancial aid process
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Appendix H: Information Sheet

Date

Three Proposals to Simplify the Financial Aid Systé Critical Reply from Financial
Aid Administrators at Historically Black CollegeadUniversities

IRB#061222

You are invited to participate in a research studger the direction of Dr. Sharon
Dannels of the Department of Educational Leadersbgnrge Washington University
(GWU). Taking part of this research is entirelywatary.

The purpose of this study is to examine the vieffgnancial aid administrators at
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBQUsn simplifying the federal student
aid system. The goal of this study is to examing best to help students eliminate
financial barriers to postsecondary education.

If you choose to take part in this study, you Wil asked to participate in an
approximately fifteen minute survey. The group Wil asked to respond to fifty
guestions about the simplification of the fedetatlent aid system. You may refuse to
answer any of the questions and you may stop yaicppation in this study at any time.

Possible risks or discomforts you could experieshoeng this study are minimal.

You will not benefit directly from your participatn in the study. The benefits to science
and mankind that might result from this study aentification of problem areas within
the federal student aid system before they becemeus especially those hidden from
those stakeholders (legislators) responsible fddimgechanges to the system.

Every effort will be made to keep your informaticonfidential, however, this cannot be
guaranteed. To ensure anonymous responses andanothe researcher will set up the
survey through a web collector not to track nanresneails. Therefore, no names or
emails will be associated with responses. In aoldlitif results of this study are reported
in journals or at scientific meetings, the peopleowarticipated in this study will not be
named or identified.

The Office of Human Research of George Washingtoivéssity, at telephone number
(202) 994-2715, can provide further information atyour rights as a research
participant. Further information regarding thisdstumay be obtained by contacting
Marcia D. Boyd, doctoral candidate, at telephonelner (757) 784-4202 or Dr. Sharon
Dannels, Associate Professor of Education ReseardiDepartment Chair. She can be
reached at 757/269-4949.
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Appendix I: Thank You/ Reminder

Date

Dear Sir/Madam:

One week ago you received an email message askintpyassist us in assessing three
proposals regarding the simplification of the Fetl&tudent Aid system by filling out a
web based survey. If you have filled out the surglegink you for participating in the
survey.

If you have not had a chance to take the surveyl yabuld appreciate your reading the
message below and competing the survey. Your regsonill help to provide a better
understanding of how the simplification of the feadestudent aid system will impact
students and Historically Black Colleges and Ursitegs.

This message has gone to everyone in the selecprdgtion. Since no personal data are
retained with the surveys for reasons of confiddityi, we are unable to identify whether
or not you have already completed the survey.

To take the survey click on:
Thank you participating in this survey. | greatppaeciate your time and feedback.

Sincerely,

Marcia D. Boyd
Doctoral Candidate
The George Washington University
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Appendix. J - IRB DOCUMENTS

CITI Main Menu Page 1 of 2

Marcia Boyd (Member ID: 1963411)

CITI Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative

Resources Main Menu | Select Language | Logoff

Main Menu

® This is the email address we have for you: marcia.boyd@famu.edu. If this is not
correct, click here to edit your email address and other account information
including your security question and answer.

= You are affiliated with 1 participating institution(s) on the CITI website. You will
have at least one grade book per institution to track your progress in meeting the
institution’s coursework requirements (see below).

Affiliate with another institution @ | Change login information | Click here to Apply
for CME/CEU Credits
i

Ge_orge _WaShingtO" @ view George Washington University
University : instructions page

You have enrolled for the following courses:

Completion CME/CEU 0 voluntary

® wy courses Status Reports Credits Satisfaction

Survey
CITI Health Information ~ Passed - Print CME/CEU Not Available
Privacy and Security 10/15/10 Credits

(HIPS) for Clinical
Investigators, Basic

Course
Social & Behavioral Passed - Prin CME/CEU Completed
Research, Basic Course 10/15/10 Credits

Add a course or update your learner groups for George Washington
University

George Washington University Learner Utilities

o Optional Modules (completion is completely voluntary and will not count
toward a completed course)

o Update my profile information for George Washington University

@ See alist of all modules that you have completed (goes back to

https://www.citiprogram.org/members/mainmenu.asp?strKey|D=7E5449E6-5A04-4229-...  10/16/2010
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Appendix K

Time Line to Dissertation Defense

Task

Calendar Goal

Trade chapters |, 1, and Il drafts with chair for
Feedback and to secure permission to share with
full committee

Submit drafts of chapters I, I, and 11l to comraét
members for feedback

Submit final draft to committee members to secure
permission for proposal defense meeting

Set up Proposal Meeting

Proposal Hearing

Obtain signature of Department Chair on the IRBetov
Sheet

Submit Certification of Research Exclusion to

Ms. Kathryn Vesey’s office

Collect Data

Do analysis for Chapter IV
Submit chapter IV to chair for feedback and make
Complete chapter V

Submit chapter V to chair for feedback and make
corrections

Submit final drafts of chapter IV and V to chair fo

approval for submission to other committee members.

review and edit chapters |, Il, Il indicating wHat

actually did to complete the project.
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July —dh 2012

April —-May 201

June 2012

June 2012

June 2012

July 2012

August 2012

September 2012 — March

2013
ArD13
May 2013

June 2013

July 2013

August 2013



Make any changes recommended by committee October 2013

members. Consult with editor to polish cleapt

Request for Dissertation Oral Exam Wanber 2013
Defense/Dissertation Oral Exam Decemi2013
Make all changes specified from oral defense. December 2013
Once chair signs final draft form, submit it to MBellezza-Watts December 2013
office.

Fill out graduation form December 2013
Graduation May 2014
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Appendix L — Historically Black Colleges and Unisgies

Alabama

Four-Year Public
Alabama A&M University
Alabama State University

Four-Year Private
Concordia College Selma
Miles College

Oakwood University
Selma University

Stillman College
Talladega College
Tuskegee University

Two-Year Public

Bishop State Community College

Shelton State Community College, C.A. Fredd Campus
Gadsden State Community College, Valley Street

J.F. Drake State Technical College

Lawson State Community College
Trenholm State Technical College

Arkansas

Four-Year Public
University of Arkansas at Pine Bluff

Four-Year Private

Philander Smith College

Two-Year Private
Shorter College

Delaware

Four-Year Public
Delaware State University

District of Columbia

Four-Year Public
University of the District of Columbia

Four-Year Private
Howard University
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Florida

Four-Year Public
Florida A&M University

Four-Year Private
Bethune-Cookman College
Edward Waters College
Florida Memorial University

Georgia

Four-Year Public

Albany State University
Fort Valley State University
Savannah State University

Four-Year Private

Clark Atlanta University
Interdenominational Theological Center
Morehouse College

Morehouse School of Medicine

Morris Brown College

Paine College

Spelman College

Kentucky

Four-Year Public
Kentucky State University

Louisiana

Four-Year Public

Grambling State University
Southern University A&M College
Southern University at New Orleans

Four-Year Private
Dillard University of Louisiana
Xavier University

Two-Year Public
Southern University at Shreveport

Maryland

Four-Year Public

Bowie State University

Coppin State College

Morgan State University

University of Maryland Eastern Shore
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Michigan

Two-Year Private
Lewis College of Business

Mississippi

Four-Year Public

Alcorn State University

Jackson State University
Mississippi Valley State University

Four-Year Private
Rust College
Tougaloo College

Two-Year Public
Coahoma Community College
Hinds Community College, Utica

Missouri

Four-Year Public
Harris-Stowe State University
Lincoln University

North Carolina

Four-Year Public

Elizabeth City State University
Fayetteville State University

North Carolina A&T State University
North Carolina Central University
Winston-Salem State University

Four-Year Private
Barber-Scotia College
Bennett College

Johnson C. Smith University
Livingstone College

Shaw University

St. Augustine's College

Ohio

Four-Year Public
Central State University

Four-Year Private
Wilberforce University
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Oklahoma

Four-Year Public
Langston University

Pennsylvania

Four-Year Public
Cheyney University of Pennsylvania
Lincoln University

South Carolina

Four-Year Public
South Carolina State University

Four-Year Private
Allen University
Benedict College
Claflin University
Morris College
Voorhees College

Two-Year Public
Denmark Technical College

Two-Year Private
Clinton Junior College

Tennessee

Four-Year Public
Tennessee State University

Four-Year Private

Fisk University

Knoxville College

Lane College
Lemoyne-Owen College
Meharry Medical College

Texas

Four-Year Public
Prairie View A&M University
Texas Southern University

Four-Year Private
Huston-Tillotson University
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Jarvis Christian College

Paul Quinn College
Southwestern Christian College
Texas College

Wiley College

Two-Year Public
St. Philip's College

Virginia

Four-Year Public
Norfolk State University
Virginia State University

Four-Year Private

Hampton University

Saint Paul's College

Virginia Union University
Virginia University of Lynchburg

West Virginia

Four-Year Public
Bluefield State College
West Virginia State University

U.S. Virgin Islands

Four-Year Public
University of the Virgin Islands
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Appendix M — Permission to use the survey

Good evening, Marcia!

You’'re welcome to use NASFAA's 2008 Simplification Survey questions for your study. You will
want to acknowledge the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators as the
source of the questions.

NASFAA is always looking for high-caliber articles for our research journal and our magazine on
student aid related topics such as the one you are investigating. | have attached a copy of our
guidelines for authors for each publication in case you are interested in submitting one or more
manuscripts in the future.

Best!
Linda Conard

Director of Development
NASFAA
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