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Contact: Scott Brown at 801-321-7215 for more information June 26, 2002

UHEAA Board Extends Eligibility for Student L oan Borrower Benefits; Interest
Rates at Historic Low Levels

As students plan to head back to Utah’s colleges and universities this fal, their focus can be on learning and
less on the cost of taking on student loan debt. By a unanimous vote at its June 20 meeting, the Utah Higher
Education Assistance Authority (UHEAA') Board of Directors extended the UHEAA Borrower Benefits program for
Stafford, Parent Loans for Undergraduate Students (PLUS), and Consolidation loans for new loans originated through
June, 2003 (regardless of when the loans are purchased by UHEAA’s Secondary Market). The Board's action will
continue one of the nation’s most borrower friendly loan programs, which in combination with the availability of
historically low interest rates, provides students the opportunity to invest in their education while lowering the future
burden of student loan debt.

The extension of the UHEAA Borrower Benefits program dlows Utah's students to continue to take
advantage of the following:

Guar antee Fee Benefit - UHEAA will pay the one percent guarantee fee (insurance premium) for
Stafford and PLUS loan borrowers. This equates to UHEAA paying, for the student, $100 on aloan
of $10,000.

Automatic Payment Benefit - For a borrower who agrees to have her loan payments automatically
deducted from a checking or savings account, UHEAA will lower the interest rate charged on the loan
by 1.25 percentage points. For example, the rate for Stafford loans entering repayment after July 1,
2002 will be 4.06 percent. Borrowers who take advantage of this borrower benefit will reduce the
interest rate on their loansto 2.81 percent (i.e. 4.06% - 1.25% = 2.81%).

Origination Fee Credit Benefit - The federal government requires a 3 percent fee be deducted from
the amount of each Stafford and PLUS loan. For loans guaranteed by UHEAA after May 1, 2001 and
before June 30, 2003, UHEAA will credit the entire amount taken by the Federal government to the
borrower’s outstanding loan balance. An undergraduate student with aloan amount of $5,000 would
receive a $150 credit.

Timely Payment Benefit - For Stafford and PLUS loans that entered repayment status after January
1, 1993, borrowers can qualify for an additional interest rate reduction of 2 percentage points if the
first 48 payments are paid on time. The interest rate on the remaining balance will be reduced
automatically for the rest of the repayment period, aslong as the loan does not default. For borrowers
who qualify for this benefit and combine it with the Automatic Payment Benefit, the interest rate for
their Stafford loan in repayment after July 1, 2002 will be .81 percent (i.e. 4.06% - 1.25% - 2.00% =
.81%). Borrowers with Consolidation Loans would qudify to have the interest rate reduced by 1
percent after making the first 48 monthly payments on time and could combine this benefit with the
Automatic Payment Benefit to reduce the interest rate, which is the weighted average of the loans
being consolidated, by atotal of 2.25 percentage points. For example, if the weighted average of the
loans included in the consolidation loan was 6 percent, UHEAA Borrower Benefits would reduce the

lUHEAA isa subsidiary of the Utah State Board of Regents and administers Utah's student financial aid programs,
including the student loan guarantee program and secondary market, state need-based financial aid, the Utah Educational Savings
Plan Trust, and the Utah Engineering and Computer Sciences L oan Forgiveness Program.
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interest rate to 3.75 percent after 48 on time monthly payments (i.e. 6.00% - 2.25% = 3.75%).

PLUS Loan Interest Benefit - PLUS loans first disbursed between July 1, 1999 and June 30, 2003
and sold to UHEAA's secondary market within one year of being fully disbursed quaify for the
PLUS Loan Interest Benefit. If the first 12 monthly payments are made on time, UHEAA will credit
to the loan balance the entire amount of interest charged during the first 12 months of repayment.
This means that a parent who takes out a PLUS loan to help finance his child’s higher education with
aPLUS loan from UHEAA could have an interest free loan for afull year.

With the costs of higher education going up, more students and parents are turning to loans to help finance
college. Chamers Gail Norris, Executive Director of UHEAA, applauded the vote of the UHEAA Board. “ Students
who choose wisely in the amount of money they must borrow for college are investing in their future. The UHEAA
Board demonstrated that the future fiscal well-being of students is UHEAA’s main priority,” Norris stated. Norris
cautioned students to consider their ability to repay their loans once they finish school and enter the job market.
However, Norris also noted that students should take advantage of the benefits of higher education because “with
historically low interest rates available this summer in addition to UHEAA'’s generous Borrower Benefits program,
there has never been a more advantageous time to invest in a college education.”

Rates on Federal Stafford and Federal PLUS loans are reset every year on July 1 based on formulas that
follow the 91-day Treasury bill. Stafford loans issued after July 1, 1998 that currently carry a 5.99 percent interest
rate will automatically have the interest rate reduced to 4.06 percent, sharply below the 8.19 percent rate of just two
years ago. Students still attending school who are accruing interest charges until graduating will see their interest
rates drop to 3.46 percent, down from the current 5.39 percent. Parents who have taken out loans since July 1, 1998
to help pay for their children’s higher education will see their PLUS loan rate drop from 6.79 percent to 4.86 percent.

With Stafford student loan interest rates at al time lows after July 1, many borrowers, including those till in
school, will find it advantageous to lock in low interest rates by refinancing current loans into new Consolidation
Loans. UHEAA offers exceptional potential savings on Consolidation Loans as well as the underlying Stafford loans.
Consolidation Loans should be attractive to anyone who feels interest rates may rise by one percentage point or more
in the future

Savings to UHEAA’s borrowers in the fiscal year just ending are projected to be $8 million. Those for next
fiscal year will be substantially higher.

HHHHH
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'Many College Students Bite Off Huge Debt

‘They’re headed for
Default City,” expert
warns of loan load

BY MARK SCHWANHAUSSER
ENIGHT RIDDER NEWS SERVICE

SAN JOSE, Calif. — Stu-
dents are graduating with big-
ger loan bills than ever, turning
what should be a foundation for
higher lifetime earnings into a
financial straightjacket that
could take years — or even
decades — to escape.

A new study says seniors at
public four-year universities
owe an average of almost
$13,000 in student loans — a
figure that runs even higher for
those who earn advanced de-
grees. Those figures aren’t the
full picture, however, because
students also are graduating
with thousands of dollars in
creditcard  debt charging
sharply higher interest rates.

The burden of student loans
is especially onerous for

seniors at four-year public
schools, according to “Losing
Ground.” But debts are higher
for students chasing advanced
degrees, the American Couneil
says. Those who earned a mas-
ter's  degree  accumulated
$17,341 at public universities
and $24,408 at private schools in
1999-2000,

B The biggest burden is on
low-income students and their
parents, even though they tend
to borrow less and attend less

" Jow-income students and those

who attend beauty colleges,
truck-driving - schools and
other vocationsl programs. It is
worst for students who drop
out with hefty stndent loans
but can’t cash in on the higher
incomes generally associated
with a college degree.

As a rule of thumb, debtors
tend to struggle once their stu-
dent loan payments equal 8
percent of their gross income.
Students have strapped on so
‘much debt that at least one of
every six students who earns a
bachelor’s degree this year will
owe at least 10 percent of their
gross income, estimates Jerry
Davis, vice president of re-
search for the Lumina Founda-
tion of Education in
Indianapolis.

“They’re headed for Default
City,” warned Davis, who tells
students that staying below
that 8 percent benchmark
means they need to earn
roughly $1,700 annually for ev-
ery $1,000 they owe. “It’s very
difficult to handle that much of
arepayment.”

expensive colleges and voca-
tional schools,

Seniors from fhe poorest
onefourth of families owe an
average of $12,888, up from
$7,629 in 1990 — up 69 percent.

For the poorest onefifth of
students, tuition would gnbhle
12 percent of family income for
community college, 25 percent
at afour-year public school and
more than 110 percent for a
four-year private school.
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Karla San 31, can
only wish she had it so easy.

out halfway through medical
school at Wake Forest Univer-
sity owing about $60,000 in stu-
dent loans. Today, her loans
gobble 20 percent of her pay-
check from nonprofit E1 Con-
cilio of San Mateo County
(Calif.), where she oversees bi-
i ucation programs on
chronic diseases. .

Santamaria figures she
could have repaid her student
loans in about 10 years with a
medical degree. By following
her heart into the nonprofit
sector, however, she fears she
might still be repaying her stu-
dent loans when she is
nearly 50.

The idea that college is ex-
pensive is hardly new. But re-
cent studies indicate that how
Americans pay those bills is
changing dramatically — and
the longterm implications
WOITY experts.

“We may be building. . .an
overreliance on loans,” said
Patrick Callan, president of the

- National Center for Public Pol-

icy and Higher Education, a
San Jose-based education
think tank that released a
study last month titleq ¢
Ground.” “A lot of kids will be
paying their own loans when
their kids are starting college.
This thing has all kinds of
down-the-road implications.”

Among the fimdings in
“Losing Ground” and a No-
vember study by the American
Council on Education:

B The number of students
taking out loans and the
amount they have borrowed
more than doubled from 1990 to
2000. Loan volume spiked 50
percent in just the two years
after Congress raised loan lim-
its and opened up unsubsidized
loans to all students regardless
of income in 1992

B The majority of students
graduated with student loan
debt in 1999-2000, including
more than 60 percent of those
who earned a bachelor's
degree.

B The average loan debt has
climbed to nearly $13,000 for

-t

Tips for Keeping College Debt to a Minimum

mDon’t charge educa-
tional expenses on a credit
card if you can take out a
cheaper student loan. Inter-
est rates on student loans
could drop to about 4 percent
when rates are recalculated
July 1. Most credit cards
charge more than 13 percent.

B Don’t rule out a private
school just because it
charges higher tuition.
Many students take five
years to graduate because
they can’t get into prerequi-
site courses at clogged pub-
lic schools. Many private

schools guarantee students
can graduate in four years.

S Don’t defer paying in-
terest on student loans for
more than a year. That can
double the cost of borrowing.

B Don’t be afraid of sto-
dent loans. College gradu-
ates tend to earn higher sal-
aries over their lifetime. “To
me, it’s an investment loan,
not a consumption loan,”
said Jacqueline King, the
director of policy analysis
for the American Council on
Education. .
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McA Enterprises, Inc.
1156 15th St., N.W. #1005
Washington, D.C. 20005

(202) 862-8514
Fax: (202) 862-9814

June 26, 2002

MEMORANDUM
TO: Clients
FROM: Elizabeth Latwin

SUBJECT: The Myth of College Access in America

The Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance held a press
conference this morning to unveil the findings of their report “Empty
Promises: The Myth of College Access in America.” In the report, the
committec warns that this year, because of financial barriers, over
400,000 college-qualified high school graduates will not attend a four-
year college, and over 170,000 will not attend any college. By the end of
the decade, 4.4 million -college-qualified high school graduates
cumulatively will not be able to afford a four-year college, and two million
cumulative will not be able to attend any college at all.

According to Dr. Juliet Garcia, Chairperson of the Advisory Committee,
the committee wrote the report to dispel the myth that a college
education is accessible to everyone who is qualified to attend. Financial
barriers preclude many college-qualified high school gradates from
pursuing post-secondary education opportunities. Garcia defined
college-qualified students as high school graduates who have completed
all the necessary prerequisites to continuing on for a college degree,

including completion of a college-prep curriculum with a B- average or
better, in the upper half of their class, and SAT scores above 900. The

report distinguished between academically prepared students and
students who would not able to achieve success in college for academic
reasons to isolate solely the effects that finances have on determining
whether or not students pursued post-secondary degrees.

The report emphasized the tremendous financial burden placed on low
and some middle income families trying to put a child through college.
The committee estimated that 50 percent of American families are now
facing the problem of unmet need in paying for college. For a low-income
family, annual college tuition can be as much as one-third of the family’s
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budget. For families earning $25,000 or less, that means they would
have to come up with $8,000 for their child to attend even a relatively
low-cost four-year institution. Further, families of low-income students
face an unmet need of $3,800 for attending two-year colleges not covered
by student aid, including work-study and student loans. Even with
loans and financial aid, many students are forced to work multiple jobs,
detracting time and energy from their schoolwork, with dire
consequences for their academic performance.

With the job market growing increasingly competitive and demands for a
college degree for most jobs, it is imperative that all qualified students
have access to a college education. The Advisory Committee stated that
stagnant Pell Grants (in terms of buying power), rising state tuitions, and
merit-based aid impede access opportunities. The upcoming
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act serves as a prime
opportunity to improve programs to reduce financial barriers.

In the question and answer segment of the press conference, a question
was asked about the impact that financial barriers have on minority
students. Garcia stated that because of the “baby boom echo,” more
students than ever would be pursuing a college education. For example,
in California alone, one million new seats will be needed to meet the
demand for higher education. Many more of these students will be
minorities, than there are today. With more students in need of Pell
Grants, the individual grant awards will decrease, as more students are
demanding aid from the same pool of money. Further, these programs
are problematic because many students most in need of financial
assistance are penalized for taking extra time to complete their degree
because they have to work while in school in order to pay for college.
When they are working, the amount they earn reduces their eligibility for
aid.

Another question concerned how many students were interested in going
to college but were denied as opposed to students who just opted not to
pursue a higher education degree. Studies have found that most
students plan to go to college; however, financial strains lead to the drop
off in numbers more than any other factor. In answer to a question
about the reception of the report in Congress, Garcia stated that the
numbers shocked many staff members in Congress and in the
administration.

The issue of using tax credits to ameliorate the problem was addressed
as well. The cominittee said that tax credits do not serve as an incentive
for those who have no tax liability.
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FY 2003 TUITION AND STUDENT FINANCIAL AID SSTUATION
May 12, 2002
(Adapted from UHEAA Board Report for April Board Meseting)

Severd years ago, a Regents four-point strategy for financia access to higher education was
informally put forth as part of master planning reviews. Although not formaly adopted, this strategy
has represented an informa target for policy and budget deliberations. The Strategy was included as
part of the USHE data book for several years, but dropped from the 2002 edition, ostensibly because
recent tuition increases and limited state-funded need-based financia aid rendered the first two of its
four parts obsolete. The four parts (paraphrased) were: (1) Maintain moderate tuition; (2) Expand
gtate-funded need-based financia ad; (3) Encourage college savings, and (4) Maintain loca control of
gudent loans. The rationae for the first three strategy gods seem fairly sdf-evident. The rationde for
the fourth god isthat loca control and operation of the student loan programs alows the programs to
give back appropriate portions of their net cash flowsin the form of cost reductions for student and
parent borrowers. Until Fiscal Year 2002, USHE in recent years had been achieving some smdl gains
on strategy parts (1) and (2).

Utah's college savings prograny has been growing rapidly as part of anationd trend fostered
by favorable federa legidation, representing reasonable progress on strategy part (3), and the
percentage of participation in the Utah Student Loan Programs by Utah indtitutions has remained stable
a anear universd leve (drategy part (4)). Investment in college savings accounts, however, both
nationaly and in Utah, gppears to be mostly by upper middle and higher income families, and only
marginaly by those from income groups experiencing difficulty financing postsecondary education
enrollment costs.

Trends beginning with FY 2002 increased markedly for FY 2003 due to the nationa and state-
leve revenue shortfals and ensuing serious budget problems. Average USHE tuition increasesin FY
2002 were gpproximately 7.8% (greater on an enrollment-weighted basis) and the policy ided of
maintaining the purchasing power of need-based financid aid through UCOPE funding increases was
eroded further, as it had been in the two preceding fisca years. Funding for need-based aid in the
Regents Student Financid Aid Line Itemin FY 2003 is $416,000 below the funding findly availablein
FY 2002, and $645,000 below the amount available at the start of the fiscal year. And tuition

1Through modest growth in funds available through the Utah Centennial Opportunity Program for Education
(UCOFPE).

2Utah Educational Savings Plan Trust (UESP).
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increases findly approved for USHE indtitutions represent an estimated  ten percent average increase
for FY 2003.

FY 2003 TUITION AND STUDENT FINANCIAL AID SITUATION

May 12, 2002—Page 2

For the nine USHE indtitutions (exclusve of UCAT), the combined effect of the sudent aid
gppropriation reduction and the tuition increasesis a reduced purchasing power for current numbers of
ad recipients caculated at about $6.9 million. These trends will be offset to a smdl degree (lessthan a
million dollars) by the Regents decision to alocate one-haf a percentage point of the gpproved tuition
increases in each inditution to be used for sudent financid ad within the indtitution’s budget . And Salt
Lake Community College apparently is adding another haf a percent for sudent financid aid from its
goproved “tier two” increase. Still ashortfdl of aout sx million dollars will remain.

How will students with substantia financid need cope with these further changes? Probable
coping mechanisms will include borrowing more, further reducing course loads and increasing numbers
of hours worked at low-wage jobs (if avalable), dropping out, or never enrolling in the case of some
prospective new students from lower income families. Neverthdess preliminary reports from
ingtitutions suggest that enrollment demand for the next academic year gppears to be remaining strong.
The unanswered question is the extent to which students from lower-middle and lower income
categories are being affected, and whether dl qudified students from the lower income leves will be
ableto plan to enrall or to continue to enroll.

Attachments—

1. Utah SBR Student Financid Aid Line Item, FY 2003 Appropriation Status Page 3

2. Notes Regarding Student Financia Aid Issues Page 7
3. Excerpt from Minutes of State Board of Regents Meeting, March 2002 Page 9

4. Resolution adopted by UHEAA Board of Directors, April 30, 2002 Page 10
5. One Way Indtitutiona Funds Can Effectively Be Used for Need-Based Aid ~ Page 11

6. “Study: For Undergrads Who Work, Achievement Suffers’ (Ed Daily, 5-6-02) Page 12
7. UHEAA Average Debt Burden by Highest Grade Level & Out-of-School Date Page 13
8. Utah Student Financid Aid Allotments for Fiscal Y ear 2002 Page 14
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NOTES REGARDING STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ISSUES
May 12, 2002
(Adapted from Notes Originaly Prepared for Regents Discussion Group in March)

A. Background
1. Utah families have close to average family income, but well below average per capita
2. Utah families tend to have multiple children in postsecondary education at the sametime.
3. Utah indtitutions have subgtantidly more independent students than nationd averages.

4. Coming fromanearlier traditionof low tuitions, Utah tends to be toward the lower end among
gatesin provison of state-funded need-based student financia ad for its resdents.

5. A study severd yearsago identified a subgtantid unmet need for student financia aid for Utah
resdents and indtitutions. The study was followed by enactment of UCOPE.

6. Theexact amount of true unmet need israther difficult to identify—by arange of tens of millions
of dollars. This is especidly true because of “entittement” availability of Federaly-backed
guaranteed student |oans (Federd Family Education Loan Program).

7. Regarding Utah's need-based aid ranking in national comparisons:.  When statutory tuition
waivers (only partly used for “impecunious’ awards) and inditutionaly-funded grants and
scholarships are takeninto account, they appear to move Utah'srank among the states up afew
notches, but Utah il ranksinthe lowest decile. While somewhat reduced, amateria gapin need-
based resources remains.

B. Current SBR Policy Statement (Intent to consider, not a mandate!)

“3.8. Sudent Financial Aid Appropriation Requests Relatedto Tuitionl ncr eases- For any
fiscal year after 1999-2000, when the Board' s higher education gppropriation recommendations
contemplatetuitionrate increases, the Board will consider [emphadis supplied] induding a request
for arelated gppropriation increase for the Utah Centennia Opportunity Program for Education
(UCOPE). The amount consdered for such arequest will be caculated to offset, in conjunction
withany anticipated increases in federal need-based grant and work-study programs, the costs of
tuition and feeincreasesfor resdent sudentsrecalving need-based financid aid from both federa
and gate sources, in digible ingitutions in the preceding year.”
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NOTES REGARDING STUDENT FINANCIAL AID ISSUES
May 12, 2002—Page 2

The Board has, snce adoptionof the policy, included materid increases for UCOPE as part of its
annual appropriation requests. Intwo of the four years so far (before FY 2003), the legidature
wasableto respond in part to the requests. Net effect, however, has been further loss of student
ad purchasing power for tuition and other cost-of-attendance increases.

C. Efficency Congderations-Both for Students and for Inditutions

1. Onevery vishle result of sudents and families mgjor difficulties in financang higher education
isawidespread pattern of less thanfull-time enrdllment together with substantial hoursworked by
students in low-wage jobs.

2. Thisisamgor contribution to subgtantia delaysin graduation, and possibly to higher dropout
and incompletionrates aswell. Individuas experience substantid delaysin entering theworkforce
at higher wage or salary rates.  Indtitutions incur operating cost inefficiencies due to higher heed
count to FTE ratios.

3. The effectiveness of the educationa experience dso is compromised when students work
excessive numbers of hours during periods of enrollment.

*A 1995-96 study of undergraduate students seeking degrees who work more than 15
hours per week reported that working creates a number of complications.

*The frequency of these problems increases as the number of hours worked goes up.
Limited class schedules was the most widespread problem dthough the percentage
reporting work had an adverse impact on grades doubles among thoseworking 16 to 20
hoursinstead of 1 to 15 hours per week.

*Fifty to Sxty percent of the students working full-time (35 or more hours per week)
encountered dl of these problems.

4. A minority of sudents may take out larger loan amounts than redly needed, inorder to enjoy
greater than necessary life-style or consumptionof goods and services. However, this appearsto
be a quite small minority.

5. Much more common—especidly in Utah—seemsto be adegree of aversionto borrowing, which
leadsto an excessve relianceonthe economically inefficient part-time attendance patterndescribed
above. It seems possible that financid counsding for families and students may need to place
greater emphags on the vaue of loans used for effective investment in education in addition to the
important service of advising on the need to limit borrowing by consideration of future earnings

related to planned fields of employment.
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Excerpt from Minutes of March 2002 Board of Regents M eeting—
Reports of Study Groups-Study Group 1-Student-centered | ssues*

“Regent Grant reported that the group spent most of their time on two of the issues.

* k k * %

Financid Aid — Astuition and feesincrease, it will have ardative financiad impact on a greater
number of students. If tuition were raised ten percent, it would cost $7 million more to meet the needs
of those students who are currently recelving financid aid. The Legidature effectively placed atax on
the students, given the Regents  desire to protect access and quality. The Regents want to maintain
access and the level of quaity; however, when our budget is cut, dl the Regents can to is pass those
increased costs on to the students. The group’s conclusion was that this was a complex situation but
financiad aid does need to be addressed as tuition isincreased. Financid aid increases should be a state
response. If inditutions fund aid increases [from] generd tuition revenues, it isacost transfer to those
not receiving financid ad. It was noted that sometimes scholarship recipients are dready able to afford
a college education.

* % * % %

The group’s recommendation on financid aid was that it was important and should be
consdered, but they would like to see an economic modd following the various complexities with the
consequences of non-state funding, keeping in mind the Regents' goals and objectives.”

*Study Group 1 was assigned and reported on severa issues. One of the questions assigned to the
Group was “How do we address student financid aid issues?”  Only the portions of the Group's report
that dedlt with financid aid are excerpted here.
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Resolution Adopted by UHEAA Board of Directors

April 30, 2002

Resolved, that the UHEAA Board of Directors recognizes and is deeply
concerned about the continuing and growing gap between students’ costs of
attendance in Utah higher education and need-based financial aid available for
students with substantial demonstrated need. While student loan borrowing in Utah
Is below many other states and national averages, the student loan balances carried
by graduates can be a serious problem if not kept to manageable levels. The
UHEAA Board therefore charges the Executive Director to continue to present to
Utah's Congressional Delegation the strong need to support and increase federal
need-based aid programs. The UHEAA Board a so supports recommendations to
the State Board of Regents to continue to request state funds for UCOPE sufficient
to avoid future deterioration in financial opportunity for students as tuition and fees
are increased.
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OneWay Institutional Funds Can Effectively Be Used for Need-Based Aid

If an indtitution were to Smply offset tuition charged to selected students, the gpplication of the
half a percent of tuition increase for need-based financia aid apparently would be questioned as use of
tuition waiversin excess of the statutory authorization. However, there are strong precedents in other
gtates (and probably somein Utah) for : (1) collecting tuition from al students and accounting for the
collected tuition as revenue; and (2) budgeting a portion of revenues for expenditure in the form of
student aid grants or scholarships. In such cases the revenue is not offset or reduced in the form of
waivers, but expended as grants-in-aid (which may be gpplied toward costs of attendance including
living expenses and other codts, in addition to crediting toward actualy-assessed tuition charges).

Each indtitution has in place a strong adminidrative process and capability for determining costs
of attendance and offsetting againgt the cost of attendance expected family contributions based on
federd need andyss (using the FAFSA), federd Pdll grants, and other scholarships and indtitutiond aid
such aswaivers. Inditutiona financia aid offices are equipped to base the packaging of need-based
financid ad from a combination of sources on these initid caculations. Existing sources for need-based
ad packaging include the federal campus-based matching programs (Perkins Loans, SEOG and
Work-Study), state alocations for LEAP and UCOPE, and in limited instances already-budgeted
ingtitutiona funds for need-based scholarships or grants-in-aid.

Additiond funds, based on the amount of revenue raised by a half a percent increasein tuition
charges, might smply be budgeted for use asinditutiona opportunity grants (e.g., SLCC Educationa
Opportunity Grants), and made available for use in need-based aid packaging by the student financial
ad office.
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Study: For Undergrads Who Work, Achievement Suffers

Nearly half of all full-time students who work
more than 25 hours a week say working hurts
their grades and the quality of their education,
according to a report released April 16 by the
state Public Interest Research Groups
(PIRGs).

According to the PIRGs Higher Education Pro-
ject study—sponsored by the U.S. Department
of Education’s National Center for Education

Statistics—80 percent of undergraduates work
while enrolled, while 60 percent attend school

either part time or for only part of the school
year.

The report is based on data from ED’s 1999-
2000 National Postsecondary Student Aid
Survey.

Balancing Act For Poorer Students
The report found that students from low-

income families are frequently hit the hardest
by having to balance school and work.

Sixty-two percent of working students from
families with a yearly income nf less than
$20,000 cite paving for school expenses as
their main reason for working, compared to 35
percent of students from families with incomes
uf Ligher than $100,000.

Other findings include:

» 46 percent of all full-time working students
work 25 or more hours per week;

o 42 percent of those students reported that
working hurt their grades. In faci, the
more hours that students worked, the more
likely they were to report negative effects
on their grades and the quality of their
education;

+ Those working between 16 and 34 hours
per week were more likely to interrupt
their enrollment than were those working
less than 15 hours per week. However,
these students had similar persistence
rates to students who did not work at all.

¢ Only 14 percent of students who work 36 or
more hours per week also attend school full
time; and
As the amount that studcnts work in-
creases, the likelihood they attend school
full time for the entire achool year drops.

“Coliege 1s a time when students engage in a
broad set of educational opportunities ranging
from academics to civic engagement and com-
munity service,” said Ellynne Bannon, state

PIRGs higher education advocate.

“Howaever, all too often the very education stu-
dents are working Lo pay for is being comnpro-
mised by the number of hours that they spend
on the job.”

Working Becomes ‘A Barrier’
Students are left in a Catch-22: Of those who
work more than 25 hours a week, 63 percent
off gtudents reported that they would not be
able to afford college if they did not work, ac-
cording to the report.

“For too many students, working has become a
barrier rather than a help to advancing their
education,” Bannon added. “The typieal full
time student spends 36 to 45 hours a week on
their course work. Students who work 25 or
more hours a week are spending 60 to 80
hours [combined] on academics or paid work.”

Bannon called for an increase in federal spend-
ing on student aid to help the one in five work-
ing students who struggles with full-time
employment.

“Congress should make college more affordable
by increaging grant aid so that students are
not sacrificing a quality college experience,”
she concluded.

“At What Cost?: The Price That Working Stu-
dents Are Paying For A College Education” is

at www.pirg.org ! highered ! atwhaicost.himl,
—Elizabeth B, Guerard
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Utah Higher Education Assstance Authority
Average Debt Burden by Highest Grade Reported and Y ear Left School

Fisca Firs Second | Third Fourth Fifth Grad Grad Grad Grad
Y ear Y ear Y ear Y ear Y ear Y ear One Two Three Ove 3

1992 $2,720 | $4,286 | $5,605 | $7,222 | $8,382 | $11,119 | $15,244 | $20,642 | $24,396

1993 $2,798 | $4,633 | $5,789 | $7,760 | $8,642 | $11,858 | $16,919 | $21,159 | $28,916

1994 $2,925 | $5,095 | $6,756 | $8,931 | $10,015 | $13,129 | $18,316 | $23,156 | $30,974

1995 $3,070 | $5,377 | $7,281 | $10,208 | $11,191 | $13,154 | $18,242 | $26,435 | $34,400

1996 $3,079 | $5222 | $7,387 | $10,704 | $11,413 | $14,907 | $19,881 | $31,166 | $40,847

1997 $2,926 | $5450 | $8,000 | $11,386 | $12,267 | $15,932 | $22,195 | $35,101 | $45,978

1998 $3,006 | $5,252 | $7,817 | $11,698 | $12,451 | $17,211 | $22,443 | $36,761 | $51,914

1999 $3,027 | $5531 | $7,701 | $11,476 | $12,496 | $16,514 | $24,240 | $34,277 | $56,011

2000 $3,097 | $5908 | $7,356 | $11,002 | $12,254 | $16,430 | $26,794 | $36,104 | $60,220

2001 $3,179 | $6,116 | $8,189 | $12,554 | $13,091 | $20,271 | $31,874 | $42,415 | $65,888

March 2002
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