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Loan Forgiveness for Teachers

Both the House and Senate included loan forgiveness programs for teachers in their
reauthorization bills. As discussed below, these programs would have complex and
confusing eligibility requirements, would have a limited effect in attracting people to
teaching, and would be costly and complex for the Department of Education to administer.

Loan forgiveness provisions would be complex and confusing for teachers and would treat
teachers inequitably:

o

Both the House and Senate proposals place many limitations on the types of
teachers and loans that are eligible for loan forgiveness. These limitations would be
confusing for teachers, and would create complexity in applying for and
documenting eligibility for this benefit. Further, teachers and potential teachers
typically do not have easy access to all of the information necessary to determine
the amount of potential loan forgiveness. This will cause confusion for potential
applicants.

Under the House proposal, teachers who consolidate their loans would not be
eligible for the loan forgiveness. This would prohibit teachers from taking advantage
of the convenience of having one lender and, in some cases, of obtaining extended
or income contingent repayment options.

Requiring teachers to teach in the subject matter of their majors punishes teachers
for decisions made by school systems. Teachers do not usually choose to teach
outside their field of study, but are often required to do so by their school systems.
Adding this requirement will not affect behavior, but will punish teachers who have
been required by their school systems to teach subject matters outside their major
fields of study.

Loan forgiveness would have a limited effect in attracting people to teaching:

[o]

According to a number of past evaluation studies, existing loan forgiveness
programs are ineffective tools for inducing individuals into specific career paths.
The benefits of loan forgiveness in current programs are primarily enjoyed by people
who would have become teachers without any loan forgiveness.

Under both the House and Senate proposals, loan forgiveness is offered only to
teachers who have federal loans and only after a teacher has completed three years
of teaching in a school that is eligible for Title | funding. Loan forgiveness is
stretched out over the teacher’s fourth, fifth, and sixth years of teaching at an
eligible school. Thus, a teacher would be required to teach at an eligible school for
at least six years to obtain the full benefit.

Teachers would be required to make nonrefundable payments on their loans for at
least three years before they are eligible for forgiveness. This would substantially
reduce the benefit of cancellation, and would discourage borrowers from accepting
teaching positions in which their incomes are insufficient to cover their loan
payments.
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Loan forgiveness provisions would create huge administrative costs and complexities for
the Department of Education:

° The proposals would require substantial new data reporting for the Department and
the entire student loan system. The Department and lenders would need to
determine whether teachers are teaching in eligible schools, in which subjects they
majored, and in which years they obtained their loans. This information would have
to be reported by schools or students, and the Department would need to track all
of the data for many years after the student graduates which would be costly. In
particular, it would very costly for the Department to track a teacher’s length of
eligible service -- especially if the teacher taught at more than one eligible school.
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Significant HEA Conference Issues

A lengthy list of conference issues was discussed in meetings between NEC, ED,
and OMB on July 16 and 17. ED was not prepared discuss any issues related to
interest rates, loan consolidation, GA reform, or section 458 until after internal ED
meetings (scheduled for 7/20). Of the issues discussed last week, the following
were the most significant items requiring OMB review/concurrence:

Wellstone amendment - Administration will take no strong position at this time.

Loan forgiveness for teachers - Included in both House and Senate bills, but
strongly opposed by the Department as (1) bad policy, since there is no strong
evidence that it will have the desired effect of attracting and retaining high quality
teachers: and (2)administratively unworkable as drafted. CBO estimates the
program at $180 million over 5 years (ramping up to $80 million per year by 2003);
ED estimates are less than half of that. Because it appears inevitable that the final
HEA will include loan forgiveness, ED plans to recommend modifications to address
the administrative issues. For example, the bill provides forgiveness of only 3rd
and 4th year loans, rather than all loans. ED would have to set up new systems to
track such loans separately, and it's not clear how consolidated loans would be
handled.

Y2K and HEA - Smith continues to want a broad waiver allowing ED to delay
implementation of any HEA changes that interfere with Y2K compliance. As of
Friday, however, ED’s attorneys had not reviewed the new Senate provision that
allows the Secretary to “take whatever steps are necessary” to ensure Y2K
compliance. ED agreed to review the Senate language and reassess whether
broader authority is needed. Agreement on an “Administration position” for the
letter to conferees may require involvement of DeSeve, Koskinen, and OIRA.

Needs Analysis

. Assets. Neither House nor Senate adopted the Administration’s proposals on
treatment of assets. ED prefers the Senate’s approach (to assess student
and parent assets together at the family rate), which does not “tax” student
assets as much as current law or the House bill. ED estimates it may raise
the cost of the Pell program by $100-$200 million per year.

. Income Protection Allowance. Neither the House nor Senate bill provide
IPAs as generous to both dependent and independent students as the
Administration’s bill (1999 budget policy did not fully fund these.) ED would
like to support the more generous formulas in the House bill.

. Language to Finesse Support for Higher Cost Options. Because the
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Administration cannot commit to a Pell budget policy to fully fund both the
Senate assets formula and the House IPA formulas, Shireman recommends
our letter remind the conferees of the Administration’s language proposal to
allow changes to these formulas in annual appropriations bills.
FFEL/DL Comparability in Repayment Terms. Some differences still remain in
borrower terms, and income contingent repayment terms available under Direct
Loans are considerably more generous than “income sensitive repayment” terms
under FFEL. If Rep. Andrews is named as a conferee, ED plans to work with him
on a proposal to make ICR available in both programs.

IRS Income Verification. The House bill allows ED to verify income with IRS; the
Senate bill requires it. ED strongly supports the Senate version, but IRS/Treasury is
likely to oppose. OMB is asking Treasury for its views now. If Treasury continues
to strongly oppose a legislative mandate, OMB may want to use this as an
opportunity to get IRS to agree to administrative changes that IRS has previously
told other parts of OMB (DeSeve/GGF/OIRA) it could consider (e.g., matching
ED/IRS data if students sign a consent block on the student aid application).

Elimination of Perkins Revolving Fund. Under currrent law, this fund gets about
$40 million in annual revenue from ED’s collection of Perkins loan defaults, which
are funneled back into the Perkins program. House and Senate bills require that
ED’s collections go back to Treasury (as a mandatory funding offset for other HEA
costs). ED wants to oppose the House and Senate bill as inconsistent with the
1999 President’s policy to use these funds to partially finance $100 million in
Federal contributions to the Perkins loan program.

Taxation of ICR Loan Forgiveness after 25 years. Neither House nor Senate
included the Administration’s proposal to exempt from taxes the amount of loan
forgiveness provided to ICR borrowers after 25 years. Shireman suggests that if
Congress takes up a proposal to create ICR in the FFEL program, lenders would
want to support this change. (Without ICR in FFEL, lenders and Republicans wiill
strongly oppose it since it enhances the benefits to direct loan borrowers.)
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June 16, 1998
(Senate)

S. 1882 - Higher Education Amendments of 1998
(Sen. Jeffords (R) VT and 5 others)

The Administration is strongly committed to working with Congress to reauthorize
the Higher Education Act (HEA) this year and is encouraged that S. 1882 reflects
numerous Administration proposals. However, the Administration strongly opposes
enactment of S. 1882 in its current form because it contains several highly
problematic provisions. These include excessive subsidies to lenders and guaranty
agencies in the student loan program and inadequate funding for student aid
management in the section 458 account. The Administration understands,
however, that the inadequate funding will be resolved in the managers’ amendment
to S. 1882.

Student Loan Interest Rates. The Administration is pleased that S. 1882 includes
the Administration’s proposal for a new, low rate that borrowers will pay on
student loans, saving those who borrow over the next five years billions of dollars.
The Administration, however, strongly objects to the bill’s provisions that would
provide $2.4 billion in arbitrary and excessive subsidies for lenders over five years.
Lenders typically are willing to accept below-average rates of return on
government-guaranteed loans because of the lower risk associated with such loans.
Yet, according to Department of the Treasury and Congressional Budget Office
analyses, the bill would provide returns that are above lenders’ profits on their
overall loan portfolio. Much of the additional $2.4 billion of spending is not offset
in S. 1882 and therefore would trigger a possible sequester of several entitiement
programs as specified by law.

The Administration supports moving toward market mechanisms to set appropriate
lender returns on FFEL loans by studying and pilot testing some models. A policy
that moves toward an auction mechanism for this purpose should be part of the
interest rate structure.

Guaranty Agency Reforms. The Administration is deeply concerned that S. 1882
fails to make adequate performance-based reforms to encourage and reward
efficient service delivery by guaranty agencies and instead includes new and
excessive sources of revenue for guaranty agencies. The most objectionable
features of the bill's guaranty agency provisions would:
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Stifle innovation and accountability for results by unduly restricting the scope
of the voluntary, performance-based agreements between the Secretary and
the guaranty agencies.

Establish an excessive portfolio maintenance payment out of the section 458
account to guaranty agencies. The Administration understands, however, that
the inadequacy of funds in the section 458 account for the Department of
Education student financial aid administration will be resolved in the managers’
amendment to S. 1882.

Discourage guaranty agencies from preventing loan defaults by providing them
with potentially much larger payments for collecting on loans after they
default. This would result in costs of at least $644 million above the
reasonable range of collection costs during five years.

Other Concerns. The Administration will seek to address other deficiencies in S.

1882 including the following.

e S. 1882 fails to include the Administration’s High Hopes and College
Awareness Information initiatives. The initiatives would provide students,
particularly those in low-income middle schools, with effective information,
tutoring, and mentoring to prepare for college and deepen their commitment to
pursue postsecondary education. The Administration understands that an
amendment may be offered to incorporate aspects of these initiatives into S.
1882. Such an amendment would be a step in the right direction.

S. 1882 does not lower origination fees for students. The Administration
understands that an amendment may be offered to eliminate the one percent
insurance premium for borrowers of subsidized FFELs, and to reduce
comparably the loan fee for subsidized Direct Loans. The Administration
strongly supports such an amendment. '

S. 1882 does not include the President’s proposal to allow individuals with
unsubsidized student loans to serve their communities for up to three years
without accruing interest on these loans.

S. 1882 fails to exclude from taxation any loan balances that are forgiven after
the maximum number of years of income-contingent repayment.

Income-based repayment ensures that borrowers who remain low-income
relative to their debt do not have to carry that burden for more than 25 years.
Saddling them with an additional tax liability is neither appropriate nor was it
ever intended.

In addition, the Administration will seek to improve further other provisions of the
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bill, such as the following.

The Administration supports the provisions of S. 1882 that would prohibit
consolidation of loans that are subject to a judgment secured through litigation
or a wage garnishment order. The Administration also supports the provisions
that would provide an extended repayment plan for FFEL borrowers with
outstanding loans of more than $30,000. This would provide greater
comparability between the repayment options available for FFEL and Direct
Loan borrowers. The Administration will work with Congress to improve the
terms of FFEL consolidation loans to match the terms of Direct Loans.
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e The Administration supports making student financial assistance more widely
available to students enrolled in distance education programs. The
Administration supports amendments that may be offered to eliminate the
bill's excessive restrictions on participation in the proposed distance education
demonstration program and include the Administration’s Learning Anytime
Anywhere Partnership initiative.

The Administration looks forward to working with Congress to resolve these and
other issues, such as those recently articulated in a more detailed letter from the

Secretary of Education, as Congress works to reauthorize the Higher Education Act.

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring

S. 1882 would increase direct spending; therefore, it is subject to the
pay-as-you-go requirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.
The Administration has serious concerns about the significant net costs of the bill
which are not offset. If the bill were enacted, its net budget costs could contribute
to a sequester of mandatory programs. The Administration will work with the
Congress to address its many serious concerns with the bill and to make
modifications necessary to eliminate the bill’s adverse budget effects. OMB's
preliminary scoring of this bill is that it would increase direct spending by $1,560
million during FYs 1998-2003:

PAY-AS-YOU-GO ESTIMATES
Fiscal Years
(In millions of dollars)

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1988-2003
Net Budget
Cost -$440 $126 $421 $440 $480 $533 $1,560

* ¥ O O X K X K X ¥
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(Do Not Distribute Outside Executive Office of the President)

This draft position was developed by LRD (Connie Bowers) in consultation with HR
(Stack/ Noe/White) and the Department of Education (Templeman/). The
Departments of Justice (Jones), Labor (Morin), Interior (Carnevale), VA (Gallin),
HHS (Taylor), and the Treasury (Dorsey), the Corporation for National and
Community Service (Sofer), Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (White),
General Services Administration (Ratchford), Office of Personnel Management
(Gardner), Office of Government Ethics (Ley), Peace Corps (Hendry), Social Security
Administration (Warner), NEC (Shireman), CEA (Korenman), WHC (Correia),
VA/PERS (Kogut), DDM (Breul), BRCD (McAllister), HLTH (Davis), and BASD
(Sullivan) agree with or do not object to this position.

OMBY/LA clearance: Konigsberg, Chow, Lew (OMB); Cohen (DPC); Johnson, Stein
(WHLA); Correia {(WHC); Shireman (NEC); CoS (via Goldberg)

BACKGROUND

The Administration’s Proposals

HEA Reauthorization Amendments. The appropriations authorizations for programs
under the Higher Education Act (HEA) will expire at the end of fiscal year 1998.
Legislative language to reauthorize the HEA was provided by the Department of
Education (ED) to congressional staff in various pieces between September 1997
and February 1998. The Administration’s reauthorization proposal is based on the
following principles: (1) making college more affordable; (2) simplifying the student
aid process; (3) ensuring students receive a high quality education and taxpayer
dollars are well spent; (4) encouraging Americans to work and save for college; (5)
helping more low-income Americans prepare for and go to college; (6) helping
working Americans improve their wages and their lives through further education;
and (7) recruiting qualified teachers to high-need communities with a teacher
shortage.

New Budget Initiatives. Among the specific HEA amendments proposed by the
Administration to carry out these principles are several new initiatives included in
the President’s FY 1999 Budget. These include: (1) High Hopes for College, which
would establish partnerships to provide high-poverty, middle-school students with
information, tutoring, mentoring, and rigorous course work to prepare for college;
(2) Learning Anytime, Anywhere Partnership program, to encourage institutions to
use innovative technology to promote lifelong learning; (3) College Awareness
Information Program, to provide information on preparation for college and financial
aid programs to young students and their families and to out-of-school youth and
adult learners; (4) Access and Retention Innovations, which would authorize
experimental studies to explore effective and efficient ways to package financial aid
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for low-income students; and (5) Teacher Recruitment and Preparation initiatives,
which would fund scholarships to students who will teach in high-poverty areas
and fund other programs to improve teacher quality. S. 1882 does not include
these Administration initiatives.

Student Loan Interest Rate Structure Change. On March 2, 1998, as part of the
HEA reauthorization, ED provided to Congress legislative language to adjust student
loan interest rates. That proposal, announced by Vice President Gore on February
25, 1998, would address concerns articulated by banks that the interest rate
structure scheduled to go into effect on July 1, 1998, would lower their profits and
result in many banks withdrawing from student lending. The Administration’s
February proposal would maintain lower student loan interest rates for students,
but would eliminate unnecessary costs to lenders by changing the benchmark for
setting the interest rate to an instrument that more closely tracks lenders’ own
financing practices.

In response to the Administration’s proposal, Congress devised a plan that included
the Administration’s proposed interest rate for students, but would require
taxpayers to pay lenders an unnecessary subsidy. The Administration recognized
the difficulty of justifying any statutorily set rate for lender subsidies, and therefore
advanced an alternative proposal in May that would move toward an auction
mechanism for setting lender rates, while keeping the same student rates proposed
earlier. The new proposal would require a study of alternative auction-based
systems, pilot testing of the most promising models, and full implementation after
an independent evaluation shows the pilot projects have been successful.

House Action -- H.R. 6

On May 6, 1998, the House passed H.R. 6, its counterpart to S. 1882, by a vote
of 414-4. A Statement of Administration Policy sent to the House stated that the
President’s senior advisers would recommend veto of H.R. 6 because it would: (1)
change the student loan interest rate structure to provide excessive profits to
lenders and require unnecessary new spending; (2) provide significantly increased
payments to guaranty agencies and insufficient funding for the Department of
Education to manage effectively all the student aid programs (i.e., the Sec. 458
guaranty agency administrative funds provisions); and (3) repeal authority for the
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards. [t also stated that strongly
objectionable amendments could also be added, such as an amendment by Rep.
Riggs to incorporate the text of the Anti-Discrimination in College Admissions Act.
As passed, H.R. 6 does not contain the Riggs amendment or repeal authority for
the Teaching Standards board.

Additional Administration Comments on S. 1882
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On June 5, 1998, Secretary Riley sent a letter to members of the Senate objecting
to the same provisions as in this Statement of Administration Policy, and
expressing numerous other concerns about the bill.

SUMMARY OF S. 1882

S. 1882 was reported by the Committee on Labor and Human Resources on May 4,
1998, by a vote of 18-0. It would reauthorize for five years and amend in various
respects student financial assistance and other higher education programs. Major
provisions that differ from the Administration’s proposal are described below.

Student Loan Interest Rates and Fees. The bill would set the rate students pay on
loans equal to the 91-day T-bill plus 1.7 percent while a student is in school, and to
the 91-day T-bill plus 2.3 percent while a student is in repayment. Lenders would
receive an additional 50 basis point subsidy during the in-school and repayment
periods. This same rate structure was included as a temporary 3-month provision
in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, which the President signed
on June 9th.

The Administration proposed setting the student and lender rate at the same level
that S. 1882 would establish for students. The Administration proposal was based
on an analysis by the Treasury Department that showed that lender profitability
would be adequate to ensure continued availability of guaranteed student loans at a
lower cost to the taxpayer. Since the Administration offered its proposal in
February, it has advanced an alternative proposal that would preserve the lower
student rates in both the congressional and Administration proposals, but move
toward a market-based mechanism for determining lender subsidies. S. 1882,
unlike the Administration’s proposal, would provide a $2.4 billion subsidy to
lenders.

S. 1882 does not include the Administration’s proposal to lower origination fees for
students to lower their costs of borrowing. The Administration proposed to lower
fees by one percentage point for all borrowers, and to phase them out entirely for
borrowers of subsidized loans. The reductions would be funded from resources
from guaranty agency reforms proposed by the Administration. As noted above, an
amendment is expected to be offered to lower the fees.

Administrative Funding Reduction. The bill would increase administrative payments
from section 458 to guaranty agencies in the FFEL Program, taking away funds
necessary for ED’s administration of student financial aid loan and grant programs.
Such increased payments to guaranty agencies would require ED to reduce its other
administrative payments for student aid application processing, loan default
collections, and student aid systems modernization. The additional payments to
guaranty agencies are unwarranted, since guaranty agencies already receive
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adequate funding to carry out their operations.

Student Assistance. S. 1882 contains a number of provisions proposed by the

Administration, and others that are objectionable. These include the following:

Pell Grants. S. 1882 would establish maximum Pell Grants of $5,000 in

1999-2000 increasing to $5,800 in 2003-2004. The Administration had

proposed to set the maximum award annually in the appropriation bill after
establishing a maximum of $3,100 in 1999-2000. The bill contains a version
of the Administration’s proposals to (1) set new limits on the period during
which a student may receive Federal Pell Grants, and (2) make the Pell Grant
Program eligibility of a stand-alone English as a Second Language course
contingent upon a minimum percentage of the course’s graduates passing a
standardized test. These provisions would reduce the potential for program
abuses. The bill does not contain the Administration’s proposal to terminate
Pell Grant program eligibility for institutions with high student default rates. S.
1882 would authorize a new child care grant program for institutions with
large numbers of Pell Grant recipients. The Administration did not propose
such a program.

New Initiatives. The bill fails to include the following Administration initiatives:

(1) High Hopes for College {described above); (2) College Awareness
Information, which would use the media to improve preparation among
secondary school students for college; (3) Learning Anytime, Anywhere
initiative, which would improve technology-based postsecondary learning; and
(4) Access and Retention Innovations initiative, which would support
large-scale student financial assistance research packages.

Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) Program. In addition to the
administrative funding reduction described above, S. 1882 would change the
compensation of guaranty agencies by creating an incentive structure
providing excessive payments to guaranty agencies and rewarding inefficiency.
The bill would, however, authorize ED to enter into voluntary flexible
agreements with up to six guaranty agencies to waive or modify related
statutory requirements. Other provisions are objectionable because they fail to
include Administration proposals that would: (1) require the Secretary to pay
the interest that accrues on an unsubsidized FFEL or Direct Loan while the
borrower is receiving an economic hardship deferment on the loan and
performing community service; (2) change FFEL consolidation loan terms to
match those of Direct Loans; and (3) eliminate the current law
“anti-injunction” provision that provides that injunctions cannot be issued
against the Secretary that would interfere with the discharge of his
responsibilities under the loan programs. In addition, provisions in S. 1882 for
loan forgiveness for teachers are unworkable and an ineffective way to
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encourage additional individuals to pursue teaching careers.

e Direct Loans. S. 1882 fails to exclude from Federal taxation the amounts
forgiven after the maximum number of years of income-contingent repayment.
That Administration proposal would ensure that borrowers who remain
low-income relative to their debt do not have to carry that burden for more
than 25 years.

Teacher Training. S. 1882 incorporates the Administration’s Recruiting New
Teachers for Underserved Areas” proposal and many components of the
Administration’s “Lighthouse Partnerships for Teacher Preparation” program. The
bill, however, contains new provisions on teacher quality that raise concern. For
example, it would limit funding available for teacher preparation partnerships.

Performance-Based Organization. S. 1882 would establish a PBO within ED to
simplify and improve the delivery of student financial aid. Under amendments
expected to be added to the bill, the Secretary would provide the PBO with certain
personnel and procurement flexibilities in order to allow for the establishment of an
organization rewarded for meeting specified contractual goals for management and
delivery of student aid. The Administration has supported the creation of such a
PBO, but did not submit a specific legislative proposal.

Other General Provisions. The following miscellaneous provisions of S. 1882 are
also objectionable:

e Suspension of aid eligibility for students who have been convicted of any drug
offense under Federal or State law.

e Institutional oversight provisions, e.g., the requirement that ED conduct
program reviews based on specific criteria.

e Requirement that ED make available the complete, unredacted program review
guide.

e Requirement that the Secretary allow institutions to “cure” inadvertent
administrative errors.

¢ Lengthening recertification period from four to six years.

e Requirements that all future title IV regulations be subject to negotiated
rulemaking, and requirement that the Secretary conduct biennial reviews of
regulations.

PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORING
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According to HRD (Stack) and BASD (Sullivan), S. 1882 is subject to the
pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) provisions of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990. S. 1882 would decrease direct spending by $440 million in FY 1998 and

result in a net increase in direct spending of $1,560 miltion during FYs 1998-2003.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION DRAFT
June 12, 1998 - 3:45 p.m.
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S. 1882 - The Higher Education Amendments of 1998
Opening Statement by Chairman James M. Jeffords
Committee on Labor and Human Resources
United States Senate
July 9, 1998

Mr. President, I am extremely pleased that the Senate is considering S. 1882, the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998. This legislation extends for 5 years the authorization of programs under the
Higher Education Act and makes significant improvements in student benefits and in the operation of
these programs.

The Higher Education Act is among the most significant statutes under the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources. Since its inception in 1965, the Act has been focused on enhancing the
opportunities of students to pursue postsecondary education. This legislation will make college more
accessible for more Americans by increasing the amount of Pell grants and lowering interest rates for
student loans. By increasing the access and quality of higher education, this bill will help ensure that our
nation remains a leader in educational excellence for all of our citizens. By giving more students the
ability to attend college, we are giving them the opportunity to pursue their dreams.

136 years ago this week, Senator Justin Smith Morrill from Vermont led the effort in the United States
Senate to pass the Land Grant College Act of 1862, which opened the doors of higher education to all
Americans. Today, I am proud to follow in Justin Smith Morrill's footsteps and urge the Senate to pass
this important bipartisan legislation which will make the dream of getting a college education become a
reality for millions of students across this nation.

Over the years, the federal effort in this area has been substantial and will continue to be so. The Higher
Education Act currently provides $48.5 billion in student financial assistance for 8.5 million students
and $216 million for institutional development. In 1995-96, 55 percent of undergraduate students
received financial aid under this Act. Over the next ten years, the Federal government will guaranty over
88 million student loans--totaling over $383.5 billion. Over the next five years, the Federal government
will provide more than 25.4 million Pell Grants.

The reauthorization bill we are considering today preserves the focus on students--who are the primary
reason we have a Higher Education Act in the first place. Students now in school will be assured of
receiving the lowest interest rate in nearly two decades on their loans. Students now in high school who
aspire to a college education will benefit from an expanded early intervention program known as
CONNECTIONS, as well continuing to receive services from the time-tested and highly regarded TRIO

programs.

Students who have graduated and are faced with exceptionally high loan burdens will be able to take
advantage of extended repayment options under the guaranteed loan program. Recognizing the toll
which ever increasing colleges costs are placing on students, the bill builds on recommendations of the
National Commission on the Cost of Higher Education so that students and their families can obtain
useful cost information.

This bill reflects a strong commitment to the maintenance of two viable loan programs-- the guaranteed
or Federal Family Education Loan Program (FFELP) and the Direct Loan Program. Among the most
challenging tasks facing the committee was developing a student loan interest rate which could offer the
lowest viable interest to students while assuring sufficient lender participation to preserve full access to
loans. After nearly a year of consultation with students, lenders, representatives of the higher education
community, the administration and financial services experts, the committee developed a compromise
interest rate package. Lender yield is reduced by 30 basis points while students receive the significant
interest rate reduction they have anticipated. This solution is by no means perfect, but it promise to
preserve the stability of the FFEL program for the nearly 4 million students and their families who
depend upon these loans each year.

The legislation also includes a new guaranty agency financing model-- the goal of which is to achieve
cost savings and efficiencies in the delivery and administration of student aid while ensuring that
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students, lenders, the Federal government, and institutions of higher education receive high quality
service. Additional efforts to improve the delivery of student aid programs include the development of a
Performance Based Organization (PBO) to strengthen the management of key systems within the
Department of Education. A number of provisions in the legislation also pave the way toward taking
advantage of the efficiencies made possible through electronic processing and other technological
advances.

Looking toward the future, the bill contains several provisions dealing with the Year 2000 computer
problem. The Office of Management and Budget has raised serious questions about the Department of
Education's ability to meet the timetable outlined by the General Accounting Office for the testing of
software renovation work.

Failure to renovate all mission critical systems could result in disruptions in the management and
delivery of student financial aid to more than 8 million students. This is an area in which the committee

will be following closely in the months ahead.

Perhaps the most exciting and far-reaching innovation in this legislation is its provisions dealing with
teacher preparation. The bill before us eliminates some 15 small, categorical teacher training
programs--only one of which receives funding-- and replaces them with a comprehensive model for
change and improvement. The teacher quality provisions included in Title II of S. 1882 are an important
first step towards really improving teacher training. I think it will be viewed as one of the lasting
achievements of this reauthorization.

It represents a collaboration of good ideas from many members of the Labor and Human Resources
committee, each who spent a great deal of time on this matter. The result is a proposal that breaks away
from "business-as-usual” practices, and encourages States and education partnerships to reform their
efforts to meet the needs of students in today's classroom.

At its foundation, Title II embraces the notion that investing in the preparation of our nation's teachers is
a good one. Well prepared teachers play a key role in making it possible for our students to achieve the
standards required to assure both their own well being and the ability of our country to compete
internationally. In fact, the continued health and strength of our nation depends on our country's ability
to improve the education of our young people. Integral to that is the strength and ability of our nation's
teaching force. Without a strong, competent, well prepared teaching force, other investments in
education will be of little value.

The bill takes a two-pronged approach to helping assure that our nation's elementary and secondary
school teachers will be thoroughly prepared to offer the quality of instruction needed to assure that
students achieve the standards we need and expect. Working at both the state level to promote
system-wide reforms and at the local level to develop partnerships to enhance the quality of teacher
training, the bill offers a comprehensive and systematic approach to this pressing national need.

Title II demands excellence from our teacher preparation programs; encourages coordination; focuses on
the need for academic content knowledge and strong teaching skills; and fosters state innovations in
establishing more rigorous standards and exploring alternative certification. These efforts recognize the
fundamental connection that exists among states, institutions of higher education, and efforts to improve
education for our nation's elementary and secondary school teachers.

The teacher training provisions included in this bill are unique in other ways as well. In particular, the
committee included very strong accountability measures as part of this title. In order to maintain a grant,
a State or a partnership will have to show improvement -- measurable results -- that go to the heart of

learning.

It is important to consider the Title II provisions in the context of education reform because, as I have
said before, good teachers are at the core of educational improvement.

It has been 15 years since the national crisis in education was raised by the A Nation At Risk report. The
admonition was given in these terse words: If a foreign government had imposed on us our educational
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system we would have declared it an act of war.

Yet little has changed. There is some improvement in science but little in math. Children are coming to
school slightly more prepared to learn, but this is primarily in the area of health.

It is obvious that nothing is going to change unless it changes in the classroom. And nothing will change
in the classroom until the teachers change. And the teachers can't be expected to change until they have
help in knowing what is expected of them.

In the most recent Goals 2000 Report issued last November, we learned that in more than 40 States there
was no change in the percentage of teachers who reported that they held a degree or held a teaching
certificate in their main teaching assignment. In 33 States no change was reported in the proportion of
beginning public school teachers who participated in a formal teacher induction process.

Dindo Rivera, who travels about the county for IBM raising this issue, likes to explain it this way: If you
were an office worker and had fallen asleep as Rip Van Winkle did for twenty years and walked into a
modern office you go into catatonic shock at trying to do anything from answering the phone to typing a
letter. However, if you were a school teacher when you walked back into the classroom after your
slumber, you'd feel right at home in your subjects.

Some changes are occurring. The concept of "social promotion" initiated in the 60's is being challenged
but creating serious problems for schools requiring remedial help. Literacy programs are being initiated
to stop or reduce the inflow of non readers. But as to the crisis of math and science and other critical
subjects, we have seen little in the way of results.

Pointing a finger at the colleges of education is not inappropriate. They need to change. They must
ensure that graduates are capable of facing today's challenge--not yesteryears. But they are unlikely to
change unless the universities that host them pay attention to them. Often times, the schools of education
are treated as step children. In most cases the degrees issued are not enough to increase their capacity to
teach updated courses -- and these updated courses are sorely needed. :

We must focus attention on this issue. We should fully fund the new Title II Teacher Quality Program
that is included in this bill. We should also call together the presidents of the universities to challenge
them to take immediate action to remedy the crisis. We must enlist the teachers and the teachers unions
and insist that they too help out.

The Higher Education bill before us does make strides in the direction of reform and improvement. Still,
we must do even more to raise awareness of the problem and the need to change. The number of teachers
is not as important as the quality of teachers. On the Federal level we must focus on promoting and
ensuring quality. We don't necessarily need millions of new teachers -- what we really need are millions

of GOOD teachers.

The need for good teachers has been recognized. The Hunt Commission Report, "What Matters Most:
Teaching for America's Future" has a goal of providing 100,000 nationally accredited teachers. But their
goal is too far off into the next century. Their goal would provide one teacher for every school. We need
one for every CLASSROOM and, most certainly every new teacher graduating must be trained to be a
good teacher. Every teacher's college must meet that challenge and every present teacher must be given
the training to be a good teacher. The present bill takes a giant step in that direction.

In closing, I would like to acknowledge the long hours and hard work of members of the Labor and
Human Resources Committee and their staffs over the past 18 months as we have worked to develop this
legislation. Even with the substantial streamlining we have done in the Act, a thorough review of all its
provisions is a large and challenging task. At this time, I would like to offer particular thanks to the
ranking minority member, Senator Kennedy, to Senator Coats, and to Senator Dodd. These three
members have gone well beyond the extra mile in helping to forge a bipartisan approach to improving
the lives of American students. Throughout committee deliberations, there have been legitimate
differences of opinion. The spirit of cooperation and the commitment to working through these
differences has allowed us to present to the Senate a solid piece of legislation which I believe every
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. Frank Newman, a hlgh-
L proﬁle spokesman on college
" issues during his 14 years as
- president of thé Education
o Commlssion of the States, is.
. steppifng down to direct a study
" on the future of hlgher-- :
*- education policy. .
“ The three-year pro;ect will begin
T November. with support ¢oming
' from the Pew Charitable Trusts and
- E.C.S..an organization. of sta[e
" officials and educators Mr.
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tht described how governors
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educate and train a new tabor force.
: '__lmprove ledchmg and doa betlerjob
: d[ meeting states’ nu:ds
**We have this. mﬂux of new
_college provndcrs more students.
. virtual coursework——d whole array

are slrugglmg to say. ‘How do we
bring order to this?’ We bddly need
to rethink what we're doing.”

Among the quesnons he expccls

~ the study to tackle:

® What are lhe best ways for
states 10 suppon public hlghen
education?

8 How should new auddcmlc .
programs. offered by institutions or’
over the Internet. be evaluated?

u How can §ldles assess student
learning at a nme when more
students take goliege courses in
high school. atftwo different

s

of chaos.” he said. - “Policy makers |

GOVERNMENT & POLITICS

° BY STEPHEN BURD

" WASHINGTON

{OLLEGE LOBBYISI‘S enthusias-

tic support for the work done

by the Republican- -fed Con-
gress.to draft legislation extending the

E verge of crumbling last week.

As Congress unveiled a compro-
mise version of the legislation negoti-
ated by lawmakers from the Senate

d ‘Hous of. Representatlves the
in 'g'her—'educatlon associations
( studen groups ‘assailed several
. prowsnons that- thcy “said would hurt
“* . peedy students and threaten the integ-
0wty of: the federal -student-aid pro-
'_grams
They were pamwlally upset by a
_provision that.would cut for only a few

who wish 1o refinance their student
loans, and by a pian to cover some of
the bill's costs by making it harder for
student-loan borrowers to discharge
their debts through bankruptcy.

Higher Education Act seemed on the.

_month: the'interest’ rate for borrowers |

";

PHOTOCOPY
DRESFP\!ATION

N ew Plan for Higher Educatlon Act
| Dlsmays Many College Lobbylsts "

-They say worst parts of House and Senaté vers:o

5 BRACK. HLACK STAR

ns made it mto the compromlse blll
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_ ‘SCARCE RESOURCES

The college assocumons say Re-
pubhcan ldwmakers are provudmg

. special favors for a different set of

specml mlerests—banks and for- proﬁt
trade schools—that have .given them

“large campaign- contnbuuons

My colleagues’ believe that scarce
resources that were available were

used 1o provide benefits to. the Joan
“industry. while |mportant concrete
. steps 10 lower loan costs to sludems

were passed-over.’ * M. Hattlesaid m
his letter.

He cited the’ lawmakers decnsnon-
this month to lower the interest rate
on consolldated loans in the guaran-
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states to support public higher
odneahon

@ How should new academic - c _

programs. offered by institutions or’
over the Internet. be cvaluated?
# How can states assess student

" fearning at a'time. when more

sludenls take college coufses in

’ hrgh school. at two different
. campuses. of by other
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- Mr. Newman said he would-
remdm presrdem of E.C.S unnl a-

- -successor is chosen. Wthh 15
o expected 1o be'by ‘July 1999. when

the: -group’s next dnnual meelmg 1S

to be held

The Educatnon Department is N :

accustomed to getting mountains

" of paperwork from college;.

This month. a college inthe ..
‘mountains sent the department”

B somethmg else enllrely four pcople
-on a thdnk—you mission..

- A staff member. from Weslern

| Carolina University. “his wrfe and
- two-students from high schools in

the surrounding, Appalachnn o

- ‘mountains’ arrived in Washington .
- last week—on blcycles—-—afler a 634-'

mile: 12-day trip: -

_ They wanted (0} thank the
depanmcnl in person. for financing -
theé university’s. Eddcation Talent’

*-Search Program..which provides

academrc supporl 10 ‘disadvantaged

i middle- and high- -schooi students and
".. encourages them 10 attend college

or get other training after grdduauon
- The pdrucrpdnls—Todd w.

: Murdock the program’s director: hrs

wife., Therese: Jody Anthony. a

junior at Swain County. High- School o

and, Troy Adams. a senior at

‘Hiwassee Dam School. were to meet -

with Educauon Department-

-.ofﬁcrals and U.S. Sen. Lauch

Faircloth. a North Carolina
Républican.

They also planned to pick up a
chéck for $259.000. which will

. support the program at Western

Carolma for the commg year.

"’months the interestrate for borrowers
“who wish to Tefinarice their student -
_loans, and by a. plan 1o cover some of

. _-the bill's costs by making it harder for

thelr deb(s through bankruptcy

1. . sum’msr:n LAWMAKERS

" lege groups would continue to support

" They were parucularly upset by a
provmon that would cut for only a few

studenl loan borrowers to discharge

L wmakers were | surprlsed by the
reaction. They had éxpected that col-

the legislation emhusmstlcally After

" all, it would increase spending on Pell

Grants ‘and slash the cost of loans to stu-
“dents. '
While the assocratuons stopped short of

_ announcmg that they would fight the bill,

-the Amencan Council on Education fired

:_ offa. letter to the House and Senate negoti-
-ators, outlining. the groups' objections 1o

‘the bill. The letter’'s “author, Terry W. Har-
tle. (old lawmakers ‘that he could not pre-

~dict whether the groups would oppose the
. legrslalron if changes were not made.

“*1 cannot tell you what the individual

_ a;socranons will’ say about the bill in its

current form, . wrole Mr. Hartle. the

_ councrl s .senior vrce -president for-govern-
“'ment ‘and- publnc affalrs **]1 do know that
someof the assocraﬂons are quite dissatis-
. fied. and 1 am. especrally aware that the

‘students think you have forsaken-them.”
Some lobbyrsts were blunter. *It seems

to us that intoo many instances, ‘the House

and Senate conferées produced a bill that

. combined the worst proposals from each of
. their chambers’ bllls." said Barmak Nas-
. sirian, a pohcy analyst at the American

Assocratron of State Colleges and Univer-
smes a : g

PU’I'I‘ING THE BILL AT RISK

Repubhcan lawmakers and their aides

“had not seen the letter when The Chronicle

went to press. Nopetheless, they warned

‘the college groups. that opposition to a few

. provisions in the bill could Jeopardlze the
entire measure.-

© “What they have to ask themselves is

Rep. Howard P. (Buck) McKeon:.
““If we have extra money

1o spend, we should use it

1o help to get people 1o college.’

UENNIS IRACK. BLAU

whether their concerns are grave enough
to put the entire bill at risk.”" said Jay Dis-
key. a spokesman for the House Commit-
tee on Education and the Workforce.
which helped to draft the legislation.

The G.0.p. lawmakers planned to bring
the bill to a final vote on the House floor
late last week and to the Senate this week.
They feel intense pressure 1o get the bill to
President Clinton to sign before October 1.
the exprmtron dale for a three-month solu-

“Some of the assoclations
are quite dissatisfied,
and | am especially
aware that the students
think you have |
forsaken them.”

tion aimed at averting a change in the for-
mula used to calculdle the mterest rate on
student loans.

Many lenders have warned that if the
interest-rate change is allowed to occur,

they would be forced to leave lhe student- .

loan program.:

~ Inan interview, Rep. Howard P. (Buck)
McKeon, a California Republican who was
instrumental in drafting the legislation,

- said he was especlally upset to hear com-
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Contmued on
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:au'th'(')_rizati('_)‘n of the Higher Fducation Act

1nge§'in_.most ;Srograms would _téke effect in the 1999-2000 academic year:.

SENT LAW: The maximum authorized grant
4.500 for-fiscal 1997-98; the actual maxi-
n'grant this year is $2.700. and will rise to
00 in 1998-99. T

SENT ‘Law: ‘If ‘maXimum grant exceeds
100, any grant ovér that amount is divided
ween tuition and living expenses, and a stu-
her: tuition: excécds_‘;isz’ftooeehu'rting stu-
its at”community. colleges and other low-

vinstitations. . o

ESENT LAW Studeiits: who are in
their: parents can earn tip to $3.000 a year -
d stifl qualify for ‘a Pell Grant. Dependent
idents -can earn $1.750 without having the
vernment add the total- totheir parents’
rnings in calculating the ‘family’s need for
1. For 1998 only. Congress voted to raise the
vels 10" $4.250 a year -for independent stu-
:nts and $2.200 for dependent students.

ESENT LAW: On July 1. the formula used to

iculate the 'i_mere'sl' rate on loans is-scheduled -

.change. veducing the-rate from the current
2 per cent to 6.9-per cent. Lenders say the
iift would force them out of the guaranteed-
wan program. ' : T

STUDENT-ALD DELIVERY

»RESENT LAW: The Education Department’s
op political officials arg charged with manag-
ng the computer and data systems through
which the department awards_financial uid to
institutions and studenfs. -

~ HOUSE BILL: Would set the maximum author-

it can receive _t_hg’"t__uitib'i_i’h(_)'_r'tibﬁ' only if his

ized grant at $4.500.in 1999-2000. and would
raise it by $200 in each of the following four
years. -. o

House BILL: Would raise the ‘level above
which the'size of a'grant is based on a student’s
tuition to $3.000 from $2.400. Would bar from
receiving grants students at ‘colleges: where a
large proportion of students have defaulted on

loans, . »

HOUSE
améunt that independent siudents can earn
and still qualify for a Pell Grant. and increase
to $3.000 the amount a dependent student can

" exclude from the assessment of his or her fam-

ily’s nced. Would adjust the amounts yearly to
-keep-pace with inflation. :

wousk BILL: Would lower the interest rate stu-
dents pay on loans to 6.8 per-cent while they
are in school., and to 7.4 per cent after that.
Lenders. however. would draw an intevest rate
of 7.2 per cent while a student is in college and
7.9 per cent thereatter. The gap between what
students pay and what lenders earn would be
made up by larger federal subsidies to banks.

sive management experience.

"siLL: Would increase to $5.500 the

- HousE BILL: Would create a “performarice-
based organization™ within the Education De-

partment [0 Manage the system that delivers

student aid. 1o be led by a C.E.0. with exten-

ized grant at $5.000 in 1999-2000. and would

raise it by $200 in each of the following four -
* . - . three years and by $400 in 2003-04. '

years. :
{ IR

SENATE BILL: Would kéep the level above

which the size of a grantis based on tuition at

. §2.400. Would set the minimum Peil Grant at

$00 rather than the current $400. Would limit

the period over which a §t_q§qnl'caqtq;e_:’ivé a
_ Pell Grant to 150 per cepl.bf't_hé tim¢ usually .
required to finish a course qf}_s_tu‘dy. RTINS

A

1o $2.200 the amount a dependent student can

exclude from the assessment of his of her fam-. .-
ily’s need. Would adjust'the amounts yearly to

keep pace with inflation.

SENATE BILL: Same as in House bill. . -

0.

SENATE BILL: Same as in House bill.

v

" coMPROMISE BILL: Would set.

SENATE BILL: Would set the maximim author- "’ _
‘authorized grant at $4.500 in. 1999-2000, and

SENATE BILL: Would iricreasé to $4.250 the COMPROMISE BI
amount that independent: students can earn.
and still qualify for a Pell Grant. and increase.

ST
WY T

copY

enEUteUVATION

would raise it by $300 in each of the following

_compROMISE BILL: Would raise ‘the level
above which; the size of a grant is basedona - "~
“’student's tuition to"$2.700. Wouild -keep the “ T {.
“minimum. Pell Grant at.$400. ‘Would bar from '

receiving.grants all students at colleges where'

a large proportion of stiidents have, defauited

on-loans. Would not limit- the period -of time -

over whi

LLT

the amount that |i]dépe|\dent3§pudent_5 canearn -
“ and still qualify for a Pell Grant; and increase ’

10 $2.200 the amount a dependent'student can
exclude from the assessment of his.or her fam-

" ily's need. Would adjust the amounts vearly (o

keep pace with inflation.

' _cm_«pndﬂnsz. vmul;.W(')uld'.léwér'lhe_"ihtéfesl R
rate on original loans .in the same way that -

Hause and Senate bill would. Would. through
January 1999, lower the rate that borfowers

“pay on refinanced direct loans to the same lev--
el set.for original loans; Until January. would -

aléo halve a fee that lenders.in the guaranteed-

joan program pay thé government 1o make refi-

nanced loans. allowing them to give borrowers

rebates to match the lowered rates for direct -

loans, After January. ‘both loan programs -
~-would set the vate.on vefinanced loans at an
- average rate of the loans being consolidated.

"~ COMPROMISE BIEL:
ate hills.

the maximum

ch a student can receive a Pel‘l'(-‘ilr:imd.’ P

Would increase fo $5.000 . .

Sagnie as'in House and Sen- _- '




PRESENT Law: The Education Department’s
top political officials are charged with manag-
“ing the computer and data systems through
which the department awards financial aid (0
institutions and students.

- PRESENT ‘LAw: The government SPONSors &
“patchwork of several dozen programs. nuw at-
thorized through Title V.of the Higher Educa-
tion Act. to train elementary- and secondary-
school teachers, ~ ' :

the" Patricia Roberts Harris Fellowship. Pro-
- gram for minority graduate students: the Jacob
. 'K. Javits  Feliowship Program for students. in

" the arts, humanities, or social sciences: and'the

" Graduate .-Assistance ‘in. Areas of National
"Need Program. which gives grants 10 “"excep-

tional”’ students in Key fields. as determined .

/by the _Education Secretary.. ~ -

" forcollege. by providing counseling. tutoring.

- -and other.support services. Anotheér program, '
- . the National” Early Intervention Scholarship
_ Program. _gives money ' to.states’ for similar -

services.

STUDENTS ON W FLEEARE
. PRESENT LAW: The 1996 welfare law will strip
federal funds from states unless a certain pro-

portion of welfare recipients are employed or -

“‘in "work-related activities.” The law says that
- 30 per cent of the people that a state counts as
-~ “working'* may be enrolled in one-year.voca-
. tional programs.- It counts toward- that figure
teenage parents in high-school programs. leav-
_ing little’ room under many states’ caps for
those in college job-training programs.’

" PRESENT LAW: “The Education Department
supports three graduate fellowship programs:’

-, PRESENT LAW: “The.governmeni's five TRIO
programs help disadvantaged students prepare

~ 'Housk siLL: Does not deal With this issue.

HOUSE BILL: Would create a “performance-
based organization™ within tre Education De-

partment 10 manage the system that delivers
student aid. 1o be'led by a c/E.0. with exten-

‘sive management experience.;

Housk siLL: Would consolidate current teach-

er-cducation programs into: a $250-million’

block grant to states. under Title 1 of the law.
A third of the funds would be'used for partner-
ships between colleges and schools in disad-

-vantaged . areas 10 improve teaching at the

schools. The new grants would aim to reform
schools of education to increqase their empha-
sis on insuring that teachers are knowledge-

- able about the subjects they téach. The bill also '
.would forgive student-toan débt incurred dur- .
‘ing a student’s final lwo’under_grnduma years if

he or she teaches for at least three years in a

“'school with many low-income pupils.

‘HOUSE BILL: Would consolidate graduate fel--
lowships into a Graduate Assistance in Areas -

of National Need. Program. ! -

'

‘House BiLL: Would keep the gxisting programs °
Jintact. ‘Would alsp create a pew program. au- -
thorized at $140-million in £999-2000. to give

grants to help colleges form partnerships with
middle schools with. many c(rildren from low-

“income families. College students would act as

mentors and tutors 1o needy children. to let

~ them know that college is within their reach: .

;
!
!
!

i

SENATE BILL: Same as in House bill.

SENATE BILL: Would merge’ lea_chér-'educalion
programs into three new- grant programs. un-
der Title I1. One would provide $150-million in
block grants 1o states to insure that teachers
are trained well in' their subjects. Ahother
would provide $150-million in grants for part-
nerships between colleges and schools in dis-
advantaged areas to improve teaching. The
third would offer $37:million in grants to help
poor urban and rural schools recruit teachers.
The bill also would forgive student-loan debt

for teachers who spend at least three years in

schools with many low-income pupils.

SENATE BiLL: ‘Would fold the Harris: progmrh

into the Graduate Assistance in: Arcas of Na-

tional Need Program, but keep the Javits pro-
gram separate. Would create Faculty Develop-
ment Fellowships. aimed at helping women

and minority-group members join college fac- -

ultics. Would also creite the. Thurgood Mar-
shall Lega! Educational Qpportunity Program.
to help minority -or low-income: college Stu-
dents succeed inlaw school.” .

- gramvinto the Graduate Assistance in.Are:
~ National Need Program. bul :keep the Javits

COMPROMISE BILL: Samie as ié House and Sen-
ate bills. : : :

[

. cOMPROMISE BILL: Would merge teacher-edu-

cation programs into three new’ programs. For-
ty-five per cent of the funds would go'to block
grants to states. in. part. 10 increase the ac-
countability of their .education schools. and’ .
teacher-training. programs. ~Another -45 “per
cent would go to grants for partnerships be- .
tween colleges and schools in low-income ar- -~~~
eas to improve teaching. The rest would go to. -
grants 10 help poor urban-and rural schools_
recruit teachers. The bill also. would forgive. .
loan debt incurred during a-student’s final- two

* undergraduate years if he-or she teaches ina
_school with many low-incomé studen o

comPROMISE BitL: Would fold the Harris prc

program separate. Would atso create the Thur-
good Marshall Legal Egluc'mionaI,Opponuriily'- :
Program. 1o provide minority or economically '
disadvantaged-college students with the infor-

. mation. preparation. and financial assistancé”

needed to succeed in law school. = .

grants 10 help college_s_fqr_m'.purtn_er'ships with

middle schools with many low-income stu-:

dents. This $200-million _“Conne_c'tions" pro-

gram would let colleges compete’ with other

community groups for grants to let needy chil-
dren know that college is within their reach.

SENATE BILL: Would let states permit-welfare
recipients to spend two years in college or.vo-
cational training. as part of the “work™ re-
quirement. Also. teenage parents. would no
longer count under the 30-per-cent cap. freeing
up spaces for welfare recipients in college.

SENATE BILL: Would keep thé TRIO programs
intact. Would combine the Early Intervention - -
Scholarship Program with a ‘new program of .

COMPROMISE BILL: WO the 1
gramis intact. Would combine’the’ Early Int
~'vention Scholarship -Progiam with & new pro-
~‘gram of grants 16 hélp colleges form: partner- .-
‘'ships with ‘middle schools with ‘many’ low- -

children_know__thal"co_ll_ég'e i

- cOMPROMISE BILL: Would direct’the. General
‘Accounting Office to study the impact the 1996.

uld-ke€p thé TRIO pro-

income students: This: $200-million . "Gear .
Up"* program would let colleges compete with
other community.groups for grants to Jet needy. -
vithin reach: ™

welfare-reform:law has had on the college at-
tendance of welfare recipients. s
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. d help people stay in college.” he said.
ly making it cheaper for people to con-
lidate their loans, we-could be providinga
feral subsidy to a doctor who:is making
-million -a year That s-a waste of our
ey :

College lobbylsts and student advocates,
wever, say - that people who refinance

2ir loans tend to, be those who are having -

2 most d|_fﬁculty repaymg them.

ECIAL FAVORS

The college groups also’ accuse Republl- S

n lawmakers of provrdmg specral favors

WASHINGTON
( t ol' the Umted States. ’
John W Carlm last week releaseda
-splan’ aimed at msurmg that govern-
=nt records that are created electronlcally' '

preserved under the same standards

at apply 16_paper documents But Mr. -
wlin acknowledged critics” . complaints

at the process would be: slow -and some
holars warned-that in- the interim the de-

y could impede the nation’s understand- '

3 of how. public policy is shaped

Mr Carlin’s proposal was the. latest-at- -

mpt by.the government to figure out how
p erve the m|ll|ons of electronic docu-
that federal departments and .agen-
2% produce each year while continuing to
ovide public access to the files.
Governmient officials have struggled with
is broblem since:1985. when a federal

to for-profit trade _schools,

- Hartle wrote, could *

- records after mak'ing' paper copies of them

another big
source of campaign contributions. Mr. Har-
tle’s letter urged Congress not to back away
from restrictions that it has imposed on for-

- profit schools over the past decade in ef-

forts to root out fraud in the student-aid
proglams

Some provisions. in the final bill,
‘lead us to repeat the
unpleasant experience of the 1980s, when

" public and political support for student aid
was undermined by waste, fraud, and

abuse.” :
The college groups especrally oppose a
provision in the bill that makes it more diffi-

(The Chronicle, October 24, 1997).

The judge, ruling in a lawsuit brought by
Public Citizen. a non-profit group founded
by Ralph Nader..and. by several scholarly

" groups. also said that Mr. Carlin’ had abdi-

cated his duties by letting agencies decide
for themselves which records to keep.

Mr. Carlin appointed a panel made up of

officials from sevéral federal agencies to

cult for the Educanon Department to eject
trade schools from the student-aid pro-
grams. The: measure would allow the de-
partment to; forgive colleges with high de-
fault rates |f they show that they-educate a
dlsproporttonate number of low-income

students (The Chronicle, September 4).
i

‘TRADE SCHOOLS DEFEND THE[R RECORD

Omer E. Waddles presulem of the.Ca-.
reer College: Association, which represents -
- the proprietary schools. objected to the col-

lege groups lcharacterlzatlon of his institu-
tions.

Trade schools have had thelr problems in
! - -

\

tities could produce as many as 200000

proposals for_' thc Archr_ves to review; it nor- -

“Because electronic records that deal with the development

of policies and programs are not belng preserved electronlcally, B

we could well be losing historical material.” ; -

prepare a new plan. The Electronic Rec-
ords Work Group reported its recommen-

mally conducts fewer than 6,000 s_uch re-
views each vear, Mr. Carlin said.

prepare then‘ own plans for preservmg all of o
the various kmds of eléctronic records: they o
' producc—a deriand made by the judge- in
" the case brought by Public Citizen. But Mr.’
Carlin warned that it could take : several
. years for the’ .agencies. to come up wrth thelr_

" plans and’ th«. Archives to applove them.
The 300 executne branch agencies and en-

the past, he said, but the gOver'nm'em has
effectively dealt wnth the problem schools.
“This is ‘a smoke and mirrors’ game on

the part of the traditional, education com- .
munity,”’ Mr. Waddles sald “lt s time for - -

the traditional community to join'us at look- .

ing forward and to stop jt.lS[ focusmg on the " .
past.” R

* In-depth - information about the Higher -
" Education Act can be found on The Chroni-

cle’s World-Wide Web site at: ... ..
hip ://Chrqhicle.com- e

-long and why they plan o take even Iong-

" to formulate a- plan for. mamtammg elec--
. tromc records. “They re- basrcally saymg,
“‘We haven't started yet, and when we do, -
- it's gomg 1o take along tlme.’ s h' -sald

ERETIN

;FORMAL GUlDANCE FOR AGENC[ES :

Page Putnam Mlllel dlrector of the Na-

Preservation of Hlstory. said that because
of the Archives’.long delay in dealing with

-the electronic- records problem “the catch-
" up process just isn’t easy.

She said the implication for scholars was

“that *‘because electronic, records, that deal =
=.‘w1th the development of pollcres and pro-

grams are not being preserved electronical-

‘ly, we could well be fosing hlstoncal_maten-

al”* about how the policy evolves.
- Mr. Carlin said iast week that the Ar-

E '__tlonal ‘Coordinating “Committee for the '



Mr. Carlin’s proposal was the latest at- . _
tempt by the government to figure out how

to pggserve the millions of electronic docu-
mer that- _federal departments and agen-
cies produce each year, while continuing to
" provide: pubhc access to.the files.
Governimernit officials have. struggled with
this problem since l985, _when a federal
panel warned that the country was "‘in dan-
ger.of: losmg its’ memory " through the tran-

srtlon to the use of computers m creatmg. :

records )
" In |995 ‘the -Natlonal Archtves and Rec-
ords Admlmstratlon publlshed General
Records Schedute 20, its first.formal guid-
ance to agencnes on how to:maintain and
Telease. electronlc records. Last October,
however a federal Judge struck down . that

e, that it tllegally allowed

~ ords.
the past, we can be aggressive now and in

“Because electronic records that deal with the development.

of policles and progtams are not being preserved electronlcally, _

we could well be! losing historical materlal "

prepare a new_. plan. The Electronic Rec-

. -ords Work .Group reported its recommen-
dations last week: to Ms. Carlin, who en-
‘dorsed the proposals last week.

In his statement. the Archivist acknowl-
edged that his agency had been slow to re-
spond to the emergence: of electronic rec-
“Although N.A.R.A. cannot change

the future, and we must do so to insure that

. essential evidence in electronic records is

properly preserved,” ' he.said.
To achieve that goal, Mr. Carlin said, the

. _'agency would reqmre federal agencnes to

asa

mally conducts fewer than 6 000 such re-
views each year, Mr. Carlin said.
Ymn-zooo PROBLEMS

“nght now , agencies are too busy trymg
to solve: thenr computer systems Year-2000

problems “which must be fixed bya dead- .
line that .cannot_be put off, to devote the.

necessary resources to implementing the

new requirements for electronic-records

management * Mr. Carlin said.

Michael Tankersley, a lawyer for Pubhc

Citizen, dlsmlssed Mr. "Carlin’s statement
sollloquy on why they ve taken so

- that

up process just un 't easy.’

She said the m;pllcatlon for scholars
‘because electromc records that .
with: the develop ent of pohcnes and -

grams are not being preserved electroni

ly, we. could well be losing hlstoncal ma

al” about how the policy. evolves. -
. Mr. Carlm said last week that the

-_chlves would not meet the federal cou

October 1.deadline for telling agencies v
todo with their électronic’ records: The
chivés was expected last week to- ask
judge for an. extensnon

% The full text of the Archivist's plar
electronic documents is available on
Chromcle s World- Wlde Web snte at:
e htlp //chromcle com-

academe and other mdustnes m the' '

Umted States

Almed at better trammg Amen-'
can wo_rker_s and eventually reduc-

ing dependence on foreigners. the
legislation also would provide up to
$22.5-million annually 1o Create as
many as 10,000 scholarships.a year
for Jow-income students in mathe-
matics. engineering, and computer
‘science. An additional $49-million
in new funds would be avarlable for
- job training.

Congress has been trymg for

! months to pass legr_slatlon to raise

the_annual limit of 65,000 on the

S . Per: cent of tho:
to” postdoctora researchers and‘
' AC: i . *  parably quallﬁed Amencan work-_
.efs to make-room for a visa holde'

-1t would alsoi impose a $500 fee
.on every successful applicant: for
-an H-1B visa, and use the funds—-__
up to $75-million a year—for schol-

- number of H-1B visas that can be|

_ awarded -to’ foretgn professlonals

) seekmg work in the Umted States

: About 100 15
'visa§are awarded;

for up to six ye:

this. year it. dld '$0.in - .luly -From]

"then on, no new visas car be i8S~

sued. That, in turn, forces colleges

"or companies to wait until the next;
fiscal year begins to take on new:

researchers or workers.

The compromise bill would ralse
- the cap on the number of visas to:

115;000 |n 1999 and 2000 and lOt

107.500'in 2001. The cap would re--_
‘vert to 65,000 in 2002. :
- The legislation is designed to as--

suage the concerns of some pro-'

labor Democrats and anti-immigra-
tion Republican lawmakers that’

. - Iivrecent years, the goVemmen'
" has’reached the cap ‘before the Sep—' '
.tember 30 end of . the” ﬁscal ‘year;;

" raising | the cap would hurt Amen-.'
'_cm workers,’

‘For instance, it requrres some

_ employers—but not colleges—-to
attest that they.had not laid off; nor

would fay off within 90 days, com-

arships and. training. The scholar-

ships for math, science, and engi- .

neering students would be adminis-

tered by the National Scrence

Foundation.

The legislation contains -other

provisions important to colleges. It
would aliow colleges to base the
“*prevailing wage”
pay visa holders on the pay of com-

parably qualified people within ac- -
ademe, rather than require com- .

parisons with for-profit employers.

,}cAo Year-zooocht*-h

- slow start on dealmg ‘ith the yea

-General Accounting Ofﬁce sald m .

that they must

‘It would also clarify that holder_s.-'mgly, the department has n
of H-1B visas canaccept honoraria _'challenges ahead but. llmlted
from colleges without- the - money_ _.'.:remalmng to. adequately deal
countmg as wages. o them.” - v

: —DOUGLAS LEDERMAN Mr. erlemssen spoke at at
ng of the: House of - Repres<
- tives Education and the Work{
Subcomm:ttee on Oversi
lnvestlgatlons :
-+ The:session was. called aftev
'Educatron Department receive
*F in-a new report card fron
" House - Government Reform.

Oversrght Comnmittee. Subcon

tee on Technology* for* its

performance in’ prepanng fo

problem. ..
September.’ .According to Educatlon De

“*The Educauon Department 1s-'-'ment officials, the departmem

now accelerating its program, but - _completed changes in only: fo
with the slow start, it remains in'a _ the Il ma_lor ‘computer systen'
position of playing catch-up,” said = volved -in’ dehvenng ‘studen
Joel C. Willemssen, director of the" -dollars to campuses and: stude
G.A.O. 's Office of Information Re-' Mr, Willemssen blamed
sources’ Management. - **Accord- ual tumover among the

2000 computer problem could *'se-
verely disrupt”” the delivery of fed-
eral student aid to colleges and stu-
dents, a high-ranking official of the:



