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July 23, 1999

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

" From: - Harris Wofford &

Subject: * California’s Commitment to Service in Higher Education

As you may be aware, Governor Gray Dav1s has proposed that service be a
required part of the curriculum and experience of all students in the public colleges and
universities in California. Along with the K — 12 initiative that is already underway in
California, this step puts California on the Ieadershlp track in integrating service into the
educational experience of all California students, which reprcsents twelve percent of all
young pcople in the country. :

The Corporation for National Service’s Office of Service-Learning is closely
involved in helping to make sure that these efforts are high quality and that they are
successfully 1mplemented For your information, I have attached a copy of the press . -
release from Governor Davis’ office and the letter he sent to the President of the Umversuy
of California system asking that the Regents work w1th his admlmstratlon to develop and
implemeént this new serwce requirement.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE | CONTACT: Mickael Bustamante
JulylS 1999 o o | (916) 445-4571 |

GOVERNOR DAVIS CALLS ON UC, CSU AND COMMUNITY
' COLLEGES TO ADOPT COMMUNITY SERVICE
| REQUIREMENTS

Governor’s Secretary for Education Delivers Request at uc Regents Meeting

SAN FRANCISCO -- Governor Gfay Davis today formally asked the University of California .
to begin working with Cahfomla State University and California Community Colleges toward
: development ofa commumty service requlrement for graduation.

* "I strongly support community service and believe that a service ethic should be ‘teughtvand
reinforced as a lasting value in California," Governor Davis wrote in a letter to UC President -
Richard C. Atkinson. “I write to request that you join me in my call to service.”

The Govemor s Secretary for Educatlon Gary K. Hart, read the governor S letter at today S
meeting of the Regents of the Umversny of California. '

Governor Davis asked Umvers1ty of Cahforma faculty to work with their colleagues - at Callforma
State University and California Community Colleges to create a proposal implementinga -
commumty service graduatlon reqmrernent at all three segments of hxgher educatlon

"I want our students to understand, as generations before them did, the 1mportance of
contnbutmg to their communities," the Governor wrote. "Knowing the complexity and scope of :
'~ the issues to be deliberated, I request that you ask the [Academic] Council to work expeditiously
and report back to you and to the Regents with their ﬁndmgs :

Governor Davis has asked Secretary Hart to work with the UC Regents the Academic Counml
i and the Academic Senate on the development of the community servlce plan.

###‘

Please see Ettached letter to Richard Atkinson, President of the University of California., : -



July 15,1999

- Richard C. Atkinson, President
University of California

1111 Franklin Street

Oakland, CA 94607-5200

Dear President Atkinson:

I strongly support community service and believe that a service ethic should be taught and

reinforced as a lasting value in California. California’s college and university students enjoy

- remarkable benefits from a taxpayer-supported system of higher education that is surpassed by

‘none. [ want our students to understand, as generations before thém did, the importance of

_contributing to their communities. To that end, I request California’s public colleges and
universities establish a community service requirement for undergraduate stadents at the
University of California, the California State University, and the Cahfonna Commumty
Colleges. I write to request that you join me in my call to service.

The task of creatmg a commumty service requlrement presents an exciting opportunity to effect

- positive change, so it is important that it be approached thoughtfully. I ask you to develop a plan
for adoption by the Regents that would establish a graduation requirement for community
service. I further request that you ask the Academic Council to work with their faculty
colleagues at California State University and California Community Colleges through the
Intersegmental Committee of Academic Senates to create a proposal 1mplementmg a community
service graduation requirement at all three segments of higher education. ‘Knowing the -
complexity and scope of the issues to be deliberated, I request that you ask the Council to work
expedmously and report back to you and to the Regents with their findings.

1 have asked Secretary Hart to work with you, the Academic Councﬂ and the Academrc Senate i in
the development of the plan and to keep me regularly apprised of the progress of the Academrc
Council. Ilook forward to workmg ‘with you and the Regents on this issue. -

Sincerely,

GRAY DAVIS
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'EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
* OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
'~ Wachington, D.C. 20503-0001

Wednesdav. August 5 1998

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

TO: A Legislative Liaispn Officer - See Dustnbutlon below» '
FROM: o Q #%% rkgien; (25 %s‘éastant Director for Legaslatwe Reference

OMB CONTACT: Constauce J. Bowers
_ .. PHONE: {202)395-3803 FA)( (202)395-6148 :
SUBJECT REVISED EDUCATION Cnnfert_mce Document on HR6 Higher Educatton

Amendments of 1998

DEADLINE.:‘ S 5:00 p-m. today Wednasdny, August 5, 1998

' ln accordance with OMB Circular A-18, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
subject before advising on its relatuonshsp 1o the program of the President. Please advise us if this
ltem will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go provisions of Title
Xt of the Omnibus Budget Recunc‘laaﬁon Act of 1990. .

COMMENTS: ED mtends to transmrt this letter to the conferees shortly. Therefore, this deadline is

firm. - . V
DISTRlBUTION LIST E ' 4 ' S /

'AGENCIES: - o R | ‘ ( C/ C
118-TREASURY - Richard §. Carro - (202) 6220650 | @M

EOP

Sandra Yamin

. Robert M. Shireman :
Jonathan A. Kaplan
Broderick Johnson -

Bruce N, Reed
Elena Kagan .
Kate P. Donovan
Michael Cohen -
Barry White
Kathryn B. Stack
David Rowe

, Lorehzo Rasetti
Cynthia A. Rice .
Andrea Kane
Cecilia E. Rouse

Jonathan D. Breul ') .
Michael F. Crowley

Alan B. Rhinesmith
Danisl . Waerfel
Daniel J. Chenok
Maya A. Bernstein -

Barbara Chow o “ o Kimberly A. Mauskt \)\X %U

' Thomas P. Stack
Jack A. Smalligan -

Anil Kakani
Bruce W. McConnell
Jasmeet K. Seehra

" Robert G. Damus

Richard P. Emery Jr.

" Charles E. Kieffer

Arthur W. Stigile

* Justin D. Sullivan -
- Lisa B, Fairhall
Elizabeth RAY

S. A. Noe

- Charles Konigsbefg
_James J. Jukes
"Janet R. Forsgren
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LRM ID: CJB268 SUBJECT: REVISED EDUCATION Conference Document on HRG Higher
Education Amendrnems of 1998 ‘

" RESPONSE TO
 LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

If your responsa to this request for views is short (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by

e-mail or by faxing us this response sheet. If the response is short and you prefer to call, please call the
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst s line} to leava ] mesmage with a lagisiative assistant.

You may afso respond by.

(1} calling the analystlmomay s direct line {you will be connacted 10 voice mail If the analyst does not
answar); or . . . o

{2) sendlng us 8.memo or letter ‘
Please include the LRM number shown ahove. and’ the subject shawn below.

T0: " Canstance J. Bowers Phone: 395-3803 Fax: 395-6148
' Office of Managamant and Budget
‘Branch-Wide bna {to reach Iegr.slaﬁve assistant): 395-?362

FROM: o (bae

(Name)

“{Agency)

{Telephone)

The following is the respouée of our égency to your request for views on-the ab&yg-captloned subfect:
— OTICUT - | ‘

__  Ne 6bjectic;n

v No Commem

" See proposed edits on pages

Other'

FAX RETUHN of ___ pages, attached to this response sheet .
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Dear Conferce:

I am pleased that versions of FLR. 6, a bill v reauthorize the Higher Education ‘?ct
of 1965 (HEA), have passed both the Senate and the House, and X greatly appreciate
* the hard work that you and your staff have devoted to this important legislation. X
am cspecially pleased that both bills have adapted the student interest ratc on new .
loans at the level proposed by theTl‘l’ice President tast winter, This will help students
manage better thelr postsecon education debt and thus make college more
affordable, J.T S , :

'We now have the opportunity to Work together during the conference deliberations
to enact g strong bipartisan bill that will help more Americans prepare for and gain
access to callege, improve teacher recruitmaent and preparation, and promote better
program management. In this work, we must all keep onr focus on the goal of
producing legislation that is groumded in sound educational and flscal policy to _
provide maximum benefits to students. That is the ultimate purpose of the Higher
Education Aet. ' .

This Ictter and its attachment hiihlight the issnes in the HEA reauthorization that
- are of particular fmportaace to the Administration, They include issues such as:
- ensuring that the bill is fully paid for and there is no risk of 2 government-wide
sequester; ensuring that there are adequate funds available to administer effectively.
: both the Federsl Family Edacstion Loan (FFFET.) and Direct Loan programs; '
- maintaining a key aspect of the Nation's commitment to raising the quality of
teaching and learning—the ability of the National Board for Professional Xeaching
Standards to continue to test teachers against fough, high standards by contiouing
to offer master teacher certification; and offering borrowers the same low interest
" ratc on FFEL and Dirsct consolidation loans. T am confident that the issues
 presented by the bills now in counference can be resotved to our mutual satisfaction.
1 must inform you, however, that if ikc Conference approach to these issues does not
serve students well, and if the Conference should incorporate other provisions that -
- are unfavorable to students, then I would recommend that the ¥resident veto H.R. 6.

I am pleased that both the Senate and Ilouse versions would lower the interest rates
" that students pay on new loans by 0.8 percent, as the Administration propesed. This
reduction is a major accomplishment that will provide substantial savings for
_students. Vam concerned, however, that many current borrowers are struggling
_with excessive debt, and need to have access to the lower interest rates as well. The
final version of ILR. 6 should reduce the interest rato costs for all borrowers hy
_ lowering the interest rate on FFEL Consolidation Loans so that it ie the same as the
rate applicable to Direct and ¥¥EL student loans and Direct Cunsulidation Loans. -
This policy is consistent with our HEA reauthorization proposal to have the same
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low consondatlou rates in both loan programe ‘

Ip order to provnde the low consolldation rate in the FFEL program, it will be
" mecessary tn adjust subsidies or the offset fee t0 make the loans sufficiently
* profitable. At the same time, however, subsidies that both the Housc and Senatc
versions of the bill would provide to lenders in the Stafford and PLUS loan
o programs are 100 lugh. aad I urge you to reduce or eliminate them -

- [ remain adamently opposed to any cuts in.the student aid adm!mmatwo funds aveilable
10 the Department under section 438 of the HEA bcyond those agreed to in last year's
balanced budget package, The further decreases in section 458 funds contained in both
the House and Senste versions of H.R. 6 would imnpair the Departnient=s ability to
administer effectively the FFEL and Direct Loun programs by threatening the
- Department=s ability to manage such activities as student aid application processing, -
. student loan dcfoult collection, and the urgently needed modernization of student aid
. delivery systems. Both the Senate and House versions would create a new Joan ,
processing and issuance fes t be paid to guaranty agencies from section 458 funds, 1
" strongly support the Senate’s provision to cap this fee to better ensure sufficient funding
for the cﬁicxent admunstmnon of the loan’ programs

 The Senate’s decision to oﬁ’set the amendment regandmg need analyszs dctemnnanons tor
veterans receiving G.. Bill beneflts with funds from section 458 also undermines the -

. Department's ability to manage the loan programs. .I hope 1o work mth youto find a
more swtable offset fortlns proviswn. IR

- mmmmm.mmmm ’

I strongly oppose SECTION 809 OF THE NOUSE VERSION OF H.R. 6, w:ncu
WOULD prohibit Federal fands from MADE AVAILABLE TO the Natlopal Board
for Professional Teaching Standards. By defining standards of excellence for
experienced teachers, the National Board helps to focus and upgrade teachor. :
training, recognize and reward outstanding teachers, and keep our best teachers in
the classroom where they ure needed most. As both Houses have recognized in the .

teacher recruitment and preparation provisions of the HEA, sttracting and keeping
well-trained teachers in the classroom is a national priority and an cssential step to.
increasc student achlevement. More than half the States and a growing number; of
school districts offer incentives to teachers to seek Board certification, and have .
made Board certification an integral part of their overall efforts to strepgthen -
_teacher quality. By ending Federal support for the Board’s research snd
development, the House provision jeopardizes the-sehueduled complction of the
develepment-of the remaining professional standards AND ASSESSMENTS within
tho-next-three-yoars, and undermines these imporiant VITAL State and locsl

efforts. This iy the wrong step to take at precisely the time when we must do
everythmg possible to set t]xe highest standards for our tedchers.

eVl
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1 am very pleased that both bills address the importance of carly outreach to at-risk youth. .
“The House versivu includes the Administration's proposal for High Hopes for College,
while the Senate created a new “Connections” program that incorporates certain elements
of High Hopes and the National Early Intervention Scholarship and Partnership (NEISP)
program. 1 look forward to working with the conferees to ensure that the final version of
the program encourages colleges to partner with high-poverty middle schools, offers
comprehensive services w all students at those middle schools, end is administratively
fea.uble .

and rec ent ‘
Both the House and Scnate bills would nuthonza gmnts to states and local parmerships to
reform and improve teacher training, The Senate version, which would divide funding
‘equally between states and partnerships and would focus the partnerships on improving
~ teacher education. offers a better chance at meaningful change than the House version,

~ which limits partnerships' share of funding to 33 percent. Partnerships that involve
 colleges, teacher training programs, K-12 schools and other local organizations will -
encourage interaction among practicing teachers, asplting teachers, and professors of
educaﬂon to better preparc teachers for 21~ century classmoms thag smz-!evel eﬂ'orts

[ am pleased that the Senate version includes the Administration’s Program to recriit new
teachers for underserved arcas through partnerships between colleges and underserved
school districts. The House versjon fails to include sufficient efforts to recruit new
teachers in order to address the pressing need for teachers in urban and rural areas. | wrge

 the conferaes to adopt the Senate's program for teacher mcruxtment.

Both bills include accountabilily pruvisions that require state and inmitutional “report
cards” on the quality of teacher education. 'While I endorse reporting requirements that
will provide more information about the teacher training process, [ am still concerned
about eliminating good students from student aid eligibility far some pmgmms based on
the madcquau: perfolmance of others.

We have made signiﬂcant progress on the issue of distance learnmg, andlam -

pleased that both the Honse and Senate versions include demonstration programsto
'accommodate the new technologies and innovatmns that can sreatly increase aceess

K
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to postaecondnry education. The House provisions, wlnch would allow the Secretary
to waive any need analysis or general provislons for 2 representative sample of
institutions (or consortia uf institutions), would provide more flexibility apd

~ opportunity than the Senate provisions. The Senate version would authorize the
waiver only of particular statutory provisions and any need analysis or general
pravisions regulstions for 15 institutions or consortia iaitially, to be expanded to up
to 50 in the third year of the program. I urge the conferces to provide sufficient

- flexibility in the deimonstration projects to allow for the development and support of -

- high~quality distance education programs, and 1 snpport the addmunal

opportuniﬁu that would be prrmded by the House version.

I amalso pleased that the Senate version authorizes the Administration's Learmng o
- Anytime Anywhere Partnership (LAAP) program, which would encourage partnershms
to develop innovative ways of delivering education, ensuring quality, and measuring -
student achievement that are appmpnate to distance educadon. Turge (ho conforess to
_adopt LAAP. -

EBO o - . : |
[ am glad that provisions that would creare & Performance Based Orgenization (PBO) for
the administration of stadent aid | programs were ncluded in both passed versions of H.R-
6. 1 prefer the PR() provisions in the Senate version, in part because these provisions
explicitly provide for personnel and procurement flexibilities necessary for the successful
operation uf (he PBO. I also ask that the conferees add certain buyout ﬂembﬂmes to the

personnel flexibilities ineluded i in the Scnate version,

Yenr 3«!!!41

It is anticipated that all Department systems needed to deliver Federal student aid will be
fully compliant with Year 2000 requirements nn later than March 1999. However, the

4
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Department is , sill concemed that all of its partners and customcrs, parﬁcularly .
institutions of higher education, may not be able to ensure that all their data systems
related to the dclivery of uidl arc also compliant, In light of thar concern, itis unpartant

that the final version of the bill authorize the Secretary to delay implementation of
provisions of the bill with significant systems implications if ¢aslicr implomentation B
would jeopardize the ahility of the Department, or its partners o7 customers, to ensure that
their data systems are Year 2000 compliant. In utilizing such discretion, the Department
would work in cluss consultation with the Oﬂice of Mnnagement and Budget and the
House and Senate authomnng oommtttees

* There are numerous Housc and Senate provlswns pertaibing to program integrity,
" that, taken together, the Administration would regard as a scrious Weakening of
current program integrity protections. These provisions include changes regarding
program review criteria, financial responsibility, the antl-injunction provision and
‘the §5-15” rule, and the manner in which the program participation rate index
would be ineorpornnd into cohort default rate determinations, Qur concerns with
- these provmnns are dcscubed in more detail in the attachment.

- The Senate bill containz a provision amending the Temporary Assistance fur Needy
- Pamilies program (TANF). It would expand the type and length of education
" programs that may be counted toward a State's "work activity” participetion rate.
The provision Wonld also exteml the FY98 and FY$9 oxclusion of teen parents from
~ the cap on education programs that may be counted toward a State’s "work :

- activity" participation rate to FY2000 aud beyogd. The Administration strongly
supports the goal of enahling more welfare recipients to move from welfare to work,
‘We look forward to working with conferees to ensure that the final legislation Keeps
the doors of college upen to all Amcricans while still mamtammg the welfare law's
strong work requirements.

o, _

result in an increase in net budget costs, and, if it does, it will trigger a sequester if not
fully offset. Statements of Administratton} u on the two vorsions of the bill in
_conference indicated that each bill had significant net costs, The Administration
will estimate the costs and savings in the conference bill as repnned at the
upp:opriatc time. . , '

The Office of Ma.nagement and Budget udvzscs that th:rc.- 15 no ob;ecnon to the
- submission of this report to the Congress Al

| widh e P"f‘ﬁ*’*ﬂ‘ o“‘. Ny m,, ——— et ““"m
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~ Yours sincerely,

- Rivbard W. Riley

Aftachment .~ - ;
|
{
|
|

0
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- ATTACHMENT
A.DBITIONAL VIEWS ON ISSUES INHR. 6

In addition to the concerns ouﬂmed in Secretary Riley’s letter, this attachment expresses .
the Administration’s views on other important issues in the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998 conference. Tho issucs are disensacd in the order in which they
appear in the curzent law or, in the case of new programs, in the passed versions of the
bill. :

Alcohol and drug sbuge

. Both the House and Senate versions of b bill would authotize the Depmmlmt to ofler
grants and recognition awsrds to combat the tllegal use of drugs and alcoho! on campus.
The Secretary would be authorized to make gramts to or enter into contracts with
institutions for aleohol, drug and violence prevention programming. Thic authority i is

. similar to a program that already exists in the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program. =

" While we believe this prognmacuﬂty is very important, we do not believe that it needs
to be authorized in both the Higher Education Act and the Safe and Drug-Free Schools
Act. We recommend [eliminating this pmvmon whx‘ie] 'nami:a.lmng the authorization in
Safe and Drug-Frea Schools.

Ingﬁmﬁmml aid
Both versions of the bill make several posmvc changes to the mumnonal aid pwwsmns '
- that the Administration has recommended. Both versions of the bill allow insdtutons
participating in Title Il programs and Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs) to use up to
20% of their grant funds to establish or expand an endowment fund and expand allowable
activities to encourage institutions to uae technology. Both versions would provide the
HSI program more visibility by moving the program to a separate part in a different tite,
and simplifying the definition of HSI. Both the Senate and the House versions authorize
grants for Tribal Colleges, as proposed by the Administration.

We prefer the Housc language on the changed funding formula for Hxstoncally Black -
Graduate Institutions (HBGIs) with the addition of the substance of the descriptive factors
in the Senate provision for a competition; this will provide a more equitable distribution

than either provision by itself. We also support the Senate provision for a minimum grant
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of Sl 000, 000 to institutions before matthmg is :equued and the 528 000,000 threshold
for the use of the funding formula. .

The Senate language HBCU capital financing is preferable because it incorporates the
Administration’s proposal to expand the kinds of projects that may be financed under this .
program. However, neither vorsion adopts the recommendations proposcd by the HBCU
Capital Financing Program Advisory Board that the Administration has endorsed since

our reauthorization proposal was submitted. We suppors the Advisory Board's
recommendations to establish a technical assistance compornent, to include technology

and infrastructure 45 qualified projects, and to revise Board membership to include the
pxe&deut.s of UNCF and NAFEOQ. Wualsu, suppurl tie Buard’s revonunendation Uit tie
“escrow requirement be reduced from 10 percent to 5 percent. Based on our expetience

with the program, we are conﬁdsnt that we can lower the eETOW reqmrement 105 percent
vmhoutany?ederalcost he-Ardminiotrs : : o-cld 3 . o

i 45020 L 23 L0 8S. EUA A i D AN S I Ol S
e NOTETITINtION

Pell Q ts

" ‘We appreciate the strong support for the Pell Grant program that is evident in both”
versions of the bill, and are very pleased to see that many of the Administration’s

~ proposals for the Pell Grant program have been mcmded in ezther one version or the -
other ‘

We support the House prowsmn to extend the cohort default rate cut-off to Pell Gram
eligibility. "I'his extension will increase institutional accountability and better protect
students from unscrupulous schools. We believe that the mitigating circumstance o
provisions that the Department has adopted in regulation for the stndent loan programs
protect those institutions in which only a few students borrow, and we would like 1o work -

" with the conferees to incorporate #his-regulatemy mitigating circumstances directly into

the statute for purposes uf:nstxtuﬁenal eligibxhty to participate in the Pell Grant '

: -promm

We SUPpUTL the Senaite version of the bill's inclusion of the 150% ume Iimiton studem -
eligibility for Pell Grants, the new requirements for stand-alonc English as a Second
Language (ESL) programs, the tuition-sensitive award rule, and the extension of Pell
Grant eligibility to college graduates enrolled in a non-greduate teacher training program,

- The Administration’s proposal to limit Pell Grant eligibility to 150% of the time normally
required to complete the colrse of instruction, with adjustments for students attending
part-time and exemptions for students with disabilities, would preveént abuse of the

- program. We urge that the Administration’s proposal to impose a total time limit of eight
academic years of full time study, or the equivalent penod of pnrt—hmc smay, bc nddcd to
the 150% limit i in the final version of the bill. e :

The Senate pmvlslon that students in stand-alone ESL programs may :ccéivc Pell Gﬁlﬂﬁ -
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only if a minimum percentage of the program’s students pass an Englich proficiency
exam will also increase program intcgrity, The Senate bill also includes the

. Administration‘s proposal to clarify that “twition” includes fees required for attendance,
and that the institution may determine the dependent care/disability allowance.

Finally, the Senate version includes a provision that would allow college graduates to
receive Pell Grants on a case-by-case basis for a fifth year if they are enrolled in a teacher -
training program. 'L'nis program would provide new assistance to encourage college
students to become well-trained, motivated teachers. However, we need to ensure that it

is administratively workable. We look forward to working wnh you in conference to
refine this provision.

Current law provides for grants of hoth four and five years in the TRIO programs. The

- House version of the bill adopts the Administration’s proposal to standardize grant
duration in the Talent Search, Upwaurd Bound, Studenl Suppurt Services, -
Postbaccalaureate Achievement, and Educational Opportunity Centers Programs at four
years; the Senate version of the bill does not change current statutory provisions. We
strongly support the House's changes, since current law is confusing to the oommumty,
presents liftle or no practical benefit and is administratively complex.

The House version of the bill would eliminate the current administrative set-aside of
0.5% of appropriations for the TRIO Programs. The Senate version of the bill retains the
~ set-aside. Eliminating the cet-aside would have a significant and negative impact on the
- Department’s ability to adminigter the TRIO Programs effectively. We support the
benate version. -

The Administration proposcd modifying the campus-based aid formula to gradually

~ distribute a larger share of the program appropnauon on the basis of measured
institutional need for funds. The House version would eliminate the “pro rata” step.
However, this change could lead to some institutions’ allocations being reduced too
quickly, rather than the gradual shifts proposed by the Administration. The Senate
version has no comparable change, and, thas, fails to respond to changes in msnmuonal
need We urge the conferees to adopt the Admxmstranon s proposal. :

Neither passed version of H.R. 6 would authorize the college awareness program
proposed by the Administration. Recent smudies have shown that low-income students
~ attend college at significantly lower rates than individuals from high- and middle-income

 not becanse of financie] inebility to attend college but because of 2 lack of information
.about the requisite steps to prepare for, apply for, finanoe, and enroll in college. A
college 2wareness program is a crucial element in our efforts to increase college

- aftendance among low-income students, and would complement well the High Hopes
* “program, which received support in both versions of the bill, -
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' Guaranty agencies and volun fle 3
-~ Both versions af the bill authorize up 1o six guaranty agencies to enter into vohm:axy
 flexible agreements with the Deparonent. Guaranty agency arrangements need to focus .
" more heavily on preventing defaults, and voluntary flexible agreements could help.
promote greater administrative eﬁclency and improved servica for students.

The Administration supports components of both the House and Senate versions of the
guaranty agency reform, including the House provisions to allow the Secretary to regulate
the operating fund when monies are owed to the Federal fand and to allow the Secretary
to waive or modify any statutory requircments for agencics that cnter into voluntary
flexible agreements. The Administration supports the provision in the Sepate version that
specifies that voluntary flexible agreements cannot restrict borrowers from  selecting the
'lender of their choics. The Administration also supports the Senate provisions to prohibit
. agencies that fail to make scheduled payments from receiving additional Federal funds, to
requirs the Sacretary s approval before agencles may support other student aid aeunues, .
to prohibit agencies from depositing interest eamed on the Federal fund in the operating
fund, and 10 reduce the loan processing and retention allowance fee. The ,
Administration opposes the Senate provisions that would add burdensome notice

requuementsrand-ta-m&:eqm-publim&e&regamng voluntmy ﬂexlble

| agreements,

The Adxmmsu-auon also supports the provxs:on of the House version that raq\uxes

guaranty agencigs to invest fands deposited into their operating funde in accordance with
prudent investor standards, rather than the Senate provision which pmts investment of
the fund at the sole dxscreﬂon of the guaranty agency. .

FFEL renamm
We suppont the Senote provision to offer extended repayment plma of up to 25 years to

FFEL borrowers with loans in excess of $30,000. We also support the House provision
that allows FFEL borrowers 1o retain their interest subsidies when they consolidate their
loans. These changes would benefit FFEL borrowers with heavy debt burdens and would
help level the playing field between the two loan programs. In addition, we support
considemtion of efforts to extend income-contingent repayment plans to TTGL bomwcrs.

Unfortunately, neither version wonld lawer the np-front loan fass for stdents. Re.dncmg
the origination fees for Direct Loans and the insurance fees for FFEL loans would reduce
students' cost of burrowing, ‘The Administration proposed to lower the fees by one
percentage point for all borrowers, and to phase them out entirely for borrowers of
subsidized loans. These fee reductions should be included in the conference
- agreement. They could readily be funded from rescurces that would be made tbaough
_ the guaranty agency reforms proposcd by the Administration.

'afo" S



-'AUG-05-199’8' 14:24 T0:244 - B, REED - FROM: 458 M BENTON ' P, 13/23

DRAFT -
08/05/98 11:21 AM

Roth the House and Senate include programs to forgive loans for teachers in high-poverty
- schools, We support this-effert-te encouraging and-enable students to teach in the
- _schools where their talents are needed most. However, seme changes are needed to the
program as currently written weuld to make the program more effective and better
" help-thesestudents-nnd-make its the-progeams administration by-the-Department-
muel-moro-foasible more workable. For example, because of the need to track
" student loans separately under the loan forgiveness provisions as currently
structured, a student seeking loan forgiveness wonld be unable to consolidate his or
her student loans. This is inequitable because it would limit the student’s
repaymest options. In addition, the House and Senate versions of the bill also contain
provisiens for loan forgiveness for child care workers. In licu of these proposals, the
- Administration supports its Child Care Provider Scholarship Fund, which would provide
miore than $300 million in scholarsblps over five years to up to 50,000 child care

pmvadera annually

We would like wﬂoone-the—oppemﬂly to work wnth you on t-bese-ehuges making
the loan forgiveness provisions more equitable and effective. Options to consider
‘include: treating ell Federal student loans equally, regardless of the year in which they -
~ were received; offering loan forgiveness from the first year of teaching, or explicitly .
providing forbearance for the first years of teaching; changing the pemcnta;{of loans . -
- that may be forgiven each year; or creating a separate fund, financed through
mandatory expenditures, for both tcachers and child care workers. 2

Finally, under both versions of the bill, berrowers who have their remaining pwtstanding
loan balance forgiven after 25 years of income-contingent repayment must continue to
pay taxes on the amount forgiven, Saddiing borrowers with additional tax tiability is
neither appropriate nor was it ever intended. The Administration supports adding a
 provision to exempt the amount furgiven from Federal income mxation.

Under current law, secondmy markm usmg tax-exempt funds must filea pl for doing
“business with the Department. This provhion includes suhstantive restrictions on
discrimination and on payment of premiurns exceeding one percent for loans| The House -
- wversion of the bill would clisipate both the fling reyquirement and the restrictions. The
Senate version aliminates the filing reqummam and the payment of premiums restriction,
* retaining only the nondiscrimination provision. The Administration Supparts elimination
of the filmg reql.urement but retention of bath substantwe restnctxons ’ B

Cgmmunm{ ggm‘gg deferment

Neither version would permit the Secretary to pay the interest that accrues o an
unsubsidized FFEL or Direct Loan while the borrowe is receiving an economic hardslup
deferment on the loan and performing community service. This imporiant proposal is

part of the President's call to action to all Americans to serve their communities, and -
would allow indrviduals with student loans who quality tor economic h.ards

deferments to take up to three years to serve thelr oommumnes mthout ace

l
|
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" additional interest on their loans. This would retiove a financial obstacle to community
~ setviee for borrowers who already satisfy economic hardsl:np c:mena, such as Peace -

Corps vokunteers
' Market-baged mechanisms

The Administretion continues to support an ob;cct:ve market-based detemunutxon of
appropriate tates of return for lenders on student loans, A number of different market
- mechanisms have the potential to achieve this outcome, and we are eager 10 work with
Congress to find the right approach. We also support obtaining financial information .
- from FFEL lenders for a new study that conld better guide the Congress regarding |
the profitability of lenders and the formulation of policy on student loans.

comm '
- The T-Tnma version of the hill wonid add several burde.mnme mquuemems me it
would add a requirement that at least two percent of an institution's allocation (in addition
to the current five pervent community service requirement) be spent on catly childhood
reading tutors. The House version of the bill would also require instimtions 1o give
priority in work-study funds to students tutoring in schools that meet certain criteria, a
requirement which would unnecessarily complicats institutions' administration of the
program. The Department has hiad great success with its voluntary parterships w:th
" America Reads wiors, and prefers to continue with that approach. . - ~

~ Ww N = . N . : o
 Both tho House and Senate version of the bills would elininate the Federal Perkins Loan
. revolving fund account, the House explicitly to subsidize loan forgiveness for teachers in
© the F¥kL and Direct Loan programs. We oppose this elimination. Without this fund, .
.Congress would need to provide an increase in discretionary appropriations for Perkins -
'Loan Federal Capital Contributions in order to avoid rcducmg loan volume. In addition,
~ the [Tousc version of the bill includes forbearance prov:smm, including mandatory -
forbearauce for Perkins Loans during a term of national service, that shonld be werenot
. expanded to be comparable with FF’EL and Direct I.mding

Need anglvsis |
We ure pleused with the Huusc provisions Lo cumbine paranl. and dependent studem
. asgets to eliminate the differential assessment rates and to increase the income protection
" allowances significantly. These changes will protect more of the earnings of needy
students, aad will restore Pell Grant eligibility to many nontraditional students, and are
~ astep In the right direction toward encouraging saving, increasing fairness, and
- simplifying the financial aid process for students and tamilies, as proposed by the
Administration. However, we note this change would increase discretionary
' spending, and thus the funding of these provisions would need m be exammed .
‘ dur:ng the mnnl upp ropriations pmoas. o

We are also pleased that both the Senatc and House version of the bills would add an
- offset for dependent students in the amount of the parents' negative available income.
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This affset would axelde from need analysis ealculation the income of & student whose
carnings are necessary for the family’s living expenses. The Administration supports the
House version of this offser since it allows for the use of "adjusted” available income as-
an offset against dependent student income. This means that any negative amount
remaining after first offsctting any contribution from parental assets would then be used

to offset dependent student income. The Senate version, on the other hand, would ellow
the full unadjusted negative available to offset both parental assets and the same amount
again to offset dependent student income, ‘In a gense, the Senate proposal would pmvide

a double commng advantage. .

- Neither the House nor the Senats mcludcd language clanfymg that ﬁnmal aid
admiuistrators may adjust need determination to assist dislocated workers. The
Administration has requested this change in recent letters to Congress, and will continue

~ toseekto mclude it in the final version of the bill.

The House version of the bﬂl would require 2 multiyear promissory note within 180
days of the enactment of the reauthorization bill. The Senate version would require
the Secretary to develap a master promissory note for use beginning July 1, 2000.
We agree that a multi-year promissory note will simplify the process by which
stadents and thelr familles apply for and rec¢ive federal student loans. In fact, we
are currently in the final stages of developing the procedures and notes for the ,
introduction of a master promissory note with a multi-year loan renewal process in -
both the FFEL and Direet Logn programs. We expsct the new notes to be available
for the 1999-2000 academic year with borrowers who apply for loans for the 2000-
2001 year being the first who would benefit from the “multi-year functionality” since
they would have signed the master note during the prior year. With these targets in
mind, and in order to ensure that the processes work properly and effectively, we
would prefor that the law not include a specific imeframe,

- The Administration is also disappointed that neither version of H.R. 6 would provide the
Sccrctary with the authority to approve alternative forms to determine need and eligibility
for student aid that contain the same information as the Free Application for Federal '
Student Aid (FAFSA) as long as the entire form is provided free of charge, as was.

~ proposed by the Administration. The use of alternative frec versions of the FAFSA,
especially electronic versions, could reduce burden for students and families while
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o <;treamhnmg the aid award pmceml and maintaining the mfegn?y of the de]xvery system

PRI I :
mt'o A
. The House version of the bill wollld author!ze the Secretary to confirm with the IRS
each aid applicant's adjusted grons income, Federal income taxes paid, tax filing -
status, and number of oxemptmﬁs. The Senate version of the bill would require the
"' Becretary to verify aid apphcanﬂs tax return information with the IRS. The
. Administration has several concerns regarding the income verification proposals in’

" both the House and Senate bills, including confidentiality of taxpayer information,
and IRS resource and systems dpamty issues (particularly in light of the Year 2000
conversion underway). The Admin!smﬁon would like to work with the conferees to
determine whether an approach can be developed to address these issnes, wh:le still

. aeeomplishmg the Members' ob;ecmrm. . ,

Wc oppose the language in boﬂx’ve‘rsions of the bill suspending aid eligibility for students
who have been convicted of any drbig offense under Federal or state law. This provision
would largely duplicate existing law denying Federal benefits to individuals convicted of
 admg offense under Fedexal ot xtafe law, Current law also contams m«.portant judxcxal
. dxscrenon ptovmons that are lackmg in both versions.
l
Free
Under current law, citizens of the Federmd States of Mlcronesw, the Republic of the
Marsball Islands, and the Republic!of Palau attending any eligible institutions may be
eligible for Pell Grants and certain lother forms of student financial aid. (Students who
- are permanent residents of the Frequ Assoclated States may be eligible for such aid 1o
attend institutions in the Freely Associated States.) The Senate version makes no change
to these provisions. The House version would terminate the eligibility of students who
' ave citizens or permanent residents; of Micronesia, the Marshall Islands on October 1,
2001, and until then, they would be eligible only if ‘they attend an institution in Guam,
Micronesia, the Marshall 1slands, or Palay. We strongly oppose the House prov:smns
The United States has a special ralétionshlp with these countries, as wellasa
" responsibility to assist them in mﬁon-»buﬁdxng. and the State Deparmment has raised
questions about the international significance of curtailing Pederal student aid and its -
potential impect on the negotiation|of future compacets with the Freely Associated States.
Finally, it would be useful if the final version of H.R.6 were to include a clearer
. expression of congressional intent that the eligihility nf these students fram the FAS
~ was not affected by the cnactmeﬂt of the Personal Respnns:bmty and Work
. Oppurtunity Recoociliation Act si' 1996.

TR

. -Although we are pleased that the § adopted the Administration's general approach

-~ for calculating refunds, we have sgong concems about allowing schools to retain all Title

- IV funds for students who wi from an institution without going through an official
withdrawal process This policy :ziﬂd create & huge loophole that would encourage



http:enadlll.tt
http:MarshalllSlan.ds

L .. . DRAFT
ﬁ ‘. ‘ 08.’051981!"1AM ‘

AUG-05-1998 14:24 T0:244 - B, REED FROM:458 M BENTON ' - R17/23

abuse in repomng withdrawals aml; mcoupmg appropnate funds. It would rewsed
 institutions for unoﬁicnal wnhdrawlals by stidents by giving those students the same
. amount of Student aid as is given © students who complete the term. We also have some
- drafting concerns regarding this pwvzsmn. We h0pe to work wn.h you to adOpt the
Senate approach with some change's ‘ .

“ P_rmm_mm ~ ' '
The Administration opposes 2 vmety of provmxons in the House version that would

- weaken program integrity. The Housc provision to allow propnetary institutions to
include revenues from job training|contracts as part of the requisite 15% of revenues from
non-Title TV sources would setlonsly undermine the intent of the 85-15 rule, which was
to ensure that eligibie institutions are not primarily dependent on public monies to exist.

The House version also would vitiate the antivinjunction pravision in cirrent law. Thig

~ provision prehibits injunctions agahns: the Secretary that interfere with the Secretary’s
responsibilities n the Joan programs, This provision has prevented institutions whose
loan eligibility has been temmated on the basis of high cohort defauk rates from
receiving loan funds while they sue the Secretary over the termination. These sehools
received loan funds while the Sacutaxy processad their administrative appeals, and the

~ anti-injunction provision hes prevqnted millions of dollars of loan funds from going to
high default schools that were properly terinated from the Joan programs when those ,
administrative appeals were resolvlrt It would undermine program integrity ta undo this
well-established precedent Lo , , -

~ Finally, we oppose the provision in the Senate version of the bill that requuw the

* Department to caleulate a program participation rate index for each institution subject to
loan ¢ligibility termination on the basis of high cohort default rates. The participation

rate index is currently used in the mitigating circumstances appeals process, where the
calculation is performed by the instinmion. The Deparment does nothave dataonthe -

- number of loan-eligible students at each institubion, and therefore cannot calculate the
participation rate index for all msurmnons without imposing significant new reporting

. requirements on institutions for no Subéfanhal 'benbﬁt '

ungel A t
The Senate version of the bill womd allow mstriutlons to provide personahzed electromc

)
i
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exit counseling for borrowers. We support this change, which would give institutions the
fiexibility to utilize communications tachnclogy to counsel students, thereby reducmg
costs while mlprovmg service to borrowers

The Administration generally suppbrts most of the changes mude by the House and
Senate versions of the bill. Both versions would requite institutions to maintain open
crime logs and expand the number of crimes that must be reported; we support these
changes. They also contain language permitting disclosure of campus disciplinary .
records. Both versions have drafting flaws that would undermine their effectiveness and
compromise legitimate privacy interests. We look forward to wnrkmg with the confcrces
o de»elop more aacaptable Iangmge. R

The Senate version of the hill clarifies and éxpands the definition of campus, so that
institutions have to report crimes that take place on public property contiguous to the
cumpus, ¢.g. sidcwalks, and in any buikling owned by the institution or a studemt
organization.. This information is critical for students to know and will help provide a
more accurate mc’ture of erime on campus. - :

Ma__assu__&nnce A) sind experimentsl sites programs
The House version of the bill effectively would end, these two programs, replncmg
them with a "Regulatory Simplification Program," that would not allow for waiver
of statutory requirements, or provide for alternatives for administering the
programs, The Senate version of the bill does attempt to expond the arcas included

- in'the QA program, but then undermines that expansion by specifically limiting
walvers to verification, as is now the case in the curreht QA program. The
Administration supports the inclusion of the waivers necessary to give effect to the

' expanded scope of the QA prngmm included in the Senate version. _

The Senate version of the bill would make less drasnc changes to the experimental
sites program than the House version, including requirements that the Secretary
review all projects and repart to Congress his recommendations to stresmline and.

.- improve student aid programs based on the projects (these reporting requirements
would also be applicable (0 the QA program). It is important thai (he experimental
sites program be continued, as it has provided administrative relief to institutions
with strong performance managing the student financial assistance programs and
has supported important research into alternatives to enrrent law and regulation.
The provisions in the Senate bill for both promms are prefmb!e to those in the
House version of the bill, ‘




| AUG-05-1998-14:24 T0:244 - B, REED  FROM: 458 1 BENTON | . P19/23

DRAFT .
08/0S/98 11:21 AM

M&Lﬂiﬂlﬂ&!&“—”—"ﬁ . ' v

The House and Senate version of the bllls are overly broad in scope andmclude

unrealistic time requirements that would actually impeds effective negotiated rulemaking.
The Administration strongly opposes the requirement that all future Title TV repulations
be subject to negotiated rulemaking regardless of their technicaliry or urgency, skewing -
resources away from the most Lmportant Issues and generating unnecessary litigation,

delay, and expense. We hope to work with Congress to develop a workable process for
fashioning more focused and flexible regulations. That process should include the ability

to negotiate with the hngher education c@mumty 10 idmt:fy the igsues to be snb_;ect to

negotiated rulcmahng.

Loan pmmtion ‘ g ‘ T
We support the House version’s language on laan proranon. The Housc pmvnmons move
in the dircetion of the Administration proposal and would sunphfy proration by allcwmg o
it to be done proportionally for all types of loans affemd | ; '

2198 *

Amummmnhmmmmmm:
The Senate version of the bill includes the Admmlstratmn ] proposal to amhnnza the
Scorctary to designate regulatory provisions that institutions or other catitics may choosc
to implement before the otherwise applicable effective datc which, as required by the
- Master Calendsr, includes 2 delay of at least seven months, These changes would prowde '
~ - the Senertary and program pammpanm with grcater ﬂc:nhhty

anmmn_ma
- The House version of the bill would require the Secretary to conduct reviews of
regulations every two years. The Senate version also requires the Secretary to review
regulations, but does not specify frequency. The Department alteady reviews 1ts
regulations regularly, and feels thai either version of this provision
- would be an unnecessary and inappropriate intrusion upon the Secretary s authnrity and
responsibility to manage the Depamncnt : o

.Mmm
. The House version of the bill c-ontqms conﬁsmg language that could be rcad to
undermine the well-received financial responsibility regulations that the Department
recently dweloped in close cooperat:on with the higher educahon commumty and to

11
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- |
‘ 'estabhsh a dangerously low standard forlthe financtal hcalth of institutions participating »
in studem ﬁnanctal a1d programs Wc oppose these provxsxous Fep-emmple,—&oﬂmo-

. The Administration apposes the Imvnsuln in both versions ef the bxll that would require
the Department to prioritize pmgm‘n ws based on criteria in statute, such as high
default or withdrawal rutes, or largq Owwuations in Pell Graot and loan volume. This is
unwarranted micro-management. Department selects its program review sites based
on a probabilistic risk analysxs mocglz thle this model mcomorates many of the criteria
listed in the Senate provision, strict| adhérence to the provision would require the .
development of a new model and wouldjremove all flexibility for the Department. We:
. are confident that the current pro review selection model effectively targets problem
. institutions while maintaining an eIEmem of randomness to promote broad pmgmm
’ comphance ‘ . o ' _

| Sm:lmt_lp.m_mis_m o o | -
‘I'he Senate version of thie bilt would cstablxsh a Smdem Loan Ombudman Office o -
assist bun'owers wnh vable:ns thh ths' smdent loans Wo-areuneertain-as-to-the-
: Or-Ax , he-PBO: Furthemmorey We
~ undcntand the denrc to p:ovidc 3 placc for smdcnta to go if they have parheularly
. complex student loan problems o ha% been frustrated by other attempts to resolve
these problems. This is the kind of tomer-oriented activity that we would want a
- PBO to address, and we would p er|for the new Chief Operating Officer (COO) to
- -determine its structure and mission. However, if the conferees intend to include
siatulury lnaguage regarding an Pmﬂudamnn, we would seck changes to the Senate
provisions. For example, the rel taowhips between the Secretary, the COO, and the

- . ombudsman are very nnclear, w would result in 8 substantial danger ofpoor
coordination in providing s to stadents. We hope to work with Conpress tn .
" look &t the role and function of an em man and to relate any such office appropriately
to the PBO. : N A S ‘ : -
‘ ﬁndnmgdu_@m

.- The House varsion would ehm:nat t.ho avxts, F acuhy Devalopmen!, and Lagsl Trammg

. for the Disadvantaged programs, retaining enly a modified Graduate Assistance in Areas
ot National Need (GAANN) Ihe Scnate version authorizes all of these L
nrograms with some changes: Javzts GAANN ehmbthty would b hmxted {o students ,
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who demonstrate financial need; forward-funding of Javits wounld be pemmitted; the
Faculty Development Pellowship program would be redesigned; and Assistance for
Treining in the Legal profession would be replaced by the Thurgood Marshall Legal
Educational Opportunity Program. The Administration supports the House approach to
consolidate all graduate programs into one, which is closer to the approach proposed by
the Adnumstmtmn, with the addition of the Ad.\mmstrauon s provisions for students from
undetrepresented groups. . .
Teaching students yith disabilities
We support the Senate version of the bill’s new program t0 prov:de compentnve grants to
volleges W improve teaching for studcuts with disabilitics. The grants would support
technical assistance end training for faculty and administrators to enable them to
_effectively teach students with disabilities. Many more students with disabilities are now
benefiting from hxgher education; the gmm woitld help faculty members better mch
these students.’

vanced Placement '

- We are pleased that both versions of the bill would reauthorize the current Advanced
Placement Fee Payment Program, the Senate with significamt modifications. We prefer
the Senate version of the bill; however, we recommend that the final bill clarify that any

state in which all low-income individuals are required to pay no more than a nominal fee
may use any remaining funds to increase the participation of low-income students in
Advanced Placement courses and exams through activities such as information
disscmination, teaoher training, and ¢cusriculum development.

The Senate version of the bill attempts to accommodate this recommendation in part by
permitting states to use up to 5 percent of grant funds to dissemninate information about

. the program and by providing an exception to the “supplement, not supplant” rules when
funds arc used to increase the participation of low-incomc individuals in advanced -
placement courses through teacher training and other activities directly related to
increasing the availability of Advanced Placement courses, However, the supplanting
language is problamatic. ¥t provides that fimds may be used to supplant and not .
supplernent "if the funds used to supplant are used to...” It is inconsistent with the Senate
committee report's descriplon ol hw progous as well as intenally inconsistent since
states can only supplant if 1hey use the AP funds for actlvmes tha.t are not authonmd
activities for the funds.

Another problem with the Senate 18113\1886 concerns the provision that notwithstanding
an appropriation, the Secrem'y shall only award grants for this program if the College
- Board funds its fee assistance program at no less than the level as the previous year. It is

" inappropriate for the behavior of & private organization to defermine whether a
nationwide Federal program, for which funds have been appropriated, should be carried

- out. We recommend that this language be eliminated, and thst the conferees instead
include report language recommending that members of the appropriations
committees shonld consider whether the College Board and other pnvate efforts are

13
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conhnnmg at lmst the same ievel ocf snppot‘t 2

- Education of the Deaf Act ‘ " ' ‘
- Ihe provisions in the House version that would reauth rize the Educatlon of the Deaf Act

include 2 provision to eliminste the 10 percent cap ou enrollment of international deaf

- students, The current tuition charges for these smdené cover less than one-third of the
educational costs related to their attendance, and the tion is concerncd about

 the high Federal cost of subsidizing these smdams Elimination of the cap, withouta .
ecomesponding increase in the tuition surcharge for i itttemational students, would result in
resources heing diverted from nther university level prpgrams to support these students.
‘We support the provisions in the Senate version, whicli retain current law and add
language clariflying that no quelified United Sty bxuz!.cu ahall be dcmad adwission
because of the admission of &n mtemaﬁonal student.

v ce mst women on cam
_ We support the langusge in both the Housc and Scnatc versions of the bill that WOuld
authorize a grant program 1o prevent violence against Women on campus.. Violence .
against women is a serious issue, and this program wopld help female students feel safer
on their campuses. The Senate aiso authorizes a studylof campus sexual assault policies,
“which would ghed new: lxght on the eomrovemal irgusfof how campus authontxes handle
sexual assaults : «

o Pmpnetm schmumimn | ’ |
‘The Senate version of the bill would establish a Lisiso for Propuewy Insmuuons of -

* Highor Education within the Dopartment. The need fob such a liaison has not been )
demonstrated. The Department works with many nt kinds of schools, all with their
own specific interests. To single out the proprietary r for special representation is
inappmmate and opens the doot to 2 multm:dc of liaigons. : 3 : '

Voter xegistration :
The House and Senate versions each contain variations on requirements to provide.
-- mail voter registration forms fo students by institu ons, or by States to institutions.
‘While these provisions have a landable geal, we believe that this would duplicate
. other efforts in the area of voter registration (such as providing these forms. through
~ departments of motor vehicles), and thereforc nelther version of this provision 1s :
necessary. : ; S
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