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A Foreword

Throughout the end of the 1990s and the
early years of the current decade, states
experienced severe downturns in their
economies. As has happened during other
recessions, higher education — which is often
viewed as discretionary spending, compared
to other budget demands, such as those of
Medicaid, K-12 education, and corrections

— was hit particularly hard. During these
years of severe fiscal constraints, however,

a growing recognition of the interrelated
nature of appropriations, financial aid, and
tuition policy emerged. Decision makers
also recognized that policy related to these
issues was rarely aligned. In fact, policy
decisions on these matters have historically
been made by different decision makers (i.e.,
state legislatures, institutions, governing/
coordinating boards) at different times and
with different agendas and perspectives

in mind. And, too often, the resulting
decisions have not been in the best interest
of students. Although the extreme revenue
shortfalls of recent years have subsided,
most states still face tough budgetary
challenges in the near future — meaning that
fiscal policy alignment is more important
than ever.

In 2001 Lumina Foundation for Education
awarded the Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education (WICHE) a grant to
work with state policymakers to integrate
higher education appropriations, tuition,
and financial aid policy. Changing Direction:
Integrating Higher Education Financial Aid
and Financing Policy works to foster better,
more informed decision making on issues
related to higher education financial aid and
financing in order to increase access and
success for all students.

vii

As part of Changing Direction, WICHE and
its partner organizations — the American
Council on Education’s Center for Policy
Analysis, National Conference of State
Legislatures, and State Higher Education
Executive Officers — worked with cohorts of
states to provide technical assistance related
to these issues. To document the progress in
the states, Changing Direction staff assigned
a case study author to observe each state’s
work and to write a case study report and
analysis. This publication is a compilation

of the case study reports of the second and
third cohorts of states — including California,
Hawaii, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana,

New Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and
Washington. It also includes an update on
the first cohort, which included Arizona,
Connecticut, Florida, Missouri, and Oregon.
In an effort to share lessons learned and
progress made, each case study includes

a description of the policy context, state
actions, and observations. We hope that you
find this publication to be a useful resource
as you explore the new ways of integrating
higher education appropriations, tuition, and
financial aid policy in an effort to increase
access and success for all students.

/Oa:«/éw/q

David A. Longanecker

President

Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education (WICHE)



A The Changing
Direction Case Studies:
An Overview

Demarée K. Michelau

In 2001 Lumina Foundation for Education
awarded the Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education (WICHE) a multiyear

grant for a project titled Changing Direction:

Integrating Higher Education Financial

Aid and Financing Policy. The overarching
goal of this project was to foster better,
more informed decision making on issues
related to financial aid and financing in
higher education in order to increase access
and success for all students. The project
encompassed many activities, including:
commissioned papers; national and regional
policy forums; and leadership institutes

for members of governing boards, state
legislators, governors’ education policy
advisors, and legislative staff.

One of WICHE's primary activities was

to provide direct technical assistance to
states that were serious about thinking
about higher education financing issues

in new ways and that were in a position

to move forward with the Changing
Direction agenda. WICHE chose 14 states
for the project and worked closely with
each for a two-year period to develop a
more comprehensive state policymaking
framework and process so that policies
related to appropriations, tuition, and
financial aid were better aligned, occurred
in an environment of collaboration, and
supported state goals for higher education.
WICHE carefully documented the progress
made in each of these states. In an effort
to chronicle the developments in the states
as well as to share the lessons learned, this
publication offers a compilation of case

studies written about the Changing Direction
technical assistance states.

The Selection Process

WICHE provided technical assistance to
three cohorts of states, all of which were
selected through a competitive process,
initiated by a call for participation. The first
call was distributed to the 50 state higher
education executive officers (SHEEOs) in the
winter of 2002. The second call was issued in
December 2003, and the third in November
2004. Through these calls for participation,
WICHE outlined an agreement by which
selected states would convene key leadership
as frequently as needed to conceptualize
their projects and develop action plans.
Activities during the technical assistance
period were to include:

A

A

Identifying desired state outcomes and
outputs.

Describing the status of decision making
related to appropriations, tuition, and
financial aid at the initiation of the
project, including state trends and
challenges in those three areas.
Reviewing other methods of integrated
decision making to identify an
appropriate strategy.

Revising existing policies and processes
for making decisions concerning
appropriations, tuition, and financial aid
to move toward an integrated approach.
Appointing an individual to provide
leadership at the state level to coordinate
meetings and other activities; most often,
this was the state higher education
executive officer.

Appointing a staff person to serve as the
local coordinator and provide assistance
to WICHE project staff in scheduling



meetings, coordinating logistics,
developing and disseminating materials,
and assisting with other work as needed.

A Securing buy-in and commitment from
key constituents, including the two-year
sector when possible.

Because the Changing Direction project was
not able to meet all the costs of most action
plans, states were required to commit some
additional fiscal resources, depending on
their objectives, strategies, and outcomes.

In exchange, WICHE worked with state
leaders and coordinators to assist in project
conceptualization and development. WICHE
also provided technical support, advice, and
staff, and employed a variety of activities

to meet the individual state’s needs. These
activities included providing: facilitators and
experts during state planning meetings;
limited research and analysis funding; limited
travel and meeting support; and support

for other activities as needed by the state
(contingent on the fiscal resources of the
project). To help defray expenses incurred
during the technical assistance period, the
Changing Direction project reimbursed each
state up to $6,500 during their first year and
$3,000 during their second year to support
key activities.

At the outset of the Changing Direction
project, WICHE partnered with three other
organizations — the Center for Policy Analysis
at the American Council on Education, the
National Conference of State Legislatures,
and the State Higher Education Executive
Officers — that were integral to the project,
providing guidance, important contacts,
and expertise. WICHE selected key staff from
these organizations to serve on the technical
assistance selection committee, which based
its decisions on the following criteria:

A Whether the outcomes proposed were
reasonable and consistent with the
Changing Direction goals and objectives.

A Whether the decision-making process
that related to how appropriations,
tuition, and financial aid decisions
were made in the state lent itself to the
Changing Direction policy alignment
approach.

A  Whether the challenges that the state
faced in integrating financial aid and
financing policy were significant yet
addressable; and whether the state
presented a reasonable response to
the question of how participation in
the project could help it overcome
challenges.

A The state’s perceived commitment to the
Changing Direction agenda.

A Cooperation from key stakeholders in the
state.

A  Whether the state had a comprehensive
and realistic plan for incorporating
efforts to enhance student retention.

A The likelihood that the Changing
Direction project would help the state
accomplish its objectives and that the
project would add value.

In total, WICHE and its partner organizations
selected 14 states from around the nation to
participate in the technical assistance portion
of the Changing Direction project. Each state
participated in the project for a two-year
period. WICHE asked them to submit action
plans at the outset and progress reports
along the way. Table 1 identifies the states
and their cohorts.

WICHE assigned an individual from each of
the partner organizations to observe and
analyze each of the 14 technical assistance
states’ activities and to publish a case study
chronicling their goals and objectives, as well
as the progress made toward them. The case
studies outlining the progress of the first



Table 1. Changing Direction Technical
Assistance States

First Cohort |Second Cohort| Third Cohort
Arizona Hawaii California

Connecticut Idaho Kentucky
Florida Louisiana New Mexico
Missouri Oklahoma Washington
Oregon Tennessee

cohort of the technical assistance states were
published in August 2003; an update on
these states is included in this publication.
This compilation, which is also the final
publication of the Changing Direction
project, includes case studies highlighting
the efforts of the second and third cohorts.

Significant Accomplishments and
Milestones

Changing state policy is never an easy task,
especially in the comprehensive way that
the Changing Direction project attempted
to do it. States start in different places

and certainly end in different places,

and their success is measured differently,
depending on their unique context. Political
environments can shift without warning,
changing a course that previously seemed
destined for success. Yet despite the
challenges associated with thinking big,

the Changing Direction project experienced
some significant successes, as is evidenced in
the case studies presented in the following
pages. With these successes also came some
very important lessons learned from the
technical assistance states.

Policy moves according to its own
timeline.

Each state was selected to be, and funded
as, a technical assistance state for a two-
year period. While this fits nicely with the
project timeline, each state’s policy process
moved according to its own schedule. An
example, explained in more detail later, is

the policy change that took place in Oregon.
Although project support to Oregon ended
with the first cohort, the state continued
efforts that began with Changing Direction.
In December 2005 Oregon’s Access and
Affordability Working Group (AAWG) invited
David Longanecker, WICHE's president, and
Brian Prescott, WICHE's senior research
analyst, to advise them on restructuring
Oregon’s need-based grant program, the
Oregon Opportunity Grant (OOG). This
work resulted in an important shift in how
the state distributes financial aid. While the
modifications occurred after the project
technically ended, the Changing Direction
agenda and spirit survived and helped
facilitate this significant policy change.

Policy change requires consistent
leadership over time.

Several states learned that without
consistent leadership over time, adopting

a comprehensive Changing Direction

agenda was difficult at best. While Oregon
eventually experienced success, turmoil at
the Oregon University System stalled the
state’s progress for months. In a later cohort,
Washington’s plans were halted after a
largely successful start because of a change
in leadership and focus at the executive level.
Another example is New Mexico, where in
April 2005, Governor Bill Richardson and the
New Mexico Legislature elevated the New
Mexico Commission on Higher Education

to a cabinet-level department and renamed
it the New Mexico Department of Higher
Education. The significant governance
changes that followed stalled the Changing
Direction efforts, which had been led by

the previous executive director of the
commission. Yet in the end, as will be
described in New Mexico’s case study, the
state was able to convene a higher education
summit with Changing Direction support in
an effort to engage some key policymakers
in a discussion about financing and financial



aid issues. Situations like these were out of
state project leaders’ control but directly
affected their work. The states that could
claim the most success generally experienced
few, if any, changes in leadership, which may
have just been a result of fortuitous political
timing.

What defines success in one state does
not necessarily define it in another.

States developed action plans that varied

in terms of goals and methods: their results
differed as well. For example, Hawaii
established a fairly ambitious agenda,

in which the state radically changed its
mechanism for providing financial aid.
Historically, the state did not have a
significant, statewide need-based financial
aid program and had relied on a system of
tuition waivers as a mechanism for providing
student financial assistance. State leaders
recognized that for a variety of reasons this
system was no longer adequate to meet
Hawaii’s needs, and through Changing
Direction, they were successful in changing
policy. On the other hand, New Mexico's
major outcome — while not creating a
radical change, as in Hawaii — was still a
sign of progress. The state had experienced
significant turmoil due to major governance
shifts, but despite this, it was able to
convene a higher education summit — an
important step toward success, even though
this was very different from what the state
leaders originally intended to accomplish.

A Look to the Future

While Changing Direction has come to an
end in the formal sense, the effects of the
project in the technical assistance states
continue. In many of these states, leaders
still continue to consider policy in a more
integrated way, and this is often directly
attributed to the project’s success in
changing how those leaders viewed higher

education financing and financial aid policy.
Tennessee, for example, created a statewide
master plan, restructured its funding
formula, and introduced a new financial

aid package all at the same time with the
assistance of the Changing Direction project.
These three initiatives are now linked
together in a way that makes it unlikely
that anyone will tinker with one without
considering the others. Similarly, Arizona
and Idaho both have adopted the phrase
“changing direction” to refer to the idea of
an integrated approach to higher education
financing and financial aid policy and their
work in this area. This institutionalization of
the term in these states and others will help
ensure that the Changing Direction spirit is
sustained.



A Cohort 1 States:
An Update

Cheryl D. Blanco

In winter 2002 project staff issued Changing
Direction’s first call for participation, inviting
state higher education executive officers
from around the country to participate by
applying for technical assistance. From the
17 applications submitted by the deadline
that year, staff and project partners selected
five states: Arizona, Connecticut, Florida,
Missouri, and Oregon. This first cohort of
technical assistance states submitted work
plans with goals, objectives, and anticipated
outcomes and initiated their activities a few
months later, with the expectation that they
would participate in the project for two
years.

A case study author from Changing
Direction’s four partner organizations — the
Western Interstate Commission for Higher
Education (WICHE), American Council for
Education’s Center for Policy Analysis (ACE),
National Conference of State Legislatures
(NCSL), and State Higher Education Executive
Officers (SHEEO) — was assigned to each
state. In August 2003 the first-year case
studies were published. This section revisits
the initial five technical assistance states
and provides an overview of the states’
original goals for their projects, a summary
of second-year accomplishments, and other
developments relevant to the project.

Arizona

In the spring of 2002, the timing for the
Changing Direction project in Arizona was
propitious: the state faced a significant
projected increase in the demand for higher
education, and much of this demand would
come from populations that Arizona had not
traditionally served well — the economically
disadvantaged, communities of color, and
nontraditional populations. Additionally, it
was highly unlikely that the state would be
able or willing to provide funding equivalent
to past levels on a per-student basis.

In fiscal year 2003, funding for higher
education was essentially frozen, following
a 2.8 percent cut in funding the previous
year. The Arizona Board of Regents had

just gone through a contentious series of
meetings on setting tuition for the 2002-03
academic year, rejecting the tuition increase
proposed by its staff. The incoming board
chair was intent on “changing direction” and
developing a better strategy to coordinate
all parts of the finance package. As a result,
the Arizona Board of Regents applied to

be part of the Changing Direction project,
intending to create a draft strategic plan for
coordinating policies and decision-making
processes related to the integration of state
appropriations, tuition, and financial aid
policies in ways that would help increase
the affordability of, participation in, and
completion of higher education.

Integrating Financial Aid and Financial Policies:
Case Studies from Five States is available for download at
www.wiche.edu/Policy/Changing_Direction/documents/CaseStudies.pdf.




Under the leadership of the board chair

and the state higher education executive
officer, Linda Blessing, the regents developed
both a vision for future funding of higher
education in Arizona and a process for
gaining broad acceptance and ownership of
this vision among other critical stakeholders
in Arizona higher education. By the end of
the initial year, the regents had gained a
new sense of financing policies as a whole
and a better understanding that quality and
access could best be maximized when state
appropriations, tuition, and financial aid
were aligned.

In addition to this achievement, other
important voices in the state — the governor,
presidents of the universities, and the press
— were supportive of the bold changes
proposed by the regents. While tuition
increased during this year, it was a necessary
action to move the state toward its goal of
having its universities be at the top end of
the lower third of senior public universities in
the 50 states in terms of tuition cost. Tuition
at Arizona universities had historically been
in the lower quartile and was insufficient to
provide adequate instructional support.

Accompanying this decision was

a commitment by the regents, the
institutions, and key policymakers to
establish a stronger need-based financial
aid program to support increased access
for economically disadvantaged students.
The state coordinator, Tom Wickenden, the
associate executive director of academic
and student affairs within the Arizona
Board of Regents, summarized the first-year
achievements in a progress report to WICHE:
“We created a radically different statewide
policy environment for the setting of tuition
and awarding of need-based financial aid.
In this new environment, undergraduate
resident tuition for next year was increased
by 40 percent and need-based financial

aid funded through a set-aside of tuition
revenue was increased 140 percent. Tuition
payment plans will be offered by each of
the universities, and differential tuition

rates (in the form of fees) for professional
programs and for graduate and nonresident
students have been approved. This increased
tuition revenue has been retained by the
institutions and is not subject to direct state
appropriation.”

With tuition and institutional financial aid
addressed in the first year, Arizona looked
to the second year as an opportunity to
make progress on the state need-based
financial aid program. In collaboration with
the Arizona Commission for Postsecondary
Education and other groups, board of
regents’ staff worked on the Need-Based
Financial Aid Task Force, seeking solutions to
financial barriers to access and success for
low-income students. A number of meetings
were held, and the task force released a
report called “Investing in Arizona’s Future,”
which documents the benefits to the state
and its citizens from investing in student aid
for higher education.’

Arizona was particularly successful in
utilizing the Changing Direction project to
stimulate major changes in the university
system. A significant reason for the state’s
success is the leadership of the board chair
and the SHEEO in 2002 in recognizing

the potential of this national project and
capitalizing on its visibility to engage a
wide range of stakeholders in very difficult
discussions. David Longanecker, president
of WICHE and the case study author for
Arizona's first year, noted, “An outside
observer might not see Arizona’s Changing
Direction project as all that radical. After
all, it will remain a modestly funded system,
with still relatively modest tuition, without
a robust state financial aid program. From
the Arizona perspective, however, they



are changing direction substantially. More
importantly, though, they are doing so
appropriately and intentionally.”

Arizona’s commitment to changing direction
has continued. In 2005 the Arizona Board

of Regents adopted an aggressive plan,
reflected in a document titled A Redesigned
Public University System, to revise the
delivery system and funding mechanisms

for the state’s universities to respond to the
exceptional increase in demand expected in
Arizona. Furthermore, the board of regents
is currently working with the state legislature
and governor through the newly established
P-20 Council to examine ways in which
incentives to enhance both student access
and success can be imbedded within the
state’s funding policies and formula.

Connecticut

The Connecticut Board of Governors

is the state’s coordinating agency for

higher education, and the Connecticut
Department of Higher Education carries out
the board’s administrative responsibilities.
The department housed the Changing
Direction project and proposed appointing

a task force to hold discussion sessions

on the following issues: policies and the
major drivers of rising costs at Connecticut
public institutions; reviewing, modifying,

or affirming the principles underlying the
state’s tuition, fee, and student aid policies;
and developing interim recommendations
on modifications to policies for fiscal year
2003-05 budget development purposes.

This was an ambitious undertaking, given
that public institutions in Connecticut
operate with considerable autonomy and the
department has little direct authority over
them. Institutions establish their own tuition
rates and retain tuition revenue; the board of
governors reviews the rates and recommends
them to the Connecticut Legislature but does
not have authority to actually approve the

rates. Additionally, the governor was leaving
office and the legislature, while concerned
with rising tuition, faced budget shortfalls
and few options.

The board of governors and the
commissioner for higher education, Valerie
Lewis, who was also the state higher
education executive officer, wanted to

raise awareness among state policymakers
about the “cost spiral” at public institutions
and the importance of strong financial

aid policies. Meetings of the Tuition Policy
Review Committee (TPRC) were strained

in some instances, as the institutions
became concerned that the board was
endeavoring to assume greater control of
higher education finance policy. Jacqueline
King, Connecticut’s case study author and
the director of the Center for Policy Analysis
at the American Council on Education,
summarized the first year's efforts: “The
Connecticut Department of Higher
Education has achieved the first several
goals that it set for Phase 1: the committee
exists and has been engaged in a review

of tuition and fee policies, as well as cost
drivers at institutions.... However, it seems
reasonable to assert that the Connecticut
Department of Higher Education, the board
of governors, and the TPRC will face stiff
opposition from the constituent units if any
of their recommendations impinge on the
independence these institutions now enjoy. A
key factor may be the extent to which other
key policy actors, including the governor,
buy into the committee’s work and adopt its
agenda.”

During the second year of the project, the
department planned to continue its work
on strengthening statewide tuition and fee
policies while assessing the adequacy of
existing student financial aid programs in
light of budget restraints and rising tuition
and fees. Two areas were of particular



importance: reviewing and potentially
revising the distribution formula for the
state’s grant program; and developing a
more reliable and comprehensive student
financial aid database to enable state
policymakers to assess and model net price
by income band and other socioeconomic
factors.

One year later, the board of governors had
addressed tuition and fee policy by retaining
a 15 percent cap, clarifying policy on tuition
differentiation at the undergraduate level,
and affirming the need and importance of

a 15 percent set-aside for need-based aid.
The board also worked with the institutions
to review technical changes to policy,

revise the cost-per-student calculation,

and address definitions and treatments of
tuition and fees for policy purposes. While
many additional achievements resulted from
the dialogues between the board and the
institutions, the discussion of a prototype
for a student financial aid database was

put on hold due to a lack of staff time and
resources.

More recently, as part of Changing Direction,
the state explored further the creation of a
state financial aid database. Project leaders
worked to focus attention on affordability
and informed the board and other decision
makers about the importance of data in
crafting effective financial aid policies and
programs. Specifically, they held a retreat
for the Connecticut Board of Governors for
Higher Education, where they identified
their priorities. Two of the highest priorities
for the fiscal year 2008-09 were: increasing
Connecticut’s commitment to student
financial aid and the development of a
statewide student financial aid database. The
retreat resulted in the formulation of budget
requests to the governor and student-unit-
record data requests to Connecticut higher
education institutions for recipients of state-
provided financial aid.

The Connecticut experience underscores the
challenges and the payoffs to be had when
sensitive issues are tackled. The department
reports that although the project began
with acrimony between the board of
governors and the major institutions, it

led to improved cooperation and better
working relationships. For example, the
Changing Direction coordinator, Mary
Johnson, associate commissioner of finance
and administration at the Connecticut
Department of Higher Education, reported
that there was greater understanding, at
least at one institution, of the important
relationships between appropriations,
tuition, and financial aid. When the state
provided additional funds to cover increased
expenses from a collective-bargaining
agreement, the institution rolled back part of
its expected tuition increase.

It is clear that the Changing Direction
project served as a catalyst for better
alignment of appropriations, tuition,

and financial aid policies in Connecticut.
According to Johnson, probably the greatest
accomplishment of this project was the

fact that the issues of tuition and fee policy
and the role of public higher education in
ensuring access and affordability were raised
at a state level. She commented in a progress
report to WICHE that “the TPRC meetings
have provided an opportunity for state
leaders to raise their concerns and to learn
more about current financing and student
financial aid practices. Legislative leaders, in
particular, have been troubled by the lack

of knowledge about how state funds are
used, given the significant financial flexibility
afforded Connecticut public institutions....
The committee has had a unique opportunity
to learn more about higher education
financing and how Connecticut compares

to other states and similar institutions.” Up
until the launching of this project, it had
been extremely difficult for the board of



governors to get anyone to focus on these
issues because of the severity of state budget
problems and other pressing state policy
concerns.

Florida

Florida’s decision to participate in the
Changing Direction project came on the
heels of a massive governance reorganization
that altered the way education policy

is developed and implemented in the

state. In 1998 a successful constitutional
amendment resulted in the elimination of
the previous state board of education and
the implementation of a K-20 governing/
coordinating structure. In place of the board
of regents and the state board of community
colleges, boards of trustees were created for
each of the public colleges and universities,
and the new Florida Board of Education

was established to oversee education from
kindergarten through graduate school. The
previous state higher education executive
office, the Postsecondary Education
Planning Commission, was abolished and
the Council for Education Policy, Research,
and Improvement (CEPRI) was established.
The council was the lead agency for the
Changing Direction initiative; the agency’s
first-year plan was to develop policy
recommendations related to the integration
of state appropriations, tuition policies, and
financial aid policies for inclusion in the
state’s long-range master plan.

The Changing Direction project focused
largely on elements of the Florida's Master
Plan for K-20 Education — its first master
plan — and on identifying critical factors and
issues to consider in the design of an overall
framework for finance policy. As part of the
finance emphasis, the council engaged a
consulting firm to assist in the completion of
a financial aid leveraging analysis to assess
the progressiveness and efficiency of the

state’s three major financial aid programs:
Bright Futures (merit), Florida Student
Assistance Grant (need), and Florida Resident
Access Grant (choice). In a related financial
aid effort, the agency completed Florida
Trends in Student Aid and College Pricing,
1997-98 to 20017-02, the most complete
accounting to date in Florida of the amounts
and types of financial aid that were made
available to students from 1997-98 to 2001-
02 from all funding sources and at all levels
and sectors of postsecondary education.

The report was very effective in clarifying

the relative contributions made by various
parties that share responsibility for providing
affordable and accessible postsecondary
education. In November 2003 the council put
out another report, The Benefits of Multi-
Year Contracts Between the State and Public
Universities: Linking Performance, Funding,
and Mission. This report addresses several of
the priorities identified in Changing Direction
and has been presented to both the board
of governors of the state universities and

the Florida Legislature, as well as at national
meetings.

At the end of the first year, case study
author Paul Lingenfelter, president of the
State Higher Education Executive Officers,
observed that “Florida is well-positioned

to move ahead in a process of formulating
and implementing strategies for pursuing
its goals for postsecondary education. In
some respects the process used in the past
two years has been ideal for engaging these
difficult issues. At the same time, it would
be difficult to overestimate the challenges
still ahead. The gap between its aspirations
and its resources is significant, and the
internal conflicts among policy values and
opportunities are substantial.”

As Florida moved into the second year of
its Changing Direction initiative, the council
continued its focus on using data to shed



light on financing issues and to work on
the funding and policy components of the
Master Plan for K-20 Education. Building
compatible and comprehensive educational
data systems to inform public policy has
been a long-standing commitment in
Florida. One aspect of this has been the
council’s analysis of progression toward the
bachelor’s degree, using a cohort of Florida
public high school graduates. As part of
the Changing Direction project, data were
analyzed using a continuum of financial
need (as measured by receipt and amounts
of need-based federal and state financial
aid) and academic preparedness (based on
state university admission requirements and
high school grade point average). During
the second year of the project, the analysis
was revised and updated to include a new
cohort of ninth graders from 1997-98, when
the Bright Futures financial aid program was
implemented, and also to include a focus
on financial aid (type and amount) and its
impact on student progression.

In addition, a third cohort, involving 2000-01
high school graduates, was analyzed for
bachelor’'s degree completion. Financial aid
characteristics and postsecondary enrollment
of the new cohorts was to be compared to
the earlier cohort of high school graduates.

Data and analyses can be found on
CEPRI's web analysis tool page:
www.cepri.state.fl.us/bacompletion.

CEPRI developed a web-based tool that
permits consideration of the impact of
various academic and related factors on
the likelihood of baccalaureate attainment.
Financial aid was also to be included in the
menu of factors considered.

In early May 2005, the legislature and
governor’s office decided to eliminate the
council, effective June 30, 2005. The future

of the web-analysis tool and the master plan,
both part of the Changing Direction project,
remain somewhat in limbo, but currently the
web-analysis tool is still available for use.

Missouri

The Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher
Education was the state’s Changing Direction
partner. The goal of the coordinating board'’s
initiative was to more closely align thinking
and policymaking regarding funding and
student aid, and to involve legislators and
the governor in conversations on these
issues. The coordinating board wanted to
create a public policy that emphasized a
relationship of “shared responsibility” among
the state, parents, and institutions. For the
Changing Direction project, the emphasis
was on building opportunities for strategic
development of state policy to serve two
goals: sustaining access and affordability and
enhancing student outcomes. A legislative
strategy was central to the project because
term limits and redistricting had created

a situation in the legislature where over
one-half of the House and one-third of

the Senate turned over in the November
2002 elections. Case study author Julie

Davis Bell, education group director at the
National Conference of State Legislatures,
underscored the reality of the political
considerations: “It was clear in spring of
2002 that the Missouri Coordinating Board
of Higher Education would have significant
work to do to inform and educate legislators
on basic higher education issues, as well as
on the big picture connections.” The board
was also interested in several financial aid
issues, including the consolidation of aid
programs, increased funding for the need-
based programs, and revisiting the goals

and outcomes of the state’s merit-based
program, Bright Flight.

Once the board’s Changing Direction work
was underway, four major events occurred



that significantly impacted both the focus
and the implementation of the project. First,
the board’s chief executive officer resigned,
requiring a transitional period as new
leadership at the board was identified. For
several months, the uncertainty regarding
who would fill the commissioner’s position
created additional reservations for the

board staff about leadership, direction,

and how to move the Changing Direction
project forward. Second, the November
elections resulted in an unanticipated shift
in the legislature, as control of the House
changed for the first time in 40 years, when
a new cadre of legislators and legislative
leaders with little history and experience
took office. Third, toward the end of that
year, Governor Bob Holden established the
Missouri Commission on the Future of Higher
Education, a statewide advisory commission,
to address the challenges facing higher
education and to improve the link between
higher education and economic growth.
Subsequently, the Changing Direction project
was aligned with the commission. Finally,
the state joined a new initiative, the National
Collaborative for Postsecondary Education
Policy, whose objectives were similar to
those of Changing Direction. At that point

it was not clear how the Changing Direction
project would evolve, given the presence of
the statewide commission and the national
initiative.

Although the board and its Changing
Direction initiative had been through a
rough initial year, the state coordinator, John
Wittstruck, deputy commissioner of higher
education at the Missouri Coordinating
Board for Higher Education, believed

that the project could recover and focus
on a smaller agenda in the second year.
State teams composed of board members
and staff attended all of the Changing
Direction projectwide activities and were
active participants in the state’s technical

assistance work overall. Nonetheless,
Wittstruck continued to have difficulty
gaining sufficient visibility and attention

for the project. In addition, the second-
year objectives of examining the impact of
revenue constraints on the future viability of
higher education and studying the impact
of financing and financial aid policies on
student access, retention, and graduation
were largely sidelined by other priorities.

Wittstruck reflected on this at the end

of the second year: “While no one in
Missouri disputes the importance of
developing integrated funding policies

for appropriations for institutional
operations, tuition and fee rates, and state
student financial aid, other circumstances
have dominated the state’s discussions
regarding higher education over the last
several months. These circumstances will
undoubtedly lead to a new agenda and
the development of a new blueprint for
the future of higher education in Missouri.
The possibility also exists that these
circumstances might result in a different
form of governance and coordination of
Missouri higher education. Our project has
been successful in getting the necessity of
revamping the state’s need-based student
financial aid programs and funding for
those programs on the state’s agenda. We
did learn that there are other circumstances
that can affect the success of [Changing]
Direction-type projects within a state over
which boards and agencies may have little
control.”

Oregon

The Oregon University System (OUS) used
the first year of its Changing Direction
project to develop consensus on a vision

for Oregon and provide policy guidance

and the resources needed to redesign the
decision structures around higher education.



A series of high-level, face-to-face meetings
were held, involving the new chancellor,
Richard Jarvis, and his staff, as well as
representatives from community colleges,
public and independent four-year colleges,
the Oregon Student Assistance Commission,
business-community leaders, and legislators.
The group reached agreement on the
existence of a problem, but there was less
agreement about the solution. Toward the
end of the first year, certain political events
unfolding in the Oregon State Board of
Higher Education began to overwhelm the
project; the Changing Direction discussions
were held in a highly charged atmosphere.
In this strained environment, Jarvis and his
staff continued to push the state’s Changing
Direction agenda. Cheryl Blanco, case study
author for Oregon (as well as the author

of this chapter) and the former director

of policy analysis and research at WICHE,
optimistically observed, “During its first year,
the project has gained significant traction

in the state and developed momentum that
should sustain it through the very difficult
months (perhaps years) needed to bring
about the kind of change envisioned.”

As the state entered the second year of

the project, the political atmosphere was
dominated by several changes in leadership
at the higher education board and the
chancellor’s office, making it difficult to get
traction on the project in the way that the
project coordinator, Nancy Goldschmidt,
associate vice chancellor of performance and
planning at the Oregon University System,
and the chancellor had anticipated. When
Jarvis resigned at the end of the fiscal year,
the project was put on hold while the state
sorted out other issues at OUS and the state
board.

Nonetheless, working behind the scenes,
the project coordinator and other OUS
staff made significant progress to enhance

statewide understanding of and support for
increased college affordability. An important
part of the affordability discussion in
Oregon was linked to the overall economic
condition of the state and the perceived
“disinvestment” in higher education by state
policymakers. In the 2001-03 biennium,
state support for universities was cut by 11
percent because of the economic downturn
and high unemployment rate. Voters
consistently rejected income tax increases,
which forced a midyear tuition surcharge

to provide replacement revenue for the
institutions. Tuition and fee increases over
the five-year period between 1999-2000 and
2004-05 were nearly 34 percent at the state
universities (still well below the 45 percent
average increase in undergraduate tuition
and fees among public four-year institutions
in the WICHE region during that period).?

With the emphasis on raising the
affordability discussion, staff incorporated
the Changing Direction project in the
system’s initiative to identify a “dynamic
affordability model.” Working with an
external consultant, staff developed a model
which was designed to enhance the capacity
of the system to project enrollment, tuition,
state and federal grant aid, and the cost

of state grant programs under different
scenarios. In addition to using this model,
users can alter baseline assumptions and
analyze the effects of those changes. A
workgroup that included key policymakers,
including the governor and his staff and
legislators, developed the model over a
period of several months. The workgroup
was instrumental in providing the framework
for a proposed $50 million increase to the
Oregon Opportunity Grant, a doubling of
state funding. It also proposed revisions

to award levels and patterns, which were
approved.



In sum, Oregon entered the second year

of its Changing Direction project with

new leadership, after recovering from an
unsettling first year. The workplan was
recentered to explore the ways in which valid
and reliable information on affordability

for public postsecondary education
students could be obtained on a regular,
institutionalized basis. The objective was

to achieve a clear understanding of the
information needed to monitor affordability
policies and their impacts on Oregon public
postsecondary enrollment, as well as an
institutional commitment to a realistic level
of data or database development and a
plan to implement a program of ongoing
accountability for affordability at the state,
board, and institution levels.

Although the political environment made the
second year another very challenging time,
with great uncertainty and major changes
in leadership both at OUS and at the state
board, the project coordinator was able

to achieve the overall goal of increasing

the visibility of affordability issues and the
second-year objective of developing an
affordability projection model. Among the
many lessons learned, the state’s Changing
Direction coordinator pinpointed the
following as critical: focus on the students
and their needs; meet in public to build
trust and awareness of a common message;
obtain verifiable and meaningful data; and
stay in contact with policymakers to avoid
any surprises.

Although project support to Oregon has
ended, the state has continued efforts that
began with Changing Direction. In December
2005 the Access and Affordability Working
Group (AAWG) invited David Longanecker,
WICHE's president, and Brian Prescott,
WICHE's senior research analyst, to advise
them on restructuring Oregon’s need-based
grant program, the Oregon Opportunity

Grant (OOG). AAWG's intent was to
determine how to best distribute additional
funding dollars to students, in order to
increase the number of Oregon residents
able to go to college and to improve the
affordability of college.

In response to these goals, AAWG proposed
making substantial changes to the way

OO0G awards were determined. Under this
proposal, O0OG awards would be determined
according to a “shared responsibility model”
(SRM). This approach divides the total cost of
attendance among four main partners: the
student, his or her parents/family, the federal
government, and the state of Oregon.

First, the student is expected to contribute
as much as is reasonably possible to his or
her own education. This expectation is the
same for all students, whether rich or poor.
Students would have four main sources of
money to use to meet their expectation:
earnings from work, savings, borrowed
money, or scholarships. The SRM is built on
the concept that any student who accepts
the responsibility to meet this expectation
will be able to afford to attend college and
that it is possible for a student to be able to
earn his or her way through college.

The second partner is the student’s family.
Families are expected to provide for the cost
of educating their children and other family
members, and they will be expected to
contribute as much as is reasonably possible.
The family’s contribution is established by
the federal methodology. The third partner
is the federal government, which provides
substantial aid through Pell Grants and
tuition tax credits. The SRM includes funds
from both aid programs. Finally, what
remains of a student’s cost of attendance (if
the full cost has not been met) is funded by
the state of Oregon through OOG awards.



With the concepts behind shared
responsibility in place, Prescott gathered
data from Oregon and the federal
government to model estimates for the total
annual costs to the state, the total number
of recipients, and awards and recipients at
different income levels. Longanecker and
Prescott made numerous trips to Oregon
to meet with AAWG, financial aid officers
(an important stakeholder group), and key
legislators to address their concerns and to
make refinements in the cost-estimating
model. AAWG recommended the adoption
and implementation of the model to the
governor and legislature of Oregon, and
the program was adopted and fully funded
in the 2007 legislative session. To date,

the state has enlisted Longanecker and
Prescott to pursue adoption of the SRM
and to conduct training and improve the
functionality of the cost-estimating model,
while Oregon continues to move forward
with the development of software for
implementing the approach within financial
aid offices.
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A California

Sharmila Basu Conger
Paul E. Lingenfelter

State Policy Context

Increasing successful completion of
postsecondary education is a critical issue in
California, more so than in almost any other
state. California’s population is younger
than most, growing faster than most, and
more diverse than most. California will

need to expand the scale of postsecondary
education and materially improve rates of
degree completion in order to maintain the
economic competitiveness of its workforce
and the quality of life in the state. To do the
job, institutions will need more resources,
and they will need to increase degree
completion rates. And the state will need
appropriations, tuition, and financial aid
policies lined up to provide the necessary
resources and to encourage and enable low-
income students to enroll and graduate.

Systems, Governance, and Finance

Public higher education in California includes
three sectors: the University of California
(UCQ) system, which comprises the state’s
research institutions; the California State
University (CSU) system, composed of the
state’s bachelor’'s and master’s institutions;
and the California Community Colleges (CCC)
system, composed of the state’s two-year
institutions. Each system is governed by its
own independent board: the UC system

by its board of regents; the CSU system by
its board of trustees; and the CCC system

by its board of governors. In addition to

the state board of governors, there are 72
locally elected community college governing
boards. The statewide planning and
coordinating board for higher education,
the California Postsecondary Education
Commission (CPEC), serves as an advisory

body to the governor and legislature on
higher education issues. It has limited
authority over policy decisions for individual
institutions, which generally are made by the
system boards.

In California, decision making for the
fundamental components of higher
education finance policy (tuition, financial
aid, and state appropriations) has been
loosely coordinated but not effectively
integrated to promote access and student
success. Appropriations decisions for all
three of California’s higher education
systems are made jointly by the governor
and the legislature through the annual
appropriations act. Tuition decisions for
the UC and the CSU systems are made by
the statewide board for each segment,
while similar decisions for the community
colleges are made by the governor and

the legislature through the appropriations
act. The legislature also influences tuition
levels annually by adjusting the general fund
budget appropriation. The connection has
been a very direct one; in recent years the
governor and legislature have agreed to “buy
out” proposed fee increases by the regents
and trustees with an augmentation in state
revenues equal to the tuition revenue that
would have been raised by the proposed
tuition increase.

Most student financial aid in California is
supplied through three sources: federal
financial aid in the form of the Pell Grant;
California state aid through the Cal Grant
Program; and fee waivers from the California
Community Colleges Board of Governors.
The California Student Aid Commission
awards Cal Grants to eligible low-income
students at the public and independent
community colleges and universities, guided



admissions or course offerings in an effort to
safeguard quality. Enrollment limitations in
times of fiscal stringency (to avoid student
fee or tax increases) have been a trade-off
and contrary to the state’s core commitment
to access.

by statutory policy. UC and CSU also direct
institutional resources for financial aid for
some of their students. Fees for low-income
community college students are waived
through a statewide California Community
Colleges Board of Governors policy, but there
is no institutional aid program at community

colleges to cover costs beyond fees.

California has historically kept tuition

and fees low, reflecting a commitment to
universal access. Most student charges

are called “fees,” reflecting (if slightly
disingenuously) a core philosophy of “zero
tuition,” which in various times of fiscal
crisis has been incrementally abandoned.
As “fees"” grew over the years, the state’s
commitment to affordability led to a

relatively strong financial aid system to assist

low-income students. As a result, the state
has shouldered the majority of the fiscal
burden for educating California’s citizens.

State appropriations to institutions are also
designed to promote access. Institutions

in all three of California’s postsecondary
systems are funded at least partially on
student enrollments, providing incentives
to increase participation. In times of fiscal
difficulty, when state dollars are scarce,

UC and CSU system institutions have
balanced their budgets through increased
fees, easing the student burden to some
extent by supplementing aid packages with
institutional funds. The CCC system has not
increased fees to the same extent, in part
because current state policy reduces state
appropriations to system institutions dollar
for dollar when student fees are increased.
Hence, community colleges focus primarily
on increasing enrollments as a means of
increasing revenues.

When state revenues and student fees
together have been inadequate to support
quality programs, institutions have reduced

The California Master Plan

In 1960, as the baby boomer generation
approached college age, California
responded to the demand to educate an
unprecedented number of students with

its Master Plan for Higher Education. The
plan created, for the first time anywhere, a
system that combined exceptional quality
with universal access and low cost (“zero
tuition”). The California plan became a
widely admired model for higher education
in other states and around the world, even
though, to date, no other state has adopted
it in all the most important details.

The California master plan transformed a
collection of uncoordinated and competing
colleges and universities into a coherent
system. In addition to establishing the
statewide coordinating council, CPEC, and
governance structures for each of the three
major sectors of state higher education (UC,
CSU, CCQ), it established a sharp mission
differentiation among the sectors:

A UC s designated the state's primary
academic research institution and
provides undergraduate, graduate, and
professional education.

A CSU's primary mission is undergraduate
education and graduate education
through the master's degree, including
professional and teacher education, with
recently obtained authority to offer just
the educational doctorate.

A The California Community Colleges
system’s primary mission is providing
academic and vocational instruction for
older and younger students through



the first two years of undergraduate
education (lower division).

The master plan also established different
admissions pools for the segments:

UC selects from among the top eighth
(12.5 percent) of the state’s high school
graduating class; CSU selects from among
the top third (33.3 percent); and the CCC
system admits any student capable of
benefiting from instruction.

The Master Plan in the Context of
Current Challenges

The California master plan, designed to
graduate approximately 30 percent of

the state’s population with some form

of postsecondary credential, was a good

fit for the latter part of the 20™ century.
Enrollments and graduations increased,

and a greater fraction of the population
was served by higher education. California’s
participation rate and the quality of its
graduate education initially led that of nearly
every other state.

When the master plan was written, a state
would have been considered to have an
extraordinarily capable workforce if 25 to 30
percent of its adults held a four-year degree.
Today, adult four-year degree attainment

is above 25 percent, on average, in the

U.S., and the top states have 35 percent or
more of their adults with four-year degrees.
Further, this is just the beginning of a trend.
Student aspirations and external economic
forces are converging to necessitate four-
year degree rates approaching or exceeding
50 percent in the coming decades. The
demand for associate’s degrees is growing at
a similar pace.

What is driving this growth? Low-skill
manufacturing jobs have been migrating
overseas for decades. Information
technology, efficient transportation, and

inexpensive shipping enable employers to
place many moderate and high-skill jobs
anywhere in the world. Consequently,
workers in the U.S. without a postsecondary
credential have watched their real incomes
decrease steadily over the past 20 years.

The current level of achievement in the
United States will not allow the nation and
its people to remain competitive in the
knowledge economy. In a 2003 study, the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) compared the
educational attainment rates of three age
cohorts (25 to 34, 35 to 44, and 45 to 54)
across all OECD nations. In Canada, the
leader among OECD nations, each age
cohort showed increases in attainment rates
for bachelor’s and associate’s degrees by
about 6 percentage points over the next
oldest age cohort, with younger citizens
better educated than older citizens. For
example, the youngest cohort (25- to
34-year-olds) in Canada demonstrated a 53
percent degree attainment level, compared
to 46 percent for the next age group (35-

to 44-year-olds). In contrast, U.S. degree
attainment held steady at about 40 percent
for all age cohorts in the study. In California
the trend was even more disturbing:

the state had fallen backward in degree
attainment over the generations. While its
45- to 54-year-olds were at the U.S. average
of 40 percent in 2003, its 25- to 34-year-olds
exhibited only a 33 percent attainment rate."

California’s changing demographics
exacerbate this situation. The U.S. Census
Bureau estimates that the Latino share of the
18- to 24-year-old age group will increase
from 43 to 49 percent between 2005 and
2020, while the White ("White” means
“White, non-Hispanic,” here and elsewhere
in this study) share of the same age group
will decrease from 35 percent to 26 percent.
Meanwhile, the college participation rate of



Latinos is currently more than 15 percentage
points lower than that of Whites (and

the participation rate for California White
students in this age group was a dismal 35
percent in 2002).2 Based on current trends,
the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS) projects
that Latinos will account for 80 percent of
the growth in the college-aged population
in California between 2000 and 2020 but
only 40 percent of the growth in the college-
going population.?

These trends are particularly alarming

given the projected need for educational
attainment in the future California
workforce. In its “California 2025" report,
the Public Policy Institute of California
estimates that by 2020, the new knowledge
economy will drive the share of jobs
requiring an undergraduate degree to about
40 percent in the state, while concurrently
driving the share of jobs requiring at least
“some college” to over 35 percent.* The mix
of decreasing college-going and completion
rates, a growing underserved population,
and over 75 percent of jobs requiring
college-level educational attainment
portends social and economic turmoil.

Meeting California’s Policy Challenge

California does an excellent job of providing
its citizens with widespread access to
postsecondary education. It also has a
strong history of attracting talent from other
states, adding to its talent pool. The UC and
the CSU systems enroll talented California
residents and graduate them at above
average rates. But the degree and certificate
attainment rate for California’s community
college system, which serves the greatest
fraction of its college-going population,

is well below the national average for
community colleges.

The CCC system carries much more of the
public higher education load than the other
higher education sectors in the state. Of
total public enrollments in California, 74
percent of students enrolled in the CCC
system in 2004, compared to just 16 percent
in the CSU system and 10 percent in UC.
Yet on average only 48 percent of first-time
CCC students return for even a second term;
and only 15 percent earn a certificate or
associate’s degree or transfer to a four-year
institution within six years of entrance.®
Achievement rates for Latino and African
American students lag even farther behind.

To sustain its strong, competitive economy,
California must broadly improve the
educational attainment of its citizens.
Younger people must become more
successful in higher education, the

state must increase the production of
baccalaureate and associate’s degrees, and
it must reduce performance gaps between
racial groups. California community colleges
are a critical and indispensable resource for
meeting these needs, due to their historical
commitment to educational opportunity,
the access they provide across the state,
and their enormous enrollment base. Hence,
the CCC system was a natural focus for
California’s Changing Direction project.

An Impetus for Change

As part of a national movement for
education reform, California convened
the Joint Committee to Develop a Master
Plan for Education, Kindergarten through
University, in 1999. The joint committee
appointed working groups with a broad
range of experts to examine issues in
seven areas: governance; student learning;
school readiness; professional personnel
development; finance and facilities;
emerging modes of delivery, certification,
and planning; and workforce preparation.
The working groups submitted reports to



the legislature in February and March 2002,
and the committee issued its final report
with recommendations for a new California
Master Plan for Education in September of
the same year. While none of the report'’s
recommendations were enacted through
legislation and the original 1960 master plan
remains in force, the comprehensive review
did bring numerous issues to the attention
of educators and policymakers.

As a subsequent step, the California
Legislature created and passed a
comprehensive higher education
accountability bill based on this new master
plan in 2004. However, this accountability
legislation was vetoed by the governor.
Later the same year, the National Center

for Public Policy and Higher Education
(NCPPHE) published a major report,
“Ensuring Access with Quality to California’s
Community Colleges,” which brought some
of the CCC system challenges to light.®
Claiming the current finance mechanisms
for California’s community colleges “serve
to provide barriers to progress rather than
promoting it,” the report recommended

a comprehensive audit of the system'’s
finance policies as an essential first step to
redesigning funding incentives such that
they promote state goals.

The Public Policy Institute of California’s
report “California 2025" predicted a
shortfall of educated workers if the

state continued on its path of financially
rewarding institutions for enrollments
instead of completions.” “California 2025"
also stressed both the public and private
benefits of educational attainment. Taken
together, “Ensuring Access” and “California
2025" make it clear that while California’s
postsecondary fiscal policy encourages
increasing enrollments over improving
completion rates, what the state really needs
is for a greater proportion of its workforce

to have some postsecondary attainment.
Thus, the current fiscal policy environment
is resulting in a low return on investment of
public funds in California, both for the state
and for its citizens.

State Actions

Following the recommendations of NCPPHE’s
“Ensuring Access” report, the California
Assembly Higher Education Committee took
the initiative to apply to WICHE's Changing
Direction effort.

The legislative committee’s ultimate goal
for the state was to foster the integration
of higher education fiscal policy to support
increased educational attainment. The
logical first step, and the major initiative of
the state’s Changing Direction project, was
a thorough audit of California’s disparate
fiscal policies on appropriations, tuition,
and financial aid. The project was housed
in the California Assembly Higher Education
Committee, which contracted with the
Institute for Higher Education Leadership &
Policy (IHELP) at California State University,
Sacramento, to conduct the policy audit.
IHELP staff conducted the audit and analysis
and generated the final report for the
project, while the legislative committee
provided project leadership and engaged
all integral parties, including CPEC, the
CCC system office and institutions, and the
governor’s office.

California’s Changing Direction project
focused on the community college sector
because it serves the largest proportion of
public postsecondary students in the state
and is the most critical to maintaining an
educated workforce. The purpose of the
policy audit was to systematically examine
appropriations, tuition, and financial aid
policies for the CCC system to determine
whether the constraints and incentives of
these policies advance state goals. IHELP



assessed the impact of these fiscal policies

in terms of four overarching goals of higher
education, related to the 2004 accountability
legislation as it applies to the community
college sector. They are:

A To provide broad access across all
population sectors.

A To increase completion (degrees,
certificates) and transfer rates of
participants.

A To meet the workforce needs of a
knowledge-based economy.

A To ensure the efficient use of public
funds.

At the start of the audit process, IHELP
already had some idea of where California
needed to go to increase educational
attainment. It needed policies that rewarded
completions at least as much as enroliments,
if not more so. It needed to do a better job
of preparing its growing Latino population
for higher education and, once Latino
students enrolled in a college or university, it
needed to provide better supports to allow
them to complete degrees or certificates and
to transfer at a stronger rate.

IHELP argued for priorities among the
missions of community colleges. In an
environment of limited resources and urgent
needs, it makes sense to focus public dollars
on critical priorities. And the primary issue
for the state is increasing the rate at which
first-time degree seekers enroll in college and
complete their postsecondary credential.

General Findings

California’s Changing Direction project
team — with representation from the state
legislative analyst’s office, the Assembly
Higher Education Committee, a nonprofit
group called the Campaign for College
Opportunity, and IHELP — participated in

a WICHE technical assistance workshop

in Santa Fe, NM, in June 2005. Their
participation in the workshop convinced
team members that the state was in need
of a more coherent higher education
financing strategy, focused on public needs.
Immediately following the workshop,

the project team was contacted by the
Hewlett Foundation, which was interested
in providing grant funds to integrate and
improve financing policies in the state’s
community colleges. Foundation funding
allowed the state team to move ahead
quickly with their policy audit. The National
Center for Higher Education Management
Systems assisted the team with the overall
design of the project and reviewed report
drafts.

IHELP produced an audit report for the
project in August 2006 (finalized in
February 2007).2 Its thorough analysis of
the fiscal policies governing appropriations,
tuition, and financial aid for California’s
community colleges revealed strong
incentives to institutions for increasing
enrollments without similar incentives for
increasing completions. Fiscal policy drives
institutional behavior, and the results are
clear: the community college system as

a whole exhibits a dismal 24 percent six-
year completion rate (including degrees,
certificates, and transfers to four-year
institutions) among the 60 percent of
students who were most likely to be seeking
a credential. Completion rates for older
students, Latinos, and African Americans
were even lower.

The California team presented their findings
to leaders from the state legislature, the
governor’s office, and the higher education
systems in October 2006 at a one-day
conference entitled “Policy Challenges
Facing California Higher Education.” Team
members — with assistance from NCHEMS,



WICHE, NCPPHE, and the State Higher
Education Executive Officers — presented
data on performance trends. The goal of

the conference was to foster a conversation
in the state about the effectiveness of the
current California higher education financing
system in promoting student success.

Observations

California’s policy audit revealed both
general and policy-specific barriers to
fostering completions in the state’s
community college system. California’s
community college finance system:

A Places maximal value on increasing
student enrollments, without regard to
student success or to the composition of
enrollments (i.e., there is no priority on
degree-seekers).

A Focuses on the equity of institutional
inputs regardless of the cost of a
program, the quality of student
outcomes, or the value of those
outcomes to the student or to the state.

A Provides a highly regulated systemic
structure with little opportunity for local
control.

Each of these factors contributes to
inefficiencies in the use of public funds and
militates against higher levels of student
attainment.

California’s policy framework for community
colleges favors providing access “to all who
could benefit from instruction,” but the
system does not appropriately distinguish
between such students and those unlikely
to benefit, nor does it do all it might to
assure that admitted students do benefit
from instruction. Because dollars are
allocated on undifferentiated FTE (full-
time equivalent) enrollments, fiscal policy
implicitly encourages institutions to define

the potential “benefit” as broadly as possible
without rewarding (or adequately funding)
the colleges for actually assuring that
students benefit. As a result, efforts towards
fostering student success or meeting
workforce needs appear to be overshadowed
by the need to achieve enrollment growth in
order to generate state revenues.

Current fiscal policy essentially requires
community colleges to enroll as many
students as possible every semester.

With few exceptions the policy does not
distinguish among new or continuing
students, students enrolled to acquire basic
skills, students seeking to transfer, students
preparing for work in high-demand fields,
or students enrolling for personal enjoyment
and life enrichment.

Under this set of circumstances, community
colleges receive no additional revenues to
finance the cost of serving disadvantaged
students, who require more service and
attention to succeed, nor to finance the
education of well-prepared students in costly
but vitally important courses of study, such
as nursing. The system’s fiscal incentives do
not support its priorities.

Obviously, many students receive an excellent
education in California community colleges,
and a good many also transfer and obtain
four-year degrees. But the needs of students
and the state to increase educational
attainment are not well-served by policies
that equally finance short-term, unsuccessful
enrollment and longer-term, successful
enrollment in priority areas.

The evidence of policy failure is in the results.
Over half of degree-seeking community
college students drop out before their
second year; 75 percent fail to complete a
degree or certificate or to transfer within

six years of their first enrollment.® By
investing in enrollments without regard to



completions, the state diminishes the return
on its investment.

In addition, the financing of community
colleges in California is heavily regulated at
the system level, leaving little flexibility at
the district or local level to allocate funds

in a way that would improve performance,
permit experimentation, or enable the
achievement of diverse missions across the
state. Top-down financial controls build
resentment in the colleges and districts, and
retard the development of local capacity,
initiative, and leadership to meet student
and public priorities. Yet at the same time
there is support, even at the local level,
among various stakeholders for many of the
regulations, leading to a certain systemwide
ambivalence about the meaning of local
governance.

Individual Policy Findings

To elaborate on the general themes outlined
above, the following section presents a few
of the specific fiscal constraints identified by
the audit.

A Proposition 98. This legislation specifies
that the state fund K-14 education out
of a single pot of money. State resources
are scarce; Proposition 98 leaves K-12
and the CCC system fighting for shares of
the same limited pie. Moreover, the state
tends to allocate funds to community
colleges only after K-12 has had its share;
this has led to consistent charges that the
community colleges are not getting a fair
share — especially now that K-12
enrollment growth is projected to
decline. This situation tends to amplify
the perverse effects of community
college financing policy.

A Apportionments. Policies governing
state apportionments to community
college districts are heavily enrollment-
driven. Funding formulas stress

inputs and “fairness” to districts over
attainment and student or state needs.
This encourages institutions to generate
enrollments in the easiest ways possible,
rather than taking on tough educational
challenges or expensive but high-priority
programs.

Enrollment growth. Community colleges
are given fiscal incentives to grow

their enrollments up to a preset “cap.”
However, they are provided no incentive
to discover or respond to the “true”
demand in the state or local market or
to foster completions. An institution
that experiences a drop in enrollments
because it chooses to allocate funds

to foster completions will be fiscally
“punished” by the current funding
formulas.

Fees. California has a long history of
“zero” tuition and low fees. While low
fees encourage enroliment and increase
access to some degree, students and
the system might benefit more if fees
were raised and revenues were invested
in the improvement of instructional
programs, while also providing more
need-based financial aid. Such a change
in policy might lead to some decrease

in enrollment for upper-income adult
students, but only if their motivation for
enrolling is marginal. The lowest-income
students would not experience a change
in price, since their fees are waived or
covered by financial aid.

Categoricals. Categorical allocations

in the funding formula may address
legitimate concerns, but their potential
benefit often is more than offset by
additional bureaucracy and rigidity in the
system. It is appropriate to offer funding
aligned with broad state priorities,

but local districts are far more likely

to be effective if they have freedom of
movement in balancing state and local
needs — especially freedom to determine



how to organize and implement
instruction.

A Restrictions on use. Districts face a
multitude of system-level constraints and
regulations on the use of appropriations,
further reducing local control. These
restrictions primarily insure that the
lion's share of funds are used to provide
instructor salaries and benefits, whether
or not this is the best course of action
for a particular district. Student needs
might, for example, justify a college
investing more in counseling services
or in developing innovative curricular
materials.

A Financial aid. California’s affordability
policy for community colleges is one-
dimensional: keep fees as low as
possible. Consequently, the community
college system demonstrates an absence
of the kind of institutional aid programs
that UC and CSU have established to
cover other costs of college-going.
Current policy also reduces pressure
to increase the “access” (nonfee costs)
component of the Cal Grant state aid
available to CCC students. Furthermore,
California’s community college students
are underutilizing federal aid. The
state’s low-income community college
students underutilize Pell Grants, and its
moderate-income students underutilize
federal tuition tax credits. These sources
of assistance could help students reduce
working hours, devote more time to their
academic programs, and obtain a degree
or certificate more quickly. In addition,
the revenues from higher student fees
(financed in part or wholly from federal
sources) could help finance instructional
improvements.

Recommendations

The findings of the policy audit outlined
above describe an accumulation of policies
that were well intended in their origin and

functional in their time but which now work
at cross-purposes with the most urgent
needs of California’s students and the state’s
economic well-being. The web of policies
and their interrelationships (as well as their
connections to K-12 and university issues)
are complex. The stakeholders in the system
— students, faculty, institutional leaders,
elected leaders, and the general public — are
familiar with the status quo and unlikely to
embrace change, especially dramatic change.

But the results now being produced by
California’s community college finance
policies cannot be acceptable to any of its
stakeholders. There is no question that the
system contains the human talent required
to produce better results; it just needs to
be better supported and focused on the
highest-priority objectives of the system.

The path to a better place will be found only
by continuing the dialogues already begun
within the state. What direction should
those dialogues take? Based on our review
of the Changing Direction work, we believe
California should explore policy initiatives
which will:

1. Reduce the extent to which FTE
enrollment, especially undifferentiated
FTE enrollment, controls the resources
available to a campus. For example:
campuses could be “held harmless”
if FTE enrollment decreases occurred
without concomitant decreases in
course completion or degree attainment;
campuses could be provided additional
resources when they achieve increases in
course completion or degree attainment;
or a fixed amount of funding per campus
(perhaps equivalent to the local property
tax contribution at community colleges
in other states) could be “guaranteed”
to cover fixed costs, regardless of
enrollment shifts.



2.

Increase the resources available

for courses and programs meeting
high-priority needs, including more
expensive vocational programs and
remedial instruction. Increased support
for remedial instruction should be
allocated to programs committed to
student success and willing to be held
accountable for enabling students to
achieve progress.

Increase the flexibility of local colleges

to set priorities, manage their resources,
and improve their performance.

Increase the focus on student success in
the system by monitoring and publicizing
results and by supporting and expanding
successful programs.

Create flexibility for local districts

to design different funding models,
including higher or varied student fees
and more extensive utilization of state
and federal financial aid programs, as the
means of generating adequate resources
and fairly sharing the burden of cost
between upper-income students and

the state. If districts have the ability to
increase revenue (within the context of
state and federal programs which assure
access to low- and moderate-income
students), they will be able to make more
appropriate decisions about educational
priorities and pricing.
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A Hawaii

Demarée K. Michelau

Hawaii was chosen as a technical assistance
state in the Changing Direction project

in 2004 during the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education’s second
call for participation. Led by the University
of Hawaii (UH) System, the state established
four goals as part of the project. Specifically,
Hawaii intended to:

h Conduct a series of meetings and
associated activities to develop a
shared understanding and working
knowledge of the issues surrounding
state appropriations, tuition setting, and
financial aid as they related to access and
retention.

A Create a set of shared principles as
guidelines for long-term planning and
budgeting for the university system.

A Construct a draft of the next five-year
tuition schedule, including a plan for
increases in need-based financial aid.

h Generate support in the legislature for
a state-supported financial aid program
that benefits residents attending public
postsecondary institutions.

Hawaii’s state policy context lent itself
particularly well to Changing Direction’s
approach to the alignment of higher
education finance policy. Despite a fairly
ambitious agenda, the state was able to
accomplish much of what it set out to do.

State Policy Context

Hawaii’s state policy context is unique —
defined by its stakeholders, its tuition policy,
and its mechanisms for providing financial
aid. These three components together
created an environment that was ripe for
significant and important change at the

time of Hawaii’s application to the Changing
Direction project.

Stakeholders

Several key entities drive Hawaii’s higher
education policy: the state legislature, the
governor, and the UH System.

State Legislature. The Hawaii State
Legislature comprises 51 members of the
House of Representatives and 25 members of
the Senate, with the Democrats consistently
in the majority. Representatives serve two-
year terms, and senators serve four-year
terms. Hawaii has not adopted term limits.

Governor. The governor is the chief
executive of Hawaii and is in charge of most
state agencies, establishes the goals of the
state, and outlines ways to reach those
goals. Hawaii’s governor is limited to two
four-year terms. Governor Linda Lingle, the
first female to be elected governor and the
first Republican in over 40 years, took office
in 2002 and was reelected in 2006.

UH System. The University of Hawaii was
founded in 1907 as a land-grant, sea-grant,
and space-grant institution, under the
auspices of the Morrill Act. Hawaii’s sole
state public university system, it is governed
by a single board of regents and composed
of graduate/research, baccalaureate, and
community college campuses. University

of Hawaii Manoa is a research university
with selective admissions; University of
Hawaii Hilo is a comprehensive, primarily
baccalaureate institution with professional
programs and selected graduate degrees;
and University of Hawaii West Oahu was
formerly an upper-division institution but
began admitting freshmen in fall 2007. In
addition, there are seven community colleges



that are open-door, low-tuition institutions
offering associate’s degrees and certificate
programs in academic, technical, and
occupational subjects.

The system’s special distinction is its
Hawaiian, Asian, and Pacific orientation,
and UH highly regards its position as a
leading multicultural center for global and
indigenous studies. Functioning as a system,
the University of Hawaii works to:

A Provide all qualified people in Hawaii
with equal opportunity for high-quality
college and university education and
training.

A Provide a variety of entry points into
a comprehensive set of postsecondary
educational offerings, allowing flexibility
for students to move within the system
to meet individual educational and
professional goals.

A Advance missions that promote
distinctive pathways to excellence,
differentially emphasizing instruction,
research, and service while fostering a
cohesive response to state needs and
participation in the global community.’

In the years leading up to Hawaii’s
participation in the Changing Direction
project, the UH System experienced major
leadership changes. Evan Dobelle became
president of the UH System in July 2001. In
June 2004, however, the board of regents
voted unanimously to fire Dobelle “for
cause.” Questions arose about cronyism and
spending on travel and entertainment, which
resulted in two state audits and a university-
commissioned financial review. Although the
UH System eventually agreed to a mediated
settlement, this upheaval caused some
distress within the system.

The UH System stabilized with the selection
of David McClain as its interim president in

June 2004. Despite having been appointed
amidst scandal, he was viewed as a popular,
effective president and maintained a

solid working relationship with the state
legislature. In June 2005 the board of
regents rated McClain highly in a formal
review and assessment. In March 2006 his
appointment was made permanent.

Tuition Policy

Tuition policy in Hawaii changed considerably
in the mid-1990s, and the effects linger
today. At that time Hawaii was in the middle
of a deep recession, resulting in major
appropriations cuts to the university. To ease
the effects of these funding reductions, the
state legislature adopted Act 161, which
fundamentally changed the financing
structure of the UH System. Specifically, the
legislature granted UH more autonomy and
the authority to retain and manage its own
tuition. In response, the board of regents
increased tuition approximately 50 percent
for most students in 1996-97 and 20 to 23
percent in 1997-98. Subsequently, the board
of regents established a five-year tuition
schedule for 2001-02 through 2005-06, with
modest increases of approximately 3 percent
annually.

Currently, the board of regents sets tuition
for all the UH campuses. Five factors must be
taken into account when setting tuition:

A Student access and the mix of students.

A Financial aid availability and use.

A The cost of education and cost sharing
between students and the public.

A Differential rates by unit mission, by
student level (undergraduate, graduate,
law, and medicine), and by resident and
nonresident status.

A The relative standing of tuition charges
when compared with tuition at similar
mainland institutions.



Resident and nonresident tuition rates are
established at open, public board of regents
meetings, according to the following rules:

1. The open public meeting is held during
or prior to the semester preceding the
semester to which the tuition applies;
and:

a. A copy of the schedule of resident
tuition and the nonresident
differential is filed in the Office of the
Lieutenant Governor prior to taking
effect.

b. The board’s approval of any increase
or decrease in tuition for regular
credit courses must be preceded by
an open public meeting held during
or prior to the semester preceding the
semester to which the tuition applies.

c. The board sets student activity fees
as well as fees and charges that are
required to be adopted by the board.

2. The board delegates authority to set
other fees and charges to the president,
subject to the establishment of the fees
along with appropriate guidelines by the
board.

3. The president establishes the schedule of
refunds of tuition and fees.?

Financial Aid

The passage of Act 161 resulted in the
board of regents gaining power over tuition
waivers, which historically had been the
primary source of financial aid for Hawaii’s
students. Hawaii’s Revised Statute 304-16.5
stated, “The board of regents, or its
designated representative, is authorized to
grant, modify, or suspend tuition waivers.”
To implement this law, the board of regents
adopted Chapter 6-7 of their policy, which
described the Tuition Assistance Plan

and, specifically, the intent of the tuition
waivers, eligibility requirements, length

of awards, amount of awards, number of
units available, and program administration
guidelines.

Designed to expand access to postsecondary
education by providing financial assistance
to students, the tuition waiver program was
intended to:

A Support equal access by Hawaii residents
to university programs by making tuition
assistance available to students with
demonstrated financial need.

A Promote high-quality educational
programs by attracting and retaining
academically superior students to UH
campuses.

A Foster the development and maintenance
of a highly diversified and stimulating
campus environment.3

In March 1997 the board of regents
approved the Tuition Assistance Plan, which
provided the following tuition waivers:

A General waivers. The purpose of
general waivers was to provide access to
higher education to Hawaii residents; to
attract and retain academically superior
Hawaii students; and to develop student
diversity. A maximum of 13 percent of
the previous fall semester’s full-time
equivalent enrollment at each campus
was allowed to have been awarded in
general tuition waivers.

A Need-based. A minimum of 70
percent of the general tuition waivers
had to be awarded on the basis
of financial need: 250 need-based
tuition waivers were reserved for
needy Hawaiian students. Hawaiians
were eligible for and received
assistance through all tuition waiver
categories.

A Merit- or service-based. Up to 30
percent of the general tuition waivers
could have been awarded based on
merit or service criteria.



A Pacific/Asian Scholarships (PAS). The
purpose of the PAS was to attract and
retain well-qualified students from the
Pacific/Asian region or students pursuing
studies important to the Pacific/Asian
region. Up to 2 percent of the previous
fall semester’s FTE enrollment could
have been awarded as Pacific/Asian
Scholarships.

A Categorical waivers. These waivers were
granted to UH employees and graduate
assistants.

A Other. A limited number of tuition
waivers were available for Regents and
Presidential Scholars, intercollegiate
athletes, and band members. Others
were set aside to fulfill agreements made
with other institutions.

A 9-11 waivers. In October 2001 the board
of regents approved a temporary special
tuition waiver program in response to
the layoffs resulting from the September
11, 2001, terrorist attacks in New York,
Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania.
Tuition waivers were offered to students
who had been completely laid off or to
the spouse or child of workers who were
laid off as a result of the aftermath of the
September 11th tragedy. The 9-11 tuition
waivers were in effect for the spring
and fall 2003 semesters and are now
terminated.

According to board policy, the authority for
tuition waiver program administration was
delegated to the president of the UH System,
who could further delegate responsibilities
as appropriate. The president generally
provided a great deal of autonomy to the
campuses in distributing the waivers, with
the main requirement being an annual report
regarding usage.

Without a significant statewide need-based
financial aid program, Hawaii had historically
depended on the use of these tuition waivers
as its primary mechanism for increasing

access to postsecondary education. It
became apparent to the state, however, that
this approach was no longer adequate to
meet its needs.

An Environment Ready for Change

One of the drivers behind the state’s
Changing Direction action plan was the
National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education’s report card on higher education.
Measuring Up: The State Report Card on
Higher Education, published every two
years, is designed to provide the public and
policymakers with information to assess and
improve postsecondary education in each
state. It evaluates higher education from a
state perspective, not an institutional one,
and focuses on six main areas: preparation,
participation, affordability, completion,
benefits, and learning.

Many states use the report card to gauge
the effectiveness of their higher education
policies. In Measuring Up 2004, Hawaii
received a “D" in affordability, primarily
because it had made no investment in need-
based financial aid.* This grade affected the
way many viewed the state’s approach to
affordability. Even though the UH System
offered low tuition and tuition waivers, this
report helped spur policymakers to begin
thinking about how to increase college
affordability and access within the state.

Although UH provided significant financial
aid to students (about 40 percent of all
students received a full or partial tuition
waiver each year), the system’s data called
into question whether the financial aid
dollars were being distributed in a way
that made higher education in Hawaii as
accessible as possible for students and
efficient for the state. Table 1 shows the
distribution of tuition assistance and the
number of recipients between 2001 and
2006.



As shown, although the UH System spent
more money each year, it did not always
assist more students. For instance, between
the 2001-02 and 2002-03 academic years,

Table 1. Tuition Assistance and
Recipients, 2001-2006

Number of
Students who

Tuition Received Full or
Assistance Partial Tuition
Academic Year Distributed Waivers
2001-02 $17,030,652 7,630
2002-03 $17,474,588 7,257
2003-04 $18,456,568 8,426
2004-05 $20,356,119 8,840
2005-06 $20,063,642 8,679

Source: University of Hawaii System annual reports
to the legislature, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007.

the number of students who received full

or partial tuition waivers actually decreased,
despite an increase in dollars spent. This was
in part due to increased tuition during that
time, but the numbers suggest that despite
significant additional investment each year,
the state may not have been receiving the
most benefit for its dollars.

A breakdown of the types of waivers (need-
based versus non-need-based) reveals that
perhaps the goal of access was not being
achieved through tuition waivers alone.
Figure 1 shows the number of tuition waiver
recipients (both need- and non-need-based)
in academic years 2001-02 and 2002-03. UH
data show that in 2001-02, there were more
non-need-based tuition waiver recipients
(4,125) than need-based (3,505). Likewise,
in 2002-03, there were 4,072 students

who received non-need-based awards,
compared to 3,185 need-based. Although
almost as many students received need-
based awards as non-need-based awards,
the dollar amounts going to these students
were disproportionate. Of the $17,474,588

in tuition waivers awarded in 2002-03, only
$4,986,850 (approximately 28 percent) of
the waivers were need-based.

On the surface, the requirement that 70
percent of the general tuition waivers be
awarded to students who demonstrated
financial need seemed to have ensured
that there was sufficient aid for financially
needy students. However, this requirement
only applied to the general tuition waivers,
and there were enough other categories of
waivers that were not based on need to tip
the scale overwhelmingly to non-need-based
aid.

In addition, the campuses varied widely in
how much money they devoted to tuition
waivers. For instance, Table 2 shows the
dollar amount for both need- and non-
need-based tuition waivers awarded to
students by campus in 2002-03. In Hawaii
poorer students tend to attend the low-cost
community colleges, and the middle- and
high-income students attend the other
campuses, particularly UH Manoa. The

Figure 1. Number of Tuition Waiver
Recipients (Need-based and Non-need-
based), 2001-2002 and 2002-2003

4,500

4,000 ——— — -

3,500

Number of Awards
—_ N N w
Ul o Ul o
o o o o
o o o o

1,000

500

Need- Non-Need-
Based Based

2002-2003

Non-Need-
Based

Need-
Based

2001-2002

Source: University of Hawaii System annual report
to the legislature, 2004.




Table 2. Dollar Amount Awarded in Tuition Waivers by Campus, 2002-03

Percentage to

Need-based Non-need- Need-based

Campus Aid based Aid Total Aid

UH Manoa $3,421,624 $11,372,254 $14,793,878 23%
UH Hilo $405,848 $649,091 $1,054,939 38%
UH West Oahu $107,346 $23,562 $130,908 82%
Hawaii Community College $69,833 $26,307 $96,140 73%
Honolulu Community College $197,511 $96,116 $293,627 67%
Kapiolani Community College $213,972 $152,753 $366,725 58%
Kauai Community College $70,335 $33,854 $104,189 68%
Leeward Community College $190,326 $92,236 $282,562 67%
Maui Community College $174,537 $14,499 $189,036 92%
Windward Community College $135,519 $27,064 $162,583 83%
Total $4,986,851 $12,487,736 $17,474,587 29%

Source: University of Hawaii System annual report to the legislature, 2004.

president typically provided a great deal of
autonomy to the campuses in distributing
the waivers, and since the number of

tuition waivers granted was based on FTE, a
significant portion of them were awarded to
Manoa students. In 2002-03, $14,793,878
in tuition waivers was distributed to Manoa
students, with only $3,421,624 (23 percent)
of that being designated as need-based aid.
As shown, the majority of the need-based
aid was being distributed at the community
colleges rather than the four-year campuses.

The policy context at the time of the state’s
application to the Changing Direction project
was unique and rather complex. This was
further exacerbated by Hawaii's economic
situation: the state had not emerged from
the recession that began in the 1990s, and
as a result, it was unable to provide higher
education appropriations at historic levels.

This situation forced the UH System to
consider raising tuition in 2005. Compared
to other states, Hawaii had been considered
a relatively low-tuition state and could
therefore increase its tuition rates fairly
significantly without seriously eroding

affordability for middle- and high-income
families. However, the effects on low-income
families would likely have been more serious
without a statewide, need-based financial
aid system. The UH System’s dilemma was
how to generate the necessary revenue

to sustain services while maintaining and
increasing access to higher education,
particularly for low-income students.

UH administrators believed that to a certain
extent the tuition waivers accomplished

the goal of increasing access to higher
education, but the system was going to

be impossible to sustain due to decreased
appropriations. In addition, UH was
concerned that the state was leaving federal
money on the table by relying on tuition
waivers. Under the federal Hope Tuition

Tax Credit, students who receive tuition
remission and also come from families in
which they or their parents pay federal taxes
may actually be losing out on a $1,500

tax benefit. Thus, tuition waivers were in
essence using state dollars to replace federal
dollars and were an inefficient way of doing
business.




The state policy context in Hawaii provided
a solid basis from which the Changing
Direction project could begin moving in new
directions aimed at increasing efficiency at
the state level while also promoting access
and success for all of Hawaii’s students.

State Actions

Despite a fairly ambitious agenda, Hawaii
demonstrated tremendous progress in
reaching its project goals. To achieve its first
and second goals, Hawaii held a roundtable
on September 29, 2004. The purpose was
to focus the attention of members of the
Hawaii Legislature, UH Board of Regents,
and governor’s office, as well as UH senior
administrators on the need to integrate
multiple financing and financial aid decisions
to ensure that the outcomes serve the state
and its citizens (see Appendix A for a list

of participants). Dennis Jones, president of
the National Center for Higher Education
Management Systems (NCHEMS), facilitated
the roundtable and provided a perspective
on Hawaii’s current funding mechanisms,
compared to those of other states.

In addition, while in Honolulu, Jones met
with members of the board of regents to
familiarize them with the issues surrounding
integrated financing. He also met with the
Biennium Budget Committee (a systemwide
committee of administrators, faculty, and
students), which advised the board on the
biennium budget proposal, as well as on the
new tuition schedule and the commitment
of financial aid.

Further, Jones met with a cross-section of UH
personnel involved in financial aid, including
system administrators, UH Manoa financial
aid representatives, and the staff from the
UH Foundation. The focus of that discussion
was on the need to convert the tuition
waiver process into a scholarship program,

and it began what became a three-pronged
effort to increase need-based financial aid.
The effort consisted of:

A Securing $20 million to convert waivers
to scholarships.

A Establishing a state scholarship program.

A Increasing the institutional commitment
for need-based financial aid.

Hawaii also moved forward on its third
goal of constructing a draft of the next
five-year tuition schedule, which included

a plan for increases in need-based financial
aid. In January 2004 UH administrators
presented to the board of regents a tuition
proposal for a five-year schedule that
increased tuition at UH Manoa to projected
national averages and at other campuses
in the system to projected WICHE state
averages. They coupled this schedule with
the commitment to increase need-based
financial aid to maintain access for low-
income students. After extensive campus
and public consultation, the administration
presented to the board a revised tuition
schedule (expanded to six years). The board
approved the schedule a full year prior to its
implementation to give students and their
families time to prepare.

Hawaii’s fourth goal in the Changing
Direction project was to generate support in
the legislature for a state-funded financial
aid program that would benefit residents
attending public postsecondary institutions.
In 2004 UH System administrators and
others worked to incrementally move from
tuition waivers to the more common form
of scholarships. At that time the UH auditors
informed staff that it was necessary to

have the cash on hand in order to make

the conversion. In other words UH could
not simply change the nomenclature from
“waivers” to “scholarships.” Instead, UH
needed a pool of scholarship dollars to



award to students. Consequently, the
governor included in her budget for the
university for the upcoming biennium

a one-time infusion of $20 million to
underwrite the conversion. The infusion

was to serve as “seed” money that would
then be replenished each year by the
university through its tuition revenues.
During the 2004 legislative session, the
Student Scholarship and Assistance Fund was
created through Act 138, with the intent of
creating a mechanism for providing financial
assistance to qualified students enrolled

at any campus of the University of Hawaii.
However, the legislature did not appropriate
the $20 million.

While the actions outlined above were being
undertaken, the project coordinator, Linda
Johnsrud, currently the vice president for
academic planning and policy at the UH
System, worked with Terrence Aratani, staff
attorney for Senator Brian Taniguchi, chair of
the Senate Ways and Means Committee, on
a bill to establish a state scholarship fund. In
February 2005 Johnsrud testified before the
Senate Committee on Higher Education in
support of SB 1753. Unfortunately, the bill
was not heard by the Senate Committee on
Higher Education, but Senator Clayton Hee,
chair of that committee, indicated interest in
including funding for a state scholarship as a
proviso in the UH budget bill.

As a result Act 178, Section 57, of the 2005
Session Laws of Hawaii relating to the
state budget provided that $500,000 of
the general fund appropriation to the UH
System for fiscal year 2006 and $1 million
for fiscal year 2007 were to fund the B Plus
Scholarship Program. Any Hawaii resident
who graduates from a Hawaii public high
school with a GPA of 3.0 or better, qualifies
for the free/reduced-price lunch program,
and enrolls at a UH campus is eligible for
the scholarship. The first B Plus Scholarships
were awarded to students in the fall 2006
semester.

A new chief financial officer, Howard

Todo, was appointed in October 2005 and
determined that the $20 million infusion
of funds was not needed to convert
waivers to scholarships. The administration
immediately finalized a new financial aid
policy that had been long in the making
and began the consultative process. In June
2006 the UH Board of Regents approved a
financial assistance initiative that converted
most of the tuition waiver program into a
comprehensive, systemwide financial aid
program.

This program uses tuition revenues to
provide financial assistance in four forms:
Opportunity Grants (need-based assistance);
Achievement Scholarships (merit, service,
and other non-need-based assistance);
International Student Scholarships; and
Pacific Islander Scholarships. The amounts
of revenue earmarked for financial aid vary
by campus mission, as do the proportions
delineated for need- and non-need-based
aid. For the 2006-07 academic year, UH
awarded more than $16 million in need- and
non-need-based financial aid, and the new
program is projected to quadruple need-
based financial assistance to Hawaii residents
by fiscal year 2013.

Finally, Act 257 of the 2006 Session Laws

of Hawaii established two additional state
scholarships: the Workforce Development
Scholarship and the Hawaii State Scholarship
Program. These scholarships have yet to be
funded.

Observations

At the outset of Hawaii's participation in

the Changing Direction project, the state
established an ambitious agenda. The policy
context was ideal for this project, and WICHE
had high expectations for the anticipated
outcomes in Hawaii. The state exceeded
those expectations and continues to be an



example of how the alignment of higher
education finance policy can be achieved.

Of course, all of the states that were selected
to participate in the project were expected
to meet the objectives they outlined — but
not all of them did. What made Hawaii so
successful? The purpose of this section is to
discuss the unique factors that led to the
state’s ultimate success. These include a
consistent commitment from the board of
regents, the UH System, and the campuses
to address the issue; the wise use of external
consultants; and the dedication of a strong
project coordinator, who was diligent about
moving the state forward.

Commitment

The key to the state’s success was the
consistent commitment of the board of
regents, the UH System, and the campuses
to come to agreement on the tuition
schedule and the revised financial aid policy.
This consistency and dedication to what
needed to be accomplished provided a solid
basis from which to work over an extended
period of time.

In addition, while the governor and the
Hawaii Legislature were not primary

players in these policy changes, they were
supportive and did not impede progress.

In fact, overall the governor and the
legislature supported the proposed changes
and worked toward the same goals as the
UH System. For instance, when the UH

staff learned that they could not simply
change the nomenclature from “waivers” to
“scholarships” in their effort to avoid leaving
federal money on the table, the governor
included in her budget for the university for
the upcoming biennium a one-time infusion
of $20 million to underwrite the conversion.
While this eventually was determined to be
unnecessary, the governor was supportive
when she was needed.

Further, the legislature created Hawaii's first
state scholarship program. While this may
not be on par with other states’ commitment
to need-based financial aid, it is an example
of the legislature supporting the general
goals of the Changing Direction work. Also
promising is the fact that the UH System
continues to work on these issues with

the legislature. They have now reoriented
their biennium budget proposal around

a well-defined set of state needs and are
supporting House and Senate resolutions
that call for a reexamination of the state
funding model for higher education and
the policies in place that may need to be
changed.

Consultants

The consistent commitment of those
involved was critical to Hawaii’s success —
but by itself was not necessarily enough to
achieve success. Hawaii also wisely utilized
external consultants available through the
Changing Direction project. In addition,
Hawaii invested additional dollars, beyond
what the project could provide, to help bring
this expertise into the state. As someone
who is nationally known and respected,
Dennis Jones was able to serve as an outside
voice and explain to a variety of stakeholders
why the proposed changes would benefit
the state and students. His message perhaps
would not have been accepted so readily had
the voice delivering it been someone within
the state. As an external expert, he provided
the unbiased, apolitical message that the
state needed to hear in order to make some
tough choices that in the long term were the
right ones.

Coordinator

Finally, the Changing Direction states that
were most successful in achieving their
goals all had one thing in common: a
strong project coordinator. Hawaii was no
exception. Linda Johnsrud led the charge



with energy, integrity, and dedication.
Hawaii’s success was in large part due

to her efforts. With the full support of

UH President David McClain, Johnsrud
consistently kept the message in front of
other UH administrators, the governor, and
key state legislators, who were critical to

the success of the project. She organized
meetings, made the necessary phone calls to
ensure that the important voices participated
in the ongoing discussions, testified to

the legislature, and drafted memos and
documents to describe the project’s
progress.

She also ensured that the external
consultants were used wisely, scheduling
them to speak at meetings on other projects
and causes. She always participated in the
Changing Direction forums, in which the
technical assistance states were brought
together to share experiences and lessons
learned, and she took those lessons home,
sharing them with others in the state. In
addition, her voice benefitted other states
tremendously. Without Johnsrud, the
outcome of Hawaii’'s Changing Direction
experience might have looked very different.

Despite a very ambitious agenda, Hawaii
was successful in reaching its Changing
Direction goals. The state policy context
provided a solid base from which to work.
But most importantly, through a consistent
commitment, the wise use of external
consultants, and the dedication of a strong
project coordinator, the state was able

to move the access and success agenda
forward.
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Ahldaho

Cheryl D. Blanco

The Changing Direction project in Idaho

was housed in the Idaho State Board of
Education under Gary Stivers, former
executive director for the board and state
higher education executive officer (SHEEO).
During the first year of the project, the Idaho
State Board of Education planned to build
consensus among key policy and educational
leaders, businesses, philanthropies,

and students and their families on the
factors involved in financial support for a
college education; complete a review and
inventory of finance policies; and improve
collaboration in aligning tuition and financial
aid policies in state appropriations decisions.
This case study report describes Idaho’s
activities between March 2004 and February
2005, and provides more recent information
about progress made since the state’s
participation in the project ended.

State Policy Context

Idaho is unique in ways that bear directly on
the state’s Changing Direction project. One
important variation from other states is in
the governance structure. Idaho has a single-
board system: higher education is under the
same governance structure as elementary/
secondary education and other entities.

The Idaho State Board of Education is
responsible for the general supervision of the
State Department of Education, the Idaho
Educational Public Broadcasting System,

the School for the Deaf and the Blind, the
Division of Professional-Technical Education,
and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation.
The higher education institutions under the
board include Boise State University, Idaho
State University, Lewis-Clark State College,
the University of Idaho, and Eastern Idaho

Technical College. The respective boards

of trustees of the two-year institutions —
North Idaho College and the College of
Southern Idaho — establish policies for those
institutions, except for state appropriations
requests, course/program approval, and
other matters governed by the Idaho State
Board of Education.

The Office of the State Board of Education is
an executive agency of the Idaho State Board
of Education, as established in Idaho code.
The board appoints an executive director,
who also serves as the state higher education
executive officer. The executive director’s
office oversees elementary, secondary, and
postsecondary education in the following
ways:

A Provides information, analysis, and
recommendations associated with the
board's decision-making processes.

A Coordinates the functions and activities
of the agencies, institutions, and schools
governed by or funded through the
board.

A Initiates, in cooperation with these
agencies, institutions, and schools,
long-term planning that is responsive to
emerging legal, social, and fiscal events
in the state, region, and nation.

A Interacts, as directed by the board, with
other branches and representatives of
state government.

A Provides public information with
respect to the board, its policies, and its
institutions, agencies, and schools.

A Establishes and coordinates the board's
plan for postsecondary education.

A Administers all programs and services
assigned to the board by statute,
regulation, or appropriation.



In addition to the board’s executive director,

Idaho has an elected state superintendent of
public instruction, who serves as an ex officio
voting member of the board.

Idaho was also unusual in aspects

of its financing structure for higher
education. Individual institutions make
recommendations for the state board of
education’s approval on matriculation fee
rates, and the legislature approves the
expenditure of funds collected through

fees. Prior to 2005, state law, however,
permitted universities and colleges to
charge only matriculation fees, not tuition
(historically, tuition has been covered by
state appropriations), and Idaho was unique
among the states in prohibiting the use of
this revenue for costs related to instruction.
Idaho law clearly distinguished (and still
does) between tuition and student fees;
tuition is defined as the payment for the cost
of instruction.’

During the 2005 legislative session,

this restriction came under scrutiny by
many, including the Idaho State Board of
Education, which endorsed a bill to make
two major shifts in policy. The legislation
would allow Boise State University, Idaho
State University, and Lewis-Clark State
College to charge tuition fees instead of
matriculation fees and to use this revenue
for instructional costs. The legislation passed
the bill, allowing these institutions to charge
tuition fees.?

The restriction on how instructional costs
are paid is important in light of the recent
pattern of state appropriations to higher
education, since appropriations are the
primary source for covering instructional
costs. Higher education in Idaho lost ground
in the past decade. In 1994 Idaho higher
education received 13.5 percent of state
general fund appropriations; the percentage

declined steadily after that year, bottoming
out at 10.7 percent in 2005. During the
same time frame, matriculation fees at

the state’s universities were consistently
below the WICHE regional average.? Thus,
state support declined at a time when
matriculation levels were also low, compared
to neighboring states. In Idaho higher
education competes for funds with K-12
and the Health and Welfare and Corrections
departments. Between fiscal years 2003 and
2004, the percent change in general fund
appropriations to the other three agencies
all exceeded the percent change for higher
education.* Recent appropriations trends,
however, suggest that the state may be
recovering from the losses during this time.

State Actions

Because Idaho’s processes related to
financing and financial aid were autonomous
and not integrated, the state saw the
Changing Direction project as a judicious
opportunity to better align public policy as

a strategy supporting access and efficiency.
On the basis of other participating states’
experiences, Idaho’s former state higher
education executive officer, Gary Stivers, and
his staff were convinced that the knowledge
and experience gained by participation in
this project could be used to implement
improvements to the existing policymaking
framework. They anticipated that by bringing
policymakers, educators, and business
leaders together to educate one another,
exchange information, and discuss major
issues, they would be able to develop tuition,
financial aid, and appropriation policies that
were aligned. Additionally, the Changing
Direction project supported two of the five
goals of the board’s 2000-05 strategic plan,
which emphasize:

A Access to education, training,
rehabilitation, and information and
research services for individuals of all
ages and abilities.



A Efficient operations and management
of the education system to ensure
maximum benefit from educational
resources.

Gary Stivers and his staff identified five goals
for the first year:

A Broaden participation in policymaking
efforts.

A Build consensus among key policy
and educational leaders, businesses,
philanthropies, students, and students’
families regarding the factors involved
in and financial support necessary for
paying the cost of a college education.

A Complete a thorough review and
inventory of finance policies.

A Improve collaboration in aligning tuition
and financial aid policies and state
appropriation decisions.

A Communicate results, processes, and
efforts through multiple venues, such
as the American Council on Education,
National Conference of State Legislatures,
and National Governors Association, as
well as regional and multistate forums.

Another key component of Idaho’s plan
was an assessment of state financial aid
programs and the potential for increasing
funding for selected programs. Economic
conditions had limited the availability of
funds for scholarship programs (need-based
and merit-based). Notwithstanding these
obstacles, the project staff expressed the
conviction that the majority of policymakers
at all levels valued Idaho’s children as the
state’s greatest natural resource and were
committed to all programs and plans that
would keep Idaho’s students in Idaho.

The state board and staff envisioned several
groups as key to a successful project. Legisla-
tors and the governor were preeminent
among those groups. Presidents of the public
institutions were also important players,

since recommendations on matriculation
fee levels and most financial aid decisions
are made at the institutional level. Project
staff in Idaho drew on several strategies to
address their goals, and involving legislators
and other key policymakers was paramount.

Staff organized two meetings to bring them
all together (described in detail below).

To support those meetings and follow-up
discussions with key legislators and staff
from the governor’s office, project staff
pulled together information to frame the
conversations and to inform legislators and
policymakers about the issues. For example,
board staff held focus groups and surveyed
budget officers and financial aid directors
in the fall of 2004, early in the project year.
Similar survey questions were used with both
groups to collect information on financial
aid goals at the institution level; sources
and kinds of institutional aid; the awarding
of need- and non-need-based aid; and
institutional aid policies.

The focus group of financial aid officers
revealed deep and widespread concerns on
the subject of access to higher education and
the gap between college costs and financial
aid for low-income students. One participant
mentioned that among the 50 states,

only Mississippi has more Pell-qualified
students than does Idaho. The group was
also concerned with how the Changing
Direction project might impact institutional
policies and practices. Budget officers
reported that an informal relationship exists
between tuition and fee rates and funding
for institutional aid programs; only one
participant indicated that future institutional
aid funding would be increased in direct
proportion to increases in tuition and fee
rates. Another information-gathering activity
was an inventory to identify board policies
related to appropriations, fees, and financial
aid.



The Idaho roundtable that convened on
January 6, 2005 - just four days before the
opening of the legislative session — was a
pivotal event in Idaho's overall strategy for
its Changing Direction goals. Approximately
70 people attended the roundtable, with
nearly half of them coming from the
legislature. Of the 105 Idaho legislators

in the 2005 session, 81 percent were

Republicans and 19 percent were Democrats.

Among the 30 legislators who attended
the roundtable, the same proportional
distribution was seen: 20 percent were

Democrats and 80 percent were Republicans.

Eighteen of the legislators at the roundtable
were experienced, while 12 were sitting

for their first term. This was a healthy
distribution, indicating high interest across
both parties and among new as well as
returning policymakers in higher education
issues. Also participating in the forum were
presidents of colleges and universities;
members of the state board of education;
the superintendent of public instruction and
members of her staff; and representatives
from the governor’s office.

The SHEEO office structured the roundtable
as an opportunity to draw attention to
overall demographic, fiscal, political, and
economic trends in the state. External
presenters on these areas provided a
balanced and neutral tone to the discussion,
while focusing on a number of issues that
directly impacted higher education in the
state. Once this contextual groundwork
was laid, participants were assigned to
role-alike groups, each led by a facilitator,
for discussion and identification of major
issues. In the legislative group, discussion
centered on a number of concerns: funding
and financial aid, accountability, retention
to graduation, information management,
efficiencies in the delivery system, the
limitation on the use of fee revenues,

and K-12 expectations. In the group of

institutional presidents and members of

the Idaho State Board of Education and

the group of other campus representatives,
many of the same topics were discussed.

In all three group discussions and in the
subsequent general discussion, it was

clear that consensus building, including
collaboration to develop and implement

a shared vision for the state, was one of

the top priorities. The outcome of the
roundtable was critical in that it not only
verified the importance of the project’s goals
but also provided that important strong first
step in consensus building and commitment
to collaboration.

Building on the momentum of the
roundtable, the SHEEO staff followed up
with a luncheon for legislators less than a
month later, with the goal of developing a
unified legislative action plan. Once again,
the turnout was very impressive, with 35
legislators attending the lunch. This event
targeted members of the two education
committees and the Joint Finance and
Appropriations Committee. Significantly,
22 legislators who had not been at the
roundtable attended the luncheon. Between
the two activities, the project staff had
involved nearly one-half of the 2005
session’s legislators.

An important supplemental strategy with
the roundtable and luncheon was the focus
on the preparation and sharing of solid
information. Presentations during both
events by outside speakers and SHEEO staff
juxtaposed Idaho data against data from
Western states and the nation. Showing
Idaho’s performance over time and in
comparison with other states gave staff
and legislators baseline information and a
common ground for discussion. Because the
board staff provided a report that included
institution-specific data prior to the two
meetings, this was discussed, as well.



Additionally, project staff worked to keep
the visibility of the project high. Early

in the project time frame, staff made a
presentation on the project to the Idaho
State Board of Education and mentioned
the project in a newspaper interview.

Web pages were created, material was
posted from key events, and links were
made to the national Changing Direction
project and all of its publications. Prior to
the roundtable, a press release about the
meeting was issued. Presentations were also
made by staff to financial aid and budget
officers; the Presidents Council; and the
Council on Academic Affairs and Programs.
The president of the Idaho State Board of
Education drew on roundtable discussions
in his presentation to the Joint Finance and
Appropriations Committee.

Observations

Idaho’s accomplishments during the
project’s initial year were significant. The
Changing Direction project enabled the
executive director and his staff to raise
awareness of higher education issues around
tuition, financing, and financial aid. It also
helped staff focus on the financial aid issues
that needed attention. For example, the state
coordinator reported that staff members
involved with scholarships and student
services were involved at a much earlier
stage in legislation development than had
previously been the case, and they credited
the project, in part, for this. The timing of
the very important January 6 roundtable
and presentations by national experts from
outside the state seemed to play a critical
role in escalating a discussion related to
allowing most of the state’s public four-
year institutions to charge tuition fees and
use the revenues generated to help cover
instructional costs. As noted above, an

important bill passed that paved the way
for this policy shift. Holding the roundtable
four days before the beginning of the 2005
legislative session was instrumental in
gaining wide participation from legislators,
the governor’s office, college and university
presidents, members of the state board of
education, and the superintendent of public
instruction.

The Idaho roundtable not only increased
awareness of the tuition issue but also
helped focus conversation around the
state’s financial aid programs and how well
they did, or did not, support access and
success for all students. After presentations
by Dennis Jones, president of the National
Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS), and David Longanecker,
president of WICHE, participants broke out
into three discussion groups, as mentioned
above. One of the key concerns identified
by the group of legislators was financial aid
and the efficacy and viability of the state’s
financial aid programs.

An important element in the state’s ability
to raise awareness was the value it placed
on providing information and making

it accessible. Using a new design that
incorporated the Changing Direction logo,
Idaho personalized and raised the visibility
of the project and the state’s key issues.

A website provided timely information
concerning the project and its activities, as
well as links to all of the Changing Direction
publications. The state has also posted
meeting materials from the highly successful
January 6, 2005, roundtable, including the
meeting agenda, speaker biographies, the
State Board of Education Fact Book, an issue
brief on “Financial Planning and Aid,"” and
the Idaho report card from Measuring Up
2004.



By the end of the
first year of the Idaho
Changing Direction
project, the state had
demonstrated
remarkable success
in achieving some
objectives and was
making considerable
progress on others.
Project staff

clearly broadened
participation in policymaking efforts and
made significant progress in building
consensus among key stakeholders. The
inventory of finance policies was completed,
and this document should help inform
future discussions on aligning financing and
financial aid policies, particularly discussions
of the gap between these two areas.
Independently and in conjunction with the
national project staff, board staff members
are exploring opportunities to share their
experiences with other major policymaking
groups, such as the National Conference

of State Legislatures, National Governors
Association, and the American Council on
Education.

As in most Western states, Idaho’s resident
undergraduate matriculation fees (or tuition
fees at the three designated institutions)
have increased in recent years. At the state’s
universities, fees for 2006-07 averaged
$4,181, somewhat lower than the WICHE
regional average of $4,319. The 2006-07
rates represented a 5.9 percent increase
from the previous year. The 10-year change
in matriculation fees in Idaho, however, was
just over 137 percent, the highest among
the WICHE states, which saw a 69 percent
increase over the past decade.®

The picture is further complicated by
demographics and projected trends over

the next several years. Idaho is one of the
fastest-growing states in the West, with

a projected increase in the number of

high school graduates of 17 percent, or
nearly 3,000 students, in the class of 2018,
compared to the class of 2002. In addition to
access and capacity, affordability is becoming
an acute issue, as close to 60 percent of the
state’s high school graduates in the near
future are projected to come from families
with annual earnings under $50,000.°

A decisive issue that was examined more
fully during this past year was financial
aid, which historically in Idaho has been
characterized by a near absence of state
programs to support needy students.
Financial aid decisions are largely campus-
based, and preliminary findings from the
surveys of financial aid officers and budget
officers suggest that institutional aid is
not filling the gap in protecting access for
low-income students. State financial aid
programs are very limited. In 2004-05 the
state awarded less than $1 million in need-
based aid, while non-need-based awards
amounted to just over $4.5 million.”

The Idaho Governor’s Challenge
Scholarship provides a small number of
$3,000 awards — 12 or so, depending on
the availability of funds — to Idaho high
school seniors planning to attend a state
college or university. The Robert R. Lee
Promise Category A Scholarship provides
approximately 25 new $3,000 scholarships
each year. Both scholarships are available
for academic and professional-technical
education and are renewable for up to four
years for academic scholars and for the term



of the chosen program — up to three years —
for professional-technical students.

In late 2006 the state board of education
unanimously endorsed a plan to help the
neediest Idaho students receive more
financial aid. The new program is modeled
after successful programs in Oklahoma
and Oregon and will focus on student
responsibility and an early commitment.
Developed by financial aid directors from
Idaho’s colleges and universities, as well as
by students, parents, state board members,
legislators, business representatives, and
public school administrators, the plan will
require students to:

A Receive a 2.0 high school grade point
average.

A Commit to being drug free.

h Apply for federal financial aid.

A Maintain satisfactory academic standards
in college.

An intentional component of the board’s
plan has been to work directly with Governor
Butch Otter and the state legislature to
develop the details. In Governor Otter’s
“State of the State Address” in January 2008,
he announced a proposal to provide $50
million to establish a trust fund to provide
need-based financial aid, making it possible
for all Idaho residents to achieve the highest
level of education possible.

As fees and other college costs continue to
account for an increasing share of family
income, the state has serious challenges
ahead, related to the role of financial aid
programs in supporting access and success
for its citizens. The board’s work and
accomplishments during the first year of
the project positioned Idaho to move more
effectively and more rapidly on its Changing
Direction agenda in the second year. Most
legislators are now familiar with components
of the project, easing the way for future
work on issues raised during the state’s
initial year of the project.

To view Idaho’s Changing Direction website, please visit
www.boardofed.idaho.gov/ChangingDirection/index.asp
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A Kentucky

Julie Davis Bell

State Policy Context

The Commonwealth of Kentucky has a long
tradition of major education initiatives at
both the K-12 and higher education levels,
including landmark K-12 legislation to
rewrite the education code (1990); passage
of HB 1, the Postsecondary Education
Improvement Act (1997); and sweeping
statutory changes in the adult education
system (2000). Kentucky’s public agenda
for postsecondary and adult education,
clearly states that the commonwealth’s
economic well-being is inextricably linked
to the education and skills of its citizens.
As part of the public agenda, research from
the Council on Postsecondary Education
(CPE) found that in order to get to the
national average in educational attainment
by 2020, Kentucky would have to double the
number of adults with bachelor’s degrees
— from approximately 400,000 to 800,000.
The state’s history and tradition of major
educational initiatives provided a strong base
from which the Changing Direction project
could build.

Kentucky applied to participate in the
Changing Direction project in December
2005. The proposed work and goals fit
perfectly within the parameters of the
Changing Direction effort. Kentucky’s overall
goal was to make policy decisions related
to financial aid, state appropriations, and
tuition policy more intentional and more
connected. In its Changing Direction work,
Kentucky was interested in linking three
ongoing state initiatives, which together
could support the ambitious postsecondary
education reform goals that began with
the passage of the Kentucky Postsecondary
Education Improvement Act of 1997. The
three initiatives were:

A The comprehensive review of the public
agenda.

A The comprehensive review of the then-
current funding model and finance
policies.

A Three policy group initiatives, including
work on affordability, workforce, and
seamlessness.

The cornerstone of the project was a student
record study of college affordability to:

A Establish affordability me