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PART I 1986-1991

INTRODUCTION

n July of 1986, the National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators published an

organizational history written by Steven Brooks, covering the Association’s first two decades of

existence.! The Brooks’ work is a thorough and well documented treatment of NASFAA’s origins
and emergence into what he termed, “the largest postsecondary institutional-based organization in the
nation’s capital” and the premier organization “speaking on a national level for the interests of student

financial assistance.”2

In the autumn of 1995, NASFAA’s History Committee, with the concurrence of the Board of
Directors, invited me to write the Association’s history from July 1, 1986 through June 30, 1991. I am in
the debt of NASFAA’s splendid staff, particularly Executive Vice President Joan Holland Crissman and
Director of Professional Development Barbara Kay Gordon, for searching out hundreds of vital docu-
ments, copying them and sending them to me in California, thus sparing me a lengthy stay in our
nation’s capital’s frigid climes.

Departing somewhat from Dr. Brooks’ more chronological approach to the Association’s history,
I have opted for dealing with the five years assigned to me in a more topical manner. It is hoped that
such an approach will make for smoother reading and quicker reference to the subjects one might want
to pursue. Without a doubt NASFAA’s many activities can be conveniently divided into three major
areas: liaison or representation to other organizations, professional development, and legislative and reg-
ulatory advocacy. Following a section on organization and structure, which deals with membership, gov-
emance, finances and communications, these three topical areas will be treated. Liaison with other
organizations involved with financial aid matters is the first. The second is professional development
which includes training, research, minority concerns and conferences and awards. Legislative and regu-
latory advocacy, the third, takes up implementation of the Higher Education Amendments of 1986,
appropriations and regulations during the period and preparations for the Higher Education Amendments
of 1992,

The Brooks’ history identified several significant themes or issues which emerged in the
Association’s first two decades. Posing them as questions for review, they include the following. Would
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NASFAA HISTORY

what was called NASFAA’s “democratic operating style” persist into the next five years?? Did NASFAA
continue to play as major a role in the drafting of student aid legislation as it had earlier, when in 1980,
then Executive Director Dallas Martin wrote parts of the Higher Education Amendments?4 Did the focus
of the organization’s efforts remain on students rather than on institutional interests?? Did NASFAA
continue to assist the membership to maintain its professional commitment while administering bureau-
cratic federal aid programs?6

Dr. Brooks saw the “real strength of” NASFAA in its people whom he termed “dedicated and
professional.”” This continued to be the case in the period which I have examined. It is impossible to
find words that do justice to the masterful contribution of Executive Director (and after July 1, 1987, [
President) Dallas Martin not simply to the Association, but to the advancement of educational opportu-
nity for students in the nation. Seemingly without peer as the champion of talented students of limited j
financial resources, a legislative strategist and a model for his professional colleagues, it is too painful
even to contemplate what might have happened without his dedicated and informed leadership.

The talents of Dr. Martin and his superb staff were matched by the elected leaders of NASFAA
during the half decade. The first, President Robert W. Evans, from Kansas State University, also served
briefly as the first National Chairman, when the resignation of Chair-Elect Jack Sheehan extended his
term until the election of Joseph Sciame of St. John's University. G. Kay Jacks of Colorado State
University was National Chair in 1988-89 and she was followed in the next year by Kathieen Hogan
McCullough of Idaho State University. The last National Chair for the period was my longtime col-
league and friend, Donald R. Ryan of San Jose State. It was Donald who on a Sunday evening back in
the autumnn of 1995 called from Washington, D.C., and persuaded me to take on this project. In looking :
at the institutional affiliations of the elected leaders, at least the last three, one might wonder if the polit- :
ical strength of NASFAA were switching to the Great West. Of course, this was not to be the case, but it
did afford some of us who lapse into provincialism a moment of ecstasy.

I must express my heartfelt gratitude to my longtime associate in Stanford’s Financial Aid
Office, Sue Wood. It seems like she was constantly searching for pieces of the manuscript which T
would lose in the bowels of the University’s mainframe. I also had better thank Harriette Huff who
allowed me to take documents and notes pertaining to the history on our recent study cruise through the
Panama Canal.
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PART I' 1986-1991

ORGANIZATION
AND STRUCTUR

L4

f you were to ask most student financial aid administrators what NASFAA does, they would likely

identify its role in the areas of federal legislation and regulatory advocacy and its contribution to

the critical professional development of the members. Obviously, to have an impact in these areas,
a solid infrastructure has to be in place. The infrastructure includes such components as membership,
governance, finances and communications. The story of NASFAA in the five years under review is Toot-
ed in its consistent efforts to strengthen its infrastructure, guided for the most part by a “Strategic Long-
Range Planning Report” approved by the National Council at its meeting on July 21, 1987.8
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Membership

NASFAA began its third decade with the largest membership in its history.? In 1986-87, the organization
had 3,144 institutional members and 260 other members for a total of 3,404.1? Five years later, in 1990-
91, there were 3,054 institutional members and 276 other members for a total of 3,330.11 The By-Laws
of the organization define four categories of membership: institutional membership (which includes
institutions of postsecondary education that have a regular faculty and curricula, an enrolled student
body receiving instruction at a regular place where educational activities occur, and there must also be a
full-time person with primary responsibility for administering student financial aid.); affiliate member-
ship (typically a student financial aid administrator at a non-member institution); constituent member-
ship (usually held by an educational association or one providing educational service, a government
agency or an individual seeking to promote student financial aid.); and student membership (open to a
student enrolled full-time.) Only members in the first category are eligible to vote and those in the first
two categories may serve on the Governing Board.!2

Clearly, the task of NASFAA in the years being scrutinized was to find ways to increase mem-
bership. It seems useful, therefore, to examine by type as well institutional and regional breakdown
where the changes occurred in the five-year period.13 As noted, institutional memberships decreased by
90. Looking at type of institution, four-year publics went down by 21, four year privates {the single
largest category by a factor of two) did not change, two-year publics went up by 14, two-year privates
rose by 1, vocational/technicals were up by 8, proprietaries went down by a significant 83, graduate/pro-
fessionals rose by 18 and others went down by 27. In the three other categories of membership, affiliate
was off by 34, constituent went up by 59 and student (less than 20 at any one time) was 9 lower. A
regional distribution of institutional members over the five years showed MASFAA rising 14, SWAS-
FAA losing 4, SASFAA down 1, EASFAA (the largest region) dropping 77, RMASFAA off 6 and WAS-
FAA losing 14. There were 3 foreign member institutions in 1986-87 and one in 1990-91. Four states
with over 150 institutional members in 1986-87 were down five years later by an average of about 20.
Sixteen states, all but eight with institutional members in 1986-87 of 45 or less, were up, but only by an
average of about three in 1990-91.

A number of initiatives were undertaken to raise memberships and total membership actually
increased in 1987-88 and 1988-89. The attrition in membership began to occur in 1989-90. In reviewing
membership recruitment activities, it needs to be noted that President Robert Evans advised the National
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PART I: 1986-1991

Council at its meeting in April of 1987 that the Membership Committee would henceforth be known as
the Committee on Membership and Development.14 Clearly the focus would be on expanding member-
ship which was critical to the Association’s effectiveness. Central to the efforts were the roles assigned
to the State Membership Coordinators. President Martin in his monthly report to the leadership in July
of 1989 noted that the coordinators would be appointed in the next month and would be provided with
membership development materials, including a revised “Membership Development Manual,” a new
brochure which described the products and services that the Association offered and tabletop displays
which could be used at state and regional meetings.!? The following year, the 1989-90 State
Membership Coordinators were invited to renew their appointments at an early date and along with new
coordinators for 1990-91 were formally invited to a reception in their honor at the Annual Conference in
Boston on July 20, 1990.16 At the reception, the coordinators were presented certificates of appreciation
and would soon be issued identification ribbons to wear at financial aid meetings.!”7 In September of
1991, the Membership Development Committee defined specific responsibilities for the coordinators
and enumerated rather precise steps to be followed in their appointment. Among their duties, the coordi-
nators were expected to contact members whose affiliation had lapsed as well as potential new members. 18

Several other actions were taken. Attractive membership certificates were mailed to the institu-
tional members in April of 1990 with a similar recognition to be accorded to the affiliate and constituent
members soon after.!? New member receptions at the annual conferences took on added emphasis with
letters about the event being sent out in advance.2? An attractive lapel pin with NASFAA’s logo was
mailed to members on July 18, 1990.21 In November of 1990, the Board of Directors adopted a recom-
mendation from the Membership Development Committee establishing the “Emeriti Club.” For an annu-
al fee of $100, retirees could remain in touch with the Association by receiving its three major publica-
tions and a NASFAA Membership Directory.2?
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Governance

Major changes occurred in the governance of NASFAA during the period from July 1, 1986 through
June 30, 1991. The most significant of these entailed altering the title and responsibilities of the
President and the chief elected officer who became National Chairman. The composition of the National
Council, which became known as the Board of Directors, was also changed. There was to be an unantic-
ipated turn of events involving illness and a job change which tested the flexibility of the By-Laws and
Articles of Incorporation as the Governance Committee carried out the goals of the “Strategic Long-
Range Plan™ that had gone into effect in 1987.

As Dr. Brooks wrote, the National Council had determined in 1985, after heated deliberation,
that Executive Director Dallas Martin would have the position of Association President, effective July 1,
1987.23 This promotion recognized Dr. Martin’s salience not just within the Association, but on the
higher education scene as well. The burgeoning activities of NASFAA were seen by the National
Council as making it impossible for a full-time aid administrator to assume, as heretofore, the duties of
President 24

The National Council at a meeting in April of 1987 sought a clarification of the President’s new
role. It was explained that he had assumed from the National Chairman “the responsibility for carrying
out the purposes of the Association, and the direction of the National Council and Executive
Committee.”25

Changes were made that affected the position of Naticnal Chair. By action taken in July of
1989, that elected leader was given authority to appoint an institutional or affiliate member to the Board
of Directors, if an unexpired term of less than one year occurred. The Board itself continued to be
responsible for appointing a replacement, if the term was a year or more 26 If the Immediate Past Chair
were to find it impossible to continue, as occurred in 1987, the position would pass to the next most
immediate Past Chair2? A By-Laws change was instituted in 1990-91 which made the title of the
National Chair “gender inclusive” by adding “Chairwoman” each time “Chairman” occurred.28

Numerous proposals surfaced in the 1986 to 1991 period to modify the composition of the
Board of Directors and Executive Committee so that they were more representative and therefore demo-
cratic. The initiative for these efforts for the most part originated in the Association Governance
Committee. For historical accuracy, it must be noted that NASFAA’s National Council became the
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PART I: 1986-1991

Board of Directors in the spring of 1986. Acting upon the recommendation of the Association
Governance Committee with the endorsement of the National Council, the NASFAA membership voted
1,445 to 71 to make the change.2? The name change required that the organization refile its Articies of
Incorporation in the District of Columbia.3 Typically, the governing body met three times a year, at the
beginning of the National Conference in July, in late October or early November and in April or early
May. In the interim between these meetings as decisions were needed, they fell to the lot of the
Executive Committee which forwarded very important decisions, particularly those pertaining to gover-
nance, to the Board.

Several proposals for the recomposition of the Board and the Executive Committee emanated
from the Association Governance Committee. Perhaps most important was the Board’s adoption of the
By-Laws change that increased the number of national representatives-at-large from 10 to 12. Their term
of office would be three years and they could be re-elected for one additional non-consecutive term. Up
to four Commission Directors were eligible to serve on the Board as non-voting members for the year of
their appointment. The Board, however, rejected proposals to limit the term of regional presidents to one
year, to include a public-at-large member who would bring special expertise and to elect six of its voting
members to the Executive Committee. It remained for the regions to select its members of that commit-
tee. The Board did not act on another recommendation that would have permitted election to the Board
of six regional members.3! NASFAA was by these actions continuing to extend its “democratic operat-
ing style.”

A couple of events took place in the spring and summer of 1987 that served as a test of how
flexible the By-Laws of the organization were, particularly with respect to the succession of the elected
leadership. On May 26, 1987, President Robert W. Evans informed the NASFAA membership that ill
health made it necessary for National Chairman-Elect Jack Sheehan to resign his office. He had been
elected with the expectation of becoming the Association’s first National Chairman and serving in that
capacity for 1987-88. President Evans explained to the members that if Mr. Sheehan’s resignation had
accurred on July 1, or later, 1987-88 National Chair-Elect G. Kay Jacks would have become the
National Chair. According to Article VI, Section 4 of the By-Laws, an election had to be held for
National Chair. Until that election could be completed, President Evans would serve as National
Chairman.32 He thus becamne the only individual to serve as both NASFAA’s President and Chairman,
and in the same calendar year at that. The election was duly contested between Joseph Sciame and Marc
Brenner with the former winning and taking office on August 4, 1987 as National Chairman for 1987-
88.33 The Past Chair for 1987-88, Gerald T. Bird, also found it necessary to resign in May of 1987 when
he moved his employment to a constituent member organization, which left him ineligible to serve as a
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NASFAA HISTORY

voting member of the Board of Directors. To take his place as Chair of the Nominations and Elections
Commitiee, President Evans appointed Past President Lola Finch to serve on an interim basis_34

It needs to be observed that in the period under review the Association Governance Committee
took on added significance in the development of important NASFAA decisions. Not only did it devote
extensive deliberations to improving the governance structure by proposing By-Laws modifications; in
1990-91, it was assigned the task of developing a monitoring process for the new “Strategic Long-Range
Plan™ which would guide the Association. The committee was also expected to evaluate the annual
progress of NASFAA'’s several committees to determine if they were living up to the expectations of the
plan.33
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PART I: 1986-1991

Finances

The picture of NASFAA’s finances in the period from July of 1986 through June of 1991 was one of try-
ing to be responsible to members” demands for more services in the face of less than adequate resources.
The available means were carefully managed and new income sources were vigorously pursued. Mindful
of the financial problems of member institutions, NASFAA kept dues increases as low as possible.

The Association’s decisions with respect to providing products and services were made during
the five-year period under study in accordance with the “Strategic Long-Range Plan” which had been
adopted by the National Council in 1987.36 The general strategy for the organization was clearly one of i
promoting self-sustaining activities. More specifically, the strategy could best be described as “keep
dues amounts low enough to allow as many institutions as possible to enjoy a base level of service,
while offering separately priced special services to those members desiring them,”37

The application of the strategy was for the most part quite a successful one, although adherence
to it had to be accompanied by cost reductions in overhead and elsewhere whenever possible.3® In 1986-
87, the first year that NASFAA’s income topped $2 million, revenue was greater than expenses by
$48,720.39 The following year, 1987-88, revenue exceeded expenses by $13,039 with overall revenue
reaching $2,613,423.40 In 1989-90, a surplus of revenue over resources of $70,534 was experienced.
The annual budget had by then grown to almost $3.3 million.#! In 1990-91, the organization had
expenses of $3,120,457 against revenue of $3,648,278, thus creating a surplus of $527,818.42

During the five years, as might be expected, the single largest source of the Association’s
income was membership dues. Dues, however, never did come very close to covering basic membership
services. A cost center accounting approach introduced in 1989 makes possible a comparison of revenue
sources with expense categories. In 1989-90, dues accounted for 59.77% of the revenue while member-
ship services made up 65.95% of the expenses. The National Conference and the Encyclopedia created
surpluses, while PEN and Professional Development had small deficits.43 In 1990-91, a similar relation- |
ship between revenue and expenses persisted in the five cost center categories.44 !

A very important part of NASFAA’s fiscal strategy, as noted, involved holding down the dues.
In 1984, the National Council had adopted a policy whereby the dues adjustment for inflation would be
tied to the Washington, D.C. Consumer Price Index. This meant for 1987-88 the increase would be |
3.1%. For an institution with an enrollment of 1,000 students, the increase would be $7; while an enroll-
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NASFAA HISTORY

ment of 20,000 would produce a $30 increase.#5

For 1989-90, the National Council determined that the dues increase for institutional and affili-
ate members would be between $18 and $40 with the actual amount determined by enrollment. The
other two categories of membership, constituent and student, would rise by 7%.4¢ In order to address the
chronic deficit in the membership services cost center, a major change was proposed by the Finance
Committee in the way annual dues were determined in 1990-91. Each member institution would have a
standard base fee of $375 per year. In addition, the institution would be assessed $.04 per full-time
equivalent student. Affiliate members would have annual dues of $375, constituent members would pay
$550 and student members would be assessed $45. The rationale for the new formula involved deter-
mining the costs of basic services.4? For 1991-92, the Board of Directors, anticipating lower revenue
and expenses than in 1990-91, announced a raise of $10 in the base fee to $385 and the full-time equiva-
lent assessment to $0.425. Other categories of membership were to go up by $10.48
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Communications

Obviously, an organization with NASFAA's purposes requires the ability to communicate a vast amount
of ever changing information to its member institutions and other publics. The manner and style by
which this communication occurs is often thought of as the organization’s “image” and can be critical to
its success. As NASFAA began this second part of the decade, its leaders realized the need not only to
strengthen its infrastructure, but to enhance its image and make it more easily identifiable to the public
at large. The Association undertook a comprehensive evaluation of its image with a firm that specialized
in the creation and enhancement of corporate identities. Both member and non-member focus groups,
extensive interviews and surveys provided valuable insight to help chart the direction for the Association
in the next few years. After a careful review of the findings, the Board of Directors and staff set forth
plans to incorporate many of the recommendations into NASFAA’s future activities and communica-
tions. The plans included redesigning publications and creating more efficient and effective methods of
communicating. Perhaps more noticeable than other efforts was the one to adopt a new corporate logo
that would symbolize what NASFAA stood for and would occupy a prominent place on all future products.

By 1985-86, the staff of the Association was producing over 50 publications a year. A 24-hour
telephone hotline was updated regularly so that expert technical advice was readily available.4® Two
major additions to the organization’s communication’s resources were to occur in the next five years.
They were the electronic Postsecondary Education Network (PEN) and a new magazine, the Student Aid
Transcript. While these new initiatives were occurring, improvements in the readability and timeliness

of the existing publications also took place.

PEN became operative in November of 1987. President Martin noted that in approving the elec-
tronic network the National Council had envisioned a cooperative endeavor where NASFAA would col-
laborate with the need analysis services and the Department of Education. Since the goal of the effort
was to provide the most timely information to users, the original name selected for the service was
“ANSWERS,” but PEN had to be substituted when it was found that the former title was already enjoy-
ing extensive usage.50 National Chairman Sciame observed that “as NASFAA’s response to the techno-
logical age, PEN will link the agencies with which we interact, national associations, and financial aid
administrators in the trenches.”5!

From its beginning, the challenges for PEN were to provide the lowest cost possible to the users
while making it simple to use. The initial monthly fee was $15 for one ID at an institution, dropping to
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$10 per month for six or more IDs at a single institution. The on-line charge was $25 an hour, but vari-
ous discounts to promote usage could lower that cost.52 The approach used to reduce the complexity of
PEN involved replacing the contemplated command approach with menus that were constantly simpli-
fied over time. By May of 1990, there were 640 PEN subscribers at over 400 institutions. The on-line
cost of accessing the network was to be $14 and the monthly subscription fee would be $20 on July 1,
1990, thus producing a savings of about $72 per month for the same usage under the fee structure in
place prior to that date.53

Several other occurrences with PEN are worthy of note. By January of 1988, it was announced
that advertising, including job postings, would be initiated. Also PEN/ines, the network’s newsletter,
would at least for a while continue to be mailed to all NASFAA members.54 Jeffrey Federman played a
major role in the implementation of PEN. He departed on January 27, 1988 and was replaced by Roland
Zizer.>3 PEN's bulletin board, called the Forum, became an important means of exchanging information.
Undoubtedly, the closing down of CSS’ electronic Financial Aid News (FAN) and the linkage which
was made to BITNET made the NASFAA service all the more attractive. NASFAA’s Membership
Directory was expected to be on-line as a searchable database by the end of January 1991.56 Also, by
that time, the growing service had merited its own oversight committee.57 Its activities had earlier come
under the review of the Committee on Institutional Management Services.

At the same time PEN began its operation, plans for NASFAA's new magazine were rapidly
falling in place. National Chairman Sciame commented on the value of the membership entitlement pub-
lication that had been recommended by the organization’s Membership Committee and approved by the
National Council in April of 1987. He stated, “Transcript will strengthen an already potent NASFAA
communications program.”38 He distinguished between Transcript and the other two major publications,
the NASFAA Newsletter and the Journal of Student Financial Aid, by noting that the former would bring
“current news” and the latter, “a forum for scholarly research.”59 Mr. Sciame saw the purpose of the

new magazine as follows:

“Transcript will feature articles designed to enlighten and inform the aid administrator
and help in the performance of his or her job. It will be aimed at the individual,
rather than at the institution, although the institution will certainly benefit.”6¢

The first section of Transcript was planned to carry, typically, three articles treating financial aid issues
in some detail. A second section would present shorter articles and letters to the editor. The final section
would feature news about the professional activities of financial aid administrators as well as state and
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regional aid administrators’ associations and about NASFAA’s committees. Jeffrey Sheppard and
Madeleine McLean were the staff assigned to bring all the planning to a successful fruition. 8!

One of the most memorable issues of Transcript recognized NASFAA’s Twenty-Fifth
Anniversary in the summer of 1991. Featured were an article by NASFAA Founder Allan Purdy and
National Chairman Donald P. Ryan. The activity undertaken by the publication made it necessary in
1991 for the size of the editorial board to be doubled from six to twelve.52

The time and energy NASFAA devoted to its two new communication initiatives did not detract
from efforts to improve the older publications and make them of greater use to the membership. Desktop
publishing brought significant savings in time and money and left the organization with greater control
over the final product.53 The increase in events in Washington, D.C., meant that the membership was

more dependent than ever before on timely and ever more technical information.

The NASFAA Newsletter which had existed from the very inception of the organization was a
focal point for change. In late 1988, it was announced that the publication would appear every three
weeks and would undergo redesign as part of the Association’s corporate identity project.¢4 The fre-
quency of publication was still not adequate so in February of 1991 the Newsletter went from 17 issues
per year to 22, which meant that it would be printed semimonthly except in August and January. It also
began at that juncture to accept classified employment listings.53

The Journal of Student Financial Aid, a publication which I had the privilege of founding in
1970 at the behest of NASFAA President H. Carroll Parish, was fortunate to be guided during the period
under review by the creative, but always practical, talents of Editor Joseph A. Russo of the University of
Notre Dame. In 1986-87, an “Issues Corner” was added along with a short summary of each article at its
beginning.56 Editor Russo and his Editorial Board were far more successful than I had been in attracting
manuscripts. In the same year, 1986-87, it could be reported that the number of manuscripts received
was 35% higher than had been the case the previous year.57 To deal with the increase and insure a more
timely publication of the Journal, which appeared three times a year, the editorial board sought an
increase in its number. To insure the practical as opposed to the scholarly value of its articles, every
issue in 1990-91 carried a piece dealing with the impending Reauthorization of federal student aid pro-
grams.58 Single topic issues of the publication were also initiated, with such subjects as the student loan
industry and need analysis.5% All the hard work of the Editorial Board, with the NASFAA staff support-
ing it, along with the contributors, was recognized in 1992 when the Journal was selected by
Washington Edpress for its first-place Gold Award for journals submitted in the competition.”?
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A number of other valuable publications which had come into existence in earlier times contin-
ued to be available to the membership. The NASFAA Encyclopedia of Student Financial Aid, which
many members consider their “Bible” when dealing with federal programs, was entirely updated within
less than four months of the passage of the 1986 Higher Education Amendments.?! Two updates of the
Encyclopedia were scheduled for 1992 and in anticipation of the changes to Title IV programs occurring
as a result of the 1992 Reauthorization, efforts were begun to provide an electronic version.’2 A new
approach was taken in 1990-91 in updating the always useful NASF44 Membership Directory. The prin-
cipal contact on each campus was sent a printout of the campus’ listing which NASFAA currently had in
its membership database. This listing could be revised as necessary and retumed promptly. The approach
resulted in NASFAA going to press with data which was no more than two menths old.”? It became pos-
sible, too, for a PEN user to access the membership database, that was updated once a month contrasted
with the paper publication that was revised annually.7 The Federal Monitor Series enabled members to
examine in detail legislation and regulations published by the Federal Government. In 1991, 17 Federal
Monitors were distributed to the membership, contrasted with 14 the year before.”> The Institutional
Guide for Financial Aid Self~Evaluation remained a valuable tool in particular for members who wished
to assess their compliance with federal legislation and regulation. By 1991-92, the Guide had undergone
the second addendum to its tenth edition.?6 In ail, the Guide was revised five times during the five years
under review in this history.

A host of other new publications appeared during the 1986-87 to 1990-91 period. They included
THE ADVISOR: A Counselors Guide to Student Financial Assistance and FACTS—Financial Aid
Concepis for Training Staff. CORE materials used to train newer institutional financial aid staff were
updated during the period. A number of these publications pertain to professional development and will
be treated in detail in that section of the history. NASFAA also continued to produce a variety of special
reports as particular needs for them were identified.
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LIAISON WITH OTHER
ORGANIZATIONS

y 1986, NASFAA had clearly established an unchallenged position as Washington’s resident

expert on student financial aid issues. Other organizations sought out its counsel and NAS-

FAA in turn ensured that other organizations dealing with student aid issues would be made
aware of its views. This liaison, or, perhaps more appropriately termed representational activity,
occurred in a variety of ways. For example, representatives of a number of other organizations involved
with student financial aid matters attended the meetings of the National Council and its successor, the
Board of Directors. Typically, they made NASFAA aware of their various projects and by their presence
became cognizant of the Association’s positions and happenings. These organizations almost always
included the American College Testing Program (ACT), the College Scholarship Service (CSS) and the
Department of Education. On some occasions, representatives would also come from the National
Council of Higher Education Loan Programs (NCHELP), the Consumer Bankers Association (CBA) and
the National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO). In addition, ACT,
CSS/College Board and the Department of Education became constituent members of NASFAA. The
most usual liaison arrangement for NASFAA was for it to join forces with another organization to par-
ticipate in training, assist with research or advance student aid funding and outreach efforts.

One of the most interesting links was with the National Collegiate Athletic Association
(NCAA). In 1988, NASFAA began giving members a summary of proposed changes in the NCAA regu-
lations pertaining to financial aid.”? It was at this juncture that the NCAA created a standing Committee
on Financial Aid and Amateurism. NASFAA announced its support of the new committee and joined the
NCAA as an affiliate member.78 NASFAA’s newly created Special Task Force on Athletic Concerns
undertook an evaluation in 1989 of how the NCAA was progressing with a manual for financial aid per-
sonnel on assistance for athletes. It also analyzed changes in NCAA rules and the issue of supplying
information to the Department of Education concerning athletes.”® According to the charge assigned to
the task force, it was expected “to improve communication between financial aid administrators and ath-
letics staff on campus, and between NASFAA and the major athletic associations.”8¢ The collaborative
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effort between the two organizations resulted in preconference compliance workshops at the NASFAA
annual conference at Boston in 1990 and Washingtor, D.C., in 1991 8!

Another valuable relationship continued between NASFAA and NACUBO. The two organiza-
tions continued joint sponsorship of a series of workshops dealing with the complexities of student loan
management.32 Besides loan management, the workshops, four of which took place around the country
in 1990, dealt with the collection of student loans. A NACUBO publication devoted to the subject mat-
ter of the workshops also came under NASFAA review.33 NASFAA sat in an ex-officio capacity on
NACUBO’s Student Related Program Concerns Committee, with some committee members along with
NASFAA and NACUBO staffs cooperating in the planning of the workshops. The attendance at work-
shops dropped from about 600 in 1990 to around 450 in 1991, as institutional travel funds seemed to
diminish, 84

Other NASFAA collaboration in training involved the Department of Education, CSS, and the
National Council of Educational Opportunity Associations (NCEQA). Quite obviously, these projects
brought to bear NASFAA's valuable expertise in student financial aid matters and produced needed
income for the Association at a critical juncture. NASFAA, for example, under a subcontract with
CS5/College Board, prepared training materials for the Department of Education’s 1990-91 Delivery
System Training, including the instructor’s guide and illustrative overheads.®5 In 1990-91, 2,314 finan-
cial aid personnel attended the two-day workshops.8% When the CSS contract for the Department of
Education’s delivery system training concluded, NASFAA made a similar arrangement for the project
with the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency, which became the new contractor.8? In the
case of NCEOA, NASFAA became involved through a subcontract under a two-year contract which
NCEOA had with the Department of Education to conduct workshops for the training of TRIO staff.®8

NASFAA's collaboration with other organizations extended to outreach and early identification.
In November of 1988, the Association co-sponsored with the American Council on Education (ACE), an
invitational symposium to determine ways to encourage at risk elementary and junior high school stu-
dents to see the value of persisting through high school and postsecondary education, Some 30 educa-
tional associations joined together to determine a national strategy of intervention, including how they
could help these important efforts. The report of the symposium, which was termed highly successful,
was titled, Certainty of Opportunity, and received wide distribution, including the NASFAA member-
ship.8? It should be noted too that the NASFAA staff’s periodic meetings with other Washington-based
organizations included the Secretariat Roundtable on Minority Participation.?0
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As could be expected, NASFAA was also involved with other groups seeking to protect and
indeed even increase the funding available to help students with their coliege costs. One of the most
influential of these was the Committee on Education Funding, which conducted a host of activities,
including meetings with Members of Congress and their staffs.?] 1t was the custom of the committee at
its annual dinner to honor those Members who had shown exceptional support for legislation providing
educational opportunity to students. Among the recipients of its 1990 awards were Senator Claiborne ~
Pell of Rhode Island and Representative William D. Natcher of Kentucky.?2 Of a similar nature was '.
NASFAA’s involvement with the Council for the Advancement and Support of Education, As part of
that organization’s National Higher Education Week in October of 1990, public opinion on higher edu- :
cation was solicited through a Gallup Poll, with which NASFAA took an active role.?> In a Gallup Poll :
conducted in connection with National Higher Education Week the following year, greater public sup-
port for student aid than had been the case in 1986 was found to be evident. President Martin interpreted
this result as not just reflective of difficult economic conditions, but of public support of higher education 94

Since any compelling justification for improving student aid funding has to be based on sound
data, it is not surprising that the Association is an enthusiastic supperter of the National Postsecondary
Student Aid Study (NPSAS). The study, which occurs every three years, is considered to be the most
valuable database available on student aid.?> Conducted under the direction of the Department of
Education’s National Center for Education Statistics, the study had the benefit of NASFAA’s participa-
tion in the design of the survey instrument for the 1990 study as well as NASFAA’s help with the train-
ing of the 170 field interviewers who would gather the data. Some 50,000 students were expected to be
interviewed during the course of the study.%6

Unquestionably, the high professional respect that Dallas Martin enjoyed furthered NASFAA's
liaison and representational interests in Washington, D.C. Dr. Martin was appointed to the Advisory
Committee on Student Financial Assistance which had been created as a consequence of the 1986
Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1965. That body was charged with providing “advice and
counsel to the Congress and Secretary on student financial aid matters.”7 He would resign from the
committee on April 10, 1990, with the explanation that he could thus better represent the positions of
NASFAA in the impending 1992 Reauthorization.3® Dallas Martin and his leadership of NASFAA were ;
recognized by Robert Gale, President of the Association of Governing Boards. He complemented Dr.
Martin and the National Council in April of 1988 “for an extremely well-organized and efficient

Association.”%®
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PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

irtually all of NASFAA’s goods and services, with the possible exception of legislative and ;

regulatory advocacy, could be considered in the sphere of professional development.

Readers of the entire history to this point will note that other sections like communications
and representation do not exclude matters of professional development. For purposes of this part, singled
out will be training, although not that provided under contract to other organizations; research, with a

similar caveat; minority concerns; and conferences, including Association awards.
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Training

Steven Brooks writes in his first two-decade NASFAA history of the organization’s establishing a formal
position on its role in training. He gives Donald R. Ryan, a Chairman of the Training Committee in the
mid 1980s and National Chairman in 1990-91, credit for the philosophical underpinnings of that position
as he worried about NASFAA’s possible loss of the training project which it had conducted for the
Department of Education. The Executive Committee, Dr. Brooks notes, defined the role as starting “with
the premise that it will act as an umbrella in organizing, coordinating, and facilitating training efforts as
they relate to national, regional and state levels.”19% More specifically, NASFAA would concentrate
these efforts primarily on developing the competencies of new aid personnel through CORE training, but
would also foster training in management skills and professional development to enhance the effective-

ness of the aid administrator on his or her campus. 19!

Until July of 1989, responsibility for NASFAA’s training was overseen by the Committee on
Training. At that juncture, responsibility for it passed to the Professional Development Committee. The
areas in which the membership felt training was needed were determined by periodic surveys conducted
by one or the other committee. The need for workshops dealing with certain timely topics was of course
obvious in many instances. Materials to be used for the workshops were developed by the staff and
reviewed by the committee and the workshops were scheduled in consultation with the regional and
state associations. The training might be conducted by NASFAA (or by a region or state or jointly) and
the success of the endeavor required close collaboration. f NASFAA conducted the training, it was
termed, “centralized”; if it was conducted by a state or region, it was called “decentralized.” After a flur-
ry of training from 1986 through 1989 which, for the most part, was Reauthorization related, the major
workshops were typically scheduled for the autumn.

The Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1986 had left the financial aid administrator
to apply professional judgment if it seemed appropriate to alter the results of the new federal need analy-
sis, called the Congressional Methodology. NASFAA, with little lead time, responded to the confusion
over professional judgment by offering training at 26 locations. These one-day workshops were conduct-
ed on college campuses and attracted registration by 1,448 people.!02 Virtually simultaneously and again
responding to a perceived need, NASFAA offered automation workshops in the summer of 1987, with
the intention of continuing to conduct them in the autumn and into the next year.193 Even before the
automation workshops were concluded, the Association had moved on to preparing for need analysis
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workshops to help aid administrators cope with the intricacies of the Congressional Methodology. Some
25 sessions were planned for the period from January 4 through February 12, 1988.104

Apgain in 1988-89, NASFAA offered two different workshop series. They dealt with financial aid
management aimed at preventing loan default and with audits and program reviews. With the goal of
making training as convenient as a possible, regional and state associations were given the choice of
conducting these workshops themselves or of having NASFAA do s0.195 Participation in the 20 audit
workshops sponsored by NASFAA totaled 550.196 Only 12 NASFAA co-sponsored workshops on audits
and program reviews were held, but they attracted 630 attendees.!97 Decentralized training was conduct-
ed by one region and nine states. 98 With the unaccustorned luxury of lead time to consult with the
regions and states, choose training sites, prepare the materials and select and train instructors, NASFAA
in 1989-90 sponsored, or co-sponsored with the western region, 27 workshops dealing with the always
complicated technicalities of disbursement, refund and repayment. The 27 workshops drew 1,060 peo-
ple. Another 1,315 individuals participated in these workshops sponsored by two regions and eight
states.09

NASFAA’s autumn 1990 workshop series was entitled, “Policies and Procedures: Putting
Compliance into Practice™ and was scheduled from early October to mid December.!10 The workshops
sponsored by NASFAA were held at 16 sites and drew 433 individuals. Another 36 workshops were
conducted by the regional and state associations, with their instructors trained by NASFAA. The com-
bined effort had the effect of training being conducted in virtually every state and becoming truly acces-
sible to the entire financial aid community. The 1991 workshop series, which was scheduled on a cen-
tralized or decentralized basis from early October through early December, dealt with the many current
issues of the Title IV programs and had the title “Today’s Technical Issues.”!l1! The 15 centralized NAS-
FAA workshops, which drew 375 participants, were concluded on November 14. The 35 decentralized
workshops conducted by the regions and states were to continue on into 1992.112

Not all of NASFAA’s training efforts occurred in workshop settings nor were they limited to
practicing college financial aid personnel. At the very heart of NASFAA’s extensive library of training
was CORE. It was widely employed by the regional and state associations to train individuals with less
than two years of experience. The preparation of new financial aid staff to fulfill their responsibilities
was considered to be an organizational priority and the materials which comprised CORE were updated
each spring and enhanced. Just as with all NASFAA training, the users” surveys conducted by the
Professional Development Committee identified perceived needs. Also quite valuable was FACTS—
Financial Aid Concepts for Training Staff. Thé training tool was viewed as helpful for three groups to be
found in the financial aid office, “staff members new to financial aid, staff members with financial aid
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experience new to the institution, and current staff.”113 Like CORE, FACTS contents were constantly
updated and improved. President Martin noted in January of 1991 that since the prior spring’s printing,
750 copies of the “self-learning guide” had been sold and more had to be printed.114

Long mindful of the important role which high school counselors played in the student financial
aid delivery process, NASFAA, through a cooperative effort involving the state associations, prepared
training materials which would be useful to them. These materials consisted of a trainer’s guide, sug-
gested overheads and “The Financial Aid Guide for Counselors.” They were distributed each autumn to
the state association presidents.!115 The presidents were then, of course, expected to arrange for their
organizations to carry out the training. Another valuable tool available to help the high school guidance
personnel deal with the ever changing financial aid process and its other aspects was THE AD VISOR: 4
Counselor’s Guide to Student Financial Assistance. By the end of NASFAA's 1990-91 year, close to
1,300 copies of THE ADVISOR had been sent out and a third edition was being prepared.!!6 President
Martin referred to it as “a comprehensive publication containing information on student aid directed to
the high school counselor and others counseling students.”!17

NASFAA’s efforts to reach students and their parents with timely financial aid information can,
without too much of a stretch of the imagination, certainly be viewed as training, although some might
prefer to term it outreach. Twenty-two of the affiliate Call for Action radio networks agreed to carry
“Ask the Experts” in the period from January 18 through 29, 1988.118 David Levy, then Director of
Financial Aid at Occidental College, was a major facilitator of this novel project. Actually, 23 affiliate
networks participated and 350 aid administrators in 15 states handled more than 2,700 calls. The NAS-
FAA Financial Aid Network Task Force was soon looking for ways to expand the coverage in 1989.119
The initiative generated such a positive response that NASFAA, responding to the recommendations of
its Special Task Force on Early Awareness/Financial Aid Network, prepared a guide on how to conduct
a phone-in project. In both 1989 and 1990, NASFAA provided follow-up materials on financial aid to
callers, such as printed pamphlets and photographic copy.!2? As part of the National Higher Education
Week sponsored by the Council for the Advancement and Support of Education {CASE) in October of
1990, NASFAA volunteers staffed the US4 Today Hotline on college admission and financial aid.12! In
the following year, the hotline was separated from National Higher Education Week and took place at
the time of the College Board’s National Forum in early November.}2? Another NASFAA initiative
intended to help students and parents cope with financial aid procedures was the “Cash for College”™
brochure, which would be available for the next award year.123
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Research

Perhaps one of NASFAA’s most innovative initiatives in the research area was the creation of its

Sponsored Research Grant Program. I tried for over a decade as Journal Editor, with little success, to
stimulate research efforts dealing with financial aid issues. At its 1987 spring meeting, the National |
Council, acting on a recommendation of the Research Committee, established an experimental program

of sponsored research grants. Modest stipends would be available “to encourage research projects on the
administration of student financial aid and related topics.”124 Applications for grants were not to be lim- i
ited to NASFAA members, but could be submitted to the Research Committee by students, faculty and .
other interested parties. Quite strict conditions were set for the grants, including periodic reporting of !
progress and letters attesting to the ability of student applicants to conduct their proposed research.!25 '

The success of the research initiative resulted in the program being made permanent in 1988-89,
Nine grants had been awarded and research outcomes were beginning to appear in the Journal and to
fulfill graduate degree requirements.126 It was announced that new grants for up to $1,000 each would
be available for the period after April 1, 1990. Preference in the awarding of the granis would be given
to research dealing with the impending Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act and data collected
in the 1987 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS).!27 Through the first five years of the
program (1987-1992), NASFAA funding had made it possible for ten research projects to be
completed.128

In addition to conducting the Sponsored Research Grant Program, the Research Committee per-
formed a variety of other valuable tasks during the five years under review in this history. A major focus
of the committee was maintaining a bibliography of student financial aid. By 1988, culminating four
years of work, an annotated student financial aid bibliography covering 1977 to 1985 was available for
distribution.12% Earlier, Dr. Martin as the Executive Director of NASFAA would describe the publication
as “the most comprehensive and authoritative source on financial aid issues of any in the United
States.”130 Subsequently, an update of the bibliography covering 1987 and 1988 was undertaken by the
Research Committee.13! Another update of the bibliography covering 1989 and subsequent years was
being prepared with the help of an ERIC data base search, 132

NASFAA’s ability to maintain its standing as Washington’s premier expert on student financial
aid matters was in part dependent on its ability to obtain almost instantaneous opinions of its members
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on a wide variety of federal issues. Key to achieving this end was its Rapid Survey Network. The
endeavor was described in 1986-87 as a “statistically valid profile of NASFAA’s membership and
includes 413 participants randomly selected and grouped in twelve categories (by type, control and

size). 133 In reality, the network had not been in use since 1986, but in 1991-92 a fresh random sample of
350 institutions was recruited. The new participants agreed to reply quickly to all requests for informa-
tion so that responses could be promptly tabulated.!34 Despite the creation of this new sample, the
Research Committee at its meeting in February of 1991 decided to consider other ways of achieving the
results expected from the Rapid Survey Network. 133

The Research Committee cooperated with the staff of the National Postsecondary Student Aid
Study as preparations were made for its 1990 administration. Some of the committee members served on
the study’s steering body and the committee sought to publicize the study to insure maximum NASFAA
participation.!36 The committee also sought through a host of efforts to make it easier to conduct
research that went beyond the Sponsored Research Grant Program. These included developing a stan-
dard for the collection of financial aid data and a guide for individuals contemplating financial aid
research, 137
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Minority Concerns

Issues relating to the particular circurnstances of minority students and minority financial aid administra-
tors have usually had a priority place on NASFAA’s agenda. As the organization’s President in 1979-80,
[ appointed Israci Rodriguez to serve as my special assistant for minority matters. As they existed in the
period from 1986 through 1991, minority corcerns could reasonably be placed in three categories. These :
included outreach efforts, providing information which could be used to increase the funds availabie to '
kelp under-represented students and promoting opportunities and advancement for minority aid person-
nel. ;

The outreach efforts of the Minority Concerns Committee involved two important projects. The
goal of both these efforts was to “encourage low income disadvantaged students to enroll in postsec-
ondary education.”138 The first effort was the redesign of materials to be used in high school workshops
where students would be instructed in how to apply for financial aid. The workshops were to be con-
ducted by high school guidance counselors for students in their junior and senior years and the materials
were in Spanish as well as English. The committee’s second initiative was aimed at promoting the value
of postsecondary education among intermediate and junior high school students and their parents.
Detroit and Miami were chosen for this project.!3% Participating cities were soon expanded to include
New York and Los Angeles. Atlanta, Cleveland and other cities were also under consideration. 40
Cooperating with the Minority Concerns Committee in these outreach efforts was NASFAA’s Special ;
Task Force on Early Awareness. 141 '

Those who have tried to persuade Congress and state legislators to increase student aid
resources know well that members are often swayed as much by anecdotal evidence of the value of this
support as they are by statistics. The Minority Concerns Committee’s collection and publication of
Student Financial Aid Success stories served to personalize in a very effective way the importance of
student aid. A student success breakfast was held during the National Conference in Denver in 1988,
where students talked of how aid had enabled them to further their goals.!42 Aid administrators who
attended that very moving event came away with a reinforced view of the value of their roles. In 1989,
almost 100 NASFAA members submitted 136 success stories and 82 were compiled in a 32-page publi-
cation to be shared with Congress. Four of the students featured were invited to participate in a
Congressional Breakfast sponsored by the Commiitee for Education Funding,!43 In 1990, NASFAA
asked Members of Congress for student aid success stories from their constituents and at least one,
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Henry Gonzales of Texas, included in his district newsletter a request that people with these stories sub-
mit them to NASFAA 144

The Minority Concems Committee sought through a variety of means to promote the interests of
ethnic minority financial aid administrators. In June of 1988, it announced that it had updated the
“Minority Financial Aid Resource Bank.”" The “Bank™’ was termed a potential help in identifying can-
didates for employment as well as for committee appointments and other positions in financial aid
organizations. The committee also, for the first time since 1981, surveyed minority aid administrators to
ascertain their particular interests.!45 National Chair G. Kay Jacks could announce during her term of
office that over a quarter of her committee appointments were ethnic minorities. 46 The first Minority
Leadership Breakfast was held at the National Conference in Washington, D.C., in July of 1989.
Invitations were issued to all individuals whose names appeared in the Directory of Minority Financial
Aid Personnel as well as to National Council members, regional and state presidents and National
Chairs.147 Almost 200 guests attended the breakfast.14® With the 1989 beginning, the event became an
important part of subsequent National Conferences. The directory input form was revised by the com-
mittee and an updated directory was distributed to the 1990 breakfast attendees.!4?
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Conferences and Awards

NASFAA regularly conducted two important conferences each year. One was its Leadership Conference
and the other might well be considered its major undertaking, the National Conference, which was the
highlight of the financial aid year for many practitioners. The organization’s awards were presented dur-
ing the National Conference, which occurred annually in July.

In May of 1987, NASFAA conducted its second Leadership Conference in Washington, D.C.
The activity was basically a training exercise for regional and state association presidents and presi-
dents-elect and 58 attended. The agenda included “strategic planning, communications, committee selec-
tion, meeting planning, training and legislative advocacy.”150 At its meeting the following July, the
National Council made the activity permanent.!5! Typically, these conferences occurred in March of
each year and drew between 60 to 75 participants. A nominal fee was charged of each registrant and
NASFAA would issue invitations upon the nomination of regional and state presidents. Responsive to
comments by the participants on how the conferences could be improved, NASFAA subsequently added
a session at which these leaders could exchange their own ideas.!52 Also, Congressional visits were a
part of at least one conference.!53 NASFAA staff and the senior elected officers took part in the training
of these leaders.

The Association’s first National Conference had occurred in Aspen, Colorado in 1975 with 570
participants in attendance.!3¢ By 1985-86, general agreement had emerged that the conferences should
alternate between Washington, D.C. and the NASFAA regions.!55

The National Conferences provided training on a massive scale. At the same time, the events
which took place offered motivation and inspiration to financial aid personnel who attended and afford-
ed them the opportunity to share experiences and develop networks with colleagues. The Department of
Education staff conducted technical update sessions and members of Congress with particular interest in
student aid legislation addressed plenary sessions. President Martin and the incoming National Chair
announced the goals and set the tone for the next year’s activities. The conclave itself was viewed as the
final achievement of the outgoing President or National Chair. The interest sessions covered virtually all
aspects of student financial aid and some offered advice for the physical and emotional well-being of
often harried administrators. The Minority Leadership Breakfast and the annual presentation of awards
were always highlight events of the conference. There, of course, was the opportunity for fun and
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entertainment; invariably when the meeting took place in Washington, D.C., the popular Capitol Steps per-
formed.

The 1986 National Conference was scheduled from July 20 through July 23 in Dallas, Texas and
given the theme, “Exploring New Horizons.”136 The more than 1,200 attendees made the event the
largest conference ever held outside Washington, D.C.157 The next year, the National Conference
returned to Washington, D.C. from July 22 through 25. A record of 1,600 participants were in atten-
dance, possibly drawn in part by the opportunity to hear the legends of federal student aid legislation,
Senator Robert Stafford of Vermont and Congressman William D. Ford of Michigan.!38 Appropriately
selecting the theme, “Mining Resources,” NASFAA journeyed to Denver, Colorado from July 17
through 20 for its 1988 National Conference. It was at this event’s closing session that “Student
Financial Aid Success Stories,” an initiative of the Minority Concerns Committee, made their debut.15?
Adhering to its schedule, the National Conference was back in Washington, D.C., July 12 through 15,
1989. Three themes were chosen for the event, “delivery, diversity and development.”160 Yet another
attendance record was broken with 1,801 registrants. Of particular mention were the Breakfast for
Members of Congress and major addresses by Senator Tom Harkin of Iowa and President Johnnetta
Cole of Spelman College.16! The theme chosen for the 1990 Boston National Conference was “The
Boston “T” Party: Tradition and Transition.””162 Senators Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island and Edward
Kennedy of Massachusetts pledged their continuing efforts to promote educational opportunity.163 The
conference served as a fitting beginning of NASFAA’s 25th year. The closing of the NASFAA Silver
Anniversary Year celebration took place at the next year’s conference in Washington, D.C., from July 28
through 31, 1991. A historic occurrence at the celebration was the organization’s welcoming of 25 indi-
viduals into its newly created Roll of Service. Naturally, each person so honored had made major contri-
butions to furthering educational opportunity.164 Numerous sessions dealing with issues like default
rates and the delivery system attracted large audiences.163

By the beginning of the period of this history, NASFAA had established the following four cate-
gories of major awards: Lifetime Membership, Honorary Membership, Distinguished Service and
Meritorious Achievement. NASFAA did not at that juncture, however, have a formally appointed
Awards Committee and nominations for the awards were to sent to the President.166 By 1988-89, the
organization had established an Awards Committee.167

Inasmuch as Lifetime Membership is the very highest award that the organization can bestow on
a member, institutional, affiliate, constituent or student, it is expected that “the achievements and contri-
butions of the individual must truly be outstanding and significant.”168 Further definition stipulates that
the accomplishments of this individual in serving the organization and the profession has to take place
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over a lengthy period. Edson W. Sample of Indiana University was so honored in 1990 and thus joined
another NASFAA founder, Allan W. Purdy, as one of the two recipients. 169

Honorary Membership is the highest award which NASFAA can confer on 2 non-member and it
requires the same level of sustained contribution to the Association as does Lifetime Membership.! 70
Senator Robert Stafford of Vermont and Representative William D. Ford were honored with the award in
1987.171 In 1990, Representative Augustus F. Hawkins was selected for it.172

Distinguished Service is one of NASFAA’s highest awards and typically requires a major contri-
bution toward advancing the organization’s goals over a long period. It is not necessary for an individual
to be a NASFAA member to be selected.!73 Routinely, the award has gone to the NASFAA President or
National Chair at the conclusion of her or his term of office. Other recipients during the peried from
1986 through 1991 included, in 1986, Congressman Augustus Hawkins and retiring College Board |
President George Hanford; in 1987, Robin Jenkins of NASFAA; in 1988 Jimmy Ross of Indiana :
University; in 1989, Marc L. Brenner of the Ohio Diesel Technical Institute and Daniel R. Lau of the
Department of Education; and in 1991, Eleanor Morris of the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill,174

Three Meritorious Achievement Awards were made between 1986 and 1991. This award is
given to recognize one achievement, if it is truly exceptional, but also can be given to honor “sustained
efforts resulting in significant accomplishments.”17> The recipients were C. Jack Sheehan whose health
deprived the organization of his leadership, David Levy of Occidental College, and Dr. Oluf M.
Davidson, who had retired as President of ACT.176

NASFAA has a number of other important awards which are conferred at the Annual
Conference. Among these is the Statement of Appreciation and eight were presented between 1986 and
1991.177 The President or National Chair could and usually did select as the Committee of the Year, the
one or more which had been particularly successful. A new program of regional leadership awards was
created in 1989.178 The awards were announced at the National Conference, but presented at the annual
conferences of the regional associations. Awards were also made to states in the three categories of serv-
ice to the financial aid profession, service to students and families and service to other constituencies.!79
An award for research and writing in the field of student financial aid, called the Robert P. Huff Golden
Quill Award, was also presented annually at the National Conference.
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LEGISLATIVE
AND REGULATORY
ADVOCACY

he organization’s involvement with federal student aid policy was both very extensive and

varied in the period from July 1, 1986 to June 30, 1991. Although these activities could be

dealt with in 2 number of different approaches, I have chosen to place them in the following
categories: implementation of the 1986 Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1965, appropria-
tions and regulatory struggles and preparations for the 1992 Amendments to the Higher Education Act
of 1965.

It seemns well as a preface to this part of the history to examine at least in a general way the
political, economic and social background against which these activities played out. First, the politics of
the time will be considered. In the midterm Congressional elections in President Ronald Reagan’s sec-
ond term, the majority in both houses passed to the Democrats. In the Senate, which prior to the election
had seen a six vote Republican majority, the division between the two parties came to favor the
Democrats, 55 to 45.180 The results of the November 4, 1986 Senate elections were viewed as “an
unexpectedly strong showing” by the Democrats, who quickly made it known that they would “assume
an assertive posture.”18! In the House of Representatives, the Democrats won 259 seats and the
Republicans, 174,182

George Bush, President Reagan’s Vice President, had little difficulty in winning the White
House in November of 1988, but confronting him in the Senate was a 10 member Democratic majority
and an 85 member Democratic majority in the House. In the midterm elections of 1990, the Democrats
gained one seat in the Senate and eight seats in the House.183 The fact that the Executive Branch was in
the hands of one political party and the Congress in the other seemed to give promise that changes in
federal student aid policy and increases in funding would not come easily.

Part | 29



NASFAA HISTORY

If the political landscape in Washington, D.C., were not ominous enough, the state of the coun-
try’s economy was very troubling. For example, the federal budget deficit in 1986 had risen to $221.2
billion.184 Earlier procedures for controlling federal over-expenditures had become ineffective. A num-
ber of alternatives were considered and in 1985 Congress passed and President Reagan signed the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act. The legislation came to be called the
Gramm/Rudman/Hollings Act, after its three authors, Republican Senators Phil Gramm of Texas and
Warmren Rudman of New Hampshire and Democratic Senator Emest F. Hollings of South Carolina. The
legislation was complicated but, in its simplest terms, provided for a balanced federal budget in five
years. If this balance could not be achieved through normal budget procedures, it provided for cuts, :
called sequestrations. Half the cuts were to come from the military budget and the rest from nonmilitary -
programs. Certain expenditure areas, like Social Security, debt service, veterans® benefits and pensions
and programs which served the very needy were not subject to cuts. The procedure involved an annual :
review by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) of
progress toward the deficit targets. The projections of necessary automatic reductions by these two
offices would then be averaged and scrutinized by the General Accounting Office (GAQ), which in tun
would inform the President of the necessary automatic reductions,!85

In July of 1986, the Supreme Court, sustaining the ruling of a lower court, found the GAQ’s part
in the process to violate the Constitution’s separation of powers clause. Congress, in September of 1987,
eliminated the GAQ from the process. Under the revised provisions, the President each August would
initially sequester on a temparary basis the necessary cuts through a hold on spending. A second order
would be issued if the initial sequester on a temporary basis failed to produce the necessary cuts in
October and the reductions would become final. The modifications to the original
Gramm/Rudman/Hollings Act were achieved by attaching them to critical debt ceiling legislation. In the
next month, on October 19, the Dow Jones 30 Industrials lost 508 points, the largest loss in its histo-
ry.186

The Gramm/Rudman/Hollings Act was significantly altered by the Budget Enforcement Act of
1990 which established revised and larger targets for fiscal years 1991 through 1995. The role of the
Budget Commiftees was thus limited because the “taxing and spending decision” had been set for the
next five years and “the deficit would be allowed to grow with the economy.”!87 The sequestrations pro-
duced continuing resolutions which maintained program funding at the prior year levels.138

Despite the findings of the 1990 Gallup Poll which showed that public support for student finan-
cial aid was higher than it had been in 1986, there was significant disenchantment with higher education
in general. The reasons for the lack of public confidence seemed obvious. College costs were rising at a
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rate which exceeded the Consumer Price Index increases. For example, the College Board reported in
August of 1989 that tuition would rise in 1989-90 by between 5% and 9% over the prior year, while
institutional room and board prices would go up by 6% to 7%.18% One of the severest critics of the esca-
lating college costs was President Reagan’s Secretary of Education, William Bennett 190

The growing student loan default rate and charges of fraud and abuse in the federal student aid programs
no doubt contributed to a public lack of confidence in postsecondary education’s ability to keep its
house in order. In February of 1990, the staff of the Investigative Subcommittee of the Senate’s
Governmental Affairs Committee in testifying on abuses in federal student loans declared “the system is
severely broken and major changes must be made immediately to save the taxpayers’ money.”1?! Citing
growing loan defaults which by 1991 could be between $500 million and $1 billion, President Martin
called on all those involved with the loan programs to take all possible steps to lower default. He warned
that the failure to do so would add fuel to the charges of the critics.192
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Higher Education Amendments

On September 24, 1986, the House of Representatives passed the Reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act of 1986. The following day similar action was taken by the Senate. On October 17,
President Reagan signed the legislation. President Martin, noting that virtually all of the federal student
aid programs remained in tact with appropriation levels at prior levels, termed the passage of the 1986
Higher Education Amendments “a clear bipartisan rejection of most of the education policies advanced
by the Reagan Administration for the past few years.”193 Another experienced observer of the
Washington, D.C. scene, particularly where federal student aid is concerned, Lawrence Gladieux of the
College Board asserted that “damage control” had prevailed and the *“status quo® was pretty much
achieved.1?* He noted that some Members of Congress were dissatisfied that the grant loan imbalance
had not been addressed.!?5

The revised law increased student borrowing ceilings and specified that all students wishing to
obtain a Guaranteed Student Loan had to establish need. In order to claim financiaily emancipated sta-
tus, a student would for all practical purposes have to be at least 24 years of age. It set a 30% cap on the
percentage of student aid applications which the Secretary of Education could designate for verification.
A calendar was also imposed on the Department governing dates by which changes in the Pell Grant
Eligibility Index and the federal need analysis had to be announced. It was soon apparent that the legis-
lation had its share of problems and errors and technical amendments would soon have to be made.
NASFAA pledged to help improve the situation.196

The Higher Education Technical Amendments of 1987 were enacted by the Congress in May of
1987. The Act permitted aid administrators to modify in individual cases the standard maintenance
allowance (SMA) for independent students where circumstances dictated a change was appropriate. The
legislation also clarified the circumstances surrounding the use by an institution of its own aid applica-
tion for which a charge was made.!97 Additional changes in the Higher Education Act of 1985 as
amended occurred as a result of the 1991 Higher Education Technical Amendments. Perhaps most
important for the financial aid administrator was a clarification of the conditions under which a
Guaranteed Student Loan could be denied, or the amount requested, reduced. The financial aid interests
of students who served in Desert Shield or Desert Storm were protected. Federal student aid applicants
who lacked a high school diploma or its equivalent would have to demonstrate their ability to benefit by
passing an examination prescribed by the Secretary of Education, 198
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A host of other legislative actions affecting student financial aid occurred during the half decade
under review. This legislation would keep NASFAA busy trying to protect the interests of affected stu-
dents and minimizing the new burdens the laws promised to inflict on the already harried lives of finan-
cial aid practitioners. Two of these laws came at virtually the same time the 1986 Higher Education
Amendments were being finalized into legislation. The Tax Reform Act of 1985 eliminated the
deductibility of student loan interest and subjected scholarship aid not designated for tuition or course-
related expenses of degree candidates to income tax. In the case of the latter provision, stipends which
were intended to assist with subsistence and the like would become taxable. Dr. Martin observed that
there was great ambiguity produced by the tax legislation and the new law would keep the Internal
Revenue Service and tax attorneys occupied for some time.199 Also enacted at the same time was the
Immigration Reform Bill. Under its terms, workers, including students, would have to verify their
employment eligibility by the submission of proof of citizenship or permanent residency. President
Martin termed the bill not as objectionable as it might have been had a “systematic alien verification
system been mandated.”200

Students’ Right to Know legislation, prompted by the loss of confidence in postsecondary edu-
cation, promised to introduce new record keeping and reporting requirements on institutions.20! Efforts
to control illegal drugs in society certainly could not overlook the education community. As a resuit of
the legislation in 1989, institutions wishing to qualify for federal grant funds had to insure that they were
maintaining a “drug-free environment,” and to receive a Pell Grant, students had to certify they were not
using illegal drugs.202 Public Service was an area of great interest both to Congress and the
Administration. At one time in 1989, 14 bills dealing with the subject were before the Congress.203 The
uitimate legislation, the National and Community Service Act of 1990, escaped the once proposed
notion of requiring public service as a condition of receiving federal student aid, establishing instead a
series of educational benefits for those who voluntarily engaged in public service.204
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Appropriations and Regulations

Reductions in federal student aid in the five year period of this history constantly threatened to be immi-
nent and substantial. The reductions which did occur in fact were less dramatic than had initially been
expected. Certainly, achieving the authorized funding levels as well as adjustments for inflation failed
to take place. It is apparent, too, from viewing the numbers that the grant loan imbalance was further

exacerbated.

Relying on data from Lawrence Gladieux’s valuable Trends in Student Aid, it is found that look-
ing at assistance awarded using current dollars, Pell Grants rose by $1.469 billion from $3.441 billion in
1986-87 to $4.910 billion in 1990-91. Using constant 1994 dollars for the same period, however, reveals
a slower rate of growth in Pell Grants from $4.590 billion to $5.436 billion or just $846 million.
Examining other Title IV programs, in current dollars over the five years, SEOG grew by $53 million,
SSIG was $11 million less, CWS rose $99 million and Perkins Loans dropped by $107 million. If con-
stant 1994 dollars for the five year period are employed, SEOG went down by $32 million, SSIG was
$30 million lower, CWS lost $24 miilion, and Perkins Loans dropped $54 million. By far the largest stu-
dent aid program, Guaranteed Student Loans, rose between 1986-87 and 1990-91 in current dollars by
$1.772 billion; however, the comparable figure in 1994 constant dollars was a reduction of $37 million.
The immense growth in loan programs occurred with SLS and PLUS, where using 1994 constant dollars
the growth was $1.260 billion and $723 million, respectively.205 The higher loan limits authorized by
the 1986 Amendments were clearly apparent in this growth.

Beyond the actual funding reductions which occurred, a major problem was the uncertainty over
what the final outcome would be. Fortunately, the Title TV programs, other than GSL, were forward
funded. The fact that GSL was not forward funded made it a convenient target when large reductions
were being considered. The problem of growing loan defaults and abuse of course added to its being sin-
gled out. The budget reconciliation bills approved by the Congress in the auturnn of 1986 stipulated that
a $395 million reduction would have to occur in GSL over the next three years 206 Secretary Bennett’s
appeals for steep reductions in student aid in the following year fell for the most part on deaf ears, and
President Martin could conjecture that the imminent presidential election could be helpful to the cause
of education support.207 President Reagan’s Fiscal Year 1988 Appropriations Request, however, zeroed
out funding for SEOG, CWS, SSIG, the Perkins Loan Federal Capital Contribution and a host of gradu-
ate fellowship programs.208
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The Reagan Administration in its 1990 Fiscal Year (FY) request was disposed to match the
House’s request for appropriations for Pell, SEOG and CWS, but provided no funding for SSIG or the
Perkins Loan Federal Capital Contribution.209 The House was requesting over $600 million more than
the White House for GSL and Dr. Martin expressed concern that additional funding for student aid
would be dependent on default reduction which he felt by 1991 could require between $500 million and
$1 billion.210 Another major fiscal problem surfaced as it became apparent that a shortfall would occur
in the Pell Grant Program. President Martin estimated these shortfalls to be in the neighborhood of $350
million in FY-1989 and over a half billion dollars in FY-1990. He attributed the increased spending to a
greater number of awards to older, independent students.2!! With this inadequate funding the order of

the day, hoped-for increases in the maximum award were out of the question.

President Bush’s veto of the FY-1990 Appropriations Bill for Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education seemed to signal that funding would have to be on a continuing resolution basis. The
President objected to Medicaid funding being used for abortions where rape or incest was involved.2!2

Reconciliation in FY-1990 had the effect of reducing expenditures below appropriated levels.
The White House’s FY-1991 budget proposals offered a half a billion dollars in additional educational
funding but most of the increment would fund programs other than student financial aid.2!3

A budget summit in 1990 between the President and Congressional Democrats produced an
agreement to reduce the deficit over five years by 3500 billion. Neither side was overjoyed, with the
Democrats insisting that benefits would be lost by low and middle-income families and the Republicans
complaining about new taxes to which Mr. Bush had agreed in contradiction to his election promises. It
appeared that the deal would result in no additional funding for Pell Grants and the campus-based pro-
grams. Stricter rules of access to GSL and SLS were to become effective in order to lower the burgeon-
ing costs of default. They included a 30-day delay in disbursing a loan, the requirement of a high school
diploma or its equivalent for loan eligibility, and a credit check for loan applicants who were 21 years or
older. Institutions with default rates of 30% or higher were to become ineligible to participate in the loan
programs. Dr. Martin committed NASFAA to offer advice on the least harmful measures which could be
taken to achieve the desired savings.214 Some of the controls aimed at lowering default costs were in
fact included in the FY-1991 budget reconciliation. The institutional default cut-off for loan participation
would be 35% starting on July 1, 1991, falling to 30% the next year. Beginning on January 1, 1991,
loans for first-time, undergraduate borrowers could not be disbursed until 30 days into the term of study.
Students without a high school diploma or its equivalent would have to pass an ability to benefit test
prescribed by the Secretary of Education.213
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On the regulatory side, developments during the five year period seemed just as hectic.
Regulation was clearly seen by some as another means to reduce expenditures and hence the budget
deficit. Dallas Martin warned in the summer of 1987 that a number of Notices of Proposed Rule Making
(NPRM), triggered by the 1986 Amendments, could be anticipated. To the extent that the community
objected to them, it would have to be “prepared to respond to them in mass.”216 The default reduction
initiatives was one area of the regulations which drew extensive response. The rules dealt with such crit-
ical areas as default caiculation, pro rata refunds, entrance and exit interviews and consumer informa-
tion.217 Secretary Cavazos on June 1, 1989 revealed his “Graduated Regulatory Approach to Default
Reduction at Postsecondary Institutions.” What the plan did was to divide the institutions participating
in the loan programs into four tiers determined by their default rates. The higher the rate, of course, the
more severe the controls. Dr. Martin termed the approach, which was not unexpected, as “more even-
handed.”218

NASFAA, however, was unable to persuade the Department and OMB to delay the date by
which institutions had to commence entrance counseling.2!1? Although he was not satisfied with all the
default regulations which were implemented or the haste of implementation, Dr. Martin did see some
reason to hope that the approach of distinguishing between institutions, in effect applying performance-
based rules, might be a solution and applicable in a variety of areas. One area about which he was
deeply concerned was the expectation that institutions provide data which they had not previously
kept.220 That NASFAA's chief executive was frustrated by the Department of Education was evident in
his view that “there has been no let up or relief from many of the more troublesome regulations which
have been advanced.”22! He pointed in particular to track record disclosures and refund calculations.222

Although not strictly a regulatory issue, another area where the Department of Education’s
efforts, or perhaps more accurately, lack of them, caused problems was the Multiple Data Entry (MDE)
process which drove the delivery of federal student aid. For example, a delay occurred in issuing a
request for proposal (RFP) for the Central Processor. Because of the tight coordination required between
that processor and MDEs, it was feared that this failure could delay notices to students of their aid pack-
ages for 1989-90.223 As a matter of fact, receipt of federal need analysis data was delayed, making it
difficult to coordinate in a timely fashion in student aid packages other aid resources with federal assis-

tance.
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1992 Reauthorization

Formal NASFAA preparations for the 1992 Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 began
in 1988-89.224 The failure of the Federal Government to address the grant loan imbalance, the complexi-
ties of its aid delivery system and unreasonable loan default prevention measures were troublesome to
many aid practitioners and had to be fixed in the next Reauthorization.

In the following year, 1989-90, National Chair Kathleen Hogan McCullough and Chair-elect
Donald R. Ryan appointed a Reauthorization Task Force. There were to be nine members and it was to
be chaired by Marc Brenner, an individual with admirable experience and expertise in the area of federal
student aid. The task force would be joined by the Need Analysis Standards Committee in developing
the Association’s position on Reauthorization. NASFAA would insure maximizing the opinions of its
members through a series of public hearings and other means.?25 Clearly, the organization would contin-
ue its dominant role of influencing federal student aid legislation as it had in its first two decades.
A priority area to be addressed in Reauthorization was student aid delivery and need analysis. The rec-
ommendation of the Need Analysis Standards Committee and its predecessors was called 4 Plan for
Reform and represented six years of dedicated effort. The plan was formally adopted by the Board of
Directors at its meeting on April 19, 1991, The plan not only prescribed a single need analysis method-
ology for all federal programs, but also specified a standard cost of attendance.226 The delivery system
provisions advocated in the report so impressed Senator Edward Kennedy of Massachusetts that he
incorporated a number of them into his bill, 5.1137.227

Natala Hart, at that time Executive Director of the State Student Assistance Commission of
Indiana and one of the architects of the Plan for Reform, explained the plan to the House Postsecondary
Education Subcommittee a month after its adoption by the Board of Directors. She emphasized the five
principal features of the plan. It would substitute a single need analysis methodology for determining
eligibility for federal student aid funds for the two then in operation. To be financially independent, stu-
dents would have to be 24 years of age or older, be veterans or be without parents. Aid eligibility would
be automatic for students who received AFDC or similar programs or whose parents did. Information
gathering processes would be in a single form with linkage to a number of federal databases. Finally,
application questions relating to the assets for low-income parents would be dropped. What was called
“Resource Analysis” would be developed for use with higher-income families or where the aid adminis-

trators felt the need to apply professional judgment 228
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Although Dr. Martin had anticipated that there would be no significant differences between the
Reauthorization recommendations of the National Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance
and NASFAA, such was not to be the case. An analysis of NASFAA’s plan by the committee staff, to
which Dallas Martin responded, claimed that NASFAA sought to eliminate the free processing of the
application and do away with the common form.22% The NASFAA President’s detailed response to the
committee’s chair, Stanley Z. Koplik of the Kansas Board of Regents, explained that the only major dif-
ference between the committee’s goals and NASFAA’s was the elimination of any asset evaluation for
dependent students” parents who had annual incomes of $20,000 or less. He told Dr. Koplik that there
was considerable misunderstanding of the NASFAA recommendations and he was quite prepared to
meet and clarify matters.230

NASFAA’s Reauthorization recommendations other than those contained in the Plan for Reform
were presented to the House Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education and the Senate Subcommittee
on Education, Arts and Humanities on April 8, 1991 in a 109 page publication.23! Reauthorization Task
Force Chairman Marc Brenner testified on behalf of the recommendations before the House
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education on May 21, 1991, He called for making the Pell Grant
Program an entitlement, increasing loan limits for full-time students and parents, extending the loan
repayment period from 10 to 15 years, and establishing a quality assurance program with its basis in
statute.232 NASFAA, as usual, had developed thoughtful and reasonable proposals.
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CONCLUSIONS

s NASFAA concluded its first two decades of existence, President Dallas Martin had

expressed the hope that by the end of the next five years the dream of educational opportu-

nity for all who desired to achieve it would be closer to reality.23? Unfortunately, Dr.
Martin’s wish was not fulfilled but without his heroic efforts in which NASFAA staff and many mem-
bers joined there could have been substantial deterioration in the gains which had been realized between
1966 and 1986. As this history has sought to record, there were persistent efforts to eliminate certain
student financial aid programs and reduce funding in others. The fact that in 1991 all the programs
existed and funding cuts were not as great as they might have been seemed to keep Dallas Martin’s

dream alive.

While its influence on federal student financial aid is seen by many, both inside and outside the
“Beltway,” as the Association’s marquee attraction, its many successes in other critical areas have
caused me to refer to the half decade as the “flowering” of NASFAA. The training it conducted or was
otherwise involved in helped make the financial aid administrator more effective and sensitive in the
performance of his or her duties. The research it encouraged or sponsored contributed to improving
financial aid policies and procedures. Its communications, both traditional and electronic, were constant-
ly undergoing upgrade and kept the personnel on the campuses informed about the constant changes in
the dynamic field of student aid. The awards which the communications efforts garnered were evidence
of the communications importance and high quality. The efforts to spread the word about educational
opportunity, particularly to under represented populations, were perhaps too little known and appreciated.

Although the membership did not grow over the half decade, NASFAA enjoyed a largely stable
membership base and improvement in finances growing out of a number of sound initiatives. The fact
that it continued to speak for students and not institutions seemed to add to the value of its opinions and
advice. Its constant efforts to recruit and assist in the promotion of ethnic minority aid administrators
both in the organizational structure and in the community also deserves recognition. No, Dr. Martin’s
dream was still in the future, but the organization was better equipped to help bring it to reality.

Part ! 39



TOUGH

CHALLENGES
AND

ENTHUSIASTIC
PLANNING

1991-1996



PART II: 1991-7996

INTRODUCTION

n 1996, 1 completed an organizational history of the National Association of Student Financial Aid

Administrators for the period from July 1, 1986 through June 30, 1991. The history was published

by the Association in spring 1997. As was true with my initial effort, I once again succumbed to
the wily persuasion of NASFAA Past National Chairman and 1996-97 Historian, Donald Ryan, when I
agreed to write a second history covering the period from July 1, 1991 through June 30, 1996. It has
always been impossible to decline a request from this longtime colleague and good friend. I consider
him to be the consummate financial aid professional. Donald retired in June 1997 as the Director of
Financial Aid at San Jose State University, a post he held since July of 1965. It is to Donald that I dedi-
cate this history.

Longtime members will recall that the first NASFAA history by Steven Brooks was published in
July 1986 and dealt with the first two decades of the organization’s existence, 1966 through the date of
the history’s publication. Dr. Brooks, in this splendid work, chose to follow a chronological approach.
As with my first effort, I have elected to adhere to a topical approach, to allow for quicker reference to
specific subjects. The history’s initial part is devoted to NASFAA’s organization and structure, in which
the Association's membership, governance, finances and communications during the period are
explored. Next, consideration is given to NASFAA's relations with other organizations that deal with
student financial aid matters. The narrative then moves to professional development, encompassing
training, research, minority concerns, conferences and awards and the Task Force on Institutional
Leadership. The history’s final section is devoted to the organization’s active role in legislative and reg-
ulatory advocacy. Here are critical issues such as the implementation of the 1992 Amendments to the
Higher Education Act of 1965, including efforts to secure federal oversight over postsecondary educa-
tion institutions through State Postsecondary Reviews and a new regulatory process intended to gain
greater community input called Negotiated Rulemaking; serious differences over efforts to replace
Federal Guaranteed Student Loans with Ford Federal Direct Student Loans; and NASFAA’s almost con-
stant struggle to protect federal student aid programs and funding levels in the light of Congressional
budget resolutions and appropriations decisions.
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The Brooks history insightfully identified five themes which seemed to guide NASFAA during
its first two decades. Considering them as questions, they were: Would the organization’s “democratic
operating style” continue to prevail?! Did the organization’s efforts continue to be focused on the “wel-
fare of students rather than of institutions?”? Did NASFAA persist in its efforts to help its members
maintain a professional commitment in the face of administering what often seemed like bureaucratic
federal aid programs?3 As with my first history, this one too will endeavor to measure NASFAA’s
progress against Dr. Brooks® benchmarks.

NASFAA's “real strength,” Dr. Brooks wrote in 1986, emanated from the great dedication and
strong professionalism of its staff and its membership.? His conclusion continued to be true during the
years I have been privileged to survey. The extraordinary leadership provided by President Dallas
Martin earned for him the respect and the admiration of not only NASFAA’s membership but also of the
national higher education associations and those in the federal government involved with student finan-

cial aid. Dr. Martin was able to gather around him in NASFAA's national office a very experienced and
talented senior staff, including Executive Vice President Joan Holland Crissman, Vice President for
Finance and Administration Sarah Ann Candon, Director of Communications Jeffrey Sheppard, Director
of Governmental Affairs Marty Guthrie, Director for Program and Planning and Development Tim
Christensen and Director of Professional Development Barbara Kay Gordon. The stability of key NAS-
FAA staff unquestionably contributed immensely to the organization’s successes during the period under

review,

The organization also benefited greatly from the inspired leadership of the elected National
Chairs who served between July 1991 and June 1996. The first of these was Harvey P. Grotrian of the !
University of Michigan. He was followed in 1992-93 by Paul G. Aasen of Gustavus Adolphus College |
in Minnesota. The 1993-94 National Chair was Claire “Micki” Roemer of Tarrant County Junior
College in Texas. She in turn was succeeded in 1994-95 by Vernetta P. Fairley of the University of
Southern Mississippi. The 1995-96 National Chair was William A, Irwin of Lock Haven University of

Pennsylvania.

Each of the National Chairs seemed to bring a particular theme or emphasis to his or her year in
office. Harvey Grotrian, for example, sought to insure that NASFAA’s committees and task forces were
representative of the entire membership and that their goals were clearly defined and met.> National
Chair Paul Aasen announced that one of his goals would be to improve communications with the mem-
bership.5 National Chair Claire “Micki”* Roemer early in her administration stressed the importance to
NASFAA of volunteerism.” Vemnetta Fairley, the 1994-95 National Chair, noted that total “loyalty” to
the organization no longer existed and that its successes had created ever greater expectations. She
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called for a “commitment to introspection and service.”® 1995-96 National Chair William Irwin saluted
the close, caring relationship between the NASFAA senior staff and the Board of Directors which he
saw as surpassing collegiality and involving “a strong feeling of comradeship and positive regard.”

This history could not have been completed without a vast amount of heip. 1am indebted in
particular to Joan Holland Crissman, Barbara Kay Gordon and Cynthia Leach at NASFAA for sending
many boxes of minutes and reports and graciously responding to my numerous questions. Madeleine
MeLean’s careful editing was gratefully appreciated. Valuable assistance was contributed by Sue Wood
and Yvette Garcia in the Stanford Financial Aid Office. I am grateful, too, to the Hoover Institution at
Stanford, where I continue to be in residence as a Visiting Research Fellow. Hoover has provided me a
marvelous environment in which to do the research and write this history. Finally, it was not necessary
this time to seek Harriette’s approval to take my notes and materials on our study cruise of Canada and
New England. This year’s cruise, fortunately, took place after the history was complete.
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ORGANIZATION
AND STRUCTURE

o deal with the constant challenges facing NASFAA and to maintain its position as the preem-

inent national financial aid organization, its staff and elected leadership worked tirelessly from

1991 through 1996 to expand and improve the organization’s infrastructure. As with my earli-
er history, I have chosen to consider this infrastructure in terms of: membership, governance, finances
and communications.

The blueprint for the Association’s efforts in these areas was a second five-year Strategic Long-
Range Plan, implemented in 1991-1992. The plan not only defined the goals to be accomplished mainly
through NASFAA’s standing committees and task forces but served as a means to measure their achieve-
ments. Clearly, one cannot read through minutes of the meetings of the Board of Directors and reports
of the Association without being struck with the high degree of planning and evaluation that took place
in membership services, professional development, and finances. A major theme governing NASFAA’s

activities during the five years under review was “planning and evaluation.”
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Membership

The four categories of membership described in Article IV of NASFAA’s By-Laws remained as they
were prior to July 1, 1991.19 The organization continued to be comprised, for the most part, of institu-
tional members. This status requires that postsecondary institutions have, in addition to a regular facul-
ty, curriculum, and students receiving their instruction at a place where education normally takes place, a :
full-time person engaged primarily in the administration of student financial aid. A second category, 1
affiliate membership, is comprised of student financial aid professionals at non-member institutions.
Individuals who participate in student financial aid activities at educational associations, services, or

G R ST Faeate e e

government agencies or those seeking to promote student financial aid are eligible for a third category of
membership, constituent. The fourth category is open to full-time students who wish to join as mem-
bers. Voting privileges are open only to institutional members,!! who along with affiliate members, are '

eligible for election to the Board of Directors.

The period from 1991 through 1996 witnessed stability in the organization’s total membership.
As Figure 1 illustrates, the peak in total membership had been reached during 1987-88 with 3,512 mem-
bers, 3,234 of them, institutional.!2 In 1991-92, NASFAA could claim a total membership of 3,285 with
3,016 institutional, 29 affiliate, 234 constituent and 6 student. Five years later in 1995-96, there was a
total of 3,275 members, 2,958 institutional, 32 affiliate, 273 constituent and 8 student.

Figure 1: Total Membership by Category
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Examining institutional membership by region over the five years reveals that the largest, the Midwest,
decreased by 12; the Southwest was down by 11; the South was less 37; the East grew by 13; Rocky
Mountain was down by 13; and the West was lower by one.!13 Moving the analysis from region to state,
California had the largest institutional membership with 246 in 1995-96, one less than was the case five
years earlier. There were 10 states with institutional memberships of 100 or more in 1991-92 and two
less in 1995-96. None of the states with memberships under 100 in 1991-92 exceeded that number five
years later. Of the 50 states and the District of Columbia, 15 increased in institutional membership, 26
declined and 11 remained the same. The average increase in states where that occurred was 3.8 mem-
bers, while the average decline where it took place was 4.2.14

As shown in Figure 2, the composition of NASFAA’s membership by type of institution reveals
significant declines in the vocational/technical and proprietary categories; the former declined from 176
in 1991-92 to 159 five years later, while the latter went from 406 to 282. Among the private two-year
institutions, there was a drop from 153 to 115. In the other categories, modest increases took place.
Public four-year institutions went from 447 to 472. The single largest category, private four-year institu-
tions, grew from 916 to 959. Public two-year institutions over the same period went from 607 to 709,
while graduate/professional institutions witnessed an increase from 197 to 200.15

Figure 2; NASFAA Membership by Type of Institution L 1996-97
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With NASFAA’s total membership stabilized at between 3,200 and 3,300, membership develop-
ment emphasis shifted from mainly recruiting new members to insuring the satisfaction and hence
renewal of existing members. These responsibilities fell to the Membership Development Committee
which was aided by numerous volunteer State Membership Coordinators, who while still seeking new
members in part by sending them information on NASFAA products and services, followed up with
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institutions whose memberships lapsed.1® These efforts led to good attendance at the 1992 Annual
Conference reception for new members and those attending the conference for the first time. An impor-
tant responsibility of the committee became one of reviewing annually the ways in which the organiza-
tion interacted with the membership, including services, products, communications, dues levels and
recruiting materials. The committee’s findings and recommendations would then be sent on to staff and
other appropriate committees. The 1991-92 Membership Development Committee, for example, had a
major role in bringing about the automation of the renewal process and preprinting the renewal form
with much of the needed data.l”

The 1992-93 Membership Development Committee focused on finding better ways of communi-
cating with the membership, with emphasis on electronic means.!8 An informal survey conducted by
the committee, while disclosing a high level of membership satisfaction with the organization, gave rise
to several questions.!9 First, did NASFAA’s representation of the views of a majority of its membership
come at the displeasure of some individual institutions? Second, given the fiscal and technical con-
straints of its members, at what pace should NASFAA technological improvements occur? Third, how
could the organization move to ameliorate the concerns of some of its members about being kept abreast
of its stands and activities? A concemn surfaced in the committee over the limited number of volunteers
who were seeking to serve on the Association’s committees. That concern, however, eventually was
replaced with a worry that steps to increase volunteers might produce more than the committees could
accommodate.20

In an obvious effort to afford NASFAA members a closer acquaintance with key staff, the Board
of Directors in 1994-95 adopted the proposal of the Membership Development Committee to support
staff attendance on a rotating basis at state association meetin gs.2] This decision was particularly valu-
able to the smaller and less well financed state associations that lacked the resources to sustain the cost
of this representation without help. Also authorized in that year was the purchase of a traveling exhibit
that would permit the optimal display of association materials at professional meetings including the
Annual Conference as well as an update and revision of the 1987 corporate identity program.22

Symbolic of its emphasis on serving existing members (and less concern over increasing the
Association’s membership) the Membership Development Committee underwent a name change to
Membership Services.23 With the cooperation of the Research Committee, the committee undertook the
1995 Membership Survey. Its results confirmed a very high level of membership satisfaction with
NASFAA’s services, particularly in the areas of “communications, technical assistance, governmental
relations and regulatory affairs.”?4 The commiitee also played a major role in the decision to make
access to the Postsecondary Electronic Network (PEN) a privilege of membership.
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Governance

The overall governance of NASFAA did not change in any significant way during the period between
1991 and 1996, although several actions were taken to make the Association’s operations more efficient
and to insure greater service to the membership. It would seem well, however, to review just how the
organization went about conducting its business.

The elected officers consisted of a National Chairman/Chairwoman, National
Chairman/Chairwoman-Elect and Immediate Past National Chairman/Chairwoman, with each serving
for one year in that capacity.25 The year ran from July 1 to the following June 30. The conduct of
NASFAA’s business remained the responsibility of its Board of Directors.26 While the Bylaws provided
that the Board convene at least twice a year, it typically met in the autumn, in the spring, and in the sum-
mer. Besides the aforementioned elected officers, the Board had two representatives from each of the
six regional associations and twelve representatives-at-large. The latter served terms of three years,
while the regional members’ terms were determined by their associations. Sitting on the Board, but as
non-voting ex-officio members, were NASFAA’s President and three Commission Directors. The
President, of course, served at the pleasure of the Board, while the Commission Directors were nominat-
ed by the Chair and approved by the Board. NASFAA’s Executive Vice President and Treasurer sat with
the Board to facilitate its business.

A motion adopted by the Board of Directors at its meeting in November of 1991 described that
body’s duties as follows:

1. Confirms the Chairman/Chairwoman’s appointment of the President;

2. Approves the Bylaws of the Association;

3. Establishes broad policies of the Association;

4. Supervises the financial affairs of the Association by receiving and acting on
recommendations of the Finance Committee, including approval of the annual budget
of the Association;

3. Receives reports from Commissions and Committees, taking action as may be
deemed appropriate;

6. Gives direction to all on-going activities and emerging issues of the organization;

7. Acts as a sounding board for discussion of critical issues;

8. Establishes and modifies all standing rules for meetings; and

9. Exercises all powers not specifically assigned.2?
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The Executive Committee was empowered to carry on the business of the Association between :
regularly scheduled Board meetings.28 This body, which typically met by conference call, consisted of
the three elected officers, the President and a Board member from each of the six recognized regions.
Some actions taken by the Board during the period under review facilitated and enhanced its ability to
function. As proposed by the Governance Committee, the Board adopted a policy at its November 1993
meeting authorizing the organization to pay the expenses of the two representatives from each of the six
regional organizations.?? The justification was that, although these members brought to the Board the
input of their regions, it was important that they take home the national point of view. Also, upon the
recommendation of the Governance Committee, the Board of Directors at its July 1994 meeting altered
the Bylaws to authorize the final meeting each year to be held in conjunction with the National :
Conference.3? The effect of this very logical change was to have the National Chair who presided over
the National Conference also hold forth at the Board’s July meeting, thus removing the ambiguity of two
National Chairs in effect operating at the same time.

The basic work of NASFAA continued to take place in the organization’s network of commit-
tees and task forces. For the most part, these bodies were assigned to one of three commissions, each
overseen by a director whose job it was to keep the National Chair and the Board apprised of progress
on their assigned agendas. The names of the commissions changed from time to time as the National
Chair desired. In 1991-92, for example, there existed the Commission for Executive Affairs, the
Commission for Governmental Affairs and the Commission for Professional Services.3! In 1992-93 and
1993-94, there were Commissions on Association Services, Association/Government Affairs and
Association Relations. The year 1994-95 witnessed Commissions on Association Growth and
Development, Association Analyses and Chronicles and Association Services. The 1995-96
Commissions dealt with Association Publications and Activities, Association Services and Evaluation,
and Professional Development and Training, 32

The already important tasks of the Governance Committee were further expanded by the organi-
zation's second Strategic Long Range Plan. At the Board’s meeting in November of 1992, National
Chairman Grotrian directed attention to the many responsibilities which the committee bore. He noted
that it was expected “to maintain the Articles of Incorporation, Bylaws, and policies and procedures; to
develop long term recommendations regarding NASFAA’s mission, structure, operation and service to
members; and to monitor and make recommendations regarding the Strategic Long Range Plan
(SLRP).”33
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President Martin, in his report to the Board of Directors at its meeting in July of 1993, empha-
sized how vital the SLRP was to NASFAA’s progress.>* Noting that the plan was the organization’s
second of that kind and had been adopted by the Board in April of 1991 afier extensive input and delib-
eration, Dr. Martin saw it furnishing “the guidelines and major principles that the Board is trying to
achieve for the Association until its conclusion in 1996.”35 He observed that the plan was not static but
ongoing, thus providing the “stability and consistency” for a governing body, & third of which changed
annually.36 The plan set the following seven goals for NASFAA:

1. Communicate regularly with, and assist as appropriate, policymakers and others in fully ’:
understanding the importance of student financial aid, and its legislative and regulatory
foundation;

2. Stimulate cooperative action among providers of financial aid to improve the delivery and i
administration of student aid; i

3. Strengthen and enhance NASFAA’s professional development program; |

4. Enhance communication and dissemination of information to assist members in the
administration of student aid programs;

5. Continue fiscal policies that provide for sound management of the Association;

6. Evaluate NASFAA’s products and services to insure that they remain responsive, yet cost
effective, to the needs of the membership; and

7. Evaluate NASFAA's governance and structure to ensure effective and efficient leadership
and equitable representation of the membership.37

The Governance Committee’s SLRP’s monitoring consisted of a number of facets largely left to
it to develop.38 It established a comprehensive calendar for the submission of reports by the commis-
sions and committees. It reviewed proposed initiatives and recommended priorities, largely resource
driven, for their implementation. The final reports of NASFAA's committees were compiled by the
Governance Comunittee, which incorporated them into the SLRP’s objectives, thus insuring the report’s
ongoing status.3? In 1992-93, the committee examined 108 new initiatives, passing eight along to the
Finance Committee for fiscal analysis and six others to appropriate Association committees for consider-
ation.40

Acting at the behest of the Board of Directors, the Governance Committee drafted a Mission
Statement, which subsequently gained the Board’s approval.4! In its entirety, the statement reads as follows:
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The National Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators (NASFAA) exists
to promote the professional preparation, effectiveness, and mutual support of per-
sons involved in student financial aid administration. NASFAA works with others in
institutions of postsecondary education, government agencies, foundations, private
and community organizations, regional and state financial aid associations who are
concerned with the support and administration of student financial aid.

The Association serves as a national forum and acts as a focus for the
expression of views on matters relating to the development, funding and administra-
tion of student financial aid. The Association promotes and encourages programs
which remove financial barriers to student enrollment and retention, thereby assur-
ing that any qualified student who desires to pursue and complete an education can
obtain sufficient resources to do so.

In responding to the diverse and changing needs of the postsecondary edu-
cation community, NASFAA maintains a spirit of cooperation and an approach
which is flexible, equitable, innovative, and broad-ranging in order to serve effec-
tively the interests and needs of students, institutions, government agencies, and
other sponsors of student financial aid through coordination of plans and programs
pertinent to student financial aid.

NASFAA maintains a strong commitment to research on financial aid
issues, and maintains a leadership role by promoting systematic studies, cooperative
experiments, conferences, and other related activities. NASFAA shares, through
information and awards, examples of best practices to facilitate overall professional
improvement.

The delivery of services to members is characterized by timeliness, accura-
cy, and clarity and is accomplished through the simplest procedures consistent with
fiscal responsibility and government and corporate relations. The quality of staff,
services and research efforts identify the National Association of Student Financial
Aid Administrators as the center of expertise on student financial aid.#?

In the period under review in this history, the busy Governance Committee undertook a number
of other significant tasks. In 1991-92, for example, the committee reviewed the responsibilities and
position descriptions of the Board of Directors and the Executive Committee.*3 Two years later, the
committee evaluated and found satisfactory NASFAA’s process for selecting committee volunteers.
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It proposed, however, that a better explanation of the process be provided.44 Also, in 1993.94
the committee developed a self assessment instrument for use by the Board of Directors. In 1994-95,
the committee updated Association Governance Report 22 in which the relations of the national, region-
al, and state association are specified.4> That year also saw it determine the conditions of an annual
leadership grant to the institution employing the National Chair. The grant was to be a supplement and
not a replacement of existing funding and used to improve the administration of financijal aid, by sup-
porting training, conference participation, and equipment. While still monitoring the second SLRP, the
committee began preparation in 1994-95 for the third SLRP, which would provide direction for the
organization for the five years commencing in 1996. The activity entailed proposing a calendar and
reviewing the steps in the process, including a retreat which would occur in early 1996,

54 Pann Il



PART II: 1991-1996

Finances

Although NASFAA began 1991-92 with a generally conservative fiscal approach in what was termed
“recessionary times,” the five years under review found the organization’s monetary affairs to be in
sound and improving condition.#6 It was possible, for example, in 1991-92 for the Board of Directors to
approve the creation of a fund of $425,000 to support important new initiatives. These included devel-
oping an electronic version of the Encyclopedia of Student Financial Aid, financing a salary and staffing
study to be conducted by Peat Marwick, supporting the efforts of the new Task Force on Institutional
Leadership, and resurrecting NASFAA’s Monograph Series with particular emphasis on management

B TR R L W P T

matters.

President Martin, in the Association’s annual report for 1992-93, could point with just satisfac-
tion to the fact that sound fiscal planning and investment management would, for the third year in a row,
result in NASFAA’s maintaining dues, National Conference fees, workshop registrations, and publica-
tions without an increase.47 Larger than anticipated attendance at National Conferences and exhibitor
revenue also helped enhance the financial picture in the latter years of the period.#® Significant income
came to NASFAA from its outside contracts.*® As a matter of policy, this revenue was not used for
operating expenses but was put into the reserves for special projects. In 1995-96, the net revenue was
over $300,000, while outside contracts contributed just over $1.2 million to the reserve and special
funds.50

A few Board members did express modest concern over how NASFAA’s improved financial for-
tunes might be viewed by the membership.’! Finance Committee Chair David Levy from the California
Institute of Technology, in fact, called excess revenue over costs one of the organization’s most sensitive
concems.’2 The Board of Directors, however, understood that significant liabilities existed and there
could be no guarantee that the conditions which led to these good fortunes would persist. As a maiter of
fact, in five out of eighteen years the organization had experienced a deficit, Directors were reminded by
Vice President for Finance and Administration Sarah Candon. The most compelling consideration ,
seemed to be that costs to members were not being increased while services and benefits were being
improved and expanded. NASFAA’s largest liability was the remaining portion of the ten year lease on ;
its National Office.53 The longer lease had been negotiated, instead of the earlier three year leases, to .
reduce expense. Creating an electronic version-of the Encyclopedia of Student Financial Aid tarned out
to be more complicated than expected and took substantially longer to complete, also creating a long-
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term obligation if not an actual liability. The problems and ultimate success of bringing up the
Encyclopedia are discussed subsequently.54

A very thorough description of how NASFAA’s finances were structured, including its cost cen-
ters, reserves and special funds, was presented to the Board of Directors at its July 1993 meeting by
Finance Committee Chairman David Levy.?> He explained that the Association’s income and expenses
were tracked through the following five cost centers: Membership Services, National Conference,
Postsecondary Education Network (PEN), Professional Development, and Encyclopedia of Student
Financial Aid. Membership Services each year typically ran at a deficit and any income in excess of
expenses in the other centers went to reduce it, thus keeping membership dues as iow as possible. Such
expenses as staff compensation and benefits, shared and specific costs, and travel were attributable to
the centers in which they were incurred. Staff members routinely kept track of their time and other
expenses as they related to the activities of the centers.

The main sources of income for Membership Services were dues, general publication sales,
investment returns and the sublease of a part of NASFAA’s second floor National Office at 1920 L
Street, NW in Wﬁshing‘ton, D.C. Income for the National Conference Cost Center came not only from
registration fees, but also from those paid by sponsors and exhibitors and from some advertising. The
PEN Cost Center derived its revenue from subscriptions, software sales, and certain advertising. The
fourth Cost Center, Professional Development, relied on registration fees from workshops, and the
Leadership Conference as well as the sales of annual training materials and related publications. Finally
there was the Encyclopedia Cost Center, where renewals accounted for virtually all the income and
uncertainties surrounding the development of the electronic version suggested caution.

Finance Committee Chairman Levy also detailed for the Board the reserves which the
Association felt essential to maintain.56 A Reserve Fund existed to meet major shortfalls and was
invested with the goal of bringing the fund to 50% of the operating budget. For 1993-94, the Finance
Committee anticipated being able to add just over $545,000 to the Reserve Fund to accomplish this. An
Equipment Replacement Fund was also in existence and was used to improve the office’s telephone sys-
tem and computer assistance. The Special Project Fund made it possible to undertake some of the sig-
nificant initiatives mentioned in the beginning of this section. A favorable retum on investments and
from 2 training subcontract enabled the Finance Committee to propose adding $600,000 to the Project
Development Fund. Another $100,000 was to be placed in an undesignated fund.

The uncertainties and complexities of the Association’s finances prompted the development of a
five-year financial plan. The plan, which was dubbed a five-year financial projection model by
President Martin, gained the approval of the Board of Directors at its San Antonio, Texas meeting in
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July 1995.57 The plan addressed the organization’s investment strategies and asset allocation and was
intended to serve as a guide in those areas. Development of the model had been begun by the Finance
Committee in 1993-94 under Mr. Levy’s chairmanship and then continued under John Parker’s leader-
ship. Mr. Parker, of Drake University in Iowa, described for the Board of Directors in November of
1994 seven “precepts” that guided the model.58 First, service to the members was at the heart of the
organization’s concerns. Second, the overall annual budget must be balanced, although not necessarily
the income and expense of each cost center. Third, the model must be consistent with the organization’s
historical fiscal policies. Fourth, other cost center services were not to be combined with membership
services until they became an entitlement. Fifth, an entitlement as such must be available to all mem-
bers. Sixth, to carry out its activities, NASFAA should not rely on “soft money.” Finally, the model
rust include planning for any disastrous contingency which might befall it. The diligent efforts of the
Finance Committee led to its selection as NASFAA’s Committee of the Year for 1994-95.59
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communications

The effectiveness of an organization like NASFAA is heavily dependent on its ability to communicate.

This communication has to take place not only with its own membership, but also with a host of organi-

zations that have responsibility for and a stake in student financial aid. Most of the Association’s

avenues of formal communication had been developed prior to the 1991-96 period, so efforts were large-

ly devoted to improving these means, hastening the delivery of information, and reducing costs to both _
the provider and the user. The two principal means of communication continued to be the NASF44 .
Newsletter and the Postsecondary Education Network (PEN). Of particular value, too, were the Journal i
of Student Financial Aid, Student Aid Transcript, the National Membership Directory, the Federal :
Monitor Series, the resurrected Monograph Series and the Institutional Guide for Financial Aid Self-

Evaluation. There were in addition to several ad hoc publications, three important training series,

CORE, FACTS and THE ADVISOR, which are described in the training section of this history.

The Newsletter had been in existence and of value in keeping the membership abreast of finan-
cial aid developments since the very beginning of NASFAA. Members relied on it in 1991-92 in partic-
ular to keep informed on the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 and its implementa-
tion.? The publication normally appeared twice a month with the exception of a single issue in August ,
and January. In 1992-93, the Newsletter published 350 pages and was viewed as the memberships’ main i
information source, as seen by NASFAA’s expert staff, on what was happening or not happening with
Congress and the Department of Education 6! The job classified section of the Newslefter seemed to be
of much interest to many members and a valuable source of income to the Association.

In 1996, the Newsletter ceased printing a quarterly compilation of bills.62 This change permit-
ted the staff to devote greater effort to its coverage of the issues. A change in the staffing of the publica-
tion also occurred in early 1996.93 Director of Communications Jeffrey Sheppard assumed the editor- :
ship, while Madeleine McLean became the sole editor of Student Aid Transcript magazine. She contin- :
ued as liaison to the Journal of Student Financial Aid, a role she had taken on ten years earlier.

Major changes occurred with PEN as efforts were undertaken to expand it and make it more
useful to members. PEN had become operative in November of 1987 with a monthly fee of $15, drop-
ping to $10 after six months, and an on-line charge of $25.64 From PEN’s beginning, expanding partici-
pation and lowering the cost of usage were challenges to be met.
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In 1991-92, subscriptions stood at just over 560 with the main draw, securing PEN news through
the Internet or Bitnet.65 Limited financial resources on many campuses prompted some users to drop
their subscriptions temporarily, but improvements in the service continued to be made. Quarterly billing
was introduced and such features as shareware programs, which could be iried before purchase, and
Boardwatch Magazine, which dealt with on-line issues of interest, were added. With the advice of the
Advisory Committee on Electronic Communications, PEN staff Jeffrey Sheppard and Roland Zizer
undertook an evaluation of whether the contract with CompuServe, its carrier, should be extended when
it ended on June 30, 1993 or an alternative selected.

Renewal of the CompuServe contract in mid 1993 provided for a much less costly “flat rate for
on-line time” as well as new software which simplified usage.66 By 1993-94, the number of subscribers
had risen to 800 and the usage fee was lowered twice.67 For the third year in a row, the service showed
an excess of income over expenses. In that year, too, the Board of Directors indicated its desire to con-
vert PEN from a fee for service activity to a benefit of membership, or entitlement. Several outside
organizations, including the Student Loan Marketing Association (Sallie Mae), United Student Aid
Group (USA Group), and the National Couneil for Higher Education Loan Programs (NCHELP) were
using the PEN bulletin board, which was called the PEN Forum. Also in 1994, NASFAA's Annotated
Bibliography of Literature on Student Financial Aid became available on PEN or diskette.83 Earlier in
the year, the Federal Register and a Direct Loan bulletin board also appeared.?

The biggest changes for PEN, however, were to occur in 1996.70 On January 1, the service
moved to the Internet through PEN Software. This reduced the monthly charge from $20 to $12. On
July 1, PEN became a benefit of membership, which meant no annual fee would be charged. PEN also
became accessible through the Internet’s World Wide Web. NASFAA also undertook the two-year spon-
sorship of FinAid: The Financial Aid Information Page, a World Wide Web page featuring extensive stu-
dent financial aid information. Electronic Services committee members Robert Quinn and Peter Weiss of
Pennsylvania State University (who operated the listserv Finaid L) and Carnegie Mellon graduate stu-
dent Mark Kantrowitz (who designed the FinAid site) were honored in 1996 with NASFAA’s
Meritorious Service Award for advancing NASFAA's electronic capabilities.

The Journal of Student Financial Aid, long of particular interest to me as its founding editor,
continued to be held in high regard due in large measure to the inspiration of Notre Dame’s Joseph
Russo, its Editor. When I asked Mr. Russo to reflect on the publication in the 1991-96 period, he
responded:
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If the state of the financial aid profession is at all illustrated by the themes
covered in the Journal over the period, one could observe the continuing
tension between the onslaught of technology and the need to hold on to the
stable principles upon which the aid community was established.?!

In order to reduce the time which the Journal's Editorial Board had to devote to reviewing the
submitted manuscripts, the number of members were increased in 1991-92.72 Deserved recognition was
afforded the publication, when, in 1992, it was chosen by Washington Edpress to receive first place for
overall exceilence among journals entered in competition. Washington Edpress is composed of profes-
sionals engaged in publishing and public relations. The Journal in 1992-93 presented articles on
improving student aid delivery, lowering loan default rates, direct loans, and antitrust issues in financial
aid awarding.”? The three issues a year could be counted upon to include thought-provoking questions
posed by Editor Russo. Although the publication schedule sometimes lapsed a bit, the general feeling
was that the issues were well worth the wait. In 1995-96, certain issues were devoted entirely to specif-
ic topics.7 In the autumn, the topic was reducing government red tape in student aid. Responsibility
for student loans was that year’s spring topic.

The Student Aid Transcript magazine occupied what can be viewed as a very useful spot
between the Newsletter and the Journal of Student Financial Aid. The former, of course, supplied very
timely and essential information on federal legislative and regulatory matters; the latter offered its read-
ers analytical and scholarly pieces on major financial aid issues, sometimes devoting an entire issue to a
single topic. Articles on personal experiences and management matters found their useful niche in the
Transcript. The Annual Report of the Association appeared in the fall issue of this quarterly publica-
tion, while the summer issue carried important highlights and memorable photographic scenes of each
year's National Conference.

Like the Journal, Transcript had an editorial board which aided in the selection of articles to be
published and advised the staff on its direction and focus. Also like the Journal, on occasion, Transcript
was devoted to single topics. The year 1993-94 saw a special issue devoted to the Student Aid Sofiware
Source Book which had long been in preparation.”> The 1995-96 Fall/Winter Transcript, in what was
twice the size of a typical issue, sought to help the novice, in particular, understand how the Internet
could be helpful in financial aid work.76 As noted, Madeleine McLean became the sole editor of the
publication in 1995-96; she and Jeffrey Sheppard had been co-editors since the magazine’s creation in
1988. Providing appropriate recognition of the value of Transcript, it was selected in 1992-93 for a
national award for excellence by APEX.77
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One might scarcely conceive of an assaciation’s membership directory as more than a listing of
its members. NASFAA’s National Membership Directory was certainly far more than that. It was a
valuable source of information by state, alphabetical order, and type of membership of 8,000 financial
aid administrators at 3,100 member institutions.”® Also to be found in the Directory were the names and
addresses of key staff in the Department of Education’s Office of Student Financial Assistance and
regional training offices, Health and Human Services’ Health Resources and Services Administration
and state scholarship and loan guaranty agencies. NASFAA’s current elected officers, Board of
Directors, committees and task forces, NASFAA staff with their assignments, regional and state presi-
dents, and lifetime and honorary members were listed. The 1992 Directory contained the organization’s
Atrticles of Incorporation and Bylaws.” By the end of the period of this history, useful facts about
NASFAA along with its Mission Statement also appeared.80
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NASFAA’s Federal Monitor Series was a useful way for members to keep abreast of federal
legislation and regulation. In May of 1994, ten Monitors were mailed in a period of less than a week
after a regulation’s release, as the Department of Education intensified the regulatory process.8! In
response to the desire of the membership as revealed through a survey, the Monograph Series reap-
peared.82 The ninth in the series, was entitled Constructing Student Expense Budgets.83 The mono-
graph was prepared by N. Christine Crenshaw of the Kansas Board of Regents and sponsored by
NASFAA’s Need Analysis Standards Committee. With this issue the series became an entitlement and it
was anticipated that three would appear each year. The usual means by which members determined how
well they were complying with federal student financial aid law and regulations, the Institutional Guide ;
Jor Financial Aid Self-Evaluation, was updated with the 1992-93 and 1993-94 statutory changes and dis-
tributed in July of 1994 as the eleventh edition.84

Without a doubt, the Encyclopedia of Student Financial Aid was an essential reference guide for a
the practicing financial aid administrator. Consistent with an expanding effort to employ electronic tech- :
nology where applicable, NASFAA moved to create an electronic version of the Encyclopedia which
had only existed in paper form. President Martin spoke of the value of automated access to the materi-
als found in the Encyclopedia at a meeting of the Board of Directors in April 199285 The Board
authorized the use of the organizations” project development funds to support the initiative.86

a-rnmads 3a. e -

Completing the Electronic Encyclopedia project did not, however, come easily. There were plans to
demonstrate the new service at the National Conference in 1993.87 It was to be available in IBM-DOS
or Macintosh formats and include everything found in the paper edition. Release of the Electronic
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Encyclopedia to the membership had to be delayed because certain materials were not available in
machine-readable form, as well as difficulties defining “relevant text.”88 Problems with WordPerfect
and memory management contributed to further delay.8? Beta testing of the electronic product was con-
ducted in the spring of 1996.99 At long last, the completed electronic version of the Encyclopedia was
mailed to subscribers on July 9, 1996,

Besides the many serial materials described in this section, NASFAA also published a host of ad
hoc papers and reports in the period between July 1, 1991 and June 30, 1996. For the most part these
materials were the outcome of activities of the organization. The most significant of these materials are
identified in connection with the initiatives that inspired them.

62 Parnt II



PART II: 1991-1996

LIAISON WITH OTHER
ORGANIZATIONS

ASFAA maintained its position as the preeminent student financial aid organization in the

country during the 1991-96 period. Other organizations, for the most part Washington-

based, dealing with student aid, turned to the Association for help developing policy posi-
tions, for technical advice, and for training assistance. President Martin spoke of the uniqueness of
NASFAA in his report to the Board of Directors at its meeting in April 1994.9! He noted that it had
greater diversity and a larger membership base than the others. Recognizing that the Presidential
Associations determined what national policies were advanced, his goal was to insure that in doing so
they turned to NASFAA for “the facts—just the facts, nothing more.”92

At its July meetings in 1992 and 1993, members of the Board of Directors were briefed by
President Martin on NASFAA’s relationship with Washington’s other higher education organizations.?3
Major control of what took place rested with a subgroup of the Washington Higher Education
Secretariat. It was composed of the American Council on Education (ACE), the American Assoclation
of Community and Junior Colleges (AACIC), the American Association of State Colleges and
Universities (AASCU), the American Association of Universities (AAU), the National Association of
Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU), and the National Association of State Universities and
Land Grant Colleges NASULGC). The Secretariat consisted of thirty members: besides ACE, they
were the associations representing all types of American postsecondary education and professional
responsibilities such as the business officers (NACUBQ), the registrars (AACRAQ), and admissions
professionals (NACAC).

In 1996, NASFAA held formal membership in ACE, the Committee for Educational Funding
(CEF), the Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS), and the National Collegiate Athletic
Association (NCAA)94 It was NASFAA’s practice to exchange its publications and other materials with
a number of Washington-based higher education organizations.?> NASFAA senior staff also served as
representatives to several of the organizations ¢oncerned with student financial aid. For example,
President Martin attended the monthly meetings of the ACE Secretariat. Executive Vice President
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Crissman was the representative to CAS. Assistant Director of Governmental Affairs Ken McInerney
was a member of the Executive Committee of CEF. Other staff were designated to attend, on the
Association’s behalf, the ACE sponsored weekly sessions of the Washington organizations concerned
with student financial aid.

It was also the case that a number of organizations sent their representatives to the meetings of
NASFAA’s Board of Directors. They were usually extended the opportunity to inform the Board of their
activities related to NASFAA's interests, while learning what the organization was doing or planning.
Represented regularly at Board meetings between 1991 and 1996, in addition to the ever present
Department of Education, were the United Student Aid Group (USAGroup), the American College
Testing Program (ACT), the College Scholarship Service (CSS), the National Council of Higher
Education Loan Programs (NCHELP), and the National Council of State Scholarship and Grant
Programs (NCSSGP). Other organizations attended on occasion and made special presentations includ-
ing CAS, the United States Student Association (USSA), the NCAA, and the Advisory Committee on
Student Financial Assistance, which was an outgrowth of the 1986 Amendments to the Higher
Education Act of 1965,

Without question, NASFAA’s most constant and intense relationship was with the United States
Department of Education. While on the surface, it might have appeared at times as a love/hate relation-
ship; it was in fact based upon mutual need and professional respect. It was fortuitous, perhaps, that the
Department was joined by several senior staff who had at some point served in the NASFAA leadership.
The Director of the Division of Policy Development, Robert W. Evans, had been President of the organi-
zation and, briefly, its first National Chairman, He was succeeded in July 1994 as the policy develop-
ment division head by Jeffery S. Baker, who had often been called upon to fill key commission and
committee posts while at San Francisco State University. Elizabeth M. Hicks, Coordinator of Financial
Aid for Harvard University, joined the Department on May 1, 1995 as Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Student Financial Assistance Programs. Ms. Hicks had long been active on NASFAA's Need Analysis
Standards Committee as a member, chair, and commission director and she served on its Task Force on
the Implementation of Direct Lending.96

NASFAA’s contact with the Department for the most part touched on four areas. Perhaps the
most important was its monitoring of the Department’s administration of the Title IV Programs, particu-
larly the tracking of the usually tedious regulatory process. The organization also sought to insure that
its members were promptly informed about changes in programs, often before the Department was able
to do so. The expertise and experience that the staff and membership could provide in the area of
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training made it only natural for NASFAA to assist in this important function. This was especially true
as need analysis and the delivery process were altered significantly. It seemed predictable, too, that the
Department would turn to the Association for its reservoir of expertise and experience as electronic and

data base initiatives were introduced.

President Martin explained to the Board of Directors in April of 1994 how complicated monitor-
ing the Department’s administration of federal student aid had become.”? NASFAA’s Governmental
Affairs staff on a daily basis thoroughly combed the pages of the Congressional Record and the Federal
Register to identify every pertinent Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) and legislative proposal.
The documents were promptly disseminated to the membership and analysis commenced, involving also
the Professional Development staff where that was appropriate. The views that NASFAA members sub-
mitted were carefully considered as the Association’s response was prepared. Dr. Martin bemoaned to
the Board the depressing overregulation of federal student financial assistance and the increase in staff
time required to prepare a response.%8

NASFAA’s contracts (and some subcontracts) with the Department of Education led to the issue
being raised of whether NASFAA could be as assertive in its dealings with the Department in other
areas.9? President Martin offered the Board emphatic assurance that his staff went to great lengths to
insure the separation of contracts from other matters. Under the National Council of Educational
Opportunity Association’s contract with the Depariment, NASFAA continued to help as it had earlier
with curriculum materials and other technical details for TRIO staff training.!%0 On September 25,
1992, the Department awarded a contract for Title IV delivery system training to the Pennsylvania
Higher Education Assistance Authority (PHEAA).101 Under a subcontract, NASFAA would carry out
this training, as it had earlier under a subcontract with the College Scholarship Service. The contract
was to be in effect for 1994-95, but carried a two-year continuation option. In 1994-95, over 7,000 stu-
dent financial aid personnel took part in 68 workshops aimed at updating the community on the changes
resulting from the 1992 Higher Education Amendments and the Technical Amendments of 1993.102
One session of the training provided a general view of the new direct loan program which was an out-
come of the Student Loan Reform Act of 1993. The following year, the same activity drew over 9,000
aid administrators to 75 of these two-day workshops. 193

The Department of Education turned to NASFAA, also in 1993-94, to develop curriculum and
coordinate training for the first postsecondary institutions chosen to launch the direct loan program. 04
From late January through mid-April 1994, 900 aid administrators and Department officials attended 20
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workshops offering technical and programmatic instruction. The following year, 1995, similar instruc- :
tion was provided for second year participants in the new loan program.!%5 As the period under review J
in this history neared its conclusion, NASFAA was embarking on a subcontract with National Computer :
Systems (NCS) to conduct the Department’s five-year training program. 106

As the data base and electronic initiatives of the Department went forward, NASFAA assumed a
guiding role. For example, as the National Student Loan Data System was being developed, it sought to .
insure that Department staff and representatives of the financial aid community met frequently to iron :
out the details.197 Also, President Martin represented the organization on the steering committee of the i
Department’s Project Easy Access for Students and Institutions (EASI).'%8 The activity has as its goal
serving “as a complete source of student aid information on planning, applying, and paying for educa-
tion beyond high school.”'9% EASI is found on the World Wide Web. A variety of electronic activities,
including its Electronic Data Exchange (EDE), were put by the Department on its Title IV Wide Area
Network (TIV WAN).!'0 NASFAA took a positive role in promoting this electronic link between
schools and ED databases.

ACE, an umbrella group of the presidents of higher education institutions, served as the “quar-
terback” for major policy and strategy decisions pertaining to student financial aid. NASFAA staff
worked closely with the ACE led Washington Secretariat of Higher Education Institutions and its several
working groups.!ll When ACE’s longtime overseer of governmental affairs, Charles Saunders, retired,
Dr. Martin was appointed to the committee to find a suitable replacement.!!2 The selection of Dr. Terry
Hartle, with his abundant experience on the staff of the Senate Committee on Education and Labor, was
an admirable choice. As planning commenced for the 1997 Reauthorization of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, NASFAA sought the help of ACE with the co-sponsoring of a series of workshops on need
analysis. 113

The period from July 1, 1991 through June 30, 1996 was marked by concerted efforts to reduce
federal student aid funding and to eliminate some programs altogether. It was only natural that NASFAA
would join with other organizations to protect educational opportunity. NASFAA had long dealt closely
with the Committee for Education Funding that was concemed with education at all levels.114 The i
organization’s focus was on the federal budget and appropriations. Dr. Martin called CEF’s efforts
“invaluable.”!15 A newcomer to the advocacy role was the Alliance to Save Student Aid. This initia-
tive, through the mailing of materials and the maintenance of a toll-free telephone number, sought to
inform the general public of the value of student financial aid.116 It also engaged in voter registration
and promoting participation in the voting process.l!7 The leadership for the initiative came from ACE,
the National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU) and NASFAA 118 In the
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spring of 1995, NASFAA made $30,000 available to the Alliance.!!® Another $30,000, with half of it

held in reserve, was authorized by the Executive Committee of NASFAA on October 16, 1995.120 The :
U.S. Student Association was another advocacy organization working closely with NASFAA. The staff
of the latter presented workshops on the federal budget and appropriations and assisted the former, ‘
which had earlier been called the National Student Association, become more effective in championing :
higher education.!2! In March 1992, USSA bestowed its “President’s Achievement Award” on Dallas ;
Martin for his efforts to make the Pell Grant an entitlement.122

During the period under review in this history, the Council for the Advancement of Standards
(CAS) invited NASFAA to join its efforts.!23 The group dated back to 1979, when it was known as the !
Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education, and was by 1992 composed of 23 asso-

—as

ciations representing 75,000 professionals. It had developed standards for 19 functions in higher educa-

tion and wished to add student financial aid to the list. Some concern was initially expressed by mem-
bers of the Board of Directors over the imposition of standards. President Martin advised the Board that
NASFAA already had similar standards in place and that becoming involved with CAS could help pro-
mote the professional status of financial aid administrators at the institutional level. He also character-
ized the involvement as a means of supporting the work of the Task Force on Institutional Leadership.
Ultimately, these concerns were addressed and by the following year, 1993, NASFAA was a member of
CAS. NASFAA named a task force chaired by Claire “Micki” Roemer to develop financial aid stan-
dards for consideration by CAS. The Board approved the standards in July 1995 for submission to
CAS. After several months of negotiation and review by a CAS Task Group and Executive Committee,
a mutually acceptable set of financial aid standards was adopted by CAS.124

The Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance has had a long and interesting rela-
tionship with NASFAA since the former’s creation by the 1986 Amendments to the Higher Education
Act of 1965. This independent body was established to “provide advice and counsel to the Congress
and the Secretary on student financial aid matters.”!2> Dr. Martin had served on the committee, but
resigned in 1990 when it became apparent that he could thus better serve the organization in the impend-
ing 1992 Reauthorization.!26 Two of NASFAA’s Past Presidents, Joe L. McCormick and Lola J. Finch,
had served on the committee and past National Chair Vemnetta P. Fairley was subsequently appointed to {
it. While NASFAA and the Advisory Committee worked closely together, the relationship was not with-
out occasional differences of opinion, largely misunderstandings, over issues.!2? In the 1992
Reauthorization, there were major differences over the common application form, a fee for processing
the application form, and the treatment of the assets of low-income families. Subsequently, confusion

was created when the Advisory Committee issued its own interpretative communication, as distinct from
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a notice by the Department of Education, on the receipt of a fee-based aid application form by an institu-
tion that did not require one.128 Several NASFAA Board members voiced dismay that financial aid pol-
icy statements were emanating from a body which included “inexperienced or unknowledgeable peo-
ple.”12% The NASFAA Board invited representatives of the Advisory Committee to make a presentation
at its meeting in April 1993 and Chair Lynn Fawthrop and Staff Director Brian Fitzgerald attended.130
In general, the presentation stressed the common goals of the two bodies, reducing the paperwork con-
fronting the campus aid administrator and simplifying and expediting the student aid delivery process.
Ms. Fawthrop noted that her committee had not taken a position, either pro or con, on federal direct
lending.

NASFAA’s long and productive relationship with two other organizations are worthy of refer- :
ence. NACUBO was one of these. NASFAA and NACUBO continued the annual co-sponsorship of :
student loan management and collection workshops.131 Also, NASFAA staff cooperated with
NACUBO'’s Student Related Programs Committee,

When one examines the relationship between NASFAA and the other organization, the NCAA,
the key role played by future National Chairman Marvin Carmichael is soon apparent. The former pro-
vided guidance for the student aid section in the NCAA manual.!132 NCAA workshops were held at
NASFAA National Conferences. NASFAA was regularly represented on the NCAA Commission on
Financial Aid and Amateurism and, in response to a communication from the NCAA, the majority of the
NASFAA Board indicated a desire for greater future cooperation between the two organizations, 133
Also in the sphere of athletics, although not NCAA related, in the autumn of 1991, NASFAA was asked
by the Chevrolet Car Division of the General Motors Corporation to select a needy Notre Dame student
to receive a scholarship for each of its six home football games.!34 A scholarship recipient was also
chosen from the student body of the Fighting Irish’s opponent in those games. NASFAA would seek
nominations from the seven institutions involved and appoint an independent committee to chose the
recipients of the $1,000 awards.
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PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

NASFAA membership survey conducted in the autumn of 1995 revealed that members per-
ceived the organization’s primary purpose was insuring that policy makers understood the
value of student financial aid. The professional growth of the aid administrator was next on
the list.133
As in my earlier work, I have decided to treat again in this section of the history:
» Training, except for that provided by NASFAA to other organizations under contract;
= Research;
* Minority concems; and
» Conferences and Awards.
I have concluded that the work of the Task Force on Institutional Leadership appropriately belongs here

as well.
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Training

The Executive Committee of NASFAA had determined in the 1980s what the official training position
of the organization would be. Steven Brooks, in his history of NASFAA’s first twenty years, atiributes
this decision to Donald R. Ryan, at the time Chairman of the Training Committee and subsequently a
National Chairman.!36 Mr. Ryan had become concemed that NASFAA was in danger of losing its train- ;
ing contract with the Department of Education. NASFAA’s policy provided that NASFAA “will act as
an umbrella in organizing, coordinating, and facilitating training efforts as they relate to national, region-
al and state levels.”137 Emphasis would be placed on training new aid administrators using CORE
materials, although training would also cover management principles and key areas of professional j
growth.

Subsequently, as the Professional Development Committee assumed the role formerly filled by
the Training Committee, NASFAA adopted a centralized and decentralized approach to training.138
NASFAA staff (with help from the committec) would prepare the training materials. Alternatively,
training could be carried on by the states or regions and would be termed, decentralized. As a general
rule, these annual workshop series took place in the autumn.

The 1991 workshops series, “Today’s Technical Issues,” dealt with topics such as student con-
sumer information, student aid eligibility as determined from data base matches, the consequences of
Gulf War service on student aid, ability to benefit testing, and the overawarding of guaranteed loans.139
Fourteen centralized workshops occurred, mostly in October, with 373 participants.!4? Another 35
decentralized workshops took place in the regions and states.

Autumn workshops did not take place in 1992 since the staff and the Professional Development
Committee undertook extensive preparation for a spring 1993 series, “Refining Reauthorization: Putting
Concepts into Action.”14! Although the Department of Education was planning its own two-day work-
shops on Reauthorization, it was expected that the Department would largely provide highlights, while
NASFAA would be more specific and include anticipated technical amendments. Because there were
too many issues yet to be resolved and negotiated rulemaking was still underway the Executive
Committee was prompted to postpone the series.!42 NASFAA'’s Reauthorization workshops were held
in the auturnn of 1993, with 17 centralized ones scheduled. 143 Three of the regions and 12 states elected
to conduct their own sessions. In the final analysis, 18 centralized workshops were attended by 788 indi-
viduals,144
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In 1994, fall workshops were devoted to student loans and called “Issues in FFELP and FDSLP:
Putting the Pieces Together.”!45 A total of 18 centralized workshops were scheduled from November 2
through December 13. Three of the regions and 13 state associations sponsored their own workshops.
In all, 32 workshops took place in the fall of 1994 with 701 aid administrators participating in the cen-
tralized training.'46 Also in the autumn of 1994, the Professional Development Committee published a
survey form in the December NASF4A Newsletter to ascertain training needs.!47 The 680 respondents,
just over half of whom had ten or more years in the student financial aid field, identified 28 training
areas. The areas most frequently mentioned tumed out to be: “Disbursement/Refund/Repayment;
FFELP/FDSLP; Program Review, Audits, Evaluation; SPRE; Policies and Procedures Manual
Requirements; Verification; Use of Automation and Technology in the Financial Aid Office; Reporting
Requirements and Reconciliation; and Recordkeeping Requirements.”'48 Fall workshops were the most
popular form of training, but self-instructional materials, videotapes, and the new video conferences
were also identified as desirable in that order of preference.

The Professional Development Committee obviously heeded the results of its training survey as
it planned the fall 1995 workshop series. The topic selected was “Back to Basics: Ensuring Good Cash
Management and Refund and Repayment Practices.”!4? Twenty-two centralized workshops were sched-
uled from November 1 through December 15. Three of the regions and eight state associations planned
decentralized training. The topic was quite popular: 1,153 individuals attended the centralized training
and a total of 31 workshops were heid.!30

As an outgrowth of 1994 training survey recommendations, a workshop was held before the
National Conference in July 1996.151 The training was undertaken on the Association’s behalf by
KPMG Peat Marwick LLP and the Evans Consulting Group. About 60 participants learned about reengi-
neering the financial aid office in the half-day training titled “Keeping Pace with an Ever-Changing
Environment,”152

NASFAA’s printed training materials continued to be used extensively. These publications were
originated by the Association at an earlier time.153 CORE was valuable primarily for training student
financial aid staff who had less than two years of experience in the field. A CORE update was complet-
ed in 1992 with a historical section on student aid, a list of common acronyms, and expanded treatment
of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program.!54 Changes brought about by the 1992 Reauthorization need-
ed to be incorporated into the 1993 CORE. Two regions chose CORE for their week long training of
new aid personnel.!55 Expanding some of the areas identified in the 1994 training survey made the
materials even more helpful.156 When the 1996 distribution of CORE to the regional and state
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associations was made, the weight total approached 21 pounds. It also became possible for individuals
as well as institutions to buy the materials.

Another set of training materials intended for the financial aid administrator, particularly valu-
able for in-house training, was Financial Aid Concepts for Training Staff (FACTS). Tt was constantly
being improved and made more useful and was directed at “staff members new to financial aid, staff
members with financial aid experience at another institution and current staff ”157 As with CORE, this
self-learning instrument had to be updated to reflect the 1992 Reauthorization.!8 In the spring of 1994,
the publication underwent significant enhancement.!5%

Recognizing the vital role that secondary school counselors play in the student aid delivery 1
process, NASFAA insured that instructional materials were available for them as well. These materials,
which were sent annually to regional and state financial aid associations so they could conduct training, :
covered key concepts and procedures.160 The set came with an instructor’s guide, a handbook on
basics, teaching scripts, and overheads. A useful publication for anyone advising students and parents
about financial aid, including high school and TRIQ advisors, was THE ADVISOR: 4 Counselor s Guide
to Student Financial Assistance. The publication underwent an annual update under the watchful eye of
the Professional Development Committee and by 1995 was in its seventh edition. A new publication,

Timely Information for Parents and Students (TIPS), was initiated in spring 1993.161 Immediately fol-
lowing its introduction, plans were undertaken to make it more readable and to add more information for
non-traditional students. The 1995-96 revision offered a caution about using scholarship search firms
and financial aid consultants.162

NASFAA introduced a new training tool in the autumn of 1992: an interactive
videoconference.!63 Joining with PBS, AASCU and Old Dominion University, it was offered at 403
different sites across the country. The teleconference highlighted changes in federal student financial aid
brought about by the 1992 Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1965. Actually, two videocon-
ferences were conducted; the first was for institutional policy makers and the second was for aid admin-
istrators. Another video conference with the same sponsors took place in 1993-94.164 Beamed to 209 |
sites, the interactive conference covered direct loans, accreditation, and State Postsecondary Review
Entities (SPRES). |

A couple of other developments in the area of training and technical assistance are also worthy
of note. In April 1996, NASFAA announced the creation of two internships in its office.165 One indi-
vidual would assist in the preparation of a Policies and Procedures Manual for NASFAA members. The
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other would help members improve electronic communications and help with PEN. While the positions
were not salaried, NASFAA would contribute toward the expenses of traveling to and living and work-
ing in Washington, D.C.

Another significant initiative was the development of a Speaker s Directory.166 The idea of the
directory had surfaced during the National Chairmanship of Paul Aasen. It was implemented in 1993-94
under the direction of the National Conference and Professional Development Committees. The
directory was expected to benefit the planners of conferences and professional development initiatives.
It would not only include individuals with financial aid expertise but others in areas useful to the aid
administrator. The March 8, 1994 NASFAA Newsletter offered a Speaker Directory entry form. In the
spring of 1996, the directory was updated and also available on PEN.167
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Research

NASFAA maintained a very active research agenda during the period from July 1, 1991 through June
30, 1996. The Research Committee objectives were spelled out in a mission statement adopted in 199]-
92,168 The promotion and facilitation of research were the overarching goals. These goals would be
achieved largely through training, coordination, and publishing results. The committee planned to work
with other NASFAA committees and organizations to fulfill common research needs. The Research
Committee continued the annual Sponsored Research Grant Program; updated the Student Aid
Bibliography; maintained and improved the Rapid Survey Network; and prepared an institutional finan-
cial aid research manual. The committee also developed data collection standards for student financial
aid research, including exercising oversight in such major national research initiatives as the Education
Department’s National Postsecondary Student Aid Study and the joint NASFAA/College Board Survey
of Undergraduate Financial Aid Policies, Practices and Procedures.

The Research Committee was recognized for its valuable work when in 1993-94, it was chosen
as one of NASFAA’s two Committees of the Year. The Sponsored Research Grant Program had been
initiated by NASFAA in 1987 and, because of its great success, afforded permanent status two years
later.169 The fifth anniversary of the program was observed with the 1991-92 grant competition.!7® By
that juncture ten proposals had been supported and completed. Topics such as the effect of student aid
on institutional marketing, enrollment choice, and student retention were popular research topics.
Competition for the awards was an annual occurrence and 1993-94 saw three new grants made and the
completion of doctoral dissertations by two earlier recipients.!7! The solicitation of proposals for 1995
ran in seven pages of the November 28, 1994 NASFA4 Newsletter and publicized the fact that the num-
ber of grants awarded would be determined by budget considerations with a range of from $500 to
$5,000.172 Applications were invited from aid administrators, students, and others engaged in research,
including teams. Topics for the proposed investigation were not restricted but certain ones were sug-
gested, such as changes in student aid administration brought about by the 1992 Amendments to the
Higher Education Act of 1965. The ninth annual competition in 1995-96 resulted in four awards being
made, 173

The Annotated Student Aid Bibliography, actually bearing the more formal title of the
Annotated Bibliography of Literature on Student Financial Aid, was a very useful tool even for NAS-
FAA members whose primary interest was not in conducting research. In 1992-93, the Research
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Committee announced that the bibliography was now on computer disk.174 A further update, done the
following year, added 591 entries for 1988 through 1992.17> Besides its availability on disk, it could
also be found on PEN. By 1995-96, the committee had added materials published through 1995.176

The Rapid Survey Network had come into being in 1986 on an informal basis and enabled
NASFAA to obtain immediate and representative member views on critical federal student aid issues.1??
Fresh participant samples were selected from time to time to insure a valid statistical profile. In April
1992, the Research Committee, which was charged with maintaining the validity of the network as “a
preselected, stratified random sample” of the membership, chose 350 new participants.1’8 The sample
consisted of eleven types of institutions, stratified by control, size, and educational purpose. In 1992-93,
the survey secured opinions on the staffing model project, direct lending, and federal need analysis.!”?
Need analysis was again the survey subject the following year.!8% In 1994-95, NASFAA and ACE
turned to the survey to secure data on guaranteed student loan use. 81

T R TR T T T I P L . T AL

Besides its efforts to maintain existing NASFAA research initiatives, the Research Committee
helped facilitate research in two important ways. Preparation of a research manual was undertaken in
autumn 1993.182 An editor to oversee the project was chosen along with an author for each of the eight
sections. The number of chapters was reduced to seven and six were completed in 1994-95.183 Careful
editing and detailed preparation delayed the publication of the manual that had been scheduled for
1996.184 A related project undertaken by the Research Committee was to develop national standards for
the collection of financial aid data.!85 To carry out its responsibility for coordinating student financial
aid research, in 1992 the committee reported the results of a state and regional association survey of
research.186 The survey results were published in the March 9, 1992 NASF4A Newsletter.

NASFAA has long played a significant role in national studies seeking to evaluate financial aid
policies and procedures.!87 The Research Committee viewed the National Postsecondary Student Aid
Study (NPSAS), done by the National Center for Education Statistics, as the most valuable financial
assistance data in the country.188 NASFAA, for example, prepared training materials for NPSAS staff
who visited institutions to gather data. Committee members and staff also assisted the technical review
panel.189 Part of the oversight of the study included evaluating data collection software.!%9

The periodically administered Survey of Undergraduate Financial Aid Policies, Practices and
Procedures (SUFAPPP) was jointly sponsored by the College Board’s Washington Office and NASFAA.
It was a comprehensive data source on how financizal aid offices functioned.!®! The results of the
1995-96 administration offered insight into what institutional changes had occurred as a result of the ,
1992 Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 1965. The survey was mailed on May 6, 1996 to
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NASFAA members which enrolled undergraduate students. This was the fourth time the survey had
been done.'92 The findings would be of value to NASFAA’s Board of Directors, Reauthorization Task
Force, and Need Analysis Standards Committee as they began preparations for the next Reauthorization.
The rather short turn-around time for submission of the completed survey was extended to maximize the
response rate.[93
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Multi-Cultural Concerns and Initiatives

NASFAA continued to emphasize identifying ways to extend higher education opportunities to under-
represented student groups, many of whom were students of color, and in advancing the role of the
minority financial aid administrator. The Minority Concerns Committee changed its title to the Multi-
Cultural Initiatives Committee in 1992-93.199 The change was made to emphasize the need for diversity
in the student aid profession.

The most innovative of the committee’s outreach efforts was the Camival of Learning, held for
the first time at the National Conference in Louisville, Kentucky in 1994. One hundred fourth graders
from disadvantaged backgrounds were brought together the day before the conference began.193
Featuring an inspirational speaker, fun games and keepsakes, the carnival {which was the idea of
National Chairwoman Claire “Micki” Roemer) sought to acquaint participants with the value of postsec-
ondary education and to make them aware that financial resources were available to help pay for it. The
110 fourth and fifth graders who attended the carnival took with them tote bags, school supplies, and
materials describing student aid.!9 The camnival proved such an overwhelming success that it has
become an annual event at National Conferences. The 1996 camival in Denver was replete with pizza
and other tasty treats, music, and a myriad of games.197 Another outreach activity of the Multi-Cultural
Initiatives Committee was the Early Awareness Resource Guide. Assembled by the committee, the
guide featured the best of printed materials and videos.!98 It was distributed at the National Conference
in 1994. In the winter of 1996, the committee solicited materials to revise the guide.!?9 By June 1996
an updated version of the guide was in preparation.2® In 1994-95 the committee took Nebraska’s early
awareness “Look to the Future” project nationwide.2?! The endeavor entailed distributing instructional
materials about career and college planning to fourth grade teachers around the country. The curriculum
was put to use in fifty fourth grade classrooms.

The Multi-Cultural Initiatives Committee sought to respond to the special needs of minority
financial aid personnel, including their advancement in the profession and the association. In 1991, it
published a pamphlet entitied, “Roadmap to Involvement.”202 The publication offered suggestions on
how to become involved in financial aid associations at the state, regional, and national levels. A
revised Directory of Minority Financial Aid Personnel made its appearance in 1993.203 1t was designed
to help with employment recruitment and to identify individuals to serve on committees. An activity
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with similar objectives was the Minority Financial Aid Administrators Resource Bank.204 Entries were
solicited through a questionnaire published in the NASFAA Newsletter. The data were available upon
request and identified as a means of achieving greater minority participation in NASFAA. Another
popular activity was the Multi-Cultural Leadership Breakfast at every National Conference. Every
NASFAA aid administrator who returned a data sheet to the minority resource bank was invited to
attend and become acquainted with the Association’s leadership and officers from the state and regional
associations.2%3 A highlight of the event was an inspirational presentation by a highly regarded minority
educator.
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Conferences and Awards

The highlight of the year for many financial aid professionals is NASFAA’s National Conference. From
1991-1996, it continued to take place in July. At this event NASFAA’s most prestigious awards are con-
farred, hence the title of this section. A second conference, known as the Leadership Conference, is typ-
ically held in March of each year and serves as valuable preparation for the future leaders of the nation-

al, regional, and state financial aid associations.

The National Conferences

The organization’s first National Conference had taken place in Aspen, Colorado in 1975.206 By 1985-
86, consensus had been reached to rotate the conferences between Washington, D.C. and the six NAS-
FAA regions. These meetings sought to inspire attendees through the major addresses, provide sessions
on theory and practice to make them more effective in their offices, and offer fun and relaxation with old
and new colleagues. Conference participants twice had the opportunity, as the social event, to attend
baseball games featuring title contenders in the National League. In 1992, the National Conference was
held in St. Louis, Missouri, virtually under the impressive Gateway Arch situated on the west bank of
the mighty Mississippi.207 The theme selected by the Conference Committee was appropriately “Spirit
of our Past...Gateway to Their Future.”208 Senator Paul Simon of Illinois and several Capitol Hill
staffers brought the latest Reauthorization news from Washington but many attendees left with consider-
able uncertainty about what the future would bring for the federal student aid programs. A highlight of
the conference was z plenary session devoted to the new concept of Total Quality Management present-
ed by Dr. Helen Earle Chaffee of the University of North Dakota.20? The attendance of 1,641 was the
largest in the organization’s history.

From St. Louis, Missouri, NASFAA moved on to San Diego, California, for its National
Conference in July 1993.210 The Conference Committee chose “Communications, Connections, and
Calling: Channel Markers Guiding our Profession,” as the theme. The success of the committee’s plan-
ning efforts led to its selection as Committee of the Year. Two new key players on the Washington
scene were featured speakers. The first was the new Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education,
David Longanecker; the second, Terry Hartle, although not new to Washington since he’d worked as a
Senate staff member, had just become ACE’s Vice President for Governmental Relations. The Vice
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President for Undergraduate Education at Indiana University-Purdue University, J. Herman Blake, urged
his audience to find ways to be of particular assistance to underrepresented students on college campus-

es. For the second year in a row, a record was broken as attendance swelled to 1,965,

The 1994 National Conference in Louisville, Kentucky had as its theme, “On Track for
Students—the Winning Ticket.”211 The Conference Committee again won Committee of the Year hon-
ors, although this time sharing them with the Research Committee. The former Chancellor of the State
University of New York, D. Bruce Johnstone, identified for the attendees the “five great imperatives of
higher education-quality, productivity, accountability, equality, and integrity.”212 The importance of cul-
tural diversity, and the value of humor were stressed in two presentations. As a contribution to the less
fortunate in the conference city, many of the participants brought books to be donated to the Salvation
Army transitional shelter and unused conference food was donated to a food bank that served the home-
less. The Carnival of Learning debuted, with the popular event attracting 110 fourth, fifth, and sixth
graders who learned of the value of education.?13

San Antonio, Texas, hosted the NASFAA Annual Conference in July 1995 and 2,033 individu-
als, including 72 exhibitors, attended.214 The theme was “A Fiesta on the Riverwalk.”2!5 Need analy-
sis, the federal budget, and significant Washington developments were prominent among the issues dis-
cussed. Ample opportunity was provided for participants to exchange views with the many Department
of Education staff in attendance. Earlier outreach and community activities such as the book drive and
the Carnival of Learning were also continued.

A record breaking 2,563 people came to Denver, Colorado, in July 1996 for the National
Conference.216 Previously, convention sessions were confined, for the most part, to NASFAA’s head-
quarters hotel, but the size of attendance finally made it necessary to use a separate conference center.
The event marked Dr. Martin’s twentieth year at the helm of NASFAA. A tribute to Senator Clairborne
Pell on his impending retirement from the Senate was a part of the program and was particularly moving
because three Pell Grant recipients shared their stories and what the help had meant to them.
Unfortunately, the Senator’s health precluded his being present, but a tape of the tribute was made for
him. Numerous update sessions covering a host of topics were offered by the staff of the Department of
Education. The conference theme, “A Mile High Adventure,” seemed ample justification to include in
the program a presentation by Air Force Lieutenant Colonel Richard Searfoss, an astronaut who had
docked with the Russian Space Station Mir. The Camival of Learning, the book collection effort, and
the Minority Leadership Breakfast had become integral parts of the conference.
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The Leadership Conferences

The first of NASFAA’s invitational Leadership Conference series took place in 1985.217 Actually, the
annual conferences that had preceded the National Conference series which began in 1975, had also
been called leadership conferences. The new seties is typically held in March in Washington, D.C. This
invitational event offers training for regional and state student financial aid association presidents and
presidents-elect.

March 1992 saw 66 leaders and leaders-to-be from 44 states and the six NASFAA regions par-
ticipate.2!18 Two At-Large Members of the Board of Directors also attended. The following year, 1993,
afforded the 51 participants the opportunity to become versed in student aid advocacy, diversity, associa-
tional resource management, and professional development.2!9 Attendance at the 1994 conference,
which took place over two and a half days, numbered 53.220 The sessions were focused on technical
and regulatory matters and sought to insure that the participants would be better motivated and more
effective leaders a result of the experience. The 63 individuals who came to Washington, D.C. for the
1995 conference were given the opportunity as part of the program to meet with their Congressional rep-
resentatives.22! As in prior conferences, presentations stressed cultural diversity, legislative and regula-
tory advocacy, and association management. The 1995 conference marked the first time that the event
was open to any NASFAA member wishing to attend.?22 The conference held the following year drew
65 attendees.223 The agenda continued to focus on equipping those who came to return to their associa-
tions prepared to be better leaders.

Association Awards

NASFAA’s four major awards continued in the period of this history to consist of Lifetime Membership,
Honorary Membership, Distinguished Service and Meritorious Achievement. Several other valued
awards existed which the Association could bestow. For example, the National Chair annually selected a
Committee of the Year, which on occasion was shared. Several of these awards have been noted in this
history in connection with the work of specific committees. Leadership awards recognizing significant
contributions at the regional and state association level were announced at the National Conferences but
presented at the annual conferences of the regional associations. An honer, called the Robert P. Huff
Golden Quill Award, was presented each year, at the National Conference, to recognize significant pub-
lished scholarship in student financial aid. Also annually, awards were made to state associations for
outstanding service to the profession, service to students and families, and service to constituencies out-
side of the field. A fourth award category was added in 1993-94.224 Tt was aimed at stimulating and
recognizing cultural diversity and access projects.
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NASFAA’s Lifetime Membership was bestowed on the author of this history at the National
Conference in San Antonio in July 1995.225 This marked the third conferral of this honor; previous
recipients were Alan W, Purdy of the University of Missouri and Edson W. Sample of Indiana
University at Bloomington. By definition, this is the highest award which the Association can confer on
a member or affiliate. It typically recognizes exceptional service to the organization over an extended
period of time.226

Honorary Membership, the highest award which can be presented to a non-NASFAA member,
again marks an exceptional contribution to student financial aid over a lengthy period.22? Recipients of
this honor have included Members of Congress, a past Secretary of Education and a past Commissioner
of Education. No Honorary Membership was conferred between July 1, 1991 and June 30, 1996. The
names of Lifetime Members and Honorary Members appear annually in the NASFAA National
Membership Directory.

Distinguished Service Awards honored nine individuals in the period under review. To be select-
ed an individual need not be a member of NASFAA, but he or she must have made a substantial contri-
bution over a lengthy period to further the goals of the Association.228 Tt has become the custom for the
award to be conferred upon the retiring National Chair at the conclusion of his or her duties.
Accordingly, the 1992 selection was Harvey Grotian of the University of Michigan.22? The following
year the award went to National Chairman Paul G. Aasen of Gustavus Adolphus College of Minnesota,
need analysis expert Natala K. Hart of Indiana University-Purdue University, and William L. Moran of
the Department of Education.230 The outgoing National Chairwoman, Claire “Micki” Roemer, was one
of two recipients in 1994.231 The other was D. Bruce Johnstone, who had recently retired as Chancellor
of the State University of New York and had been over a long period a prolific contributor to the litera-
ture of student financial aid. At the same meeting, the Robert P. Huff Golden Quill Award was appropri-
ately conferred on Dr. Johnstone.232 The single award in 1995 went to retiring National Chairwoman
Vernetta Failey of the University of Southern Mississippi.233 Besides 1995-96 Natioral Chairman
William Irwin of Lock Haven University of Pennsylvania, the 1996 award was conferred on Dr. Robert
T. Atwell upon his stepping down as the very effective President of the American Council on
Education.234
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NASFAA’s Meritorious Service Award is given as appropriate to a person who has made a sin-
gle contribution of immense value to the organization or the student financial aid field23> There were
five individuals selected for this award in the five years under review in this history. Mark Heffron,
ACT’s longtime expert on the financial aid delivery process and need analysis, was selected in 1992236
Four awards were made in 1996.237 As previously noted, three of these went to individuals who had
advanced the organization’s electronic services, including its Web Site.238 The fourth award went to
Joseph A. Russo of Notre Dame University for his brilliant editorship of the Journal of Student
Financial Aid.
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The Task Force on
Institutional Leadership

The Task Force on Institutional Leadership sought to promote the role of the financial aid administrator
in institutional administration and make campus policymakers more fully aware of the importance of
student financial aid. The task force was active between its initial convening in 1993 and the release of
its final report in spring 1995. President Martin advised the Board of Directors in November of 1993
that new links were needed to presidents and institutional governing boards, and he looked forward to
the identification of how this could be accomplished in the light of higher education’s new found public
attention.23% Earlier Dr. Martin had attributed the project to the thinking of 1991-92 National Chairman
Harvey Grotrian.240 Chairman Grotrian saw the goal of the task force as insuring that the campus finan-
cial aid office would become “a critical member of the institution’s leadership management team.”241

Getting the project underway took somewhat longer than Chairman Grotrian had expected. By
summer 1993, however, work was underway and NASFAA members had the opportunity to add
input.242 President John T. Casteen III of the University of Virginia was selected as its Chairman and
Rhonda Norsetter, Assistant to the President for External Affairs at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison, was chosen as Vice Chair. Dr. Casteen planned to brief 2 luncheon session at the National
Conference in San Diego about what he expected his group to achieve. He and Ms. Norsetter would
then conduct two round tables at which members would be asked to express their views about the posi-
tive and negative aspects, including the causes, of the financial aid office’s relations with the other parts
of the institution.

Attendees at the National Conference in San Diego in July 1993 heard task force Chairman
Casteen give a detailed explanation of the group’s efforts.243 He declared that the time had come “to
reposition the financial aid profession within institutions by moving aid administrators’ concerns and
expertise into the mainstream of institutional management, policy setting and decision making.”244 The
17 member task force, composed of college presidents and other institutional leaders, financial aid
administrators, business officers, and faculty, had met twice in 1993-94 to identify the most compelling
financial aid issues. It was seeking in its four working groups to develop techniques to manage these
issues. Dr. Casteen observed that the final draft report of the task force would provide aid administra-
tors with a “tool kit” to help respond to the recommendations aimed at college presidents.245
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On the eve of the release of the final report, President Martin predicted that it would help show
college presidents and trustees ways in which financial aid people could be important partners in campus
decision making.246 “A Report to the Leaders of America’s Colleges and Universities: Meeting the
Challenge of Student Financial Aid” was first distributed in March 1995 at the annual meeting of the
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges. NASFAA was overwhelmed with
requests for copies and several education publications carried report summaries and editorials pertaining

to the report.

The report itself actually consisted of two documents.247 The first was directed toward institu-
tional executives and trustees and identified matters pertaining to equity, finances, risks, and liabilities.
A check list of the appropriate questions for them to ask and suggested strategies were included. The
report’s “Reference Guide” offered financial aid staff guidance on how they could assist in achieving the
goals set by the task force. A useful bibliography was also a part of the materials. Several thousand
copies of the report were eventually distributed. The task force was recognized when it later received
the 1995 Robert P. Huff Golden Quill Award for outstanding scholarship.2G48
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LEGISLATIVE
AND REGULATORY
ADVOCACY

or a great many members, NASFAA’s main functions are to insure maximum financial aid

resources, ideally increasing over time, for their students and to avoid unreasonable regulation

of their administration of federal programs. The organization was severely challenged to deliv-
er on these expectations from July 1, 1991 to June 30, 1996.

As the period under review in this history began, George Bush, the forty-first President of the
United States, occupied the White House. At the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue, the Democrats
enjoyed sizeable majorities in both Houses of Congress. The major challenge facing the Federal
Government, and this certainly bore on student financial aid issues, was reversing the alarming growth
in the national budget deficit. It was estimated in September 1992 that the deficit would climb in the
next federal fiscal year to more than $330 billion.24® In November of 1992, the voters of the United
States elected the Democratic Governor of Arkansas, William Jefferson Clinton, to the Presidency.250
The new President would have a 258 to 176 majority in the House of Representatives and a 58 to 52
majority in the Senate. Very soon after his election, Mr. Clinton announced that very high on his agenda
was a proposal to replace existing federal loans with a National Service Trust Fund. Under the plan,
college students could repay their educational loans through public service or as a percentage of their

earned income, 251

The midterm elections of 1994 brought an unexpected change in the composition of the
Congress. Campaigning under the banner of the “Contract with America” which stressed less bureau-
cratic government and a balanced budget, the Republicans, particularly the candidates for the House,
swept into office.252 Republicans in the House gained a margin of 231 to 206 with one independent.
On the Senate side the margin favored the Republicans by six, 53 to 47. Concerns surfaced at NASFAA
that the in-school student loan subsidy and some campus-based programs would no longer exist. The
substantial differences between the Democratic White House and the Republican Congress would lead
to battles of such intensity that government operation would come to a grinding halt.
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Reauthorizations

NASFAA, from its earliest times, continued to play a major role in reauthorizations of the Higher
Education Act of 1965. These reauthorizations should normally take place every four years but often

require longer.

The Reauthorization of 1992 was certainly no exception. As early as 1989-90, NASFAA had
commenced its planning for the 1992 Reauthorization by the creation of a task force.253 It was soon
apparent that two focal issues would be student aid delivery and need analysis. In April 1991, the NAS-
FAA Board adopted “A Plan for Reform”. The proposal called for a single need analysis methodology
for all federal student aid and a standard cost of attendance.

As both Houses of Congress completed their Reauthorization hearings by the end of the summer
of 1991, the NASFAA staff, which had been present at most of them, was able to note several main con-
cerns which had become apparent.234 These were, in addition to need analysis, the integrity of the pro-
grams, the imbalance between grants and loans, assistance to middle-income families, and direct lend-
ing. The House Postsecondary Education Subcommittee completed its draft Reauthorization legislation
on October 8, 1991.235 A long sought NASFAA goal of making Pell Grants an entitlement program
was included in the Subcommittee’s bill. Three weeks later, the Senate Committee on Labor and Human
Resources adopted without dissent its Reauthorization legislation.256 That bill provided that eventually
Pell Grants would become an entitlement. As the Senate bill was eventually passed, however, neither
the Pell entittement nor direct lending were included 237 The House Reauthorization bili, enacted on
March 26, 1992, also dropped Pell Grant entitlement language and provided for direct loans, but only as
a pilot undertaking 258

As the House and Senate staffs set to iron out differences between the two bills, before going to
Conference, NASFAA submitted its views to members of the Conference committee and distributed
them as well to the membership.25? Members were also supplied with a comparison of the two bills.
Almost 1,500 differences existed between the two versions, with about half pertaining to student finan-
cial assistance.260 The legislation emerged from Conference with most of the programs pretty well
intact.26! The Senate deferred to the House on the direct loan project, although there were differences
over the size of the pilot. Pell Grant maximums were authorized to be raised over time to reach $4,500
a year in 1997.98.
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President Bush signed the 1992 Higher Education Amendments on July 23, 1992 at Northern .
Virginia Community College with NASFAA representatives joining those of other education associa- ;
tions as witnesses.262 Although most of the President’s address was about the bill’s effects on elemen- _
tary and secondary education, he did note that standards imposed by the legislation would eliminate ,
institutions with questionable education practices from the federal student aid programs and lower loan :
defaults. Major questions remained about the implementation of the new need analysis methodology,
the free application form, and the use of supplemental need analysis forms.

With the 1992 Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act accomplished, President Martin
could reflect on the tremendous commitment of time and effort NASFAA had dedicated to the activi-
ty.263 The staff had tracked every aspect of the tedious process and had provided Congress with the
views and proposals of its diverse membership. Four NASFAA committees, along with the Board of

Directors, worked on Reauthorization issues. The first was the Reauthorization Task Force which
expertly formulated the organization’s basic Reauthorization positions. The second was the Need
Analysis Standards Committee, which brought forth its ambitious “Plan for Reform™, to revamp the
need analysis system. A number of the plan’s proposals were incorporated into legislation including
automatic eligibility for families at a low income level and the use of a single need analysis and cost of
attendance for all Title IV programs. Now the student financial aid community awaited news from the
Department of Education on how the legislative changes would be implemented and what regulations
would be forthcoming. As discussed elsewhere in this history, NASFAA faced the formidable tasks of
informing its members of the changes and training financial aid professionals to carry them out.264

Perhaps the most complicated changes brought about by Reauthorization involved the new
Federal Methodology.265 While most aid administrators applauded the fact that a single need analysis
system for all programs, including Pell, would become operative in 1993-94, the Need Analysis
Standards Committee felt compelled to address such difficult issues as determining attendance costs and
how to apply professional judgment.

Another area that had to be addressed was collecting the supplemental data whick many institu-
tions felt were necessary beyond what could be obtained from the Free Application for Federal Student :
Aid (FAFSA). The results of an inquiry made using NASFAA’s Rapid Survey Network provided insight j
into this issue.266 Of the 75% response rate from the sample of schools, 51% of the institutions ques-
tioned the accuracy of the new methodology’s results. Sixty percent of the respondents indicated that
they would expect their financial aid applicants to submit a supplemental form. The absence of FAFSA
questions regarding estimated year income and the composition of the family were of particular concern.

Also lacking were medical and dental expenses and asset information for lower-income families.
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The autumri of 1993 saw congressional approval of technical amendments to address some of
the unfinished business of the 1992 Reauthorization.267 President Martin identified two of the changes
made and expressed the hope that they would not be disruptive to the financial aid awarding process.268
First was the elimination of the 30% cap on institutional verification of data submitted by students under
consideration for federal aid. Some aid administrators were concerned that the Secretary of Education
might choose to raise the percentage. The other issue involved alteration of professional adjustment pro-
visions which produced changes in Pell Grant eligibility, largely as a consequence of the new single
need analysis methodology. Dr. Martin noted with obvious regret that Pell Grant “bottom-line adjust-
ments” advocated by NASFAA had not been accepted by Congress.26 Other changes resulting from
the amendments dealt with allocating federal student aid funds to institutions, borrowing and default
restrictions, academic year definitions, and State Postsecondary Review Entity (SPRE) procedures.270

It was not long before NASFAA began its preparation for the next Reauthorization which could
occur in 1996 but in reality would likely be a year or two after that. The Board of Directors approved a
resolution authorizing six Reauthorization Hearings.27! Dr. Martin hoped to co-sponsor the hearings
with ACE. He hoped, too, that the hearings could occur at the regional student financial aid association
meetings. Additional hearings were also a possibility.

By the conclusion of the 1995-96 year, NASFAA's Reauthorization Task Force had swung into
action and already reviewed existing federal student financial aid law.272 The task force set a rather
grueling time schedule, largely dictated by Congress’ own planning. It anticipated presenting its prelim-
inary recommendations for Reauthorization to the Board of Directors by November 1996. The final
recommendations would come to the Board the following April, which was also the time they needed to
go to Congress. Reauthorization hearings were held in each of the NASFAA regions in the autumn of
1996. Using all of NASFAA’s available communications means, the task force set the goal of affording
every member of the Association the chance to present views on how the basic law governing federal
student financial aid should be altered.
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Budget and Appropriations

The high expectations for increasing federal student financial aid emanating from the 1992
Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965 quickly dissipated in the throes of the nation’s
growing fiscal woes.273 It had been hoped that the end of the Cold War would result in funds, formerly
reserved for national security, being made available for social uses, among them, student financial assis-
tance. The realization of NASFAA’s long sought goal of correcting the grant/loan imbalance, unfortu-
nately, was to be one of the casualties,

President Bush signed the Fiscal Year 1992 appropriation legislation for the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services and Education on November 26, 1991.274 Modest funding increases
went to Supplemental Education Opportunity Grants (SEOG), College Work-Study (CWS) and State
Student Incentive Grants (SSIG). All Title IV programs except Federal Capital Contributions for Perkins
received FY-92 appropriations.

The FY-93 budget resolution provided for what the NASFEAA Newsletter called a “‘meager”
increase in education funding at all levels as well as for job training.275 This minimal increase prompt-
ed concern because a shortfall approaching $1.46 billion in the Pell Grant Program was expected. The
Senate-House Conference on the FY-93 appropriations for Title IV programs, other than FFELP,
approved $5.84 billion for Pell Grants, which meant that these awards would have a $2,300 maximum in
1993-94, $100 less than in the prior year276 An additional $242 million was also to be appropriated to
help with the $1.46 billion shortfall in the program. Modest increases not exceeding more than $15 mil-
lion in any one program were approved for SEQG, Federal Work-Study (FWS), the Perkins Federal
Capital Contribution and SSIG. The appropriations bill as it went to President Bush for his signature on
October 6, 1992 reduced funding by 0.8% for all programs as a condition of President’s Bush’s
approval.277 A rather ominous aspect of the legislation was the authority given to the Secretary of
Education to direct postsecondary institutions to verify the data in 100% of their federal aid applications,
if he chose to do so.

President Clinton’s first State of the Union Message made clear what his priorities would be in
the student financial aid area.2’8 He planned to replace FFELP with the direct loan program and to
cover all of the Pell Grant shortfall. It was estimated that the proposed phaseout of FFELP would save
$1.3 billion by FY-97. Another $200 million would be saved by simplifying the adminisiration of the
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campus-based programs. The new President’s message made clear, too, that he would seek to implement
a public service program to help with college costs for those who participated.

The FY-94 budget resolution adopted by both Houses of Congress in April 1993 in effect placed
a freeze, beyond adjustments for inflation, on all discretionary spending, including student financial
aid.279 Although the details of how the budget plan would affect individual programs were not yet
available, there was speculation that cuts would have to take place in student aid. Savings of about $4.2
billion over five years were expected to be achieved by replacing FFELP with direct loans. At its first
meeting following the release of the Clinton budget, NASFAA’s Board of Directors made known its
opposition to any reduction in student financial aid spending.280 At this meeting in April 1993, the
Board objected to the elimination of SSIG, and declared that direct loans should be subjected to a thor-
ough evaluation before they replaced FFELF.

The FY-94 Labor, Health and Human Services and Education appropriations President Clinton
signed into law on October 21, 1993, eroded student aid programs much less than had been feared six
months earlier, Prior year funding levels were maintained in FSEOG, SSIG and FWS.281 Pell Grants
were increased by $500 million and an additional $200 million was appropriated toward the program’s
shortfall. Federal capital contributions to the Federal Perkins Loan Program were reduced by $7.8 mil-
lion.

The FY-95 budget announced by the Clinton Administration in February 1994 sought an
increase of $100 million over the prior year in FWS funding.282 The maximum Pell Grant was to be
raised by $100, in part, it was suspected, because $400 million of the prior year’s Pell appropriation
remained unspent. It appeared that other forward funded student aid programs would be cut $38 million

and SSIG and Federal Capital Contributions to the Perkins Loan Program would receive no money at
all.283

The budget resolution eventually approved by the Congress sought to lower overall spending
during the next five years by $13 billion more than the Administration had proposed. The appropriation
for student aid as it emerged from Conference on September 13, 1994 brought little growth in funding
levels from what had been approved the year before.284 An increase in the maximum Pell Grant of $40
was authorized but the number of recipients was capped. FSEOG, FWS and capital contributions for the
Federal Perkins Loan Program were frozen at the FY-94 levels. SSIG, the funding for which the
President did not include in his budget proposal, was reduced $9 million below the prior year.

In the national mid-term election of November the Republicans gained control over both houses
of the Congress. The Republicans’ success in the Senate was not considered all that surprising, but their
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victory in the House had been predicted by few political pundits.285 For the first time in 40 years,
Republican majorities would control both chambers. Most of the successful House Republicans had ral-
lied behind the “Contract with America.” The Contract called for constitutional amendments to balance
the federal budget and impose term limits for Members of Congress. A sizeable reduction in congres-
sional staff and line item veto authority for the President were also sought. Although many agreed that
there was need to balance the federal budget, Dr. Martin was concemed that budget reconciliation could
be at the expense of the in-college student loan subsidy, campus-based programs and SSIG funding, and
the expansion of federal direct loans.286 The efforts to protect the federal student aid programs led to
the creation of the Alliance to Save Student Aid.287 NASFAA joined with ACE and NAICU in sponsor- _
ing the alliance and took a major role in developing strategy and providing support. :

President Martin termed the emerging proposal to reduce federal student aid over the next five !
years by $20 billion “unacceptable”. He called for a grassroots campaign to prevent it, in the same man- !
ner that proposed cuts in Social Security were drawing strong opposition. President Clinton’s FY-96
budget plan, which became public in February 1995, called for a $280 increase in the maximum Pell
Grant, while maintaining campus-based programs at the FY-95 levels and cutting SSIG by 50%.288 The
fact that Mr. Clinton sought to replace FFELP with Direct Loans by 1997-98 suggested that reconciling
the differences between the two parties would be extremely difficult. The disagreement grew as 1995
progressed. The Republicans insisted that changes in the loan programs and in need analysis could pro-
duce savings of $10 billion over the next seven years.289 An area of particular concern for NASFAA
was the suggested elimination of the in-college loan interest subsidy for students in graduate and profes-
sional education. By contrast, the Administration’s balanced budget plan called for eliminating the
deficit in ten instead of seven years.2%0 Proponents of the Clinton plan claimed that it would protect the
investment already made in education and training. The Budget Reconciliation Conference Reports
were adopted by both Houses on November 17, 1995291 NASFAA advised its members that the legis-
lation, although destined for Mr. Clinton’s veto due to the inclusion of a cap on Direct Loans, did con-
tain some unanticipated borrower benefits for students and parents. Borrower grace periods would con-
tinue and PLUS would not be subject to higher interest rates.292 Despite his veto of the legislation the
President announced a willingness to work toward balancing the budget in seven instead of ten years, It {
was clear that the President would not further modify his position. Earlier he had sought to replace ;
FFELP by Federal Direct Loans entirely. He was now willing to leave postsecondary institutions free to
choose between participating in FFELP or Direct Loans,

The fact that appropriation bills had not been enacted for a number of federal departments meant
that they shut down. It was known as early as August 1995 that the Department of Education might
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have to cease operations and NASFAA urged its members to think about what a shutdown might mean
to them.29% Agreement was reached between the White House and Congress on September 30, 1995 to
fund the government through a Continuing Resolution (CR} which would expire on November 13, 1995.
A dispute largely over whether the budget should be balanced in seven years, whose numbers should be
used in scoring the budget and Medicare issues, prompted the President to veto the next CR. The first
of several government shutdowns, therefore, began on November 14, 1995 and continued until E
November 20, 1995.294 The consequences were immediate for federal student aid programs. Since
data-base matches could not be made by the Department of Education’s Central Processing System,
FAFSA’s were not produced. Fortunately, FFEL and Direct Loan operations were not affected, but insti-
tutions found themselves unable to draw down money for Pell Grants and the campus-based programs.

N B A A L L Y L

The SSIG Program was in a similar situation.

el

On November 19, 1995, the President and the Congress reached an agreement to balance the
federal budget in seven years.295 This accord produced a one day CR, which was followed in tumn by
another CR of 25 days duration. Departments that did not yet have their appropriations for FY-96
would have some funds to operate until December 15, 1995. Since final agreement could stilt not be
achieved, those departments without appropriations, including Education, shut down again for the sec-
ond time until January 1, 1996.2% Because additional appropriations bills, although not Education’s,
had been passed in the interim, fewer federal programs were affected by this shutdown. The major areas
in which disagreement persisted were the health programs: Medicare and Medicaid, welfare reform, the
size of tax reductions, and Direct Loans.

Another CR was adopted to continue funding until January 26, 1996. As a third shutdown
seemed imminent, Congress and the President achieved a temporary accord that assured some funding
for the government to operate until March 15, 1996.2%7 Commenting on the agreement, President Martin
observed that it indicated the likelihood that Pell Grants would be funded for 1997-98 and might even
see a $100 increase in the maximum award. He expected that FSEQOG and FWS would also be funded,
but was less optimistic about money for Perkins Loans and SSIG. He was uncertain about what limits !
might be placed on growth in the Direct Loan Program.

In all, 13 CRs were adopted before Congress and the White House could concur on a FY-26
Omnibus Appropriation to fund those departments and programs without their own individual appropria-
tions.298 As the agreement emerged, it became apparent that the maximum Pell Grant would be funded
at $2,470, $30 higher than in 1995-96. FSEOG and FWS would be held at the same level as 1995-96,
while Perkins Loans and SSIG would be reduced by $64.7 and $32 million, respectively. It was antici-
pated that Direct Loan participation would not be capped.
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While efforts were still underway to determine what funding would be available for FY-96,
President Clinton introduced his budget proposals for FY-97.299 NASFAA Newsletter articles greeted the
proposals as setting high priorities for education programs while seeking reductions in other areas. The
maximum Pell Grant would rise to $2,700 a year, while SSIG would be phased out over two years. The
campus-based programs would remain at their FY-95 levels except for FWS which would receive about
a $63 million increase. Institutions would be able to choose between Direct Loans and FFELP but to
achieve budget savings, lenders and guaranty agencies would face greater risk sharing. Also, higher fees
would be imposed on FFELP lenders and secondary markets. The President sought funding for an
Honors Scholarship Program which would award $1,000 to high school students who graduated in the
top five percent of their class. Mr. Clinton’s package included a tax deduction of up to $5,000 a year for

college costs,

As Congress undertook the mark-up of the FY-97 Budget Resolution, it was apparent that differ-
ences between the Republican majority and the President would continue to be significant 3% The
Senate, for example, proposed lowering the cap on Direct Loan volume from 50% to 20% of all student
loans. Borrowers under both Direct Loans and FFELP would be given the same repayment options.

The House, for its part, would eliminate Direct Loans entirely and discontinue new funding for SSIG,
Perkins Loans, and a host of smaller federal education programns. As the hearings on student aid appro-
priations got underway in the House in late spring 1996, a cautious air of optimism emerged that the Pell
Grant maximum would be raised to $2,500 a year and that funding for the ever popular FWS Program
might receive a higher mark than the President had proposed.30! It soon became evident that the
President was dissatisfied with the level of student aid funding in the House appropriations bill and it
faced a veto for that and other reasons.302

Looking back on 1995-96, with the series of Continuing Resolutions and the closing down of
many federal departments and services, President Martin felt that the coming together of higher educa-
tion and other interests supportive of it had prevented much more dire consequences for student finan-
cial aid.303 At the very center of that effort, he placed the Alliance to Save Student Aid. He saw as sig-
nificant successes the continuation of the in-school interest subsidy for federal borrowers, the prevention
of the federal student aid program consolidation and funding reduction, and the avoidance of a cap for
the Direct Loan Program. Dr. Martin believed that the carefully orchestrated and persistent efforts of
student aid professionals and other college officials had convinced President Clinton to assign a very
high priority to education. It was the President’s vetoes of the attempted reductions in student aid, Dr.
Martin felt, that led the congressional majority to alter its original intentions with respect to student aid.
Certainly, a positive development against which future political battles would be waged was the reduc-
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tion in the national budget deficit from $290 billion, when President Clinton entered the Oval Office, to
3107 billion at the end of FY-96.304 President Clinton attributed the decrease at least in some measure
to the tax increases President Bush had agreed to in 1990 and the ones Clinton himself had initiated in

1993305

Part If 05

BTN O EE T STy T NPT T 1 DR TS LU LT R T M R P



MNASFAA HISTORY

Regulations

There seems little dispute that the regulation of student financial aid was, at least in the early part of the
1990’s, considered to be excessive and, too often, only secking to address worst case situations.306 A
study conducted by the Institute for Higher Education Policy on behalf of the National Association of
Independent Colleges and Universities found that in 1992, regulations pertaining to federal student
financial aid occupied in excess of 7,000 sections of the Code of Federal Regulations.307 The study
termed the rules burdensome, redundant, conflicting and not necessarily related to what they were seek-
ing to regulate. Terry W. Hartle of the American Council on Education contrasted the regulatory

approach of Presidents Reagan and Bush with that of President Clinton.398 He characterized the
Administrations of the two Republican Presidents as not particularly disposed to propose new regula-
tions or to enforce vigorously those in existence. The Clinton Administration, on the other hand, he
found quite indifferent to the cost and paperwork resulting from the rules that it put forward. Perhaps the
most promising aspect of the rule dilemma was that by 1996, the Congress, the Department of Education
and the postsecondary institutions seemed to have agreed that measures had to be taken to reduce
bureaucratic red tape in federal student assistance,399

In his state of the Union Message on January 28, 1992, President George Bush announced that
there would be a 90 day moratorium on federal rules.3! Federal departments were to use this time to
determine how their regulations affected the economic recovery that President Bush sought. Details of
his directive were not immediately known and it was unclear whether it applied to new regulations or
those already in effect. As part of the President’s initiative, student financial aid administrators were
asked to inform the Department of Education of those regulations that they felt significantly hindered
economic development, were obsolete or created undue burden or expense.3!! In particular, comment
was sought on rules that inhibited the achievement of a student’s academic goals, created undue expens-
es for colleges in carrying out their academic programs, or made them less efficient in doing so. A sec-
ond attempt at a partial moratorium on federal rules occurred on February 17, 1995, when the newly
seated Republican majority in the House passed legislation to preclude government departments from
imposing most regulations enacted between November 20, 1994 and December 31, 1995.312 The
House’s moratorium was to be discontinued before the December date if major regulatory relief legisla-
tion were adopted. President Martin observed that the time petiod envisaged by the House’s action
would interfere with the regulatory implementation schedule mandated by the Higher Education Act and
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forestall several significant rules from going into effect. The Senate was not disposed to join the House
in its action, preferring instead to provide for legislative review of rules that had a major economic

effect.313 It was amenable, however, to a 45 day moratorium on those regulations.

Enactment of the Higher Education Amendments of 1992 obviously provided a watershed of
opportunity for imposing new rules and modifying existing ones. The legislation introduced a new
approach to creating regulations, called negotiated rulemaking. The process directed the Secretary of
Education to conduct public hearings when regulations were prepared.314 The hearings were to be open
to individuals involved with federal student financial aid programs and would deal with Part B, the
Family Education Loan Program; Part G, the General Provisions; and Part H, the Program Integrity
Triad of the Higher Education Amendments of 1992. After the hearings, Department of Education staff
would prepare draft regulations. The regulations then would be negotiated by groups appointed by the
Secretary from nominations by organizations that had participated in the hearings and drawn not just
from Washington. The negotiations were to be performed in a timely fashion and be concluded in no
more than 240 days. The negotiators were expected to arrive at consensus and the Department indicated
that, although it was not bound by any consensus when issuing a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(NPRM), it planned to do so to the extent that the law allowed.3!5 The negotiations got underway in
early January 1993,

NASFAA staff took an active role in the negotiated rulemaking process. President Martin was
a member of the Part B group which dealt with FFELP. Joan Berkes of NASFAA worked with Part G,
General Provisions. There were also a number of NASFAA member schools whose financial aid admin-
istrators were included in the two groups. No student aid administrators took part in the deliberations of
the Part H group which dealt with program integrity. There was agreement that the meetings provided a
valuable forum for concems to be aired, but dissatisfaction grew when accord was reached on an issue
by all participants except those representing the Department of Education316 One participant, who
would likely wish not to be identified, complained to the author that the attorneys often limited the con-
sideration of issues to the point that what had been intended when the process was written into the
Higher Education Amendments of 1992 ended up being thwarted.

In January 1994, the Department of Education created two negotiated rulemaking advisory com-
mittees composed of “full” members and “associate” members.317 One was to help draft rules for
Direct Loans, while the other would deal with loan guaranty agency reserves. NASFAA was assigned to
full membership in the former, which meant that the organization had a vote, and associate membership,
which permitted participation in discussion but no vote, in the latter. An organization which held full
membership in one group was automatically assigned associate status in the other. Marty Guthrie was
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NASFAA’s representative in the Direct Loan group and Larry Zaglaniczny was assigned to the loan
guaranty agency reserves group. The Direct Loan group over a period of seven months did achieve a
remarkable degree of consensus.3!2 The only issue not agreed to was a contingent loan repayment plan.
The loan guaranty agency group, preparing for an NPRM to return excess loan reserves to the govemn-
ment, could only concur on the appropriate process to guide any return of funds.3'® An accord was not
forthcoming on the substance of a draft NPRM,

Clearly one of the most contentious regulatory issues arose over efforts by the Department of

Education to implement reviews of higher education institutions by State Postsecondary Review Entities :
(SPREs) that had been mandated by the Higher Education Amendments of 1992. By a notice in the .
Federal Register, the Department of Education called upon the states to submit plans and budgets for
this new activity.320 Final regulations published by the Department of Education in April 1994 detailed ;
how the triad would achieve integrity in the student aid programs for which it was responsible. 32! The :
triad as envisaged by the Higher Education Amendments of 1992 was to include the Department of

Education, the SPREs acting on behalf of the states, and the accrediting agencies.

By June 1994, the Department of Education released the criteria for the referral of institutions to
the SPREs.322 High loan default rates and unfavorable audit reports or the failure to submit the results
of audits in a timely manner would trigger a review. Problems with the Department’s system to select
candidates for reviews was acknowledged by its officials in December 1994.323 Erroneous data on
missing or late audits caused a number of institutions to be notified that they were being designated for
reviews. The Department indicated that the appeals from 90% of the recipients were expected to be
granted because of the mistakes. The new Speaker of the House of Representatives, Newt Gingrich, i
learned of higher education’s displeasure with the SPREs when he spoke to the annval meeting of the E
National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU) on February 1, 1995.32¢4 Much
to the glee of those attending the meeting, ke expressed a willingness to put the program on the
“Corrections Day chopping block.”323 Tt was the elimination of funding for the SPRE initiative that
eventually led to its demise. In its FY-95 Rescissions Bill, the Senate earmarked $10 million for the
SPREs, although the House targeted them for elimination.326 The final rescission action by the Senate
for FY-95 withdrew all funding.327

Another controversial regulatory issue pertained to the use of race or national origin as a condi-
tion for receiving a scholarship. For all practical purposes the effect of minority scholarship guidelines
announced by Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander in 1991 precluded higher education institutions
that received Title IV funds from setting up scholarships restricted to a particular race or national
origin.328 To do so was deemed a violation of the Civil Rights Act. Substantial criticism of the position
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taken by the Department came from virtually all quarters of higher education, including NASFAA 329
Critics of the guidelines urged the Department to withdraw them. At the behest of Congress, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) later undertook, by means of a random sample, a survey of the use of
race-based scholarships in the nation’s colleges and universities.330 GAO found that although such
scholarships were awarded by many schools, they accounted for a small proportion of total scholarships
and scholarship dollars awarded in 1991-92. Further, the GAO report noted that some schools believed
these scholarships were valuable recruiting tools.

In February 1993, a federal appeals court ruled that public higher education institutions could
award scholarships based on race to African American, Latino, and Native American students, sustain-
ing a ruling by a lower court that making such awards did not contravene the Civil Rights Act of
1964.331 The Clinton Administration also seemed disposed to allow continuation of the practice of
awarding scholarships restricted to race. The new Secretary of Education, Richard Riley, wrote to col-
lege presidents in March 1993 that he sought to eliminate the confusion created by the earlier
guidelines.?32 He advised the presidents of higher education institutions not to change their existing
policies, until new rules, based on the GAQ survey results, were known. These guidelines, as finally
announced almost a year later in 1994, declared that institutions could use awards based on race “to
remedy past discrimination and promote campus diversity, without violating federal anti-discrimination
laws.”333 A notice in the Federal Register on February 23, 1994 confirmed these guidelines, but clari-
fied that Title IV funds could not be used for such awards.334

NASFAA took a position on another important issue involving the government and the higher
education community. This one did not involve a federal regulation, but grew out of a decision by a
federal district court. NASFAA joined with 11 other higher education associations in support of an
appeal by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) of a court ruling that it had conspired with
other institutions to fix individual financial aid offers and thus violated the Sherman Antitrust Act.335
An appeals court overruled the lower court and returned the case to it with the admonition that it had
failed to give due consideration to the value of information sharing between institutions.336
An out of court settlement of the MIT case provided that certain “standards of conduct” set by the
Justice Department had to be followed by MIT.337 The standards, as revealed, allowed for a cooperative
agreement between institutions so long as need blind admission was practiced for all U.S. citizens and
awards were based on financial need.338 Participants in such an agreement were precluded from confer-
ring on the financial circumstances of and awards to individual aid recipients. The standards, originally
thought of as applicable to MIT and the Ivy League overlap group targeted by the Justice Department,
were in effect extended to all of higher education by a provision in the 1994 Reauthorization of the
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act.33% The legislation incorporated into the Higher Education
Amendments of 1992 the rules, refined to some extent, of conduct imposed upon MIT by the out of
court settlement in its antitrust case. The winter 1992 Journal of Student Financial Aid published “A
Model Antitrust Policy for Colleges and Universities” to assist schools with compliance.
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Direct Loans

Although there have been numerous references in this history thus far to Direct Loans, the program was
so controversial during the period from 1991 through 1996, and indeed continues to be, that it deserves a
section of its own. The ACE’s Terry Hartle told the closing session of NASFAA’s 1993 National
Conference that “Direct Lending has been most divisive for higher education.”340 He asked the atten-
dees how their presidents felt about direct lending, suggesting that much concern and confusion were
manifest.

The question of implementing a Direct Loan Program came officially to the NASFAA Board of
Directors at its Fall 1991 meeting in Seattle.34! After carefully evaluating several proposals to improve
the federal student loan system, the Board voted with one dissent to support the development and imple-
mentation of a Direct Loan Program that would in effect parallel the FFELP. President Martin had
informed the Board that the House’s Higher Education Reauthorization bill replaced FFELP with Direct
Loans over the next five years.342 While the Senate version of Reauthorization contained no compara-
ble provision, Senators Paul Simon, D-IL., and Dave Durenburger, R-MN., were proposing a Direct
Loan pilot project involving about 100 institutions.

The Congress did include a Direct Loan pilot project in the 1992 Higher Education
Amendments and National Chairman Paul Aasen quickly moved to create a NASFAA Task Force on the
Implementation of Direct Lending.343 The group was placed under the chairmanship of Paul Phillips of
California State University, San Marcos, aided by Government Affairs Commission Director Elizabeth
Hicks of Harvard University. Ms. Hicks was to go on to become an influential, national advocate of
substituting Direct Loans for FFELP. The Task Force convened in a matter of a few short days follow-
ing its establishment.344 Concerned about how Direct Loans could most effectively meet the needs of
students and institutions, the new body determined to carry out its tasks in three topical groups. The
first would consider disbursement and the reconciliation of resources. The second would address the sit-
uation of the borrower who became involved with more than one program. The third would take on the
important issue of institutional liability. By December 1992, the Task Force was able to announce thata
guide to evaluating an institution’s participation in the Direct Loan Program would be distributed by the
end of the next month 343
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The politics of the loan situation intensified when newly elected President Bill Clinton indicated
that one of his top priorities would be his student loan proposal.346 Quite critical of the default and bank
subsidies in FFELP, he indicated that he would like to replace it with a program that would base repay-
ment on the income of the borrower and let the borrower satisfy the obligation through community serv-
ice. Criticism of President Clinton’s notion of expanding educational opportunity was not leng in sur-
facing. The idea of linking educational opportunity with public service came from no less a leader of
higher education than D. Bruce Johnstone, Chancellor of the State University of New York and
Chairman of the prestigious College Board.347 While favoring public service, Dr. Johnstone objected to
its promotion through tying it to educational opportunity. It is worthy of note that the Chancellor had
more than a passing understanding of student loan theory and practice. Some years earlier, as a program
officer at the Ford Foundation, he had pioneered the idea of income contingent student loan repayment.

While President Clinton would ultimately achieve a modified and smaller version of his national
service plan, it was not to become a basis for the federal loan program which he had envisioned. The
battle was to be between the existing FFELP and Direct Loans, which as he came to office was, still a
pilot project. Opponents and proponents of Direct Loans were not tardy in making their preferences
known. On March 2, 1993, some sixty lenders journeyed to Washington, D.C., to tell Congress that fed-
eral loans should continue to be made through the private sector rather than the government. According
to an article in the NASFAA Newsletter, one congressional staffer said of the lenders, “I don’t think any-
body is going to look at them and think they’re that much worried about students. They’re just worried
about their own profits.”48 The National Commission on Responsibilities for Financing Postsecondary
Education, in its report entitled “Making College Affordable Again,” gave its endorsement to Direct
Loans with repayment either through national service at 20% a year up to three years, or as a predeter-
mined percentage of income.34?

The details of how the Federal Direct Lending Demonstration Project would be implemented
were in an NPRM published by the Department of Education on April 2, 1993350 Besides explaining
how higher education institutions might apply to participate in the pilot, the notice described the loan
application and origination, funding, servicing, and evaluation aspects of the new program, which was to
commence on July 1, 1994, and terminate on June 30, 1998. Even before the 45 day comment period on
the NPRM had ended, President Clinton informed the Congress of his plan to replace FFELP over four
years with the Federal Direct Student Loan Program.33! His vehicle for accomplishing this objective
was the Student Loan Reform Act of 1993. He declared that his proposal would save money by doing
away with the subsidies that lenders received, make repayment easier for the borrowers, and reduce
default through several repayment plans. Anticipating the President’s action, NASFAA’s Board of
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Directors on April 19, 1993, reaffirmed the decision adopted the prior November at its Seattle meet-
ing.352 Basically, it objected to the full implementation of Direct Loans without an evaluation of the
new program. It set forth certain principles to guide the program and stressed the need to be certain that
there was sufficient capital available for student loans. Prior to the vote, President Martin, in response
to a question, declined to say that a phase-in of Direct Loans was a “done deal,” but saw it as consider-
ably ahead of the demonstration project approach.333 The congressionally-imposed mandate to achieve
budget reconciliation savings was, in his view, a compelling factor.

The late spring and summer of 1993 found both Houses of Congress trying to find a compro-
mise on how rapidly to phase in Direct Loans and whether a cap would be placed on the number of par-
ticipating institutions or the program’s dollar volume. The House Education and Labor Committee
reported out legislation on May 12, 1993, to accomplish the phase in by FY-97. Committee Chairman
William Ford, D-ML., defended direct loans, while the ranking Republican, William Goodling, R-PA.,
termed the legislation quite questionable because of its lack of detail and reliance on a department that
quite possibly could not manage such a program.334 The Senate Committee on Labor and Human
Resources, for its part, agreed on a compromise to phase-in Direct Loans up to 50% of new loans over
the next four years.355 A decision on what to do about the remaining 50% of new loans would take
place as a part of the next Higher Education Act Reauthorization. While the House and Senate struggled
with the rate of implementation of Direct Loans, NASFAA’s Rapid Survey Network revealed that 54%
of the respondents wanted the program to be a parallel demonstration project so that its value could be
assessed before eliminating FFELP.3%6 A compromise of the differences over how to achieve Direct
Loan implementation eventuaily came in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993.357 The
phase-in percentage schedule agreed to by the Senate was escalated and the cap in five years was moved
to 60% of new loans. The Secretary could exceed the cap in the event that the number of institutions
wanting to participate proved disproportionate.

Efforts to implement the new program proceeded on several fronts at a frantic pace. ACE and
the Department of Education jointly sponsored four regional briefings in late September 1993 with sen-
ior staff of both organizations in attendance.338 The Department of Education returned to the field again
the following May and June to conduct a series of six “summit meetings,” where institutions were given
current details on how the implementation of Direct Loans was progressing. NASFAA, too, was moni-
toring developments. The Task Force on Direct Loans was renamed the Committee to Assess the
Impact of Direct Lending. This was done out of concern for the availability of loans for all students,
including those borrowing under FFELP.35 The new committee met with staff of the Department to

learn about the new program’s rapid development.
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As described in the section of this history dealing with NASFAAs relations with other organiza-
tions, the Department of Education turned to NASFAA to develop the curriculum and coordinate the
training of administrators from the institutions that would be the first to originate Direct Loans.360
From late January through the middle of April 1994, 900 financial aid professionals and Department
personnel] participated in 20 workshops. The following year, 1995, this training was offered for second
year participants in the program. As might be expected, NASFAA’s involvement in this training led to
the question of whether NASFAA was in fact maintaining its avowed neutrality in the heated Direct
Loan versus FFELP debate. National Chairwoman Vernetta Fairley assured the Board of Directors at its
Spring meeting in 1995 that her experience led her to believe that NASFAA had retained this neutrali-
ty.*6! Dr. Martin told the Board that he too had concerns and he was anxious that the organization retain
its “fair and balanced” stance on an issue which greatly divided the NASFAA membership.362

e mmmmr aE—Eaiaerd a1

The results of the midterm November 1994 elections brought to a screeching halt the efforts of
the Clinton Administration to replace FFELP with Direct Loans. The question was now whether the
new Republican majority in the Congress would reverse the thrust and restore the former to its place as
the preeminent federal student loan program? The dispute in the final analysis boiled down to which
program would cost the least. Significant differences over the true cost of one approach over the other
surfaced and there was debate over just how the federal budget would be affected. Shortly after the
election, Secretary Riley gave a glowing account of the successes of the new program, now the William
D. Ford Federal Direct Loan Program 363 Noting that the new loan volume in the program’s first year
had achieved the congressional cap of 40%, he declared that it could have easily reached 50% of the
volume. The chairs of the two congressional committees that would deal with the future of federal stu-
dent loans showed less enthusiasm. Senator Nancy Kassenbaum, R-KS, Chair to be of the Senate Labor
and Human Resources Committee, called Direct Loans “experimental” and felt that considerable time ‘
would be required before it could be decided if they should replace FFELP.364 Like Senator
Kassenbaum, Representative William Goodling, R-PA, who would soon be the Chair of the House '
Education and Labor Committee, promised that the new program would be subject to the most careful
examination. He was concerned about a total federal assumption of student loans as well as the vast
resources that the Department of Education had poured into an untested program.

With the beginning of the new session, Chairman Goodling promptly introduced legislation to
cap Direct Loans at 40% of the new loan volume.363 The Speaker of the House, Newt Gingrich, R-Ga.,
speaking to NAICU shortly after assuming office, announced his opposition to direct lending, predicting
that the program would fail just as he considered public housing to have failed.366 The Speaker viewed
the Federal Government incapable of providing most direct services to the public. The Senate
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Subcommittee on Education learned from a GAQO representative that participants in Direct Loans were
“very satisfled with the Department’s implementation,” but that defections among institutions slated to
join the program in the second year might result in its loan volume reaching just over 28% rather than
the authorized 40%.367 At its hearing, subcommittee members heard some aid administrators declare
that there was no need for Direct Loans, while others praised the new program as being more efficient
and customer sensitive. Joseph Russo of the University of Notre Dame told the Senators that Direct
Loans had in effect made FFELP a more useful program by bringing about necessary improvements
through competition.

The Administration showed no sign of backing away from its commitment to Direct Loans. Ina
speech on April 24, 1995, to representatives of the American Association of Community Colleges,
President Clinton declared that the new program would lower the cost of borrowing, cut red tape, and
give students more repayment options. 368 He called on the House of Representatives not to hinder the
benefits the new program had created.

The debate would continue, however, over which program promised the most savings for the
country. The Republicans in the House, as they worked toward FY-96 Budget Reconciliation in late
July of 1995, cited a study by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimating that entirely replacing
Direct Loans with FFELP would save $227 million in FY-96 and a total of $1.5 billion between 1996
and 2002.369 Responding on behalf of his Administration, Under Secretary of Education Marshall
Smith insisted that the Republicans’ numbers were being manipulated to lower the $6 billion in savings
that would be brought about over five years by replacing FFELP with Direct Loans. The FY-96 Budget
Reconciliation Bill, which was vetoed by the President, would have capped Direct Loans at 30% of loan
volume including loan consolidation.37® The threat of a presidential veto resulted in no caps being
placed on Direct Loans in the FY-96 Budget Reconciliation Act.37!

An indication of the eventual compromise in the heated student loan dispute was suggested in
the President’s FY-97 budget. Moving from his original position in favor of replacing FFELP with
Direct Loans, he offered to let postsecondary institutions decide between the two programs.372 This was,
of course, NASFAA’s position throughout the loan debate. In May 1995, its Board of Directors had
wisely reiterated its position that institutions should have the opportunity to select between Direct Loans
and FFELP.373 Further, the Board called for no restriction on the number of loans or loan volume in
either program and for their terms and benefits to be made the same. If one program were ever to
replace the other, it had become apparent that the same political party would have to occupy the White
House and hold majorities in both Houses of Congress.
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IN SUMMARY

n his annual report for the year, President Dallas Martin characterized 1995-96 as one of “tough
challenges and enthusiastic planning.”374 In reality, this description can most aptly be applied to
the entire period this history seeks to examine.

Capitalizing on trends which began developing in the 1986-91 era, NASFAA in the ensuing five
years enjoyed solid stability in its organization and structure. Membership in the Association remained
in a constant state, numbering around 3,300. The core institutional membership remained at a steady
90%. Undoubtedly, this consistency in size was influenced by decisions not to increase membership
dues and conference registration at a time when many institutions were undergoing budget reductions.
As a result of larger than predicted attendance at its annual conferences, remunerative training contracts,
and sound investments, NASFAA’s treasury achieved an enviable state. Some Board members appeared
to view the monetary situation as an embarrassment of riches. These resources, in fact, enabled the
organization to initiate some projects which might otherwise not have been undertaken. The Electronic
Encyclopedia and the Task Force on Institutional Leadership are examples of such projects.

Clearly the most important manifestation of the Association’s stability was the lack of tumover
in its splendid executive staff. Although President Martin could tell the Board that the presidential edu-
cation associations determined which student aid policies would be advanced and NASFAA’s role was
one of supplying the facts, his wisdom and experienced counsel were continually sought by policymak-
ers in and out of the government. Dallas Martin was, without a doubt, recognized as “dean of student
finaneial aid” in the nation’s capital. The year 1995 marked his twentieth anniversary as the principal
officer, first as Executive Director and then as President of NASFAA. Those of us who had a hand in
his original selection continue to congratulate ourselves on our good choice. A senior staff which rarely
seems to change and can always be counted upon for consistent and dedicated service, continues to earn
the respect and confidence of the members and concemed individuals outside of the Association. At the
risk of omitting one of them, particular mention must be made of Joan Berkes, Joan Crissman, Sarah
Candon, Tim Christensen, Barbara Gordon, Marty Guthrie, Rachel McCrae, Ken McInemey, Madeleine
MecLean, Jeffrey Sheppard, and Larry Zaglaniczny.

The Board chairs who served during the period of this history lived up in every respect to the
excellence of the nationally elected leaders who had preceded them. They were, it is well worth repeat-
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ing again, Harvey Grotrian, Paul Aasen, Claire Roemer, Vernetta Fairley and William Irwin, Adding to
the Association’s strength was an experienced cadre of commission directors and committee chairs that
often included past national presidents and chairs and other exceptionally talented individuals. Again, at
the risk of significant omission, they included Jeffrey Baker, William Bennett, Mariko Gomez, Mary
Haldane, Natala Hart, Elizabeth Hicks, David Levy, Cruzita Lucero, Donald Ryan, and Barbara Tornow.
If critical tasks were to be performed, these dedicated professionals were not only willing to take them
on, but possessed of the experience and skills to accomplish them successfully.

During the period NASFAA continued to perform its major role of equipping student aid admin-
istrators to fulfill their responsibilities effectively and sensitively. Providing timely and reliable informa-
tion in a field where change itself often seemed the only constant, and offering training in a host of sub-
jects were the ways this objective was achieved. Taking advantage of electronic communications
through the ever expanding features of PEN and offering an electronic searchable database like the
Encyclopedia were perhaps the highlights. NASFAA never lost sight, however, of the fact that many of
its members had limited access to computer support and hence it continued to provide its services in a
paper as well as electronic mode. Interactive teleconferencing made its debut during the period and
proved useful in exchanging ideas about the 1992 Reauthorization as well as other subjects. NASFAA
prepared the materials and in many instances trained the instructors who would go out and conduct the
training for the organization and other groups. The Task Force on Institutional Leadership, the idea for
which was attributed to National Chair Grotrian but implemented by a host of others, was an unabashed
effort to gain recognition for the campus aid administrator and more of a role in determining institution-
al policy.

Clearly, NASFAA’s greatest challenge came in the political arena where repeated efforts were
made to cut student aid funding, including the ¢limination of some federal programs, to accomplish
budget deficit reduction. While some cuts did in fact occur, it is indisputable that they would have been
far more severe without NASFAA’s efforts. A key to this success was the Alliance to Save Student Aid.
NASFAA had a major role in organizing the Alliance and insuring sufficient funding to conduct mail-
ings and maintain its toll-free telephone number. NASFAA’s long and productive relationship with the
Congress was hampered to some extent by the retirement of valued friends of student aid on both sides
of the aisle such as William Ford, Mark Hatfield, William Jeffers, Nancy Kassenbaum, and Claiborne
Pell.

Mention needs to be made in referencing the political arena to NASFAA’s thoughtful dealing
with Direct Loans. Its Board of Directors wisely held that the new program should not replace FFEL
until it had been fully tested. NASFAA subsequently advocated that there should be two loan programs
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with equal terms and colleges should be free to choose between them. NASFAA insisted that the avail-

ability of credit for students to pay for their higher education had to be preserved. Undoubtedly, the bat-
tle over which program should prevail was one of the most fractious in student financial aid annals with

many members on each side. The shrewd way that the issue was handled gave evidence of the maturity
of the organization and its wish to represent the interests, no matter how diffuse, of all its members.
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