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Foreword

F I \ he Pell Grant program plays a unique role in promoting economic and social mobility in
the United States. It is the nation’s largest single source of need-based grant assistance,
serving more than 5 million students—one in every three undergraduates—annually.

No other federal program is more important to creating opportunity for all citizens

to benefit from higher education. Everything we know about the effects of higher education

suggests that Pell Grant recipients will be better prepared than their low-income peers for

the “knowledge economy” and, as a result, will earn more. They also will be more likely to

participate actively in their communities, to vote, and to send their own children on to higher

education. The relatively small public investment in the Pell Grant program reaps huge rewards
in increased prosperity, reduced reliance on public assistance, and enhanced civic life.
The American Council on Education’s 2007 Status Report on the Pell Grant Program provides

a comprehensive picture of the history and current state of this vital program. ACE offers this

report as part of its ongoing commitment to the Pell Grant program and the larger goal of

broadening access to high-quality higher education. Using data from various federal sources,
this report tracks key indicators of the growth and distribution of Pell Grants over the
program’s history and describes how these grants fit into the overall college financing scheme
of low-income students. It updates ACE’s 20035 Status Report on the Pell Grant Program.

This is the third status report on the Pell Grant program produced by ACE since 2000,
reviving a series created in the 1980s. We welcome comments and suggestions for improving
future editions.

o5

Jacqueline E. King
Director, Center for Policy Analysis

American Council on Education
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Highhghts

Historical Trends

Since 1973, the Pell Grant program has grown to provide $13 billion in assistance to approx-
imately 5.3 million students, or more than one-third of the undergraduate population in
academic year 2004-05.

Expenditures for the Pell Grant program increased by 169 percent in inflation-adjusted
terms between 1976-77, the first year in which undergraduates at all class levels could par-
ticipate, and 2004-05, the most recent year for which actual expenditures are available.

In inflation-adjusted dollars, the maximum grant reached its highest value of $4,820 in
1975-76. It dipped as low as $2,910 in real terms in the mid-1990s and rebounded to $4,227
in 2002-03, before dropping to $4,050 in 2004-05.

In 1979-80, the maximum grant covered 99 percent of the average price of tuition, fees, and
on-campus room and board at a public two-year institution, 77 percent of these prices at a
public four-year institution, and 36 percent of these prices at a private not-for-profit college
or university. However, until 1992, a cap on the share of the total price the maximum grant
could cover limited the amount of aid available. Today, the maximum grant covers 62 per-
cent, 36 percent, and 15 percent of these prices, respectively.

The number of applicants to the Pell Grant program has grown from 3.4 million in 1976-77
to 11.5 million in 2004-05. The number of Pell Grant recipients also has increased, but not
so precipitously. However, since the economic downturn of 2000, the number of Pell Grant
applicants and recipients has increased dramatically. According to U.S. Department of Edu-
cation data, applicants and recipients increased by 32 percent and 36 percent, respectively,
between 2000-01 and 2004-05.

In 1976-77, the two major federal grant programs (Pell Grants and Supplemental Educa-
tional Opportunity Grants [SEOG]) accounted for 43 percent of all Title IV student aid. Slow
growth in these programs and expanded eligibility for federal student loans, leading to
dramatically increased loan volume, reduced the Pell/SEOG share of Title IV assistance

to 16 percent in 2005-06.

The average income of families in the lowest income quintile declined slightly between
1973 and 2005 in real terms. During the same period, college prices increased faster than
inflation. As a result, paying for college now requires a larger share of low-income families’
annual income (82 percent) than it did when the Pell Grant program began (43 percent).

The total number of institutions participating in the Pell Grant program is roughly the same
today as in 1980 (5,500). However, the mix of institutions has changed substantially. After
growing to almost half of all participating schools, for-profit institutions now number 98
fewer than they did in 1980. Similarly, there are 394 fewer private not-for-profit institutions
participating in the program today, but more than 230 additional public institutions.

American Council on Education
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* Students at for-profit institutions receive a disproportionately large share of Pell Grant funds

relative to total undergraduate enrollment because these institutions enroll a high propor-
tion of low-income students in short-term, but mostly full-time programs. Conversely,
although community college students receive one-third of Pell Grant funds, this share is
disproportionately low given that 40 percent of all undergraduates attend these institutions.
Community college students receive a disproportionately small share of Pell Grant funds
because a large portion of these students work full time and attend college part time, limit-
ing their eligibility for grants.

Despite temporary increases and decreases, the median income of all Pell Grant recipi-

ents changed relatively little between the late 1970s and 2004 ($17,217 in 2004-05 versus
$15,902 in 1976-77). Since the mid-1990s, there has been a substantial increase in the
median income of independent Pell Grant recipients: This income level is now 50 percent
higher than it was in 1976-77. In contrast, the median income of dependent Pell Grant recip-
ients is the same today in real terms as it was in the mid-1970s.

Despite modifications to the expected family contribution (EFC) formula, the maximum Pell
Grant remains highly concentrated among the lowest-income students: 73 percent of depen-
dent maximum grant recipients and 90 percent of independent maximum grant recipients
have family incomes of $20,000 or less.

In 1976-77, the first year in which undergraduates at all class levels became eligible to par-
ticipate in the Pell Grant program, dependent students represented 62 percent of Pell Grant
recipients. By 1992, independent students constituted 62 percent of Pell Grant recipients.
Revisions to the definition of independent student status, which were enacted in 1992, have
resulted in a distribution of Pell Grant recipients by dependency status that now more closely
mirrors the general undergraduate population.

Characteristics and Financing Choices of Pell Grant Recipients and Other Undergraduates

e The following groups of students are most likely to receive a Pell Grant: independent

students with dependents (especially single parents); African-American, Hispanic, and
American Indian students; students whose primary language is not English; students whose
parents have no college experience; students with a disability; and students who are sepa-
rated from their spouses.

More than half of all undergraduates apply for federal financial aid; 46 percent of these

aid applicants received a Pell Grant in 2003-04. Consistent with the program’s intent and
structure, the share of aid applicants receiving a Pell Grant varies significantly by income.
Nearly 80 percent of aid applicants with incomes of less than $10,000 received a Pell Grant
in 2003-04, compared with only 4 percent of aid applicants with income of $50,000 or
more. The median income of Pell Grant recipients was $17,692 in 2003-04, compared with
$55,287 for all other undergraduates.

Status Report on the Pell Grant Program



Students who attend on a less-than-half-time basis are eligible for Pell Grants, but full-time/
full-year students are more likely than others to receive a grant. In 2003-04, 32 percent of
all undergraduates who attended full time/full year received a Pell Grant, compared with

13 percent of those who studied part time/part year.

The share of students receiving a Pell Grant ranges from 23 percent at community colleges
to 51 percent at for-profit institutions.

The percentage of Pell Grant recipients receiving only federal assistance varies widely,

from 23 percent at private not-for-profit institutions to 65 percent at for-profit institutions.
Nearly three out of five Pell Grant recipients also receive aid from states, institutions, or
other sources. The most common type of package combines Pell Grants with federal student
loans and—in many cases—other grants. Seventeen percent of Pell Grant recipients receive
no other aid; the rest are awarded some combination of grants, loans, and work-study in
addition to a Pell Grant.

Even though Pell Grant recipients make up 27 percent of the undergraduate population,
they receive the bulk of financial aid from most of the major programs. Pell Grant recipients
receive a disproportionate share (but not the majority) of Stafford unsubsidized loan and
institutional grant funds. The only major types of aid from which they receive a dispropor-
tionately small share of funds are employer aid and federal loans to parents.

Pell Grant recipients are four times more likely to borrow subsidized Stafford loans and
twice as likely to borrow unsubsidized loans as other students. As a result, they are far more
likely than other graduating seniors to incur student loan debt. Three out of four Pell Grant
recipients who completed a bachelor’s degree in 2003-04 graduated with student loan debt.
In contrast, 42 percent of all other bachelor’s degree recipients finished college with some
student loan debt. Further, Pell Grant recipients who have completed a bachelor’s degree
have borrowed a median of $17,598, over $2,000 higher than the median amount borrowed
by other undergraduates ($15,544).

At each type of institution, aid from all sources substantially reduces Pell Grant recipients’
need, by between 59 percent and 78 percent. However, a substantial amount of unmet need
remains for students at each type of institution. In 2003-04, Pell Grant recipients’ average
unmet need ranged from $2,517 at public four-year colleges and universities to $5,335 at
for-profit institutions. At each type of institution, this amount is substantially higher than
the unmet need of other undergraduates.

Pell Grant recipients are just as likely as other undergraduates to work while they are
enrolled. Seventy-seven percent of Pell Grant recipients work, versus 78 percent of all other
students. Pell Grant recipients who work are slightly more likely than their peers to work
part time and are somewhat less likely to maintain a full-time work schedule.

American Council on Education






(]l’lapl,or 1.
Introduction

Background

The Pell Grant, enacted by Congress as the
Basic Educational Opportunity Grant in
1972, is the foundation program of federal
student financial aid. It is the largest single
grant program in the United States, provid-
ing vital assistance to millions of low- and
moderate-income undergraduates each year.
The American Council on Education (ACE)
has produced regular status reports on the
Pell Grant program. The last such report was

the 2003 Status Report on the Pell Grant Program.

This volume updates that report.

Organization of the Report

This report is intended as a reference to
which the reader may return regularly. As
such, most of the information is presented in
the form of tables and figures, with minimal
text to support and explain the data.

The report is divided into two main sec-
tions. The first section examines historical
trends in the Pell Grant program. The second
section concentrates on data for a single year,
comparing Pell Grant recipients with other
undergraduate students in terms of demo-

graphic characteristics and financing choices.

Data and Limitations
The data for this report come primarily from
two sources. The annual Federal Pell Grant
Program End-of-Year reports, produced by
the Office of Postsecondary Education at the
U.S. Department of Education, provide sum-
mary information on the program each year.
Most of the data in the “Historical Trends”
chapter come from these reports. The most
recent year for which data are available is
2004-05.

Most of the data in the “Characteristics
and Financing Choices” chapter come from

the 2003-04 National Postsecondary Student

Aid Study (NPSAS), produced by the U.S.
Department of Education’s National Center

for Education Statistics (NCES). This sample-

based survey, which is conducted every four
years, provides detailed information on the
demographic characteristics of Pell Grant
recipients and on how Pell Grants fit into
these students’ efforts to pay for college. It
also allows for comparisons between Pell
Grant recipients and other undergraduates.

American Council on Education

1



Important Terms

others have been defined specifically for this

Several specialized financial aid terms appear ~ report. The definitions for these terms are

throughout this report. Some of these terms listed below.

are commonly employed in financial aid, while

TERM

DEFINITION

Adjusted Student Budget

The total student budget, adjusted for the student’s attendance
status and living situation (on campus, off campus, or at home).

Dependency Status

Dependency status determines whether parental income and
assets are included in the federal financial aid eligibility formula.
Dependent students (whose parents’ income and assets are
included in the eligibility formula) are undergraduates who are
aged 24 or younger, unmarried, have no dependents, and are not
veterans. Graduate students and undergraduates who do not meet
the dependent student definition are considered independent.

Expected Family
Contribution (EFC)

The result of a financial aid eligibility formula that determines,
based on a family’s income and assets, how much they can expect
to spend annually on the postsecondary education of a family
member. There are several formulas for determining EFC. This
report uses the results of the federal formula.

Need

The difference between the adjusted student budget and the EFC
(adjusted student budget less EFC).

Net Price

The adjusted student budget less student aid received.

Total Student Budget

Tuition and fees for a full-time/full-year student plus on-campus
room and board charges or the institution’s estimate of the aver-
age price for off-campus rent, utilities, and food, as well as the
institution’s estimates of average annual expenses for books and
supplies, transportation, and other living expenses.

Unmet Need

2 Status Report on the Pell Grant Program

The adjusted student budget less both aid and EFC.



Chapter 2.

Historical Trends in the Pell Grant

Program

Program Structure and History

Pell Grants were authorized in the Education
Amendments of 1972, which amended the
Higher Education Act of 1965. The statute
set the basic formula that the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education still uses to determine Pell
Grant awards:

Maximum Pell Grant - Expected Family
Contribution (EFC) = Pell Award

The 1972 amendments authorized a maxi-
mum grant of $1,400 and set the minimum
award at $200. Since 1972, both Congress
and the Department of Education have made
many alterations to the formula for deter-
mining EFC, but the program continues
to concentrate its resources on the lowest
income students because of the “maximum
grant - EFC” award formula. Appendix A
summarizes key statistics on the Pell Grant
program since 1973. This program has grown
to provide $13 billion in assistance to 5.3 mil-
lion students, or approximately one-third of
the undergraduate population, in 2004-05.

The Pell Grant program is unusual in that
itis structured as an entitlement but is funded
through annual appropriations. Under the
program’s original design, the maximum
award is set in statute when Congress reau-
thorizes the program (which typically occurs
every five to six years). In practice, Congress
determines the maximum award during the
annual appropriations process based on esti-
mates of the number of qualified applicants
and the amount of funding that is available
to provide grants to all eligible students. The

Higher Education Act Amendments of 1976,
1980, 1986, 1992, and 1998 each have called
for substantial increases in the authorized
maximum grant, but appropriations have
been insufficient to fund those award levels.
For example, in 1998-99 the authorized
maximum grant was $4,500 but the actual
maximum was $3,000. Throughout the
remainder of this report, the term “maximum
grant” will refer to the actual-not authorized-
award level.

Because appropriations are based on pro-
jections of the number of eligible students, as
well as the funding decisions of policy mak-
ers, the program never spends exactly what
is appropriated. Figure 2a illustrates this
pattern. In some years, appropriations exceed
expenditures and the program runs a surplus.

Figure 2a
Appropriations and Expenditures for the Pell Grant Program,
in Constant 2004 Dollars: FY1973 to FY2005
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Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.
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Figure 2b

When such surpluses occur, Congressional
appropriators may use these funds for the
program, but in practice they often real-
locate the surplus funds to other health and
education programs. When the number of
eligible students exceeds the Department of
Education’s projections, the program runs a
deficit. That was the case in 2004. According
to the most recent estimates, the Pell Grant
program’s shortfall in 2004-05 was just over
$1 billion.

Expenditures for the Pell Grant program
increased by 169 percent in inflation-adjusted
terms between 1976-77, the first year in
which undergraduates at all class levels could
participate, and 2004-05. One reason for
this growth is, of course, increases in the
maximum grant. However, costs continued to
rise even during periods when the maximum
grant changed very little because of increases
in the number of grant recipients.

Throughout the history of this program,
Congress has acted to expand the group of
students who may benefit from Pell Grants to
include more moderate- and middle-income
individuals. The “Recipients’ Income”
section (see page 10) discusses this trend

Maximum and Average Pell Grant Awards,
in Constant 2004 Dollars: 1973-74 to 2004-05
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Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.

in further detail. Another part of the
explanation is growth in higher education
enrollment. When the Pell Grant program
beganin 1973, 8.3 million undergraduates
were enrolled in American colleges and uni-
versities. By 2004, that number had swelled
to 14.8 million.! In addition, the ranks of
American undergraduates now include more
students of color and more older, nontradi-
tional students; both of these groups include
a large number of low-income students. Each
of these trends—liberalizing of eligibility cri-
teria, enrollment increases, and the rising
number of low-income college students—has
contributed to growth in the cost of the Pell
Grant program.

Changes in the Maximum and Average Grants
Not only has the maximum grant not
increased to authorized levels, it also has not
kept up with either inflation or the price of
college. Figure 2b tracks both the maximum
and the average Pell Grant awards in inflation-
adjusted terms, from the program’s inception
to today. The maximum grant reached its
highest value of $4,820 in 1975-76. It dipped
as low as $2,910 in real terms in the mid-
1990s and rebounded to $4,127 in 2002-03
before dropping to $4,050 in 2004-05.
Because of changes in the program’s award
rules, which allowed more recipients to
qualify for larger amounts, the average grant
is worth almost as much today as it was at its
peakin 1975. The average grant of $2,477 for
2004-05 is worth $194 less in real terms than
the 1975-76 average.

However, because of both slow growth
in the maximum grant and relatively rapid
growth in college prices since 1980, the
maximum grant now covers a much smaller
percentage of the price of attending college
than it did in the late 1970s (see Figure 2c).
In 1979-80, the maximum grant covered
99 percent of the average price of tuition,

1 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System: 2004. Enroliment
figures reflect only degree-granting institutions and do not include institutions that award only certificates.
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fees, and on-campus room and board at a
public two-year college,2 77 percent of these
prices at a public four-year institution, and
36 percent of these prices at a private not-
for-profit college or university. Today, the
maximum covers 62 percent, 36 percent, and
15 percent of these prices, respectively.

Until the 1992 reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act, students at lower-
priced institutions could receive grants
equivalent to no more than a fixed percentage
of college prices, regardless of whether they
qualified for a larger grant under the basic
eligibility formula. As shown in Figure 2c,
until the mid-1980s, students at both types of
public institutions were affected by this cap.
After 1985, when the cap was raised from
50 percent to 60 percent, only students at
public two-year institutions (and other simi-
larly low-priced institutions) were affected.
The 1992 reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act revoked this limitation on the
percentage of college costs covered by Pell
Grants and substituted a less restrictive for-
mula that limited the size of the Pell Grant
only for those students enrolled at the very
lowest priced institutions. In 2002-03, this
provision affected only those students at insti-
tutions with annual full-time tuition charges
of less than $675.

Number of Applicants and Recipients

The number of students applying for Pell
Grants has increased dramatically since the
program’s inception, from 3.4 million in
1976-77 (the first year in which all under-
graduates could participate) to 11.5 million
in 2004-05 (see Figure 2d). This increase
is due largely to tremendous growth in the
number of students participating in higher
education. It also reflects growth in the pro-
portion of students who choose to apply for
federal financial aid. This growth has been
fueled by broadened eligibility for other

Figure 2¢

Maximum Pell Grant as a Percentage of Average Tuition, Fees,

and On-Campus Room and Board: 1973-74 to 2004-05
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Figure 2d

Number of Pell Grant Applicants and Recipients:

1973-74 to 2004-05
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.

2 Most public two-year colleges do not offer on-campus room and board. However, these figures provide the best available proxy for

the living expenses incurred by students who live off campus.
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Figure 2e
Percentage Distribution of Title IV Student Aid, by Program:
1976-77 and 2005-06
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forms of federal financial aid, particularly
student loans, and changes in the financial
aid delivery system. Congress has broadened
eligibility for federal student loans on several
occasions, each time spurring growth in the
number of individuals applying for federal
student aid. In 1992, Congress also created
the Free Application for Federal Student

Aid (FAFSA), and consolidated the federal
methodology for determining eligibility for
all federal student aid programs. All states
and most colleges have adopted the FAFSA
and new federal methodology for their aid
programs, as well. As a result, students who
are not likely to be eligible for Pell Grants
are considered applicants for federal student
loans, state aid, and institutional aid because
they have filed a FAFSA.

The number of Pell Grant recipients also
has increased, but not so precipitously. In
1976-77, 1.9 million students received a Pell
Grant; by 2000-01, the number of recipients
has more than doubled to 5.3 million. Of
course, the eligibility rules of the program

O Stafford Unsubsidized Loans O Stafford Subsidized Loans

@ Perkins Loans = Work-Study ®SEOG @ Pell Grants

1976-77

12%

35%

35%

2005-06

Note: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source: The College Board, Trends in Student Aid: 2006.

influence the number of recipients, but
perhaps the most important factor affecting
this tally is the general state of the economy.
For example, in the Higher Education Act
Amendments of 1992, Congress liberalized
the formula for calculating EFC by eliminating
consideration of home equity. At the same
time, the number of aid applicants

continued to climb steeply. Logically, the
number of Pell Grant recipients should have
shot up. Instead, it declined and remained flat
throughout the rest of the 1990s. This decline
occurred because the highly prosperous state
of the American economy during this period
resulted in fewer extremely low-income appli-
cants. Since the economic downturn of 2000,
the number of Pell Grant applicants and
recipients has increased dramatically. Accord-
ing to the most recent U.S. Department of
Education data, applicants and recipients
increased by 32 percent and 36 percent,
respectively, between 2000-01 and 2004-05.
The current deficit in the Pell Grant program
is due to this increase in eligible applicants.

Pell Grants and Other Title IV Student Aid
Programs

Pell Grants are the cornerstone of the federal
student financial aid program, which also
includes Stafford subsidized and unsubsidized
student loans, PLUS parent loans, and the
campus-based Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant (SEOG), Perkins loan,
and work-study programs.? In 1976-77, when
Pell Grants were first available to all students,
they accounted for 37 percent of all funds
awarded through the Title IV student aid
programs (see Figure 2e). When the SEOG
program is included, grants accounted for

43 percent of all Title IV student aid. By
2005-06, Pell Grants and SEOG together
accounted for only 16 percent of Title IV
assistance.

3 TheTitle IV programs also include the Leveraging Educational Assistance Program, or LEAP (formerly known as the State Student
Incentive Grant). Because no more than $75 million has ever been awarded through this program, it is excluded from this analysis.
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This change in the relative value of the
major Title IV student aid programs, illus-
trated in Figure 2f, has occurred for several
reasons. First, expanded borrowing eligibility
has led to dramatic increases in student loan
volume.4 Since 1976, the amount borrowed
annually under the Stafford subsidized loan
program has grown by $24.3 billion in infla-
tion-adjusted terms. In addition, the Stafford
unsubsidized and PLUS loan programs
increased rapidly during the 1990s to provide
borrowers with $28.8 billion and $9.7 billion,
respectively, in 2005-06. At the same time
that the major loan programs were expand-
ing, funding for the three campus-based
programs declined in real terms. In contrast,
the campus-based programs (which, like Pell
Grants, target the neediest students) provide

$1.14 billion less today in real terms than they

did in 1976-77, a decline of almost 40 per-
cent. Finally, while the Pell Grant program
has grown during this period, its funding
increases have been dwarfed by expansion in
the major loan programs.

Family Income and College Affordability
Simultaneous with the relatively slow growth
of the Pell Grant program and declines in the
campus-based programs has been the widen-
ing of income disparity in the United States.
The income of families in the lowest quintile
has been flat or decreasing since the early
1970s; between 1973 and 2005, the average
income of these families decreased by 11 per-
cent in real terms, from $16,504 to $14,767
(see Figure 2g). During the history of the
Pell Grant program, middle-income families
have seen their average income increase by

7 percent in inflation-adjusted terms, from
$52,524 to $55,227. Only upper-income
families have experienced dramatic income
growth. Since 1973, the average income of
families in the highest quintile has grown by
43 percent in real terms, from $123,158 to
$176,292.

Figure 2f

Change in Aid Awarded Through the Major Title IV Programs, in Constant

2005 Dollars: 1976-77 to 2005-06
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Source: The College Board, Trends in Student Aid: 2006.

Figure 2g
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Average Income of All U.S. Families, by Quintile,

in Constant 2005 Dollars: 1973 to 2005
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, March Current Population reports.

4 Fora complete discussion of this topic, see King, J. (2003). 2003 ACE status report on the federal education loan programs.

Washington, DC: American Council on Education.
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Figure 2h
Average Tuition, Fees, and On-Campus Room and Board at Public Four-Year
Institutions, as a Percentage of Average Family Income: 1973-74 to 2005-06
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, March Current Population reports; The College Board, Trends in College Pricing: 2006.

Figure 2i

Maximum Pell Grant and Average Tuition, Fees, and On-Campus Room
and Board at Public Four-Year Institutions, as a Percentage of Average
Income for Lowest Quintile Families: 1973-74 to 2005-06
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Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, March Current Population reports; The College Board, Trends in College Pricing: 2006;
U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.

Because their income has been stagnant
or declining, low-income families have been
hardest hit by increases in college prices.
Figure 2h tracks the percentage of income
required to pay the average tuition, fees, and
on-campus room and board charges, before
student aid, at public four-year colleges or
universities for families in the lowest, middle,
and highest income quintiles.> Figure 2h
shows that these charges are equivalent to
7 percent of income for families in the highest
quintile today, a slightly higher percentage
than at the inception of the Pell Grant pro-
gram. The percentage of income required of
middle-quintile families to meet this price
has grown from 13 percent in 1973-74 to
22 percent in 2005-06. In marked contrast,
paying the average posted price for tuition,
fees, and on-campus room and board at a
public four-year college or university now
requires a much larger share of income for
families in the lowest quintile. In 1973-74,
these prices represented 43 percent of annual
income; by 2005-06, that proportion had
grown to 82 percent—more than three-fourths
of annual income.

While the portion of income required to
meet college prices has grown dramatically
for low-income families, the capacity of the
Pell Grant to substitute for that income has
remained basically flat. Figure 2i provides
one measure of the effectiveness of the Pell
Grant at improving college affordability for
low-income families. It compares both public
college prices and the maximum Pell Grant as
a share of average income for families in the
lowest quintile, adjusting for the caps on the
maximum grant that existed prior to the 1992
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.
Theoretically, if a student received no other
aid, the difference between the two lines
on Figure 2i would equal the percentage of
income that a family would have to contribute
above and beyond what the Pell Grant already

5 Room and board are used as a proxy for the living costs that all students incur regardless of whether they live on campus.
Unfortunately, data on the costs that students face when living off campus are not available for this period.
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supplied. The closer the two lines are to each
other, the more families can rely on the maxi-
mum Pell Grant to cover college costs.

In 1979-80, for example, tuition, room,
and board at a public university would have
required 39 percent of a lowest-quintile family’s
annual income, while the maximum Pell
Grant was equivalent to 30 percent of family
income. So, theoretically at least, the family
would have had to contribute 9 percent of its
income (the difference between 39 and 30) to
pay the share not covered by the maximum
Pell Grant. By 2005-06, the difference
between the percentage of income required
to pay college prices and the share covered
by the maximum Pell Grant had grown to 55
percent. In other words, if a low-income fam-
ily received the maximum grant (and no other
aid), the family still would have to devote
more than half of its annual income to the
average price of tuition, fees, and on-campus
room and board at a public university.

Institutional Participants and Shares of Program
Funds

The total number of institutions participating
in the Pell Grant program is roughly the same
today as in 1980.6 However, in the interven-
ing years, the number and mix of institutions
has changed substantially, as illustrated in
Figure 2j. After growing to almost half of all
participating institutions and swelling the
total number of participating institutions

to more than 6,600, for-profit institutions
now number approximately 1,100 fewer than
they did at their peak in 1989. There also are
about 400 fewer private not-for-profit institu-
tions participating in the program and 125
additional public four-year institutions now,
compared with numbers in 1980. In some
cases, these changes are due to institutions
opening, closing, or consolidating branch
campuses during this period. In others,
institutions may have lost their eligibility

6 These data are not available for prior years.

Figure 2j

Number of Institutions Participating in the Pell Grant Program,

by Institution Type: 1980-81 to 2004-05
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Note: The data for 1991-92 and 1992-93 are estimates.
Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.

to participate in the program because the
Department of Education determined that the
institution was not meeting the conditions of
its program participation agreement.

Figure 2k (on next page) illustrates the
changing share of Pell Grant funds flowing
to the four major sectors of postsecondary
education. Following the same pattern seen
in Figure 2j, the for-profit sector’s share of
funds increased dramatically (from 12 per-
centin 1980-81 to 27 percent in 1987-88)
before dropping to 18 percent in 2004-05.
As this sector’s share increased, the private
not-for-profit sector’s share decreased, and it
has not rebounded to its earlier levels. Only
the community college sector now receives
a larger share of program funds than it did
during the 1980s. This shift is most likely
due to a legislative change to the program’s
structure. As discussed earlier, prior to 1992,
students could not receive a grant worth in
excess of 60 percent of institutional charges.
This provision primarily affected students at
low-priced community colleges, keeping the
share of funds flowing to this sector relatively

2000-01

O For-Profit

2002-03
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Figure 2k
Percentage Distribution of Funds in the Pell Grant Program,
by Institution Type: 1980-81 to 2004-05
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low compared with the number of low-income
students enrolled at these institutions. After
1992, when this provision was repealed, the
share of funds going to community college
students increased from 25 percent of

Pell Grant expenditures to 30 percent. The
community college share now stands at

32 percent.

Because of differences in student incomes
and attendance patterns, as well as differences
in institutional prices, the distribution of Pell
Grant funds does not match the distribution
of undergraduate enrollment. In particular,
for-profit institutions and community colleges
receive disproportionate shares of Pell Grant
funds. For-profit institutions enroll approxi-
mately 8 percent of undergraduates but
receive 18 percent of Pell Grant funds. Con-
versely, community colleges enroll 40 percent
of undergraduates but receive 32 percent of
program funds.” Community college students
receive a disproportionately small share of
Pell Grant funds because a large portion of
these students work full time and attend col-
lege part time, limiting their eligibility for
grants.
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Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.
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Recipients’ Income

While experiencing some temporary
increases and decreases, Pell Grant recipi-
ents’ median income has remained generally
stable. Recipients’ median income today is
only 8 percent higher than in the 1970s, in
inflation-adjusted terms ($17,217 in 2004-05
versus $15,902 in 1976-77). This is not
because the program has remained stagnant
during the course of its history. Rather,
changes enacted by Congress that would
have pushed recipients’ median income
significantly upward have been nullified by
the slow growth of the maximum grant, by
conservative Department of Education poli-
cies regarding program administration dating
from the early 1980s, and by the changing
nature of the student population.

The stability of recipients’ median income
is remarkable given the growth in the maxi-
mum grant and in the number of influential
policy changes during the program’s history.
Because of the basic Pell Grant award formula
(maximum grant - EFC = award), if the mini-
mum grant is not adjusted accordingly each
time the maximum grant increases, students
with slightly higher EFCs become eligible.
Absent any other policy changes, this basic
structure should result in a slow increase in
the median income of recipients that mirrors
changes in the maximum grant. However,
numerous policy changes have occurred dur-
ing the course of the Pell Grant program’s
30-year history. In particular, Congress has
made substantial changes to the formula for
determining students’ Pell Grant eligibility
three times: (1) in 1978, through the Middle
Income Student Assistance Act (MISAA),
which was repealed in 1981, (2) in the 1986
Higher Education Act Amendments, and (3)
in the 1992 Higher Education Act Amend-
ments. Each time, Congress liberalized the
EFC formula, allowing more students to
qualify for Pell Grants. However, with the

7" The source for enrollment shares is the U.S. Department of Education, National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.
See also the section titled “Institutional Type and Total Student Budget” in Chapter 3 for further discussion of this topic.
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exception of MISAA, none of these changes
seem to have had a powerful effect on the
median income of Pell Grant recipients.

MISAA dramatically but temporarily

expanded access to Pell Grants for middle-
income families by changing the rate at which
discretionary income was assessed in the

EFC formula. In 1977, 1.9 million students
received a Pell Grant; by 1980, that num-

ber had increased to 2.7 million (see Figure
2d, page 5). With the arrival of the Reagan
administration and its early budget-cutting
initiatives, the effects of MISAA were quickly
reversed. As illustrated in Figure 21, the
median income of dependent students dipped
to its all-time low in the 1980s because of
efforts by the Reagan administration to curtail
the program’s costs by focusing grants on the
lowest-income students. The administration
was able to accomplish this change because
many elements of the EFC formula were estab-
lished in regulation rather than in statute.

In 1986, Congress wrested this control
away from the administration, establishing
key elements of the formula in statute so that
they could not be changed by the executive
branch. Congress also made many technical
changes to the formula in 1986 that contrib-
uted to the liberalization of award criteria.
The effect of these changes can be seen in the
trend line for dependent Pell Grant recipients;
1986 marked the end of the downward trend
in median income for these students. Con-
gress made additional revisions to the EFC
formula in 1992, most notably eliminating
the consideration of home equity, but these
changes targeted families that generally are
too affluent to qualify for Pell Grants and
therefore have little effect on the trend lines in
Figure 21.

Itis important to note that since the mid-
1990s, the median income of independent Pell
Grant recipients has increased substantially.8

8

Figure 2|
Median Income of Pell Grant Recipients, by Dependency Status,
in Constant 2004 Dollars: 1976-77 to 2004-05
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Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Reports.

The median income of these students is now
50 percent higher than it was in 1976-77
($12,523 versus $8,346). In contrast, the
median income of dependent Pell Grant
recipients is the same today in real terms as it
was in the mid-1970s. This trend is difficult
to explain, but it stems from the differential
experience of these two groups of students
since the mid-1990s. Before 1992, under-
graduates under the age of 24 could gain
independent status (and no longer have their
parents’ income counted in determining their
aid eligibility) if they had not been claimed
as a dependent on their parents’ income
taxes for three consecutive years. In the

1992 reauthorization, Congress eliminated
that provision, requiring all independent
undergraduates to be at least 24 years old
unless they were married, a veteran, or had
dependents. At the same time, Congress

also divided independent students into two
groups—those with dependents and those
without dependents—and created separate
need analysis formulae for each group.

Independent Pell Grant recipients generally have lower incomes than their dependent peers because the EFC formula assumes that

a much larger proportion of students’ income and assets than parents’ income and assets can go toward paying for educational expenses. As a
result, independent students must have lower incomes than dependent students to qualify for a Pell Grant.

American Council on Education



Figure 2m

A significantly higher contribution from
income was required of independent students
without dependents. The immediate effect
of these changes was a 28 percent one-year
drop in the median income of independent
Pell Grant recipients without dependents
between 1992-93 and 1993-94, from $6,373
to $4,605. Since then, however, the median
income of all types of independent students
has risen steadily, averaging 4 percent per
year in real terms, while the median income
of dependent Pell Grant recipients has been
relatively flat.

Figure 2m demonstrates that, despite
the liberalization of the EFC formula and
recent increases in the maximum grant, the
maximum Pell Grant award is still granted to
only the lowest-income students; 73 percent
of dependent recipients of the maximum
grant and 90 percent of independent recipi-
ents have family incomes of $20,000 or less.
The median income of dependent maximum
award recipients is 11 percent higher today
than it was in 1977, in inflation-adjusted
terms ($13,173 in 1977-78 versus $14,646 in
2004-05). The median income of indepen-

Percentage Distribution of Maximum Pell Grant Award Recipients,
by Dependency Status and Family Income: 2004-05
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dent, maximum grant recipients has declined
in real terms since 1977-78 by 7 percent, or
nearly $500 ($6,946 versus $6,493).

Recipient Dependency Status
In its early years, the Pell Grant program
primarily served traditional-aged, dependent
students. In 1976-77, the first year in which
undergraduates at all class levels were eligible
to participate, dependent students repre-
sented 62 percent of Pell Grant recipients and
independent students represented 38 percent
(see Figure 2n). By 1992-93, that proportion
had switched; independent students consti-
tuted 62 percent of recipients and dependent
students represented 38 percent. This
change occurred largely because of shifts in
the broader student population during this
period. The end of the baby boom brought a
reduction in the number of traditional-aged
college students, and older students—many of
them low-income—began enrolling in postsec-
ondary education. Other contributing factors
were the growth of the for-profit higher edu-
cation sector, whose programs attracted many
working adults, and relatively lax standards
for determining independent student status.
After the passage of the 1992 Higher
Education Act Amendments, the propor-
tion of independent Pell Grant recipients
declined modestly. Three changes triggered
by the amendments likely accounted for this
decline. First, the 1992 legislation restricted
the definition of independence for under-
graduates to only those students aged 24 or
older, married, or with dependents. Prior to
the 1992 amendments, students under age 24
were considered independent if they had not
been claimed on their parents’ federal income
taxes for three consecutive years. Second, in
1992 Congress enacted a number of measures
aimed at reducing fraud and abuse in the

0%- .
° program. As a result, the number of for-profit

Dependent
Maximum Pell Grant Recipients

Independent

institutions participating in the Pell Grant

Note: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year Report.
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program declined substantially. Because
these institutions enrolled a significant share
of independent Pell Grant recipients, their
departure from the program may have influ-
enced the overall distribution of recipients

by dependency status. The proportion of
independent and dependent students in the
Pell Grant population now is equivalent to the
proportions in the general undergraduate stu-
dent population.

Figure 2n
Percentage Distribution of Pell Grant Recipients, by Dependency Status:

1973-74 to 200405
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Chapter 3.

Characteristics and Financing Choices

of Pell Grant Recipients and Other

Undergraduates

Demographic Characteristics
Unlike Pell Grant program data, which
were used in the first half of this report, the
NPSAS database includes information on all
students—those who did and did not receive
a Pell Grant.? As aresult, NPSAS allows for
comparisons between Pell Grant recipients
and all other undergraduates. This data set
also makes it possible to estimate the share of
all students receiving Pell Grants. According
to the most recent study, conducted in 2003-
04, 27 percent of undergraduates received a
Pell Grant.10
Table 3a (on the next page) lists the
percentage of students with various char-
acteristics who received a Pell Grant in
2003-04. It shows that the following groups
were most likely to have received a grant:
e Independent students with dependents.
e African-American, Hispanic, and
American Indian students.
e Students whose primary language is not
English.
* Students whose parents have no college
experience.
* Students with a disability.
* Students who are separated, divorced, or
widowed.
e Single parents.

Of course, overlap does occur among some
of these categories. For example, a student
who is a single parent is also, by definition, an
independent student with dependents. None-
theless, this list suggests that the students
who are most likely to receive a Pell Grant are
those who have family responsibilities, are
first-generation college attendees, or come
from minority groups that are underrepre-
sented in higher education.

Table 3b (on page 17) compares the
distribution of Pell Grant recipients with the
distribution of all other undergraduate stu-
dents, based on the same list of demographic
characteristics. It shows that many of the
same groups—parents, students of color, and
first-generation college attendees—make up a
significantly larger share of Pell Grant recipi-
ents than of the undergraduate population.
For example, only 8 percent of students who
did not receive a Pell Grant are single parents.
The proportion of single parents among Pell
Grant recipients is 27 percent. Similarly,

40 percent of Pell Grant recipients are inde-
pendent students with dependents, versus

22 percent of those who did not receive a Pell
Grant. Two out of five Pell Grant recipients
are African American, Hispanic, or American
Indian; students from these racial/ethnic
groups account for only one of every five stu-
dents who did not receive a Pell Grant.

9 See Chapter 1 for a description of the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS).
10 Unless otherwise noted, the source for all data cited in this chapter is the U.S. Department of Education, National Postsecondary

Student Aid Study.
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Table 3a

Percentage of All Undergraduates with Various
Characteristics Who Received a Pell Grant:
2003-04

Percentage w/ Pell

AGE
24 or younger 25.7
25 or older 28.4
GENDER
Male 22.0
Female 30.2
DEPENDENCY STATUS
Dependent 21.9
Independent, no dependents 22.0
Independent with dependents 39.8
RACE/ETHNICITY
White, non-Hispanic 20.5
African American 46.8
Hispanic 36.9
Asian 21.9
American Indian 32.6

Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander 20.2

More than one race 27.4
PRIMARY LANGUAGE SPOKEN IN HOME

English 259

Other 33.2
PARENTS’ HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL

Less than a high school diploma 41.3

High school graduate 34.3

Some college/associate degree 28.1

Bachelor’s degree (4-5 years) 19.4

Graduate degree 14.6
PERSON WITH A DISABILITY

No 26.5

Yes 28.9
MARITAL STATUS

Single, divorced, or widowed 271.7

Married 20.5

Separated 57.1
SINGLE PARENT

No 22.6

Yes 54.4

Source: NCES, NPSAS: 2004 Undergraduate Students 09/06/2005
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

Income and EFC

Students use many different resources to pay
for college. They begin with a certain amount
of family resources, which for most students
appear primarily in the form of income, and
they choose from among institutions that
vary in the amounts that they charge and

in the amounts of grant aid that they make
available. Students also make choices that
determine their living expenses, such as
whether to live on campus or at home. Then,
they make up whatever difference exists
between their net price (the total student
budget, adjusted for their attendance pat-
tern and living situation, less any grant aid
they may have received) and their family’s
resources through a combination of work and
loans. The NPSAS data describe the different
means and financing patterns of Pell Grant
recipients and other students.

Twenty-seven percent of all under-
graduates received a Pell Grant in 2003-04.
However, many of the individuals who did
not receive a grant did not apply for federal
student financial aid. As described in Table
3¢ (on page 18), when the population is
restricted to only those students who applied
for federal aid, 46 percent of undergraduate
federal financial aid applicants received a Pell
Grant. Consistent with the program’s intent
and structure, the share of aid applicants
receiving a Pell Grant varies significantly by
income. More than 78 percent of aid appli-
cants with incomes of less than $10,000
received a Pell Grant in 2003-04, compared
with only 4 percent of aid applicants with
incomes of $50,000 or more.!! The small
number of Pell Grant recipients with incomes
exceeding $50,000 typically come from
large families, have more than one family
member attending college, or have some
unusual family circumstance such as extraor-
dinary medical expenses. The share of aid

11 According to NPSAS, in 2003-2004, 82 percent of students with family incomes below $10,000 filed a federal financial aid
application, versus 65 percent of students with family incomes of $50,000 or more.

Status Report on the Pell Grant Program



applicants receiving a Pell Grant also differs
by dependency status. Dependent students
and independent students with dependents,
because of their family size, are more likely
to qualify for Pell Grants at slightly higher
income levels. For example, more than
80 percent of these students with incomes
between $10,000 and $19,999 received a
Pell Grantin 1999-2000, compared with
47 percent of independent students without
dependents in that same income group.

Figure 3a (on the next page) plots the
distribution of Pell Grant recipients and all
other students (including both aid applicants
and those who did not apply for aid) by family
income. Not surprisingly, it shows that Pell
Grant recipients are heavily concentrated
among students with low family income. The
income distribution for all other students
shows that the largest group of students
comes from families with annual incomes
of between $40,000 and $59,999. These
different income distributions are reflected
in the median income of Pell Grant recipients
and all other undergraduates. The median
income of Pell Grant recipients was
$17,692, compared with $55,287 for all
other undergraduates.!2

Pell Grants target the lowest-income
students, but the award formula is based on
EFC rather than income, so that it takes into
account other important pieces of informa-
tion such as family size and financial assets.
Using EFC reveals even larger discrepancies
between the financial condition of Pell Grant
recipients and other undergraduates.!3 The
median EFC of Pell Grant recipients was
$29 in 2003-04, compared with $8,153 for
all other undergraduates. The difference in
EFC for these two groups is much greater
than the difference in median income for two
principal reasons. First, EFC is derived from
both income and assets. Because those with

12 Because NPSAS is based on a sample, whereas the Office of Postsecondary Education program data reflect the entire universe of
grant recipients, data discrepancies are inevitable. In 2003-04, the median income of all Pell Grant recipients, as recorded in the

OPE program data, was $17,394.

13 1o portray the difference in financial circumstances between Pell Grant recipients and all other undergraduates, this analysis relies

Table 3b

Percentage Distribution of All Undergraduates, by Various
Demographic Characteristics and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04

AGE
24 or younger
25 or older
GENDER
Male
Female
DEPENDENCY STATUS
Dependent
Independent without dependents
Independent with dependents
RACE/ETHNICITY
White
African American
Hispanic
Asian American
American Indian
Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander
Other
More than one race
PRIMARY LANGUAGE SPOKEN IN HOME
English
Other
PARENTS’ HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL
Less than a high school diploma
High school graduate
Some college/associate degree
Bachelor’s degree (4-5 years)
Graduate degree
PERSON WITH A DISABILITY
No
Yes
MARITAL STATUS
Single, divorced, or widowed
Married
Separated
SINGLE PARENT
No
Yes

Pell Grant  All Other All
Recipients  Students  Undergraduates

58.8 62.0 61.4
41.2 38.0 38.9
34.9 451 424
65.1 54.9 57.6
40.6 53.1 49.7
19.0 24.7 23.2
404 22.3 27.1
48.4 68.5 63.1
24.5 10.2 14.0
17.6 11.0 12.7
4.4 5.8 54
1.1 0.9 0.9
0.4 0.6 0.5
1.6 1.2 1.3
2.1 2.0 2.0
84.8 88.8 87.7
15.3 11.2 12.3
10.5 HE3 6.7
36.6 24.9 28.0
26.1 23.8 24.4
16.3 24.0 22.0
10.6 22.1 191
87.8 89.0 88.7
12.2 11.0 11.3
79.4 75.7 76.7
16.3 23.1 21.3
4.3 1.2 2.0
73.2 91.8 86.8
26.9 8.2 13.2

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

on a variable that estimates EFC for those students who did not apply for federal financial aid.
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Table 3¢

Percentage of Undergraduate Federal Aid Applicants Who Received a

Pell Grant, by Family Income and Dependency Status: 2003-04

All Aid Applicants
$0-$9,999
$10,000-$19,999
$20,000-$29,999
$30,000-$39,999
$40,000-$49,999
$50,000 or more

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

Figure 3a

Percentage Distribution of All Undergraduates,
by Family Income and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003—-2004.
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higher incomes are more likely to have sav-
ings and other assets, the contribution from
assets will have a greater effect on the EFC

of higher-income students. Second, the EFC
formula uses a marginal tax rate structure to
calculate a family’s contributions from both
income and assets. The formula assumes

that higher-income families can contribute a
larger portion of their income and assets than
lower-income families.

Institutional Type and Total Student Budget
As discussed in Chapter 2, Pell Grant
recipients are more likely than all other
undergraduates to attend for-profit
institutions, but they are less likely to attend
community colleges (see Figure 3b). Pell
Grant recipients tend to be full-time students,
which means they are less likely to accrue
substantial earnings from work and are more
likely to apply for financial aid than students
who attend part time. In 2003-04, 32 percent
of all undergraduates who attended college
on a full-time/full-year basis received Pell
Grants, compared with 23 percent of those
who studied part time and for part of the aca-
demic year. As a result, Pell Grant recipients
are more highly concentrated at institutions
in which full-time attendance is the norm.
This is the case at many for-profit institu-
tions, where a large number of students
complete short-term, nondegree programs
of one year or less on a full-time basis. In
addition, these institutions enroll a high
proportion of low-income students in their
programs. As aresult, 51 percent of students
at for-profit institutions receive Pell Grants.
In contrast, most community college
students study part time, and only 23 per-
cent of community college students receive
Pell Grants. Even though community col-
lege students make up a large proportion
of Pell Grant recipients and receive a sub-
stantial share of Pell Grant funds, Pell Grant
recipients still are less likely than other



undergraduates to attend these institutions.
The percentage of students attending private
not-for-profit and public four-year institu-
tions does not differ dramatically between Pell
Grant recipients and all other students. At
these institutions, about one-quarter of stu-
dents received Pell Grants in 2003-04.

The total student budget includes institu-
tional charges for tuition, fees, and on-campus
room and board, as well as institutional esti-
mates of expenses for items such as books and
supplies, transportation, and rent and food for
students who live off campus. There is a mod-
est difference between Pell Grant recipients
and all other undergraduates in the average
total budget for full-time/full-year students
at public two- or four-year institutions. At
private not-for-profit and for-profit institu-
tions, the average total student budget for Pell
Grant recipients is lower than the average for
all other students ($24,207 for grant recipients
versus $30,073 for all students at private not-for-
profit institutions, and $19,899 versus $20,835
at for-profit institutions).

Attendance Status, Living Arrangements, and
Adjusted Student Budget

Other factors influencing the prices students
pay are whether they attend on a full- or part-
time basis for either a full or partial academic
year, and whether they live on campus, off
campus, or with their parents. As discussed
above, Pell Grant recipients are more likely
than other undergraduates to attend on a
full-time/full-year basis than other students
and are less likely to attend on a part-time/
part-year basis (see Figure 3c¢). Attending
school full time may result in higher annual
costs, butit also can shorten time-to-degree
for students in multiyear programs, result-
ing in lower total expenses during a college
career. In addition, research has consistently
shown that students who attend college on

a full-time basis are more likely to complete
a degree than those who attend part time.14

Figure 3b
Percentage Distribution of Undergraduates, by Institution Type
and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04

O More Than One Institution o For-Profit m Private Not-for-Profit
u Public Two-Year @ Public Four-Year

100%-

9% 8%

90% - 5%
15%

80% -

70% -
60% -
50% -
40% 4
30% -
20% -

10%

0%

Pell Grant Recipients All Other Students

Note: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003—-2004.

Figure 3¢
Percentage Distribution of Undergraduates,
by Attendance and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04

O Part-Time/Full-Year
B Full-Time/Full-Year

O Part-Time/Part-Year
@ Full-Time/Part-Year
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60% 22%
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Note: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003—-2004.

14 See King, J. (2002). Crucial choices: How students’ financial decisions affect their academic success. Washington, DC: American

Council on Education.
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Figure 3d
Average Adjusted Student Budget,
by Institution Type and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

Figure 3e
Percentage Distribution of Pell Grant Recipients,
by Financial Aid Package and Institution Type: 2003-04
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National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.
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For-Profit

In terms of living arrangements, Pell Grant
recipients make the same choices as all other
undergraduates: 15 percent live on campus,
59 percent live off campus, and the remaining
30 percent live with their parents.

When attendance and living situation are
taken into account, the adjusted student bud-
get for Pell Grant recipients is higher than for
all other students at public two- and four-year
institutions (see Figure 3d). This difference
is particularly large at public two-year institu-
tions. Because Pell Grant recipients are more
likely than other students at these institu-
tions to attend full time, their average total
budget is almost $2,000 higher. At for-profit
institutions, there is no significant difference
between the average adjusted total budgets of
Pell Grant recipients and all other students; at
private not-for-profit colleges and universi-
ties, Pell Grant recipients’ average adjusted
student budget is less than that of all other
students.

Student Aid

Seventeen percent of Pell Grant recipients
receive no other aid; the rest are awarded
some combination of grants, loans, and
work-study—in addition to a Pell Grant—to
help defray the price of attendance. The most
common type of aid package for Pell Grant
recipients at all types of institutions (except
community colleges) combines Pell Grants
with student loans and—in many cases—other
grants (see Figure 3e). At community colleges,
64 percent of Pell Grant recipients receive
only that grant. Pell Grant recipients at private
not-for-profit institutions are most likely to
receive packages that combine grants, loans,
and work-study. Because Pell Grant recipients
are likely to be awarded other types of grants,
56 percent of them receive aid from states,
institutions, or other sources. Figure 3f (on
page 22) demonstrates that the proportion of
Pell Grant recipients receiving only federal
assistance varies widely, from 23 percent at



Table 3d

Percentage of Undergraduates Receiving the Major Types of Student Aid, by Institution Type and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04

Stafford
Subsidized
SEOG Loan

Stafford
Unsubsidized Perkins PLUS Work- Institutional | Employer
Loan Loan Loan Study State Aid Grants Aid

ALL INSTITUTIONS

All Undergraduates 6.7 27.7 20.7 3.6 3.3 5.6 15.7 17.6 7.0
Pell Grant recipients 22.3 56.5 31.6 8.1 2.3 11.3 326 24.4 2.3
All other students 0.9 17.2 16.6 1.9 3.7 315) 9.5 151 8.7

All Undergraduates 6.3 32.8 24.5 5.8 4.9 6.1 19.7 20.8 45
Pell Grant recipients 21.8 67.7 30.9 15.4 2.7 14.8 42.4 31.6 1.3
All other students 0.9 20.7 22.3 2.4 5.7 3.1 11.8 17.1 5.6

All Undergraduates 41 9.2 6.1 0.4 0.2 2.4 12.3 7.5 7.6
Pell Grant recipients 16.3 25.8 111 0.8 0.1 6.8 31.0 15.3 1.9
All other students 0.6 4.3 4.6 0.2 0.3 1.1 6.8 5.2 9.2

All Undergraduates 11.2 45.2 28.3 9.9 7.8 16.3 22.8 49.6 8.9
Pell Grant recipients 38.4 75.4 25.7 18.3 5.7 26.0 43.0 54.4 3.4
All other students 1.1 34.0 35.2 6.8 8.6 12.7 15.2 47.8 10.9

All Undergraduates 15.9 68.1 62.3 14 4.9 1.8 9.8 6.9 9.6
Pell Grant recipients 27.5 83.1 72.8 2.2 3.6 2.3 13.2 6.9 &3
All other students 3.9 52.5 51.4 0.7 6.2 1.2 6.3 6.8 13.1

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

private not-for-profit institutions to 65 percent
at for-profit institutions, in large part because
few Pell recipients at for-profit institutions
receive state or institutional aid.

Table 3d compares the percentages of
Pell Grant recipients receiving aid from the
largest sources and programs with the same
percentages for all other students. It shows
that Pell Grant recipients are far more likely
than other students to receive most major
forms of aid. Pell Grant recipients are less
likely than other students to receive employer
aid, but this is logical because employer aid
generally is only available to full-time employ-

ees who often earn too much to qualify for a
Pell Grant.

Even though Pell Grant recipients make
up 27 percent of the undergraduate student
population, they receive the bulk of aid from
most of the major programs. Table 3e (on
page 23) shows that Pell Grant recipients
receive more than half of funds from the
SEOG, Stafford subsidized loan, Perkins loan,
work-study program, and state student aid
programs.15 Pell Grant recipients receive a
disproportionate share (but not the majority) of
Stafford unsubsidized loans and institutional
grant funds awarded to undergraduates. The

15 Because NPSAS did not ask respondents for the amount of their Hope or Lifetime Learning tax credits, it is impossible to estimate

the distribution of tax credit funds.
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Figure 3f
Percentage Distribution of Pell Grant Recipients,
by Financial Aid Sources and Institution Type: 2003-04
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Note: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

Figure 3g
Percentage of Bachelor’s Degree Recipients Who Borrowed, and Median
Cumulative Amount Borrowed, by Pell Grant Recipient Status: 2003-04
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.
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only major aid programs from which Pell
Grant recipients receive a disproportionately
small share of funds are employer aid, dis-
cussed above, and PLUS loans. PLUS loans
are unique in that the borrower is the par-
ent rather than the student and there are no
pre-set annual borrowing limits. Parents may
borrow up to the total student budget each
year.

Table 3d shows that Pell Grant recipients
are nearly four times as likely to borrow Staf-
ford subsidized loans and twice as likely to
borrow Stafford unsubsidized loans as other
students. The effect of Pell Grant recipients’
heavy reliance on loans is that these students
are far more likely to graduate with student
loan debt than other students and to amass far
larger cumulative debt amounts. Figure 3g
compares the cumulative student loan debt
of graduating seniors who had received a Pell
Grant at least once during their undergraduate
careers with the cumulative loan debt of all
other graduating seniors. It shows that Pell
Grant recipients are almost twice as likely as
all other graduating seniors to have student
loan debt. Seventy-three percent of Pell Grant
recipients who completed bachelor’s degrees
in 2003-04 graduated with federal student
loan debt. In contrast, 42 percent of all other
bachelor’s degree recipients finished college
with some student loan debt. Further, Pell
Grant recipients leave college with a median
debt that is more than $2,000 higher than
the median debt accrued by other students
($17,598 versus $15,544).



Table 3e

Total Aid Awarded Through the Major Programs and Percentage Distribution of Aid to Undergraduates, by Pell Grant Status:

2003-04
DISTRIBUTION OF AID AMO DERGRADUA
Total Amount Awarded Pell Grant Recipients All Other Students
(§ in millions) (27% of Undergraduates) (73% of Undergraduates)

SEOG 760 89.7 10.3
Stafford subsidized loan 25,375 54.6 45.4
Stafford unsubsidized loan 23,219 41.0 59.0
Perkins loan 1,639 60.5 39.5
PLUS loan 7,105 18.7 81.3
Work-study 1,107 54.5 455
State grants 6,008 55.7 44.4
Institutional grants 22,365 37.1 62.9
Employer aid NA 8.7 91.3

Note: Total amount awarded is based on program records and includes funds awarded to graduate and professional students. These figures are provided to describe the size of each major program.
Data are for 2003-04 and are not adjusted for inflation. The distribution among undergraduates is based on a sample of 2003-04 undergraduate students only.

NA: Not available.

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004; The College Board, Trends in Student Aid: 2005.

Need, Net Price, and Unmet Need

Need typically is defined as the difference
between the adjusted student budget and a
student’s EFC. Table 3f (on the next page)
describes the average need of Pell Grant
recipients and all other students in 2003-04,
by type of institution attended. As one would
expect, this table demonstrates that Pell
Grant recipients have much higher need than
their peers at all types of institutions. Table
3f also includes two sets of indices measur-
ing how adequately financial aid reduces the
student budget and meets student need. The
first set of indicators (labeled “Net Price I”
and “Unmet Need I”’) concentrate on federal
grants, almost all of which come from the Pell
Grant program. These indicators show that,
after federal grants are considered, Pell Grant
recipients still face an average net price of
$9,682 and an average unmet need of $8,873.
Because federal grants flow almost exclusively
to Pell Grant recipients, there is no dollar
change in either need or net price for all other
students.

The second indicators of net price and
unmet need are calculated by reducing the
adjusted student budget and student need by
all aid received, including student loans. This
represents the total out-of-pocket expense
faced by students. When all aid is considered,
one sees a much larger effect among students
who did not receive a Pell Grant. Financial aid
meets between 16 percent and 59 percent of
need for these students, again depending on
type of institution. Aid meets a larger percent-
age of need at more expensive institutions,
where students who may not qualify for a Pell
Grant still demonstrate considerable financial
need. For example, at private not-for-profit
institutions, students who did not qualify for
a Pell Grant had an average need of $11,362.
These students received enough aid from
federal loans, institutional grants, and other
sources to reduce their need by 58 percent,
leaving $4,743 in unmet need.

At each type of institution, aid from all
sources substantially reduces Pell Grant
recipients’ need. In fact, aid reduces Pell
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Table 3f

Average Need, Net Price, and Unmet Need of Pell Grant Recipients and All Other Undergraduates,

by Institution Type: 2003-04

NEED NET PRICE |
Adjusted Adjusted
Student Budget Budget Less
Less EFC Federal Grants

All Students $6,306 $10,537
Pell Grant recipients 11,532 9,682
All other students 4,397 10,849

All Students 6,187 11,551
Pell Grant recipients 11,724 9,823
All other students 4,273 12,149

All Students 3,055 5,624
Pell Grant recipients 6,918 5,332
All other students 1,928 5,709

All Students 13,606 21,329
Pell Grant recipients 19,651 17,545
All other students 11,362 22,733

All Students 10,855 13,481
Pell Grant recipients 14,283 12,183
All other students 7,305 14,826

UNMET NEED | NET PRICE Il UNMET NEED Il
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Budget Less Budget Budget Less
EFC and Less EFC and

Federal Grants All Aid All Aid

|

ALL INSTITUTION

$5,588 $6,616 $2,672
8,873 4,186 3,516
4,388 7,503 2,364
PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR
5,444 7,070 2,364
8,869 3,246 2,517
4,260 8,392 2,311
PUBLIC TWO-YEAR
2,530 4,662 1,842
4,604 3,482 2,819
1,925 5,006 1,557
12,763 11,219 4,884
16,586 6,060 5,264
11,343 13,134 4,743
OR-PRO
9,476 7,039 4,216
11,590 5,812 61885
7,287 8,309 3,056

Note: Averages are for all students, including those who did not apply for or receive aid.

EFC: Expected Family Contribution.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

Grant recipients’ need by between 59 percent
and 78 percent, depending on type of institu-
tion, but a substantial amount of unmet need
remains for students at each type of institu-
tion. Pell Grant recipients faced an average
unmet need in 2003-04 that ranged from
$2,517 at public four-year colleges and uni-
versities to $5,335 at for-profit institutions.
At each type of institution, this amount is sub-
stantially higher than the average unmet need
of other undergraduates.
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Employment

One of the ways in which students meet their
unmet need is by working while they are
enrolled. Despite having greater unmet need,
Pell Grant recipients are no more likely than
other undergraduates to work while they are
enrolled. Seventy-seven percent of Pell Grant
recipients work, versus 78 percent of all other
students (see Figure 3h). But the problem

of cause and effect arises when interpreting



Figure 3h
Percentage Distribution of Undergraduates, by Average Number of Hours
Worked per Week and Pell Grant Status: 2003-04
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study: 2003-2004.

these data. Students with lower earnings are
more likely to qualify for Pell Grants than
those who spend more time at work and, as a
consequence, earn more money.

Pell Grant recipients who do work are
more likely than other working undergradu-
ates to say that their primary role is being a
student rather than an employee; 69 percent
of working Pell Grant recipients classify
themselves as “students who work to meet
college expenses” rather than “employees
who also study,” compared with 63 percent of
other employed students. Consistent with this
definition, Pell Grant recipients are some-
what more likely than their peers to work
part time and slightly less likely to maintain
a full-time work schedule. It is impossible to
say whether receiving a Pell Grant enables

16 King, Crucial Choices.

more of these students to work part time than
their peers, whether other responsibilities
(such as childrearing) limit the amount of
time Pell Grant recipients can spend at work,
or whether those who work fewer hours—and
subsequently have less earnings—are more
likely to qualify for a grant. Nevertheless, it
is clear that Pell Grant recipients are work-
ing less than their peers and, as a result, may
have additional time to devote to academics.
It is also important to note that research has
consistently shown that working 20 hours

or more per week has a negative effect on
both grades and persistence.16 The average
number of hours worked by both Pell Grant
recipients and all other working students
exceeds this limit.
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Chapter 4.
Summary

he Pell Grant program provides assis-
I tance to more than one-third of U.S.

undergraduates. These students are

concentrated among those with very
low family incomes; the median income of Pell
Grant recipients was $17,216 in 2004-05. Pell
Grant recipients are more likely than other
students to be single parents and to come from
minority groups that are underrepresented
in higher education. The Pell Grant program
has grown to serve more than 5 million stu-
dents annually, but the value of the grant has
declined, relative to both inflation and college
prices. At the same time, the average income
of families in the lowest quintile in the United

States has declined by 11 percent in real terms.

As aresult, college costs take up a much larger
share of low-income families’ resources today
than they did 20 years ago, and the Pell Grant
makes up for less of that share of income.
While there have been many policy changes
during the course of the Pell Grant program’s
history, it continues to serve the neediest
students. The median EFC of Pell Grant recipi-
ents in 2003-04 was $29, and the average need
was more than $11,000. Most students who
receive Pell Grants also benefit from other
student aid programs and work while attend-
ing college, but Pell Grant recipients still are
far more likely than other students to graduate
with student loan debt and amass more debt

while they are in college.
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Appendix A
Pell Grant Historical Summary Data

Fiscal Appropriations Expenditures Maximum Award Average Award Number of
Year Current $ Constant$ | Academic Year Current $ Constant $ Current$  Constant $ Current$ Constant$ | Institutions
73 122,000 519,050 1973-74 47,589 202,468 452 1,923 270 1,149 NA
74 475,000 1,819,723 1974-75 358,353 1,372,849 1,050 4,023 628 2,406 NA
75 840,200 2,949,157 1975-76 925,998 3,250,313 1,400 4914 761 2,671 NA
76 1,325,800 4,400,825 1976-77 1,475,444 4,897,549 1,400 4,647 759 2,519 NA
77 1,903,900 5,933,948 1977-78 1,524,340 4,750,961 1,400 4,363 758 2,362 NA
78 2,140,000 6,196,924 1978-79 1,540,995 4,462,350 1,600 4,633 814 2,357 NA
79 2,341,000 6,093,213 1979-80 2,357,222 6,135,436 1,800 4,685 929 2,418 NA
80 2,157,000 4,944,370 1980-81 2,387,117 5,471,854 1,750 4,011 882 2,022 5,683
81 2,604,000 5,409,905 1981-82 2,299,718 4,777,748 1,670 3,469 849 1,764 5,771
82 2,419,040 4,735,302 1982-83 2,420,517 4,738,193 1,800 3,524 959 1,877 5,835
83 2,419,040 4,587,918 1983-84 2,979,057 5,650,039 1,800 3,414 1,014 1,923 5,982
84 2,800,000 5,091,481 1984-85 3,052,999 5,551,531 1,900 3,455 1,111 2,020 6,077
85 3,862,000 6,782,136 1985-86 3,597,380 6,317,432 2,100 3,688 1,279 2,246 6,190
86 3,579,716 6,169,315 1986-87 3,460,007 5,963,008 2,100 3,619 1,301 2,242 6,401
87 4,187,000 6,960,830 1987-88 3,754,329 6,241,520 2,100 3,491 1,303 2,166 6,462
88 4,260,430 6,805,400 1988-89 4,475,693 7,149,250 2,200 3,514 1,399 2,235 6,619
89 4,483,915 6,832,575 1989-90 4,777,844 7,280,463 2,300 3,505 1,438 2,191 6,675
90 4,804,478 6,946,100 1990-91 4,935,191 7,135,079 2,300 3,325 1,449 2,095 6,578
91 5,374,213 7,454,119 1991-92 5,792,703 8,034,571 2,400 3,329 1,530 2,122 NA
92 5,499,690 7,403,906 1992-93 6,175,902 8,314,250 2,400 3,231 1,543 2,077 NA
93 6,461,970 8,449,953 1993-94 5,654,453 7,394,009 2,300 3,008 1,506 1,969 6,525
94 6,636,731 8,457,942 1994-95 5,519,475 7,034,096 2,300 2,931 1,502 1,914 6,295
95 6,146,845 7,619,856 1995-96 5,471,708 6,782,931 2,340 2,901 1,515 1,878 6,067
96 4,913,560 5,917,574 1996-97 5,780,033 6,961,098 2,470 2,975 1,577 1,899 5,817
97 5,919,000 6,965,626 1997-98 6,331,091 7,450,585 2,700 3,177 1,696 1,996 5,667
98 7,344,900 8,511,538 1998-99 7,232,781 8,381,610 3,000 3,477 1,876 2,174 5,566
99 7,704,000 8,736,519 1999-00 7,208,500 8,174,610 3,125 3,544 1,915 2,172 5,524
00 7,639,700 8,380,600 2000-01 7,956,304 8,727,908 3,300 3,620 2,040 2,238 5,471
01 8,756,000 9,339,404 2001-02 9,975,092 10,639,723 3,750 4,000 2,298 2,451 5,422
02 11,314,000 11,881,666 2002-03 11,641,551 12,225,651 4,000 4,201 2,436 2,558 5,409
03 11,364,647 11,667,292 2003-04 12,707,897 13,046,314 4,050 4,158 2,473 2,539 5,426
04 12,006,738 12,006,738 2004-05 13,147,939 13,147,939 4,050 4,050 2,477 2,477 5,427

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year report, 2004; The College Board, Trends in Student Aid, 1980-2006.

Appropriations and expenditures are expressed in thousands. Constant dollars are for calendar year 2004.
Distributions may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. NA = not available.
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Number of Number of Dependency Status Distribution of Grant Funds

Academic Year | Applicants Recipients Award Rate | Dependent Independent Public Two-year Public Four-year Private For-profit
1973-74 482,331 176,000 36.5 86.7 13.3 NA NA NA NA
1974-75 1,114,084 567,000 50.9 78.1 21.9 NA NA NA NA
1975-76 2,178,696 1,217,000 55.9 70.2 29.8 NA NA NA NA
1976-77 3,408,718 1,944,000 57.0 61.7 38.3 NA NA NA NA
1977-78 3,621,641 2,011,000 55.5 61.5 38.5 NA NA NA NA
1978-79 3,401,428 1,893,000 55.7 63.3 36.7 NA NA NA NA
1979-80 3,868,429 2,537,875 65.6 66.2 33.8 NA NA NA NA
1980-81 4,475,762 2,707,932 60.5 59.4 40.6 18.6 411 28.8 11.5
1981-82 4,614,590 2,709,076 58.7 58.1 41.9 18.7 40.7 271 13.5
1982-83 4,709,225 2,522,746 53.6 541 45.9 18.1 38.7 26.6 16.5
1983-84 4,955,775 2,758,906 55.7 52.5 47.5 18.5 38.0 246 18.8
1984-85 4,981,357 2,747,100 55.1 51.4 48.6 18.4 37.7 23.0 20.8
1985-86 5,205,492 2,813,489 54.0 49.6 50.4 18.8 37.0 21.9 221
1986-87 5,535,734 2,659,507 48.0 46.1 53.9 18.7 35.7 20.8 24.8
1987-88 5714194 2,881,547 50.4 42.5 57.5 18.5 34.8 201 26.6
1988-89 5,913,224 3,198,286 54.1 421 57.9 19.7 35.6 20.2 245
1989-90 6,165,309 3,322,151 53.9 41.0 59.0 21.1 35.8 20.0 23.1
1990-91 6,455,099 3,404,810 52.7 389 61.1 22.6 355 19.8 221
1991-92 6,983,636 3,786,230 54.2 38.5 61.5 24.3 35.5 19.6 20.7
1992-93 7,365,243 4,000,000 54.3 379 62.1 25.7 36.3 19.5 18.5
1993-94 8,518,710 3,755,675 441 40.8 59.2 30.0 35.9 18.8 15.3
1994-95 7,777,169 3,674,967 47.3 40.7 59.3 32.7 35.1 19.0 13.2
1995-96 7,935,336 3,611,821 45.5 415 58.5 32.7 36.0 18.8 12.5
1996-97 8,064,889 3,665,654 45.5 424 57.6 33.0 36.0 18.5 125
1997-98 8,216,685 3,732,807 454 434 56.6 32.8 36.4 18.6 12.2
1998-99 8,309,645 3,855,180 46.4 447 55.3 32.2 36.7 18.6 12.5
1999-00 8,527,162 3,763,710 441 445 55.5 33.4 34.8 18.6 13.1
2000-01 8,745,584 3,899,433 446 43.8 56.2 33.4 34.6 18.3 13.6
2001-02 9,505,099 4,340,879 45.7 43.9 56.1 35.0 33.0 17.9 14.2
2002-03 10,354,525 4,778,507 46.1 42.3 57.6 33.0 34.7 16.9 15.4
2003-04 11,093,506 5,139,638 46.3 422 57.8 32.8 34.0 16.7 16.5
2004-05 |11,539,497 5,308,433 46.0 4.7 58.3 324 33.6 16.3 17.7
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Appendix B
Pell Grant Recipients and Expenditures, by Recipients' State of Legal Residence: 2004—05

Number of Expenditures Recipients Expenditures

Recipients ($ in millions) (%) (%)
Alabama 92,689 238.5 1.8 1.8
Alaska 6,843 15.6 0.1 0.1
Arizona 95,368 230.5 1.8 1.8
Arkansas 60,309 156.1 1.1 1.2
California 596,057 1,527.9 11.4 11.8
Colorado 72,534 174.7 14 14
Connecticut 38,071 85.8 0.7 0.7
Delaware 10,063 22.0 0.2 0.2
District of Columbia 9,160 23.1 0.2 0.2
Florida 310,249 749.5 5.9 5.8
Georgia 162,121 354.7 3.1 2.7
Hawaii 14,579 36.6 0.3 0.3
Idaho 32,171 82.8 0.6 0.6
Illinois 201,746 484.6 3.8 37
Indiana 103,022 236.8 2.0 1.8
lowa 57,162 136.2 1.1 1.1
Kansas 50,593 120.5 1.0 0.9
Kentucky 81,249 202.9 1.5 1.6
Louisiana 102,505 269.6 2.0 2.1
Maine 21,698 52.5 04 04
Maryland 76,591 109.9 1.5 0.9
Massachusetts 76,150 179.7 1.5 14
Michigan 178,606 407.6 34 3.2
Minnesota 78,628 179.8 1.5 14
Mississippi 80,014 220.5 1.5 1.7
Missouri 99,151 237.6 1.9 1.8
Montana 20,289 52.7 0.4 0.4
Nebraska 32,436 73.2 0.6 0.6
Nevada 22,401 51.4 04 04
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Number of Expenditures Recipients Expenditures

Recipients ($ in millions) (%) (%)
New Hampshire 14,209 31.4 0.3 0.2
New Jersey 117,010 293.4 2.2 2.3
New Mexico 45,998 113.0 0.9 0.9
New York 391,202 1,032.7 7.5 8.0
North Carolina 147,813 371.8 2.8 29
North Dakota 14,217 35.4 0.3 0.3
Ohio 209,064 489.7 4.0 38
Oregon 79,880 201.1 1.5 1.6
Pennsylvania 184,274 4415 3.5 3.4
Rhode Island 13,694 30.9 0.3 0.2
South Carolina 82,297 201.3 1.6 1.6
South Dakota 16,142 39.9 0.3 0.3
Tennessee 102,342 250.1 2.0 1.9
Texas 453,616 1,128.0 8.6 8.7
Utah 55,543 134.5 1.1 1.0
Vermont 9,202 211 0.2 0.2
Virginia 97,879 234.7 1.9 1.8
Washington 91,403 221.3 1.7 1.7
West Virginia 35,268 92.0 0.7 0.7
Wisconsin 75,968 176.5 1.4 1.4
Wyoming 8,452 20.8 0.2 0.2
50 States and DC 5,027,928 12,274.2 95.8 95.0
Puerto Rico 197,360 596.1 3.8 4.6
Outlying Areas 14,606 40.0 0.3 0.3
Unknown 5,745 15.1 0.1 0.1
Total 5,245,639 12,925.5 100.0 100.0

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Pell Grant End-of-Year reports.
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