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Executive Summary
D

uring award year 2004-2005 the Federal Leveraging Educational Assistance
Partnership (LEAP) program awarded $62.25 million in need-based grant aid to
students throughout the country. These Federal dollars were matched by the states
and territories with over $840 million going to 791,868 recipients. Of these awards
nearly 60 percent of the recipients are from families with income levels less than
$20,000 per year. Despite this, year after year states have to worry about losing valuable federal funding for their programs. The elimination of federal funding for the
LEAP and Special LEAP (SLEAP) programs would likely lead to over 77,000 needy
students losing financial assistance.
U.S. Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings in a recent report, Action Plan for
Higher Education: Improving Accessibility, Affordability and Accountability, notes that “State funding growth for higher education has fallen to its lowest
level in over two decades.” Secretary Spellings also proposes to “Work with Congress
to provide new funds for need-based aid through the federal financial aid system.”
The LEAP/SLEAP program would appear to be the perfect vehicle to achieve these
goals.
The unique matching component required by the LEAP/SLEAP program makes expansion a potentially powerful tool to reach the nation’s neediest students. No other
Federal need based grant program produces dollar matches at near the levels of the
LEAP/SLEAP program. States are currently matching at levels that could easily
maintain $160 million in federal funding.
If federal funding for the LEAP/SLEAP program was eliminated, it would cause the
elimination of at least five state need-based grant programs, which award more than
$5.59 million in state aid to more than 8,000 students annually. Nearly 9 out of every
10 states would see losses in need-based grant funding to a demographic of students
who need help the most.
States are going above and beyond their matching requirements to assist these students and are ready to realize the growth of a program that saw its peak federal
funding levels in the late 1970’s. NASSGAP is requesting a federal investment in the
LEAP program of at least $100 million.
Jamie H. Dushin
Budget Analyst
Montana Guaranteed Student Loan Program
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Introduction
I

n 1972 Congress passed legislation that created two new student grant programs.
One was the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG), which later became
known as the Pell Grant program, and the other the State Student Incentive Grant
(SSIG), which later became known as the Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnership program (LEAP). While these two programs have differed greatly in Federal
funding levels over the years, they were both established with the goal of helping to
provide access to higher education for low-income students.
BEOG/Pell Grant program continues each year to receive major funding (though its
purchasing power has dropped), while the SSIG/LEAP program has struggled for
funding over the past two and one-half decades. Presidents Ronald Reagan through
George W. Bush proposed the programs elimination, with the exception of President
Bill Clinton’s final budget. The 2004 Department of Education’s Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) rated LEAP as “Not Performing” and that program’s “Results Not Demonstrated.” The standard reasoning that is given for LEAP’s elimination is that the program has achieved its mission and is duplicative of other funding
available to students. Our analysis does not support that conclusion.
“Not Performing” and “Results Not Demonstrated” assessments were also given to
the Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (FSEOG), Federal College
Work Study (FWS), and the Federal Perkins Loan program, while the Pell Grant program received an “Adequate” rating. Like the LEAP program, elimination has been
proposed for the Perkins Loan program. New performance improvements have been
taken for FWS, FSEOG, and Pell Grant. Included in the new performance measures
for FWS and FSEOG are tracking the programs’ success in improving student persistence and graduation and new allocation methods to insure funds are being used by
the neediest students.
Unlike these other programs, LEAP is distinct in that state and Federal governments work together to provide need-based student grant funding for higher education. Through this partnership, the States have created unique need-based grant and
work-study programs that serve hundreds of thousands of students annually. Elimination of the Federal program would have a significant effect on the State programs
and their student grant recipients.
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State Programs
T

he partnership between the Federal LEAP, including the Special LEAP (SLEAP)1
component, and the associated state programs is unlike any other need-based
grant program. Through this partnership, state funds are dedicated to match federally allocated funds. This has allowed states to create or enhance unique need-based
programs. These programs must meet a few basic federal requirements, but as long
as these are met, the states are able to make awards that are based on needs of the
students in their states.
States offer a wide variety of need-based grant and work study programs that make
up LEAP/SLEAP. California, the largest recipient of federal LEAP/SLEAP funding,
matches its federal award with the Cal Grant A, B, and C programs. These awards
assist with tuition and fees for low and middle income students as well as students in
occupational and vocational training programs. The state with the smallest LEAP/
SLEAP award, Wyoming, uses its funds to match the Wyoming LEAP program.
Washington uses its State Work Study program as one area of match. Arkansas’ new
Workforce Improvement Grant program is the state’s matching program beginning
with the 2005-2006 award year. These programs are all different but have the overall
goal of providing assistance to students with substantial financial need.
One downside to the many different programs that comprise the partnership is that
a great number of students do not realize they are receiving Federal LEAP/SLEAP
funds. It is not currently a requirement for LEAP or SLEAP to be referenced on
student award letters, so a student receiving funds from a program like the Montana Tuition Assistance Program (MTAP) will likely never know they are receiving
Federal SLEAP funds. Whereas students know they are receiving a Pell Grant or an
FSEOG award. Some programs, like the Texas LEAP program and the Idaho SLEAP
program, use the Federal program name in their titles, but most of the states have
given their programs distinct names. The Senate version of the HEA Reauthorization included the proposal that recipients are provided notification that, “such grants
are Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnership grants; and funded by the Federal Government, the State, and other contributing partners.” Requiring all awards
made under the program to note the use of Federal LEAP/SLEAP funds would help
to build greater recognition.

1
Special LEAP (SLEAP) is an additional component to the LEAP program that was established
by the Higher Education Amendments of 1998. SLEAP was established to ensure NEW need-based
aid is generated by states. All LEAP program funds over $30 million are dedicated to SLEAP and
states must provide $2 in new state funds for every $1 in federal SLEAP funds received.
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State and Federal Funding
W

hen the SSIG program was enacted in 1972 its goal was to encourage States
to establish or enhance need-based grant programs. After the creation of the
SSIG program 22 states created need-based grant programs2. Today all but one state,
South Dakota, receives LEAP funding with awards also being made to the District
of Columbia, American Samoa, Guam, Northern Marianas Island, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands. In addition, 40 States and Territories receive funding under the
SLEAP portion of the LEAP program. The Federal LEAP/SLEAP federal funding has
been between $64 and $67 million since 2001-2002 with the first $30 million dedicated to LEAP and any amount above going toward the SLEAP program.
If the LEAP program is eliminated, it will be a casualty of its own obvious success.
The fact that States are going above and beyond their matching requirements each
year is the basis for the Federal PART assessment that the program has accomplished
its mission. Our analysis does not support that conclusion. It is noteworthy
that the PART assessment seems to ignore the statutory purpose of LEAP, which is
to provide grants to states to assist them in providing need-based grants and community service work-study assistance to eligible postsecondary students, similar to the
federal/college partnership in the Federal SEOG program.
At the time of this report, the most recent data reported to the Federal government
was for fiscal year 2005. LEAP/SLEAP allocation for FY 2005 was $65.6 million,
which would require a minimum of $101.2 million in match from the States. The
actual amount the States matched was over $840 million. Major overmatch by the
States has been around since the beginning of the SSIG program when the original
allocation of $18.82 million was matched at $440 million.3
This of course is a simplistic look at how the required match works. LEAP funds
require “Maintenance-of-Effort” (MOE) by the States, which is determined by the average of the previous three award years. For fiscal year 2005 the State LEAP MOE
was $584.46 million. Even with this number the States still overmatched the LEAP
program by $122.60 million. The SLEAP MOE is determined by a States ability to
maintain or increase their need-based grant, scholarship and work-study assistance
from the 1999-2000 base year. That is, it requires $2 in NEW state student grant
expenditures for every $1 in federal funding (a powerful and unique matching formula).

2-3
Jerry S. Davis, The Continuing Incentives in the Federal State Student Incentive Grant Program - January, 1994
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Table 1 - LEAP and SLEAP Expenditures: FY98-FY06
$ in millions

LEAP Award

SLEAP Award

Required MOE/
State Overmatch
SLEAP Match
FY98
$25.00
$0
NA
NA
FY99
$25.00
$0
NA
NA
FY00
$30.00
$10.00
NA
NA
FY01
$29.34
$23.67
$859.84
$269.61
FY02
$29.68
$35.41
$1,045.16
$109.96
FY03
$29.23
$34.34
$599.48
$233.00
FY04
$29.44
$32.81
$650.08
$190.16
FY05
$30.00
$34.90
NA
NA
FY06
$30.00
$34.44
NA
NA
Source: Greg Gerrans, LEAP Manager, U.S. Department of Education

Total Size of
Program
$936.10
$995.75
$1,202.50
$1,182.46
$1,220.21
$896.05
$902.49
NA
NA

As can be seen from Table 1, fiscal year 2002 saw a high of over $1.22 billion in awards
under the LEAP/SLEAP umbrella. Since this high, the program has decreased in
size to $902.49 million. The loss in funds has led to the loss of more than 125,000
recipients from fiscal year 2002 to 2004. According to LEAP Program Manager, Greg
Gerrans, the decline in program size can be attributed to state funding decreases and
states losing eligibility. After September 11 there were many states that experienced
cuts in the need-based grant funding. These cuts in funding in turn caused some
states to lose eligibility for funding under LEAP/SLEAP. The loss of eligibility for a
state with a high level of funding will have major ramifications on the total size of the
program. This was the case in fiscal year 2003 after Illinois lost eligibility. Fiscal
year 2004 saw Alaska, North Dakota and Wyoming receive state need-based grant
funding allowing them to return to the LEAP/SLEAP program.
Fiscal year 2000 demonstrates the powerful potential of the SLEAP program. This
was the first year of awards under the program with a total of $10 million in federal funding. This modest amount of funding caused a $206.75 million increase in
program size. Overall since FY 2000 the SLEAP program has made over 1.2 billion
awards, which have totaled more than $900 million in federal and state funds.
This data shows that there is enough overmatch by the states to sustain an additional $100 million in LEAP/SLEAP allocations. This increase in Federal funds would
benefit almost 130,000 students; based on the average SLEAP award in 2004-2005
being $744.
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Allocation of Funds
A

ny major increase in funding for the LEAP/SLEAP program should also be accompanied by a thorough examination of the method used to allocate federal funds
to states. Currently, the program uses a formula where a federal award up to $76.45
million is determined using out-dated 1976-1977 enrollment data. This allocation
formula was set up to insure a State’s allocation is not less than their portion of SSIG
in fiscal year 1979. The use of three-decade-old enrollment numbers appears to be a
poor measure of how current dollars should be spent.
A Federal LEAP/SLEAP award over $76.45 million, a funding level that has never
been achieved, is allocated using a formula based on a state’s LEAP/SLEAP match
and its eligible recipients. The formula, taken from the LEAP State Handbook (www.
fp.ed.gov), is as followed.
1)

Determine the average grant award per student:
Final Federal LEAP Allotment + State LEAP Match (for all states)
Total Number of Recipients that received LEAP (for all states)
= a) Average grant award per student (for all states)

2)

Determine the number of students “deemed eligible” per state:
Final Federal LEAP Allotment + State LEAP Match (per state)
a) Average grant award per student (for all states)
= b) Students deemed eligible (per state)

3)
Determine what portion of the amount above the $76,452,287 a state/territory
receives:
b) Students deemed eligible (per state)
Total # of students deemed eligible (for all states)
X
Amount of Appropriation Above $76,452,287
= Additional Amount of SLEAP Allocation Per State
Note: Final Federal LEAP Allotment and State LEAP Matching dollars are taken
from the latest performance report data on file with the Department.
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While this method has never been, and if things do not change may never be, used for
the allocation for the Federal funds, it may be a better way of encouraging States to
grow their associated LEAP/SLEAP programs. The problem that will be raised with
this allocation method is that it may disproportionately benefit the States with the
largest grant programs at the expense of the smaller States.
To illustrate this we will look at Florida and Wyoming. Florida’s total LEAP/SLEAP
state expenditures for its Florida Student Assistant Grant Program totaled $90.4
million during award year 2004-2005. Wyoming’s expenditures, during the same
year, totaled $112,499 for its Wyoming LEAP Program. If $20 million in additional
federal funds were made available to the states each of the next two years, using current matching data, Florida would receive $2.06 million in additional funding and
Wyoming would receive an additional $3,696 the first year. If Florida and Wyoming
each made efforts to increase need-based grant dollars and increased state funding
by 10 percent (assuming level funding for all other states), Florida would be rewarded
with an increase in funds of 8.6 percent while Wyoming would only get a 5.7 percent
increase. States with larger grant programs would receive greater benefit by this
system.
There may also be an inherent problem with this formula in determining the number
of “deemed eligible” students for states, as some states with large need-based grant
programs report (as is allowed) only a fraction of their state program expenditures
as LEAP/SLEAP matching funds. There is a question as to which “deemed eligible”
population the Department of Education would use, a state’s total grant program recipient count, or only the recipients reported as part of the state matching.
The Federal PART analysis was very critical of the allocation formula (because it is
the only method ever used it only looked at the formula for awarding under $76.45
million). At issue is the claim that there is no incentive for a state to increase funding for these programs, as they will not receive any increase in their Federal portion. However, while this allocation formula does nothing to promote change in state
programs, the Federal government has itself done very little to encourage growth.
With the exception of the creation of the SLEAP program in fiscal year 2001, which
brought funding back up near pre-1999 levels, there have been no major increases in
the Federal program in nearly 30 years. States also have to deal with the proposed
elimination of the program year after year. Despite this, SLEAP has been successful in attracting new state funding as matching, and the majority of Federal LEAP
funding is distributed through the SLEAP component. Since the inception of SLEAP,
States have matched a cumulative $760 million in NEW student aid expenditures.
This shows the potential in the LEAP program for providing incentives to States.
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Recipient Data
A

nother issue raised by the PART analysis is that the LEAP/SLEAP program is
“clearly duplicative, given the existence of multiple Federal, State, institutional,
and private student financial assistance programs.” Our analysis does not support
that conclusion. While there are a number of need-based grant aid programs, they
all have their own unique qualities and work in a complementary fashion through
financial aid packaging. And, despite increases in federal funding for Pell and SEOG,
there continues to be growing unmet need and widening college participation gaps
based on income, which can be seen by Chart 14. Students with family incomes in the
bottom quartile have seen increased unmet need since 1990. These trends point to
the need for a revised model, as the Federal government alone cannot seem to meet
the growing need of students. The matching fund partnership model, inherent in
LEAP, makes more sense than ever to expand upon.
Chart 1 - Unmet Financial Need by Income Quartiles - 1990-2004
Mean Unmet Financial Need by Parents' Income Quartiles
1990 to 2004
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Using data available for the other major Federal aid programs, we will look at how
“clearly duplicative” these programs really are of each other. The programs we will
examine are: Pell Grant, Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant
(FSEOG) and Federal College Work Study (FWS). FSEOG and FWS require a match
of $1 for every $3 in Federal funds. These matching funds are nowhere near those
4
Chart 1 comes from Tom Mortenson’s presentation, Financial Aid Issues for Students from
Low Income Families, on September 8, 2006 to the Council for Opportunity in Education
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made by the LEAP/SLEAP programs. In the 2004-2005 award year, FSEOG awarded $1.51 billion in Federal funds that would be match by $502 million in college funds.
The LEAP/SLEAP program received $62.25 million in Federal funding and matched
that with $840 million. The LEAP matching fund partnership model is able to take
pressure off the Federal government in a way the other programs cannot.
Table 2 - Federal Need-Based Grant Programs: 2004-2005 Award Year
Awards in millions of $
Fed Award
State/College Match
Total Award
Recipients

LEAP/SLEAP
62.25
840
902.25
791,868

Pell Grant
13,100
0
13,100
5,308,433

FSEOG
1,505
502
2,007
1,408,000

FWS
1,082
361
1,443
810,803

Source: LEAP/SLEAP data from Greg Gerrans, LEAP Manager, U.S. Department of Education
Pell Grant data from Federal Pell Grant Data Book - www.ed.gov
FSEOG and FWS data from Federal Campus-Based Programs Data Book 2006 - www.ed.gov

The size of the Federal funding, more than anything, makes LEAP/SLEAP an easy
target for elimination. The fact that this $62.25 million was used to help nearly
800,000 students seems to get lost.
Who are these programs helping?
Based on dependency status, Chart 2, the LEAP/SLEAP program is unlike any of
the other major Federal programs. Pell Grant and Federal SEOG both see the major
portion of their funding going to independent students. FWS is aimed at dependent
students like the LEAP/SLEAP but at not nearly the same levels.
Chart 2 - Dependency Status of Federal Programs: 2004-2005 Award Year
Dependency Status of Federal Programs - 2004-2005
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80%
70%

25.9
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58.3

54.5

60%

% Independent

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
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45.5
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Source: LEAP/SLEAP Data from Greg Gerrans, LEAP Manager, U.S. Department of Education
Pell Grant Data from Federal Pell Grant Data Book - www.ed.gov
FSEOG and FWS data from Federal Campus-Based Programs Data Book 2006 - www.ed.gov
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The next few charts will look at family income levels for recipients of the different
Federal programs during the 2004-2005 award year. Income level information does
not always match up between the programs. FSEOG and FWS are both Federal
Campus-Based Programs, so their reporting data requirements are the same. Pell
Grant and LEAP/SLEAP have common reporting requirements, so their data can be
matched up and compared very well. Common reporting requirements would be useful for the Federal programs, especially if duplication of funding is a major issue.

Charts 3-4 - Family Income Levels 2004-2005 - LEAP/SLEAP and Pell Grant
LEAP/SLEAP Income Level - All Recipients

Pell Grant Income Level - All Recipients
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Source - LEAP/SLEAP data from Greg Gerrans, LEAP Manager, U.S. Department of Education
Pell Grant data from the Federal Pell Grant Program Data Book – www.ed.gov

As can be seen from the above charts, the LEAP/SLEAP and Pell Grant programs are
awarding funds to very similar groups of students. The charts show the distribution
of recipients by family income level. While the distribution of recipients is nearly
identical for the two programs, the distribution of funds is very different. Pell Grant
award amounts are based on Expected Family Contribution (EFC), so the students
with the lowest EFCs get the highest awards. Recipients in the lower income levels
will receive a greater portion of the total funding.

Charts 5-8 - Family Income Levels 2004-2005 - FSEOG and FWS
FSEOG Income Level - Dependent Recipients

FSEOG Income Level - Independent Recipients
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Source - Federal Campus-Based Programs Data Book 2006 - www.ed.gov
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FWS Income Level - Dependent Recipients

FWS Income Level - Independent Recipients
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Source - Federal Campus-Based Programs Data Book 2006 - www.ed.gov

Charts 5-8, show the income breakdown for the FWS and FSEOG programs. The
available reported data for these two programs is not broken down in a way that
allows us to look at all recipients of the program together. It can be seen that the
FWS program is not as heavily focused on the lowest income students like the three
other programs, which was a concern raised in the programs PART analysis. Like
LEAP/SLEAP and Pell Grant students in the lowest income levels are receiving the
majority of the awards.
Where are these funds being used?

Chart 9 - Federal Program Recipients by School Type: 2004-2005 Award Year

Recipients by School Type
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Source: LEAP/SLEAP data from Greg Gerrans, LEAP Manager, U.S. Department of Education
Pell Grant data from Federal Pell Grant Data Book - www.ed.gov
FSEOG and FWS data from Federal Campus-Based Programs Data Book 2006 - www.ed.gov
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From Chart 9, we can see from what types of institutions students are receiving their
awards. The large differences between the four programs are again demonstrated.
FSEOG, with the exception of Private 2 year that is very small for all programs,
is fairly evenly distributed between the different institution types. Pell Grant and
FSEOG programs do not award any funds to graduate level students, whereas FWS
makes 6% of its award to these students. Pell Grant is the only one of the programs
where the largest portion of its funds goes towards Public 2 year students. LEAP/
SLEAP makes nearly 7 out of every 10 awards to students attending public institutions.
While the funds for these programs are all directed towards the same students, they
are working together to combat the unmet needs of the lowest income students.
LEAP/SLEAP provides a very powerful partnership between Federal and State governments to help in eliminating barriers for these students. This partnership formula if expanded upon would provide great growth in need-based grant funding.

Loss of Federal Funding
I

n calling for the LEAP program’s elimination, the PART analysis states that, “States
would be free to continue to maintain or increase this level of commitment in the
absence of the $67 million LEAP program.” Our analysis does not support the
conclusion that states will be able to maintain or increase this level of commitment. Most recent reporting to the Department of Education shows that $62.25
million of LEAP/SLEAP funds were used during award year 2004-2005. From this
LEAP/SLEAP saw an average award of $1,140. Based on this information, a quick
calculation shows nearly 55,000 students would lose funding if the Federal award
were to be eliminated. This simple calculation likely underestimates the number
that would be affected by the elimination of funds.
A survey of the State LEAP program administrators was conducted to determine
what kind of effect the elimination of the Federal LEAP program would have on its
associated State programs. Administrators were asked whether the state programs
would: A) Be completely eliminated, B) Programs would continue, but state matching
funds would be eliminated, C) Programs would continue and state matching funds
would continue to be available, or D) Programs and matching funds would continue to
be available and states would appropriate dollars to make up for loss of federal funds.
Along with this they were asked to provide the number of students that would lose
funding if program funds were eliminated.
Data collected from the survey show that the vast majority of states, 87 percent of
reponding states, would “continue to maintain” their current funding levels. This
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would include the state match, used for programs associated with LEAP/SLEAP.
States however, would not be able to make up the loss of federal funds.
Colorado, Louisiana, Georgia, Mississippi and Hawaii, indicated that the loss of federal funding would likely lead to the complete elimination of the programs in their
states. Elimination of the Hawaii State Student Incentive Program would mean the
loss of about $285,000 awarded to 500 students annually. Mississippi LEAP would
lose almost $900,000 in awards to 518 students. Georgia LEAP would lose nearly $1
million that is awarded to 2,657 students. The loss of funds in Louisiana LEAP program would affect 2,600 students for just over $1 million in awards. Colorado LEAP
would see 1,800 student recipients lose about $2.4 million annually.
California and Minnesota believe that, at least for now, their states would likely be
able to make up for the federal funding through different sources. New Hampshire
reported the most likely outcome for the state would be the loss of the federal funding
and all state matching funds. New York and Nebraska were not able to provide an
answer at this time as to what their state governments would likely do in the absence
of federal funding.
Not every state responded to our survey, but those that did make up 85% of the annual federal funding for LEAP/SLEAP. From those that responded, they estimated that
the loss of funding would mean the loss of funding for nearly 69,000 students. This
number does not include any estimated funding losses from New York, which is the
second largest recipient of LEAP/SLEAP funds behind California. If we can assume
that those states that did not respond to our survey were like those that did, the loss
of student awards would likely be over to 77,000 (using average award amounts).
Chart 10 - College Continuation Rate by Income Level

College Continuation Rate
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Source: Postsecondary Educational Opporturnity Newsletter - June 2006

Examining LEAP - October 2006

- 13 -

Chart 10, from the June 2006 newsletter by the “Postsecondary Education Opportunity,” details the college continuation rates for dependent student who are recent
high school graduates. It is very apparent that income level has a direct affect on
whether a student is able to attend higher education. As was detailed earlier, these
students that are seeing the biggest income barriers to entering college are the same
students receiving funds under LEAP/SLEAP programs. To go along with this data
is the below information from the U.S. Census Bureau.
Table 3 - 2005 Annual Demographic Survey Data

Median
Personal
Income
Median
Family
Income*

< 9th
Grade
$17,422

No HS
Grad
$20,321

$26,973

$30,272

HS/GED

Assoc
Degree
$35,009

Bachelor

Master

$26,505

Some
College
$31,054

$52,390

Professional
$82,473

$43,143

$47,045

$56,841

$64,294

$84,337

Doctorate
$70,853

$99,675

$100,000

$100,000

*Educational attainment based on Householder.
Source: Current Population Survey (CPS) - www.census.gov

This data is taken from the 2005 Annual Demographic Survey for both sexes and all
races for those 25 years and older. Those that were unable to attend higher education will fall into the exact same categories that are having trouble going onto higher
education. So, when their kids are graduating high school, they too will be facing the
same barriers as their parents. This is a vicious cycle we need to work very hard to
get away from, and it will not be helped by eliminating funding to 77,000 students.

Going Forward
W

ith the survey sent out to the states, administrators were asked to provide any
improvements or suggestions for the future of the program. Not surprising
after seeing the data from above, the most common suggestion for the program is to
increase federal funding, even requests for a dollar to dollar match by the Federal
government. There is room for the program to grow and the states are ready to realize this growth. Along with the request for funding, there was frustration with the
continued lack of appreciation for how much the federal funding is helping students.
The continued fight to have federal funds re-instated year after year is discouraging
to the states that continue to go above and beyond their requirements in awarding
funds to needy students.
A suggestion by a couple smaller states, Hawaii and New Hampshire, was to include
a small administrative allowance with the federal award. States, like New Hampshire, that are not receiving funds from other sources, for instance a loan guarantee
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agency, are finding administrative cost to be burdensome.
Along with the federal reporting the states are required to submit, they would like to
receive program data back to them from the Department of Education in order to better set program benchmarks. Data would also be beneficial in reporting the programs
impact to state governments to encourage greater investment. Some states feel there
is disconnect between them and the Department of Education, and from the state
suggestions this is very apparent. For example, there were requests for a Federal
web page with program resources and announcements. This Web page is currently
available, but many are unaware of this.
Both the Department of Education and States were in agreement regarding the maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements for the SLEAP program. The Department of
Education’s Greg Gerrans believes the current requirements do not do enough to encourage growth in state programs. He believes there is opportunity for real growth
in the SLEAP program but that is currently not being realized. Based on the current
formula there are a number of states that have never received SLEAP funding. LEAP
program’s three year average formula for MOE would be the preferred method for
Gerrans and a number of states.
The Senate version of the reauthorization bill included a provision to use LEAP funds
to promote early awareness to middle and high school students. Under the provision
states would partner with business and philanthropic organizations to enhance college awareness. A number of states were in agreement that this would be a positive
step toward strengthening the program. While there seems to be strong support for
this initiative, there were also a number of states hesitant to give support for such a
major program change without greater detail on how everything would work.
It is quite apparent from the responses that the states are extremely committed to the
LEAP/SLEAP program. States know how beneficial the program has been since its
SSIG beginning in 1972 and will fight to ensure that it continues to benefit students
for years to come.
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Conclusion
T

he Federal PART raised many concerns with the LEAP program in giving its
“Not Performing” rating with “Results Not Demonstrated.” PART reported that
LEAP does not address a specific and existing problem, interest or need, based on the
fact that the states are matching near $1 billion dollars yearly and would be free to
maintain the match without the $67 million federal award. Our analysis does not
support that conclusion. Without the federal funding for the LEAP program, five
states would have to completely eliminate the need-based grant programs associated
with these funds. This loss would eliminate $5.59 million in state funds and would
cause the loss of over 8,000 awards to student with substantial financial need. Overall, the loss of federal funding for the LEAP program would mean the loss of more
than 77,000 awards.
Matching requirements for the LEAP/SLEAP program are unlike any of the other
Federal need-based aid programs. As detailed, these matches annually produce state
grant programs that help hundreds of thousands of students. Award year 2004-2005
saw these programs making 791,868 awards. The Federal program used a small, by
other Federal program standards, $62.25 million award to “leverage” into a needbased grant program that made $902.25 million in total awards. 56 percent of these
awards were made to students with family income levels below $20,000.
Redundancy and duplication of Federal, state, local or private funds to students was
another major concern raised by the PART analysis. Our analysis does not support that conclusion. Like the Pell Grant, FSEOG and FWS programs the LEAP
program was established to help students with substancial financial need. These programs work together in a complementary fashion to fight the major unmet need problems of today’s students (Chart 1). Despite the existance of numerous need-based
grant programs, financial barriers to higher education are very evident (Chart 10). A
recent study by the Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance estimates
that between 1.4 million and 2.4 million Bachelor’s degrees will be lost this decade
because of the financial barriers faced by low income students5.
The “Hold Harmless” method of allocating federal funds is an area the program will
need to look at going forward. Currently states are allocated funds based on enrollement data from 1979. While this allocation method uses out-dated data, it was
established to ensure that no matter the size of the state, if they are able to meet the
“Maintenance of Effort” requirements they will continue to receive funding.
The PART analysis notes that the Department of Education is in the process of establishing performance measures for the LEAP program. These measures include states
5
The Advisory Committee on Student Financial Assistance, Mortaging Our Future: How Financial Barriers to College Undercut America’s Global Competitiveness - September, 2006
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ability to maintain or increase need-based grant programs and measuring just how
these programs are targeted towards low-income students. The program will also be
measured on how well it is administered. These are all potentially helpful steps towards ensuring the LEAP program continues to help low-income students, provided
that the states are consulted by the Department of Education in developing meaningful measures based on their experience with the progam.
From statistical outcomes detailed in this report, it is the expectation of the states
that such cooperative development and reporting of the performance measures will
clearly reveal LEAP’s effectiveness in pursuing its purpose, and lead the Department
of Education to recommend additional LEAP funding for needy students.
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nassgap
national association of state student grant and aid programs

Objectives of the Association
To promote, strengthen, encourage and enhance high standards of performance in administration
and operation of government-sponsored postsecondary student financial aid programs to the end
that the benefits of these programs shall be available to students in all the states for the purpose
of expanding and furthering postsecondary educational opportunities.
To provide a forum for the development and exchange of information, ideas, policy positions, procedures and needs for student financial assistance for the benefit of member agencies and other
organizations.
To facilitate the development and exchange of information about state student employment programs.
To establish and act as a collective voice of reasoned opinion before state, regional and national councils with respect to student financial aid programs whose objective is the furtherance of
postsecondary education in the United States, including grants, scholarships, loans, college workstudy, and other forms of government-sponsored assistance to students. To consider, debate, decide positions, make recommendations and otherwise act as an advising body on such matters as,
in the judgment of the Association, shall serve the objectives set forth in this article.
To collaborate with other associations, councils and agencies in the interest of effective implementation of various federal, state and institutional student financial assistance programs.
To work with other associations, councils and agencies to design, implement and operate simplified student application procedures for student financial assistance and design a uniform method
of determining the ability of the family to pay the costs of postsecondary education.
To conduct research, publish reports, hold conferences and otherwise engage in activities which:
(1) help existing programs to become more responsive to federal, regional and state public policy
goals and objectives; (2) encourage the development of new programs as the need arises; (3) work
toward the prevention and elimination of fraud and abuse in student financial aid programs; and
(4) enable the organization to accomplish the objectives set forth in this Article.
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