
State Tuition, 
Fees, 

and 
Financial 

Assistance 
Policies, 
2002-03

S t a t e  H i g h e r  E d u c a t i o n  E x e c u t i v e  O f f i c e r s

June 2003

Christopher J. Rasmussen



© 2003 State Higher Education Executive Officers

State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) is a nonprofit, nationwide association of the chief executive
officers serving statewide coordinating and governing boards for postsecondary education. The mission of SHEEO
is to assist its members and the states in developing and sustaining excellent systems of higher education. SHEEO
pursues its mission by: organizing regular professional development meetings for its members and their senior
staff; maintaining regular systems of communication among the professional staffs of member agencies; serving
as a liaison between the states and the federal government; studying higher education policy issues and state
activities and publishing reports to inform the field; and implementing projects to enhance the capacity of the states
and SHEEO agencies to improve higher education. 

Copies of this report are available from SHEEO. Visit our website at http://www.sheeo.org/publicat.htm for more
information.



State Higher Education Executive Officers
700 Broadway, Suite 1200, Denver, Colorado, 80203-3460 

(303) 299-3685
www.sheeo.org

State Tuition, 

Fees, 

and 

Financial 

Assistance 

Policies, 

2002-03

Christopher J. Rasmussen

June 2003





1

List of Tables  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3

Foreword  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5

Introduction  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7

Section A:  Tuition Philosophy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9

Section B:  Tuition Setting  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12

Section C:  Student Fees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16

Section D:  Financial Assistance Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17

Section E:  Affordability  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20

Concluding Remarks  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21

Appendix A:  List of Survey Respondents  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .23

Appendix B:  Survey Instrument  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29

Table of Contents





3

Table 1:  Overall Tuition Philosophy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9

Table 2:  Primary Authority for Establishing Tuition  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10

Table 3:  Factors Used in Tuition Setting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12

Table 4:  Limitations Placed on Tuition Setting  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14

Table 5:  Differential Tuition by Category . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14

Table 6:  Authority for Setting Student Fees  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16

Table 7:  Influences on Financial Aid Policy  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17

Table 8:  Financial Aid Offered By States  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18

Table 9:  Response to Federal Tax Legislation  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21

List of Tables





5

In the economic times we currently face–and with the cost of higher education increasingly subject to public 
scrutiny–it is critical that state policymakers consider the impact of any changes in tuition, fees, and student finan-
cial aid on access to and completion of college. This report, State Tuition, Fees, and Financial Assistance Policies,
2002-03, examines the philosophies, policies, and procedures that drive decision making regarding public college
and university tuition, fees, and student financial aid programs, as well as general issues related to higher educa-
tion affordability. Our intent is not to provide actual tuition costs in this report but to focus on the policies that 
establish those tuition, fee, and aid amounts.

This report is the fifth in a series of updates by SHEEO on this topic. The initial report, which provided a founda-
tion for all subsequent work, Survey on Tuition Policy, Costs, and Student Aid, was produced by John Wittstruck
in 1988. The 1993 update by Charles S. Lenth, The Tuition Dilemma–State Policies and Practices in Pricing Public
Higher Education, has been widely cited in public policy circles and in scholarly publications. Melodie E. Christal
later produced State Tuition and Fee Policies: 1996-97, which included updates on what were then new initiatives
in higher education–student technology fees, and state prepaid tuition and college savings plans. The data from
that survey was updated by SHEEO in a 1999 unpublished report. The latest version by Christopher J. Rasmussen
is a comprehensive assessment of state policies related to public college and university tuition, fees, and financial
aid. It also includes expanded information on the various goals and objectives of state-level student financial assis-
tance policies, a report of the impact of state legislative term limits on higher education policy, and a new section
on state policy responses to the federal educational tax credits implemented in 1997.

The current report evolved from the participation of many individuals on this project over the past 15 years. The
survey itself was based on the instrument developed by Alene Bycer Russell (formerly of SHEEO) in conjunction
with Cheryl D. Blanco from the Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education (WICHE). Input into survey
revisions was provided by SHEEO staff and by various representatives of state higher education agencies. Dianne
K. Peterson provided assistance with data collection and production, while Hans L'Orange offered critical feedback
during the design process and in editing the final report. Finally, Susan Winter provided invaluable help in publi-
cation design and in placing the report and associated data tables on the SHEEO website.

We welcome your comments on this report and encourage you to browse its associated website at
http://www.sheeo.org/finance/tuitsurv-home.htm.

Paul E. Lingenfelter
Executive Director
State Higher Education Executive Officers
Denver, Colorado

Foreword
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Individual students and the larger society receive numerous social, economic, and cultural benefits from partici-
pating in higher education. The economic benefits of a postsecondary education have been clearly demonstrated
by the 2000 census data on earnings by level of educational attainment. It is not surprising that expectations of
attending college are approaching near universal levels. Even 94 percent of high school graduates in the lowest
family income quartile–historically the least likely to enroll–indicate an intention to participate in postsecondary
education at some time.1

It follows that states and communities also will suffer economically if their citizens cannot compete for highly skilled,
well-paying jobs. Postsecondary education represents a vehicle for economic growth and the development of strong,
stable social and political institutions. Therefore, policy makers are interested in achieving and maintaining high par-
ticipation rates in higher education, and are naturally concerned about tuition, fees, and financial aid policies.

In this context, the cost of enrolling in higher education has steadily increased over the past two decades.
According to the annual survey of the College Board, tuition at four-year colleges and universities increased by
118 percent over the consumer price index from 1982 to 2002.2 Current conditions suggest this trend will contin-
ue, with substantial tuition and fee increases expected at public colleges and universities around the country for
the 2003-04 academic year, on top of double-digit increases seen in many states in 2002-03.3 Public tuitions are
still comparatively low in a number of states, but the recent trend of cost increases is nearly universal.

In a report for the Institute for Higher Education Policy, Jane Wellman notes that despite public criticism and insti-
tutional commitments to contain costs, “most analysts predict that prices will continue to rise in the near future.”4

Although many causes have been suggested to explain higher tuitions, four parallel trends seem to be particularly
important: a relative decline in direct state support for public colleges and universities; growth in the competition for
highly qualified students leading to “tuition discounting”; higher enrollment demand which reduces natural restraints
on price increases; and institutional spending to enhance quality, add programs, and keep pace with technology.

The cost of a college degree is an issue for students across the income spectrum, but it is a particular concern for
individuals from low-income families. According to the College Board, the average cost of attendance at a four-
year public institution now represents approximately 60 percent of the annual income of a family in the lowest
income quintile, an increase of close to 20 percentage points over the past two decades. While the federal gov-
ernment and many states have supported need-based financial assistance so that cost is not an insurmountable
barrier, both increasing tuitions and the evidence of past enrollment trends suggest this issue requires more atten-
tion. Among the cohort of highest-ability high school students, John Lee has found that only 78 percent of individuals
from the lowest socioeconomic quartile attend college within two years, while 97 percent of the highest SES group
enroll within two years of high school graduation. (Ironically, 77 percent of high-SES individuals from the lowest-
achievement quartile enroll within two years, virtually the same percentage of high ability, lower SES students.)5

Determining tuition and financial aid policy is a difficult and delicate balancing act for decision makers. They are
concerned about price and the amount of aid available for low and moderate income students. They are concerned
about whether institutions have the resources to maintain quality and provide classes for all who are prepared to
enroll. And in some states, concerns about the number of students not attending college or going out of state has

Introduction
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led to incentives for students to study harder and to enroll locally. These varied concerns, and fiscal stringency in
many states, have generated many recent changes in policies for tuition, fees, and financial aid.

In an attempt to better understand tuition setting and related processes in the states, this survey was distributed
to state higher education finance officers in late June 2002. While the majority of responses were received between
June and August, completion of a rather lengthy survey at that time represented a challenge for many state high-
er education officials, whose time and attention was necessarily devoted to important budgetary and other man-
agement tasks during a difficult period. Thus, many of the surveys were completed during the fall and as late as
January 2003, while six states were unable to return the survey prior to the deadline for this report.

SHEEO membership includes 58 higher education coordinating and governing boards located in 49 states,
Washington DC, and Puerto Rico. In seven states, two boards hold individual memberships in SHEEO. This sur-
vey was completed by 46 SHEEO agencies located in 44 states. Dual responses were received from Minnesota
and Vermont. Because of this, the data in the report are often indicated as being representative of “agencies”, and
not of “states” per se. Information for Pennsylvania is for the State System of Higher Education and does not nec-
essarily apply to the four state-related institutions of Temple, Lincoln, and Penn State Universities, or the University
of Pittsburgh. Likewise, information for Wyoming is for the Community College system and may not be applicable
to the University of Wyoming. In other states with dual SHEEO memberships, New Hampshire's response was pro-
vided by the University System of New Hampshire, while Florida's is from the state's Council for Education Policy,
Research and Improvement.

What follows is an executive summary of responses for each of the five major sections of the survey: Tuition
Philosophy, Tuition Setting, Student Fees, Student Financial Assistance, and Affordability. Appendix A is a list of
survey respondents, while the original survey instrument can be found in Appendix B. Comprehensive data tables,
which include a listing of responses to each of the individual questions in the survey, can be found on the SHEEO
website at http://www.sheeo.org/finance/tuitsurv-home.htm.

1 Adelman, C. (2002).  The relationship between urbanicity and educational outcomes.  In W. G. Tierney & L.S.
Hagedorn (Eds.), Increasing access to college: Extending possibilities for all students.  Albany: State University
of New York Press.

2 The College Board (2002).  Trends in College Pricing.  Washington, DC: Author.
3 Selingo, J. (2003, February 28).  “The disappearing state in public higher education: When the recession ends,

appropriations may not rebound.”  Chronicle of Higher Education, p. A22.
4 Wellman, J.V. (2001). Looking back, going forward: The Carnegie Commission tuition policy.  Working paper,

The New Millennium Project on Higher Education Costs, Pricing, and Productivity.  Washington: The Institute for
Higher Education Policy.

5 Lee, J.B. (1999).  How do students and families pay for college?  In J.E. King (Ed.), Financing a college educa-
tion: How it works, how it's changing.  ACE/Oryx Series on Higher Education (p. 9-27).  Phoenix, AZ: Oryx Press.
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Section A:
Tuition Philosophy

Overall Philosophy

Not surprisingly, significant variation exists among the states in the basic philosophy that guides decision making
regarding tuition levels in public higher education. The majority of states espouse a philosophy of low tuition that
is designed to maximize access by making college as affordable as possible. For many of these states, such a 
philosophy is codified in constitutional provisions or state statutes. Other states have implemented systems of
moderate to high tuition, often accompanied by generous student financial assistance programs to help promote
access for lower-income students.

Table 1 summarizes the overall tuition philosophy reported by the 46 state higher education agencies participating
in the survey, along with a comparison to data collected in the 1996-97 SHEEO survey of tuition policies. In 2002-
03, 20 of the participating agencies reported the existence of a statewide philosophy that tuition should be either
low (14) or moderate (6). None of the agencies indicated a philosophy of high tuition, while two states did so in
1996-97. However, in the most recent survey six agencies, when describing the relationship between tuition and
financial aid policy, indicated that a “high tuition/high aid” philosophy existed in their states. The distribution of
state/agency responses was similar between the two surveys, with the notable differences being a decrease in the
percentage of states espousing “moderate” tuition, and an increase in the number that indicated a lack of a
statewide tuition philosophy.

Philosophy 2002-03 1996-971

Tuition should be as low as possible 14 (30%) 28%

Tuition should be moderate 6 (13%) 28%

Tuition should be high 0 (0%) 4%

Tuition policy is guided by institutional-level philosophy or 
budgetary needs / no statewide tuition philosophy exists 12 / 5 (37%) 23%

Other 9 (20%) 17%

Table 1: Overall Tuition Philosophy

1 Figures are for four-year institutions only.

Two agencies indicated that their tuition philosophy was formalized in their state constitutions, while nine agencies
stated that the philosophy was outlined in legislative statutes. For 22 agencies, tuition philosophy was delineated
by some other rule or policy statement, while 15 indicated that policies were not formalized.

Authority to Set Tuition

Authority to determine specific tuition levels for public universities rests either in the legislature, the state govern-
ing/coordinating agency, individual system boards, and/or individual institutions. The specific role of each entity
varies from being advisory or consultative to possessing full legal authority for setting tuition. A full description of
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the role of each of the aforementioned entities–as well as governors and local district governing boards (for com-
munity colleges)–in setting tuition in the states can be found in the website associated with this report.

Table 2 provides a summary of agency reports of the body or bodies that hold primary authority for establishing
tuition in the states. In a number of cases authority is shared by more than one entity, such as with Florida and
Louisiana. In addition, in some states a governing board holds authority for setting tuition for its member institu-
tions, while selected other public colleges and universities are individually responsible for determining tuition rates,
such as in Mississippi and Pennsylvania. In Kentucky, the authority to set tuition was transferred from the state-
level Council on Postsecondary Education to individual institutions beginning with the 2000-02 biennium. North
Dakota, Oklahoma, and Virginia reported making similar moves toward the decentralization of tuition authority.

Table 2: Primary Authority for Establishing Tuition

Legislature 
(4)

State coordinating/
Governing agency 

(18)

System Boards 
(12)

Individual Institutions 
(16)

Florida
Louisiana
Oklahoma
Texas

Arizona Missouri
Georgia Nevada
Hawaii New Mexico
Idaho North Carolina
Iowa North Dakota
Kansas Rhode Island
Louisiana South Dakota
Maine Utah
Massachusetts Wyoming

Connecticut New York
Illinois Pennsylvania
Minnesota Tennessee
Nebraska Vermont
New Jersey Washington
New Hampshire Wisconsin

Alabama Mississippi
Arkansas Missouri
Delaware Ohio
Florida Pennsylvania
Illinois South Carolina
Indiana Virginia
Kentucky Washington
Maryland West Virginia

Of those states that indicated that individual colleges and universities held some level of responsibility for setting
tuition, five indicated that institutions set tuition rates within very strict guidelines or parameters established by local
or state-level entities. Eleven states indicated that institutions operate within moderate or limited guidelines, while
five indicated that institutions are subject to no external restrictions.

Tuition Revenue Policies

The vast majority of states (31 of 44) reported that tuition revenues are controlled and retained by individual insti-
tutions or campuses. In four states (Arizona, Hawaii, Idaho, Virginia), tuition revenues are deposited into separate
state tuition accounts from which all funds must be appropriated prior to expenditure for higher education purpos-
es. Nevada described a hybrid system that involves elements of both processes. South Dakota reported that tuition
revenues are retained at the state level but under the direct control of the state Board of Regents, while North
Carolina indicated that tuition revenues are deposited into state general funds, with their return to higher educa-
tion only inferred. Six states reported the existence of some other model or system for revenue appropriation.

Incentives to Limit Tuition

Agencies were asked what incentives, if any, exist at the state or institutional level to minimize tuition increases.
The great majority of states indicated that no formal incentives exist, short of a desire to maintain good relations
with governors and legislatures, and the objective of maintaining affordable access to higher education for state
residents. Missouri is exploring the possibility of a performance funding component that would include an incen-
tive funding element for institutions that limit tuition increases and expand institutional need-based student 
financial aid. Institutions in Florida and Georgia are influenced by the direct relationship between tuition levels and
funding for statewide merit scholarships in those states. New Jersey institutions are subject to a state audit if tuition
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increases are greater than 10 percent, while the Virginia legislature may restrict or withdraw tuition setting author-
ity for institutions that implement increases that are deemed excessive.

Changes in Tuition Philosophy

Agencies were asked about past and anticipated future changes in long-term tuition philosophy, as well as the
extent to which recent economic conditions have led to any short-term actions or policies on tuition that are in con-
flict with general or long-term philosophies. In regard to the latter, seventeen states reported that such short-term
actions had occurred, almost all of which were larger-than-normal tuition and fee increases in response to reduced
state appropriations for higher education. Twenty-four states indicated that no short-term actions contradictory with
general philosophies had occurred, however with increasingly bleak economic conditions across the country, cir-
cumstances in a number of those states may have changed between the time of the survey and the production of
this report.

Selected states reported changes in long-term tuition philosophy during the previous three fiscal years. For exam-
ple, North Dakota made progress in moving from centralized tuition levels to allowing for differential tuition among
institutions. Nevada reported a policy change resulting in the indexing of fee levels to the three-year median of
tuition in western states. Two-year college tuition in Arkansas became tied more closely to local tax generation
capacity, while Georgia institutions are now allowed to assess special tuition rates for distance education courses
and programs. New “Truth-in-Tuition” legislation in Utah requires institutions to publicly announce and hold hear-
ings with students to discuss tuition increases and the use of the additional revenue to be generated.

Legislative Changes and Tuition

States were asked how term limits or other changes in state legislative culture have affected tuition policies and
philosophies over the previous three years. The vast majority of states reported that no changes had been
observed, while a number indicated that the full impact of legislative term limits had yet to be realized, and thus it
was too early to assess any potential effects on higher education. Four states–Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, and
Tennessee–did report some degree of changes in relationships or the policy process that could possibly be attrib-
uted to term limits and/or other cultural shifts in legislatures. Ohio reported that term limits had made the jobs of
agency staff more difficult, while Oklahoma indicated that term limits had been a possible factor in the relinquish-
ing of control over tuition policy for a five-year period.

Future Changes in Tuition Policy

States also reported tuition policy changes under consideration for the 2003 fiscal year, including changes in res-
idency determinations and tuition assessment for nonresidents, and continuing pressures for the devolution of
tuition setting authority. Recent legislation in Virginia will require institutions in that state to make various changes
in tuition setting and spending policies and practices. Arizona, Connecticut, and Missouri reported possible
changes in tuition and financial aid philosophy and practice in conjunction with the WICHE/Lumina Foundation
“Changing Direction” project (which also involves Florida and Oregon, State Higher Education Executive Officers,
the American Council on Education, and the National Conference of State Legislatures). 

Thirteen states reported that an official or formal study group or commission on tuition policy had been established
or appointed at some time during the three previous fiscal years. Many of these reports are available on agency
websites and/or were forwarded to SHEEO with completed surveys. Plans to initiate a statewide tuition policy
review in the near future were reported by ten states (Arizona, Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nevada, Vermont, Virginia).
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Section B:
Tuition Setting

Factors Used in Setting Resident Tuition

Agencies were asked to indicate the extent to which different factors influence individuals and groups who set pub-
lic institution resident tuition rates in the states. The 16 factors listed on the survey included various internal and
external influences that could be used in the decision making process.

A total of 42 of the 46 participating agencies provided information on factors used in tuition setting. Agencies that
chose not to report cited the difficulty in estimating the influences or motivation of individual campuses, which held
tuition-setting authority within decentralized systems. The resulting rank ordering of the reported levels of influence
on tuition setting is summarized in Table 3, along with a count of the number of times each factor was cited as the
most influential, and the frequency of each being listed among the top three. 

“State general fund appropriations” was by far the most significant factor in the given list, receiving an average rat-
ing of 4.4 on a scale of 1 (no influence) to 5 (significant influence), with the next most significant factor, “prior year's
tuition”, assigned an average value of 3.7. Following closely behind were “cost of instruction”, “institutional 
mission”, and “tuition charged by peer institutions”. “State general fund appropriations” was named the most influ-
ential factor in tuition setting by 27 agencies, with the next highest number of first-place votes given to “tuition
charged by peer institutions”, which received four.

Four states (Florida, Nevada, Tennessee, and West Virginia) indicated that they anticipated that the relative level
of influence of the given factors would change in the near future. Twenty-six states reported that they would not,
while 12 were unsure.

While cost of instruction was the third most influential factor on tuition setting reported by the states, only five agen-
cies provided specific figures for tuition indexing, ranging from 25 percent to 40 percent of instructional costs.
Eleven states also indicated that a per credit surcharge is imposed at or above a specific number of credit hours.
One state reported this surcharge to be 25 percent for enrollment in courses beyond 110 percent of the total
required for graduation.

Table 3: Factors Used in Tuition Setting

Rank Average
Rating Factor

Most
Influential

Factor

One of
Top 3

Factors

1 4.4 State general fund appropriations 27 34

2 3.7 Prior year's tuition 2 17

3 3.6 Cost of instruction 2 17

4 3.5 Institutional mission 0 13

5 3.5 Tuition charged by peer institutions 4 18

6 3.2 Public concern or opinion about cost of higher ed 0 5

7 3.1 Availability of/appropriations for financial aid 0 5

8 3.0 Other student fees or charges 0 1

9 2.6 Consumer Price Index (CPI) 3 6
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Table 3: Factors Used in Tuition Setting, continued

Rank Average
Rating Factor

Most
Influential

Factor

One of
Top 3

Factors

10 2.5 Media pressure or attention to higher ed costs 0 0

11 2.5 Tuition policies of comparison states 0 2

12 2.4 Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) 2 3

13 2.4 Mix of individual and public benefits of higher ed 1 1

14 2.2 State per capita personal or disposable income 1 3

15 2.1 State workforce needs 0 0

16 1.7 Other cost of living indices 1 1

Nonresident tuition

Ten states indicated that nonresident students were required by state statute, Board policy or institutional practice
to be charged tuition at or near the full cost of instruction. In addition, nine states reported that nonresident tuition
is indexed to the level for resident undergraduates, ranging from “no lower than” 125 percent in North Carolina, to
400 percent in Georgia, with an average differential of approximately 250 percent. Pending legislation in Alabama
would increase nonresident tuition from 200 percent of the resident rate to the full cost of instruction.

A total of 30 states reported the existence of tuition reciprocity or “good neighbor” agreements with nearby states
or out-of-state municipalities, or members of regional compacts or consortia. Various individual and multi-state
cooperatives, tuition reduction, and student exchange programs were described. A number of agencies indicated
the existence of specific policies for institutions located near state borders, and of exchange agreements that
enable students to attend colleges and universities in other states at reduced rates in order to pursue a major or
academic program that does not exist at or in an individual's home institution or home state.

A number of agencies noted their membership in consortia or cooperatives that allow for the interstate moment of
students at reduced tuition levels. These compacts include the Southern Regional Education Board's “Academic
Common Market”; the Midwestern Higher Education Commission's “Midwest Student Exchange Program”; the
New England Regional Student Program, and WICHE's “Western Undergraduate Exchange Program”.

Tuition Caps

Nineteen states indicated that a curb, cap, freeze, or other limitation had been placed upon tuition at some point
during the previous three fiscal years, while 24 reported that such an action had not occurred. The breakdown
among states can be found in Table 4. Among states that instituted limitations on tuition, the Connecticut and
Wisconsin legislatures appropriated replacement revenue that allowed institutions to freeze or maintain tuition
increases below a specified maximum. Massachusetts reported no increases in tuition for three years following five
consecutive years of tuition decreases. The Governor of New Jersey advised institutions in that state to limit tuition
increases to no more than 10 percent or face a special budgetary audit by the Commission on Higher Education.
Individual institutions in Missouri experimented with indexing tuition to the Consumer Price Index. Finally, Maryland
reported limiting four-year institution increases to four percent, while Ohio lifted caps in 2002 after a number of
years of a six percent limitation.
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Table 4: Limitations Placed on Tuition Setting

Yes No

Connecticut North Carolina
Florida Ohio
Idaho South Carolina 
Indiana Texas
Iowa Utah
Louisiana Virginia
Maryland Washington
Massachusetts West Virginia
Missouri Wisconsin
New Jersey

Alabama Nevada
Arizona New Hampshire
Arkansas New Mexico
Georgia New York
Hawaii North Dakota
Illinois Oklahoma
Kansas Pennsylvania
Kentucky Rhode Island
Maine South Dakota
Minnesota Tennessee
Mississippi Vermont
Nebraska Wyoming

Tuition Differentials

Agencies were asked to indicate if public sector tuition differed according to student level, academic program, or
other factors. Responses are summarized in Table 5. The most popular form of tuition differential is by under-
graduate/graduate status, with 41 of 46 agencies, or 89 percent reporting the existence of varied pricing in this
area. Thirty-two or 70 percent of agencies reported varying tuition according to the credit or non-credit bearing
nature of a course or program. Less than half of the agencies reported differential tuition based on each of the
remaining five given categories.

Table 5: Differential Tuition by Category

Category
Number of

“Yes”
Responses

Percentage of
Respondents

Undergraduate/Graduate 41 89%

Credit/Non-credit bearing enrollment 32 70%

Programmatic (varies by major or course) 21 46%

On-site or classroom based instruction / Off-site or 
distance education 21 46%

In district / Out of district (two-year institutions only) 13 28%

Credit hours beyond a specific number (e.g., tuition surcharge) 10 22%

Upper division / Lower division 7 15%
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It should be noted that agencies that reported the existence of differential tuition by program may be reflecting dif-
ferences at the graduate versus the undergraduate level, as was specifically indicated by one state in a side note
to the question. At the undergraduate level, both Utah and Florida reported that a surcharge was imposed upon
students who repeated a course more than once or twice, respectively, with students in Florida being charged the
full cost of instruction in such a case.

Targeted Tuition Reductions

In addition to tuition differentials, 31 states reported some form of tuition reduction, tuition rebates, or loan for-
giveness for students majoring in certain fields or pursuing careers in specific areas. Many of these programs
require students to provide a minimum number of years of professional service in the state, often in certain under-
served urban or rural areas. Teaching was by far the most frequently mentioned targeted tuition/loan forgiveness
program, cited by 13 states. Health/medical areas also were popular, with six states describing programs for physi-
cians, five states mentioning efforts to recruit nurses, and a total of eight states noting programs for a variety of
other health-related professions. Other fields/careers mentioned by states included speech pathology, library 
science, special education, child care, information technology and computer science, engineering and related
technology, advanced manufacturing, and work in not-for-profit organizations. 

Other Tuition Policies

States reported the existence of tuition reduction programs for members of certain groups and others who meet a
variety of other criteria, including state employees, senior citizens, disabled persons, veterans, Native Americans,
children of alumni/ae, supervisors of student interns, persons in foster care, the unemployed, members of the
National Guard, and participants in dual secondary/postsecondary enrollment programs.
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Section C:
Student Fees

Overall Philosophy

As with tuition, overall philosophy related to student fees varies in the states. In some states, fees are designed to
make up for tuition limitations, while in others student fees are assessed for specific programs and auxiliary serv-
ices. Fees include both mandatory fees, which are defined as charges that most full-time students are required to
pay in addition to tuition, and designated fees, which are charges that apply to specific classifications only, such
as certain courses, programs, services, or groups of students. Examples include payments toward capital costs
and debt service on student recreation facilities, funding for technology initiatives, athletics, health services, cam-
pus transportation, and surcharges for high-cost programs.

Student fee philosophy is also codified or formalized in different places, while the location of authority for the set-
ting of fees varies from state to state. In ten states, fee philosophy is formalized by legislative statute, while in 17
states fee polices are delineated by other rules or policies. No state reported that fee philosophy is codified through
constitutional provisions. In 20 states, no formal policy on student fees exists. A summary of the role of different
entities in establishing fee policy can be found in Table 6.

Table 6: Authority for Setting Student Fees

Governor Legislature State Gov/
Coord Agency System Boards Local District

Boards
Individual

Institutions

M1 D M D M D M D M D M D

0 1 8 4 13 11 21 19 13 14 19 24

Changes in Fee Policy

Recent and anticipated future changes in student fee policies and philosophies were reported by a number of
states. Virginia indicated that limits on student fees were established in 1999, while Georgia reported that caps on
mandatory fees had been lifted in 2002. Maryland and Pennsylvania noted the implementation of new technology
fees beginning with the 2002-03 academic year, while West Virginia indicated that individual institutions have been
granted expanded authority to establish student fee levels. North Carolina anticipates revisions to its student fee
policy following Board action in 2003, while South Dakota reported that the upcoming overhaul of student resi-
dential facilities will likely alter the CPI/HEPI indexing of room and board charges in the near future. In addition to
Virginia, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, and South Dakota indicated that a curb, cap, freeze or other limita-
tion had been placed on fees at some point during the previous three fiscal years.

1 M = Mandatory Fees;  D = Designated Fees



State Tuition, Fees, and Financial Assistance Policies, 2002-03

17

Section D:
Financial Assistance Programs

Overall Philosophy

The goals of state student financial aid programs vary, from focusing on need-based concerns of access and
affordability through the provision of grants and loans, to more merit oriented objectives associated with the recog-
nition of talent and rewarding of student effort through tuition waivers and scholarships. In addition, many states
have created programs designed to promote the retention and eventual graduation of students from college, and
to encourage enrollment in certain academic programs leading to service to the state in selected high-need fields
and professions. Finally, financial aid policy in some states is oriented toward promoting choice among different
education providers, in some cases by helping to equalize tuition among public and private institutions.

As with tuition and fees, policies concerning student financial aid are formalized in various ways. As with fees, no
states indicated that constitution provisions govern the creation and awarding of financial aid. For 15 states poli-
cies are codified through state statutes, while 11 indicated that other rules are in place that help direct state efforts
in this area. Four states reported that both are involved. Finally, 14 states indicated that no formal policies exist.

Goals of Financial Aid

Agencies were asked to indicate the extent to which different possible goals of student financial aid policy, such
as those listed above, influence the creation and adjustment of a comprehensive financial aid program. A total of
43 of the 46 participating agencies provided information on influences on financial aid policy. The resulting rank
ordering of the reported levels of influence is summarized in Table 7, along with a count of the number of times
each of the listed goals was cited as the most influential (with some agencies indicating that more than one goal
exerted primary influence on financial aid policy). 

Access and affordability were by far the most important goals for student financial aid cited by agencies, receiving
average ratings of 4.6 and 4.5, respectively, on a scale of 1 (no influence) to 5 (significant influence). Access was
named the most influential goal of financial policy by 33 agencies, while affordability received 11 votes. The desire
to recognize talent and reward effort of students–the primary objective of merit-aid programs–received an average
rating of 3.3, and ranked fifth among the seven listed goals of financial aid policy. This item was named most influ-
ential by six of the participating agencies.

Table 7: Influences on Financial Aid Policy

Rank Average
Rating Goals of Financial Aid

Most
Influential

Goal1

1 4.6 Promote broad access to higher education 33

2 4.5 Improve the affordability of higher education 11

3 3.5 Promote retention and eventual graduation of students 1

4 3.4 Facilitate student choice among higher education providers 3

5 3.3 Recognize talent and reward effort of students 6

6 2.9 Preparation and placement of students into specific careers 0

7 2.1 Help equalize tuitions between public and private institutions 2

1 Agencies frequently named more than one goal as “most influential”.
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Changes in Financial Aid Policy

States were asked to describe any financial aid policy changes that had occurred during the previous three fiscal
years. A number of changes were indicated, which can be found in detail on the website associated with this report.
The following is a sampling of state reports of changes in financial aid policy:

• Arizona noted changes in Board policy that provided increased flexibility for institutions to structure and
assign student tuition waivers.

• Illinois expanded its Monetary Award Program to include part-time students, while New Jersey is consid-
ering a similar move.

• Ohio implemented a new program for students attending for-profit institutions.

• Pennsylvania increased funding for independent students, while changing financial aid submission policies
to improve outreach to students making last minute enrollment decisions.

• Texas implemented a new grant program designed to improve access, affordability, and student retention.

• Iowa eliminated funding for its state work-study program for fiscal years 2002 and 2003.

• Maryland, Nevada, and West Virginia saw increased attention and/or funding for merit-based student aid
programs, while Arkansas instituted a $10,000 annual cap on its merit award.

• Utah implemented its “New Century Scholarship” program, which provides a 75 percent tuition scholarship
to public or private institutions in the state for dual-enrollment participants who earn the equivalent of an
Associates Degree by September 1 of the year of anticipated high school graduation.

Selected states also described financial aid policy changes that are anticipated for 2003. Arkansas has proposed
a new program for non-traditional students aged 24 and older, while Kentucky will attempt to more accurately
define and determine “unmet financial need”. The Nebraska legislature will consider the elimination of financial
assistance to students attending private institutions, while Ohio will examine possible changes in student aid allo-
cation methodology.

Forms of Financial Aid

State student financial aid is available in a variety of forms, including need-based grants, merit-based scholarships,
student loans, work-study awards, and tax credits and deductions. A summary of available forms of financial aid
and their provenance can be found in Table 8.

Table 8: Financial Aid Offered By States

Financial Aid Programs
Authority by which offered1

SS FP DI NO
Need-based grants 39 2 10 2

General, statewide merit-based scholarships 21 2 9 15

Specifically targeted merit-based scholarships 21 4 20 10

Loan forgiveness programs (including conditional scholarships) 33 2 2 9

State-funded work-study programs 17 3 8 19

1 SS = state statute;  FP = other formal policy;  DI = discretion of institutions;  NO = not offered.
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Table 8: Financial Aid Offered By States, continued

Financial Aid Programs
Authority by which offered1

SS FP DI NO
State-funded guaranteed loans 15 1 1 27

Programs designed to increase access and participation of 
members of specific groups/populations 25 5 10 9

State tax credits or tax deductions 14 0 0 31

1 SS = state statute;  FP = other formal policy;  DI = discretion of institutions;  NO = not offered.

Finally, 17 agencies indicated that financial aid policies differed for public and private institutions in their respective
states. Differences mainly concerned the level of financial assistance that was available for students enrolled in each
of the sectors, while a number of states operate distinct programs for students attending private institutions.
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Section E:
Affordability

Initiatives to Improve Affordability

The issue of affordable access to higher education is of increasing concern to both state policy makers and citi-
zens. As tuition levels rise, states are under mounting pressures to address the issue of college cost through
reduction in fees, increases in financial aid, and a more complete accounting for and justification of institutional
revenues and expenditures.

States were asked to describe any initiatives being discussed to address the affordability of college for students
and their families, including any initiatives or collaboration with other agencies to provide consumer information on
college price and the financing of higher education, including financial aid programs. A number of states made ref-
erences to recent commissions and task forces on cost and affordability and the materials that resulted from their
efforts. Ten states reported that they had utilized the National Association for College and University Business
Officers (NACUBO) methodology (outlined in the publication “Explaining College Costs”), or the National
Committee on Cost report (“Straight Talk About College Costs and Prices”), in developing public relations materi-
als about the cost of college and university study. (Conversely, 34 states reported that they had not used these
resources in developing affordability-related materials.)

A number of specific examples were given by states of efforts to address affordability concerns. Missouri described
efforts to partner with state and national organizations to provide awareness, outreach, and consumer information
regarding college affordability. Mississippi's two- and four-year public institutions collaborate to educate and enroll
prospective students at college fairs held in the state. The South Dakota legislature authorized in 2002 a program
called “EduPrep”, which will educate students in grades 7-12 about college and college finances. Washington
reported the development of a series of publications specifically targeted toward low-income students and their
parents in conjunction with the state's Gear Up program. Finally, the higher education sector in North Carolina has
partnered with the state's Department of Public Instruction, student loan corporation, and loan guarantor in 
developing a single web portal and toll-free number to inform students and parents on how to plan, apply, and pay
for college. 

Prepaid Tuition/College Savings Plans

Many states noted that the institution of a prepaid tuition and/or college savings plan was designed to improve the
affordability of higher education for future generations of students. Thirty-three states reported having developed
one or more plans, while three others indicated that a plan was under consideration. Eight states indicated the no
prepaid tuition or college savings plan was being considered at the time of the survey.

Prepaid tuition and college savings plans have suffered in recent times in a manner similar to other equities and
stock-based investments. None of the states surveyed indicated that any major changes in existing plans were in
the works for the near future. However, the significant loss of value in many plans, as well as the recent decline in
investor participation, has led to a number of other changes being made in various state plans over the past year.
It remains to be seen how the continued stagnation or decline in equity values will affect the future participation in
and structure of prepaid tuition and college savings plans in the states.

States were asked what consideration, if any, had been given to the impact of tuition prepayment programs or col-
lege savings plans on tuition levels. While most states indicated that no formal discussion or review had occurred,
a sizeable number indicated that concerns had been raised and addressed in the development of or subsequent
review of programs. North Carolina indicated that the consensus between the state guarantor and the public col-
leges was that a prepaid tuition program could have unforeseen consequences on quality and cost, which is what
led the state to focus its efforts in developing a college savings program.
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In other cases, the concerns were reversed and focused on the potential impact on prepaid programs by significant
increases in tuition. Ohio summarized these concerns in noting “the state is more concerned about the effect of
increases in tuition levels on its ability to honor its obligations with respect to the guaranteed tuition plan. Double-
digit increases in tuition, in conjunction with the stock market decline, have prompted a thorough review of the 
fiscal situation of the guaranteed tuition plan.”

Response to Federal Tax Credits

Federal legislation in 1997 created the HOPE Scholarship and Lifetime Learning tax credits for families that report
taxable income. In the survey, states were provided with a list of possible policy responses to these programs (devel-
oped by the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education) and were asked to indicate which had been
taken, which were currently under consideration, and which were not under consideration. A summary of results is
below in Table 9.

Table 9: Response to Federal Tax Legislation

State Policy Response AT1 UC NUC

Raise tuition to take advantage of new tax credits 1 1 41

Take federal tax credits into account when calculating student aid eligibility 6 3 34

Create state-level programs that replicate the federal initiatives 5 5 33

Conform the state tax code to federal policy to simplify the tax process 4 6 30

Create a state prepayment or college savings plan 33 3 8

Publicize the availability of federal tax credits as a means to finance college 17 6 23

Provide bridge loans to students 1 1 40

1 AT = action taken;  UC = under consideration;  NUC = not under consideration.

Concluding Remarks

The relative affordability of higher education will continue to be scrutinized as reduced state appropriations likely
lead to further increases in tuition that outpace inflation. The development of value-based long-term philosophies
and effective strategies for maintaining affordable access to public higher education is imperative as the nation
moves further into the 21st Century.
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Alabama
Sandra K. Woodley
Associate Executive Director, Finance & 

Institutional Research
Alabama Commission on Higher Education
100 North Union Street, Room 782
P.O. Box 302000
Montgomery, AL 36130-2000
Telephone: 334-242-2104   
Fax: 334-242-0270
swoodley@ache.state.al.us

Arizona
Gale Tebeau
Assistant Executive Director, Business & Finance
Arizona Board of Regents
2020 North Central Avenue, Suite 230
Phoenix, AZ  85004-4593
Telephone: 602-229-2522   
Fax: 602-229-2555
E-mail: gale@asu.edu

Arkansas
Julie Bates
Institutional Finance Officer
Arkansas Department of Higher Education
114 East Capitol Avenue
Little Rock, AR  72201
Telephone: 501-371-2025   
Fax: 501-371-2002
E-mail: julieb@adhe.arknet.edu

Connecticut
Mary K. Johnson
Associate Commissioner, 
Finance & Administration
Connecticut Department of Higher Education
61 Woodland Street
Hartford, CT 06105
Telephone: 860-947-1848   
Fax: 860-947-1310
E-mail: mkjohnson@ctdhe.org

Delaware
Alan Phillips
Data Analyst
Delaware Higher Education Commission
820 North French Street
Wilmington, DE  19801
Telephone: 302-577-3240   
Fax: 302-577-6765
E-mail: aphillips@doe.k12.de.us

Florida
Patrick Dallet
Deputy Executive Director
Florida Council for Education Policy, 

Research & Improvement
111 West Madison Street
Suite 574 Pepper Building
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
Telephone: 850-488-7894   
Fax: 850-922-5388
E-mail: dallet.pat@leg.state.fl.us

Georgia
Susan E. Wright
Budget Policy Analyst
Board of Regents, University System of Georgia
270 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30334
Telephone: 404-656-9966   
Fax: 404-656-4259
E-mail: susan.wright@usg.edu

Hawaii
Colleen O. Sathre
Vice President for Planning & Policy
University of Hawaii
2442 Campus Road
Admin Services Building 1, Room 101A
Honolulu, HI  96822
Telephone: 808-956-7075   
Fax: 808-956-9119
E-mail: csathre@hawaii.edu

Appendix A: 
List of Survey Respondents
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Idaho
Keith Hasselquist
Chief Fiscal Officer
Idaho State Board of Education
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID  83720-0037
Telephone: 208-332-1569   
Fax: 208-334-2632
E-mail: khasselq@osbe.state.id.us

Illinois
Debra Smitley
Deputy Director, Budgets & Administration
Illinois Board of Higher Education
431 East Adams Street, 2nd Floor
Springfield, IL 62701-1418
Telephone: 217-557-7351   
Fax: 217-782-8548
E-mail: smitley@ibhe.org

Indiana
Mike Baumgartner
Associate Commissioner for Facilities & 

Financial Affairs
Indiana Commission for Higher Education
101 West Ohio Street, Suite 550
Indianapolis, IN  46204-1971
Telephone: 317-464-4400   
Fax: 317-464-4410
E-mail: mikeb@che.state.in.us

Iowa
Pamela M. Elliott
Director, Business & Finance
Board of Regents, State of Iowa
11260 Aurora Avenue
Urbandale, IA 50322-7905
Telephone: 515-281-3934   
Fax: 515-281-6420
E-mail: pelliott@iastate.edu

Kansas
Marvin Burris
Vice President for Finance & Administration
Kansas Board of Regents
1000 SW Jackson Street, Suite 520
Topeka, KS  66612-1368
Telephone: 785-296-3423   
Fax: 785-296-0983
E-mail: mburris@kbor.org

Kentucky
Linda Jacobs
Associate for Finance
Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 320
Frankfort, KY 40601-8204
Telephone: 502-573-1555   
Fax: 502-573-1535
E-mail: linda.jacobs@mail.state.ky.us

Louisiana
Dr. E. Joseph Savoie
Commissioner
Louisiana Board of Regents
P.O. Box 3677
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-3677
Telephone: 225-342-4253   
Fax: 225-342-9318
E-mail: commish@regents.state.la.us

Maine
Joanne Yestramski
CFO, Treasurer
University of Maine System
107 Maine Avenue
Bangor, ME  04401-1805
Telephone: 207-973-3331
E-mail: JLY@maine.edu

Maryland
Janice Doyle
Assistant Secretary for Finance Policy
Maryland Higher Education Commission
839 Bestgate Road, Suite 400
Annapolis, MD  21401
Telephone: 410-260-4537   
Fax: 410-260-3200
E-mail: jdoyle@mhec.state.md.us

Massachusetts
Deborah D. Hattery
Associate Director of Fiscal Policy
Massachusetts Board of Higher Education
One Ashburton Place, Room 1401
Boston, MA 02108-1696
Telephone: 617-994-6915   
Fax: 617-727-6397
E-mail: jegan@bhe.mass.edu
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Minnesota – UM
Jack Rayburn
University of Minnesota
Minnesota Higher Education Services Office
1450 Energy Park Drive, Suite 350
St. Paul, MN  55108-5227
Telephone: 651-642-0593   
Fax: 651-642-0675
E-mail: rayburn@heso.state.mn.us

Minnesota – MnSCU
Jack Rayburn
Minnesota State Colleges & Universities
Minnesota Higher Education Services Office
1450 Energy Park Drive, Suite 350
St. Paul, MN  55108-5227
Telephone: 651-642-0594   
Fax: 651-642-0676
E-mail: rayburn@heso.state.mn.us

Mississippi
Chris Halliwell
Assistant Director of Budget & Financial Analysis
Mississippi Institutions of Higher Learning
3825 Ridgewood Road
Jackson, MS  39211-6453
Telephone: 601-432-6561   
Fax: 601-432-6990
E-mail: chrish@ihl.state.ms.us

Missouri
John R. Wittstruck
Deputy Commissioner of Higher Education
Missouri Coordinating Board for Higher Education
3515 Amazonas Drive
Jefferson City, MO  65109-5717
Telephone: 573-751-2361   
Fax: 573-751-6635
E-mail: john.wittstruck@mocbhe.gov

Nebraska
Carna Pfeil
Associate Director
Nebraska Coordinating Commission for

Postsecondary Education
P.O. Box 95005
140 North 8th Street, Suite 300
Lincoln, NE  68509-5005
Telephone: 402-471-0029   
Fax: 402-471-2886
E-mail: cpfeil@ccpe.state.ne.us

Nevada
Dan Miles
Vice Chancellor for Finance & Administration
University & Community College System of Nevada
2601 Enterprise Road
Reno, NV  89512
Telephone: 775-784-4905   
Fax: 775-784-1127
E-mail: dmiles@nevada.edu

Ginny Wiswell
Budget & Finance Coordinator
University & Community College System of Nevada
2601 Enterprise Road
Reno, NV  89512
Telephone: 775-784-4036   
Fax: 775-784-1127
wiswell@nevada.edu

New Hampshire
Robert K. Toutkoushian
Executive Director, Office of Policy Analysis
University System of New Hampshire
25 Concord Road
Dunlap Center
Durham, NH  03824-3545
Telephone: 603-862-0966   
Fax: 603-862-0909
E-mail: Rob.Toutkoushian@unh.edu

New Jersey
James E. Sulton, Jr., Ph.D.
Executive Director
New Jersey Commission on Higher Education
20 West State Street
P.O. Box 542
Trenton, NJ  08625-0542
Telephone: 609-292-4310   
Fax: 609-292-7225
E-mail: jsulton@che.state.nj.us

New Mexico
Eileen Marrujo Gallegos
Fiscal Analyst
New Mexico Commission On Higher Education
5301 Central NE, Suite 1500
Albuquerque, NM  87108
Telephone: 505-476-6510   
Fax: 505-476-6511
E-mail: degallegos@che.state.nm.us
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New York
Joseph P. Frey
Assistant Commissioner
New York State Education Department
Room 981, Education Building Annex
Albany, NY 12234
Telephone: 518-486-3633   
Fax: 518-486-2254
E-mail: jfrey@mail.nysed.gov

North Carolina
Laura Young
Associate Vice President – Finance
University of North Carolina, Office of the President
910 Raleigh Road, P.O. Box 2688
Chapel Hill, NC  27515-2688
Telephone: 919-962-4599   
Fax: 919-962-0008
E-mail: lyoung@northcarolina.edu

North Dakota
Laura Glatt
Vice Chancellor for Administrative Affairs
North Dakota University System
600 East Boulevard Avenue, Dept. 215
10th Floor, State Capitol
Bismarck, ND  58505-0230
Telephone: 701-328-4116   
Fax: 701-328-2961
E-mail: laura.glatt@ndus.nodak.edu

Ohio
Rich Petrick
Vice Chancellor for Finance
Ohio Board of Regents
30 East Broad Street, 36th Floor
Columbus, OH  43215-3414
Telephone: 614-752-9542   
Fax: 614-466-5800
E-mail: rpetrick@regents.state.oh.us

Oklahoma
Maryanne Maletz
Vice Chancellor
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
655 Research Parkway, Suite 200
Oklahoma City, OK  73104
Telephone: 405-225-9100   
Fax: 405-225-9230
E-mail: mmaletz@osrhe.edu

Sandy Cunningham
Coordinator of Economic Development
Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education
655 Research Parkway, Suite 200
Oklahoma City, OK  73104
Telephone: 405-225-9100   
Fax: 405-225-9230
E-mail: scunningham@osrhe.edu

Pennsylvania
Lois Johnson
Director of Financial Management
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education
2986 North 2nd Street
Dixon University Center
Harrisburg, PA 17110
Telephone: 717-720-4122   
Fax: 717-720-4111
E-mail: loisjohn@sshechan.edu

Rhode Island
William Ferland
Research Analyst
Rhode Island Office of Higher Education
301 Promenade Street
Providence, RI  02908
Telephone: 401-222-6560  Ext. 133   
Fax: 401-222-6111
E-mail: wferland@etal.uri.edu

South Carolina
John E. Smalls
Director of Finance, Facilities, & MIS
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education
1333 Main Street, Suite 200
Columbia, SC  29201
Telephone: 803-737-2260   
Fax: 803-737-2297
E-mail: mbrown@che400.state.sc.us

South Dakota
Monte R. Kramer
Director of Finance & Administration
South Dakota Board of Regents
306 East Capital Avenue, Suite 200
Pierre, SD  57501-2545
Telephone: 605-773-3455   
Fax: 605-773-2422
E-mail: montek@ris.sdbor.edu
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Tennessee
Richard G. Rhoda
Executive Director
Tennessee Higher Education Commission
404 James Robertson Parkway
Parkway Towers, Suite 1900
Nashville, TN  37219-0830
Telephone: 615-741-3605   
Fax: 615-741-6230
E-mail: richard.rhoda@state.tn.us

Texas
Don W. Brown
Commissioner of Higher Education
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board
P.O. Box 12788
Austin, TX  78711
Telephone: 512-427-6101   
Fax: 512-427-6127
E-mail: don.brown@thecb.state.tx.us

Utah
Brad Mortensen
Assistant Commissioner for Finance & Facilities
Utah System of Higher Education
Board of Regents Building, The Gateway
60 South 400 West
Salt Lake City, UT 84101-1284
Telephone: 801-321-7158   
Fax: 801-321-7199
E-mail: bmortensen@utahsbr.edu

Vermont – UVM
Nathan Peters
Director of Financial Analysis & Budgeting
University of Vermont
Waterman Building
Burlington, VT 05405
Telephone: 802-656-1164   
Fax: 802-656-1363
E-mail: nathan.peters@uvm.edu

Vermont – VSC
Tom Robbins
Chief Fiscal Officer
Vermont State Colleges
P.O. Box 359
Waterbury, VT 05676-0359
Telephone: 802-241-2531
E-mail: Robbinst@vsc.edu

Virginia
Dan Hix
Senior Associate for Finance Policy
State Council of Higher Education for Virginia
101 North 14th Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Telephone: 804-225-3188   Fax: 804-225-2604
E-mail: hix@schev.edu

Washington
John Fricke
Fiscal Coordinator
Washington Higher Education Coordinating Board
917 Lakeridge Way
P.O. Box 43430
Olympia, WA 98504-3430
Telephone: 360-753-7826   
Fax: 360-753-7808
E-mail: johnf@hecb.wa.gov

West Virginia
James A. Winter
Director of Finance & Facilities
West Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission
1018 Kanawha Boulevard, East Suite 700
Charleston, WV  25301
Telephone: 304-558-0281   
Fax: 304-558-0259
E-mail: winter@hepc.wvnet.edu

Wisconsin
Andy Richards
Acting Assistant VP for Budget & Planning
University of Wisconsin System
1752 Van Hise Hall
1220 Linden Drive
Madison, WI  53706
Telephone: 608-263-7481   
E-mail: arichards@uwsa.edu

Wyoming
Cheryl A. Hubbard
Director of Budget & Finance
Wyoming Community College Commission
2020 Carey Avenue, 8th Floor
Cheyenne, WY 82002
Telephone: 307-777-5859   
Fax: 307-777-6567
E-mail: chubbard@commission.wcc.edu
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Appendix B: 
Survey Instrument

SURVEY OF 2002-2003 STATE TUITION, FEES, & FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE POLICIES
FOR PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

The purpose of this survey is to solicit information on state-level policies and procedures governing public higher
education tuition, fees, and student financial assistance. For simplicity, the term “tuition” as used in this survey
includes all standard student charges including required “education fees” in states that prohibit tuition per se.

Some questions are intended to update and clarify information collected through SHEEO/WICHE surveys on this
topic in 1996 and 1999. Other questions are new or expanded to reflect the changing financial and political cir-
cumstances in which tuition policies are set. This is not a survey of the actual rates or amounts of current tuition,
since several sources already exist for those data.

Thank you for your participation in this project.

Section A - Tuition Philosophy and Authority

1. a) Which of the following statements best describes the overall tuition philosophy or approach for 
public colleges and universities in your state? (please check one):  

� Tuition should be as low as possible.
� Tuition should be moderate.
� Tuition should be high.
� Tuition policy is guided by institutional-level philosophy or budgetary needs.
� No statewide tuition philosophy exists.
� Other (please describe):

b) Describe, if possible, the rationale for the philosophy stated above (e.g., tuition should be low to 
maximize access, high tuition is combined with high financial aid, institutions best understand their 
fiscal situation, etc.).  

c) Is this tuition policy formalized in the state constitution, by legislative statute, by other rule or policy, or 
not formalized? (please check one):

� Constitution � Statute � Other rule/policy � Not formalized

2. Have recent economic conditions led to any short-term actions or policies on tuition that are in 
conflict with general or long-term philosophies?

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

3.  a) Describe any long-term tuition policy changes in your state in the past three fiscal years–F'00,
F'01, F'02 (not changes in tuition levels).  

b) Are there any potential tuition policy changes under consideration in your state for F'03?  If so, 
please describe. 
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c) Has an official or formal study group or commission on tuition policy been established or appointed in 
your state at any time in the past three fiscal years? If yes, please describe and provide a copy of 
any written report to result from the initiative.

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

d) If a group or commission has not convened in the past three fiscal years, do plans exist for such 
an initiative in the near future?

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

4.   a) Describe the role of each of the following individuals or entities in establishing tuition rates and/or 
policies in your state (advisory/consultative role, decision making authority, no role, etc.).

Governor:  

Legislature:  

State coordinating/governing agency:  

Individual system governing board(s):  

Local district governing board(s) (two-year only):  

Individual institutions:  

Other (Please specify):  

b) Which of the entities on the previous page has primary authority for establishing tuition?

c) If individual institutions have primary authority, which of the following statements best describes 
the nature of their authority? 

� Individual institutions set tuition rates within very strict guidelines or parameters
established by local or state-level entities.

� Individual institutions set tuition rates within moderate or limited guidelines established by 
local or state-level entities.

� Individual institutions set tuition rates with no external restrictions.

d) What incentives, if any, exist at the state or institutional level to minimize tuition increases?

5. How have term limits, or other changes in state legislative culture, affected tuition policies and
philosophy in your state over the past three years?  

6. Indicate which of the following tuition revenue appropriation policies are in place in your state:

� Tuition revenues are controlled and retained by an institution or campus.

� Tuition revenues are deposited into separate state tuition accounts from which all funds must be 
appropriated prior to expenditure for higher education purposes.
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� Tuition revenues are retained at the state level but under the direct control of a state governing or 
coordinating board.

� Tuition revenues are deposited into state general funds, with their return to higher education only 
inferred.

� Other (Please describe): 

Section B - Undergraduate Tuition Setting
1. The following factors may be used by various individuals/groups who set public institution resident tuition 

rates in the states. Using a scale of 1 to 5, please indicate the level of influence exerted by each of the 
factors in decision making about tuition levels in your state. Also note if tuition is directly indexed to each 
of the given factors. If individual institutions are responsible for setting tuition, use your best judgment in 
assessing the role of each factor in the statewide aggregate.

1 = no influence 2 = minimal influence 3 = some influence
4 = moderate influence 5 = significant influence 

Factors Level of Influence
Check if tuition is
directly indexed to 

the factor
a. Consumer Price Index (CPI) �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

b. Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

c. Other cost of living indexes �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

d. State per capita personal or disposable income �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

e. State general fund appropriations �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

f. Tuition charged by peer institutions �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

g. Tuition policies of comparison states �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

h.  Formal or informal analyses or beliefs about the
relative mix of individual and public benefits of 
higher education

�1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

i.    Institutional mission �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

j.    Cost of instruction �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

k.   Prior year's tuition �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

l.    Other student fees or charges �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

m.  Availability of/appropriations for financial aid �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

n.  State workforce needs �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

o.  Public concern or opinion about the cost of 
higher education �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

p.  Media pressure or attention to higher education 
costs �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �

q.  Other (please describe): �1     �2     �3     �4     �5 �
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2. a) Of the above list (a-q), please indicate the three most influential factors in setting resident tuition
rates in your state over the past three fiscal years: 1. 2.          3.

b) Do you anticipate that the relative level of influence of the factors in the above list (a-q) will 
change in the near future?

� Yes � No � Unsure

3. Has there been a curb, cap, freeze or other limit placed on tuition at any time in your state in the past 
three fiscal years?

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

4. Indicate if each of the following types of differential tuition is used for resident students at public 
colleges and universities in your state. 

5. Indicate which of the following statements describes how undergraduate resident tuition is set in your 
state. Please check all that apply.

Types of differential tuition Yes No Unsure
a. Upper division/lower division � � �

b. Undergraduate/graduate � � �

c. Programmatic (varies by major or course) � � �

d. Credit/non-credit � � �

e. In-district/out-of-district (two-year schools only) � � �

f. On-site or classroom based instruction/off-site or distance 
education � � �

g. Credit hours beyond a specific number (e.g., credit hours 
above 140 are charged at a higher rate) � � �

h.   Other (please describe):  � � �

a. Tuition is set per credit hour regardless of how many credits the student is taking. �

b. Tuition is set at a flat rate for full-time students. �

c. A per credit surcharge is imposed at or above a specific number of credit hours. �

d. Tuition is set at a mandated percentage of the cost of undergraduate instruction.  The 
percentage is  __ %. �

e. No formal policy exists on resident tuition setting. �

f.   Other (please describe):  �
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6. Indicate which of the following statements describes how undergraduate nonresident (out-of-state) 
tuition is set in your state. Please check all that apply.

7. Does your state have undergraduate tuition reciprocity agreements with other states?  If yes, please
briefly describe and/or provide a copy of the policy.

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

8. Does your state provide tuition reduction, tuition rebates, and/or loan forgiveness to graduates of 
selected programs/majors who provide service to the state following graduation in given fields or 
professions?  If yes, briefly describe or provide a copy of the policy.

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

9. Please describe any other tuition policies that are present in your state.  

Section C - Fees

In this section, the term "fees" refers to both mandatory and designated fees. Mandatory fees are defined as
charges that most full-time students are required to pay in addition to tuition. Designated fees are defined as
charges that apply to specific classifications only, such as certain courses, programs, services, or groups of students.  

1. a) Describe the philosophy in your state specifically related to student fees (for example, 
fees make up for tuition limitations, fees are institutionally controlled, etc.).

b) Is this fee philosophy formalized in the state constitution, by legislative statute, by other 
rule or policy, or not formalized?

� Constitution � Statute � Other rule/policy � Not formalized

c) Describe any fee policy changes in your state in the past three fiscal years (not changes 
in  fee  levels).  

d) Are there any potential fee policy changes under consideration for F'03?  If so, please 
describe.

e) Has there been a curb, cap, freeze or other limit placed on fees in the past three fiscal 
years?

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

a. Tuition is set at a mandated percentage of the cost of undergraduate instruction. The 
percentage is  __%. �

b. Tuition is indexed to the undergraduate resident tuition (e.g., 2 times the resident tuition 
rate).  The percentage is  __%. �

c. No formal policy exists on nonresident tuition setting. �

d.  Other (please describe):  �
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2. Describe the relationship (formal or informal) between the tuition policies and fee policies in your state (e.g., 
viewed as similar but different source of funds, no relationship, etc.).  

3. Please indicate which entities in your state have the authority to set mandatory and/or designated fees.  
Check all that apply.

Section D - Student Financial Aid 

1. a) Describe the student financial aid philosophy or policy in your state including both need-based and 
merit-based aid (aid should reward achievement, aid should promote access, etc.).

b) Is this financial aid policy formalized in the state constitution, by legislative statute, by other rule or 
policy, or not formalized?

� Constitution � Statute � Other rule/policy � Not formalized

2. The following are a list of possible goals of student financial aid policy. Understanding that multiple
programs might exist in your state to meet a variety of objectives, please indicate, using a scale of 1
to 5, the relative influence of each of the goals in the creation and adjustment of a comprehensive 
financial aid program.

1 = no influence 2 = minimal influence 3 = some influence
4 = moderate influence 5 = significant influence 

Authority to set fees Mandatory Designated
a. Governor � �

b. Legislature � �

c. State coordinating/governing agency � �

d. Individual system governing board(s) � �

e. Local district governing board(s) (two-year only) � �

f. Individual institutions � �

g.   Other (please describe):  � �

Goal of Financial Aid Policy Level of Influence

a. Promote broad access to higher education �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
b. Improve the affordability of higher education �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
c. Facilitate student choice among higher education providers in the state �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
d. Help equalize tuitions between public and private institutions in the state �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
e. Promote the retention and eventual graduation of students from college �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
f. Recognize talent and reward effort of students �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
g. Prepare and place students into specific careers �1     �2     �3     �4     �5
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a) Which of these goals (a-g) has the greatest influence on financial aid policy in your state?  

b) Describe any financial aid policy changes (not financial aid appropriations) in the last three fiscal 
years.  

c) Are there any potential financial aid policy changes under consideration for F'03?  If so, 
please describe. 

3. Describe the overall relationship (formal or informal) between tuition policies and financial aid policies
in your state (e.g., high tuition/high aid, no relationship, unsure, etc.), including any differences that 
might exist between college/university sectors.  

4. Do financial aid policies differ for students attending public vs. private institutions in your state?  

� Yes (please describe): � No � Unsure

5. Check which, if any, of the following student financial assistance programs your state offers. 

Section E - Affordability 

1. Describe any initiatives being discussed in your state to address the affordability of college for students and 
their families. Include any initiatives or collaboration with other agencies to provide consumer information on 
college price and the financing of higher education, including financial aid programs. Please send a copy of 
any written materials developed in your state.

2. Have you utilized either the NACUBO methodology ("Explaining College Costs") or the National Committee 
on Cost report ("Straight Talk About College Costs and Prices") in developing public relations materials 
about the cost of college and university study in your state?

� Yes � No

Student Assistance Programs Offered under
state statute 

Offered through
a formal policy

but not 
in statute

Offered at 
discretion of
institutions

Not offered

a. Need-based grants � � � �

b. General, statewide merit-based scholarships � � � �

c.  Specifically targeted merit-based scholarships � � � �

d. Loan forgiveness programs (including 
conditional scholarships) � � � �

e. State-funded work-study programs � � � �

f. State-funded guaranteed loans � � � �

g. Programs designed to increase access/
participation of members of specific 
groups/populations

� � � �

h. State tax credits or tax deductions � � � �

i.   Other (please specify):  � � � �
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3. Please indicate if your state is considering any new development of, or any changes in, either a prepaid 
tuition program or a college savings plan.  

4. What consideration, if any, has been given in your state to the impact of tuition prepayment programs or 
college savings plans on tuition levels?  By whom?  

5. Below is a list of possible state policy responses to the 1997 federal legislation creating various education 
tax credits and deductions, including the HOPE Scholarship and Lifetime Learning tax  credits. Check 
which of the following actions have been taken in your state, those currently under consideration, and 
those not under consideration.

Note: These options are based on The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education's 1998 report, Maximizing the Effectiveness of
the New Federal Tuition Tax Credits (July, 1998).

Section F - Summary

1. Please describe any differences in philosophy or policy concerning tuition, fees, and student financial 
aid at public two-year vs. four-year institutions in your state.  

2. Please provide any additional comment on any individual item or section of this survey.  

Respondent Information

State/Agency:  

Name of Respondent:  

Title:  

Phone:  Fax:  

E-mail:  

Thank you for your assistance in completing this survey.  

Action ActionTaken Under 
consideration

Not under
consideration

a. Raise tuition to take advantage of new tax credits. � � �

b. Take federal tax credits into account when calculating state 
student aid eligibility. � � �

c. Create state-level programs that replicate the federal initiatives. � � �

d. Conform the state tax code to federal policy to simplify the 
tax process for families. � � �

e. Create a state prepayment or college savings plan. � � �

f. Publicize the availability of federal tax credits as a means to 
finance college. � � �

g. Provide bridge loans to students. � � �

h.   Other (please describe):  � � �
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Please return your completed survey by following these steps:

• Save the document (you can use the same document name or create a unique name)

• Attach the saved document to an e-mail message

• Send to crasmussen@sheeo.org

You can also print your completed document and send via fax or standard mail to:

Chris Rasmussen
State Higher Education Executive Officers
700 Broadway, Suite 1200
Denver, CO  80202-3460
Phone:  303-299-3671     
Fax: 303-296-9016
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