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Overview

Lumina Foundation for Education created the Dreamkeepers Emergency Financia Aid Pro-
gram and the Angel Fund Program to provide emergency financial assistance to community
college students who are at risk of dropping out. Both programs are three-year pilot projects
administered, respectively, by Scholarship America and the American Indian College Fund.
Eleven community colleges are participating in Dreamkeepers; 26 Triba Colleges and Univer-
sities (TCUs) are participating in Angel Fund. Each Dreamkeepers college receives $100,000
over three years; each TCU receives $10,000 over five years. The colleges are responsible for
designing the programs and raising matching funds to sustain them.

MDRC will evauate the programs over three years. This report describes early findings from
interviews conducted with administrators and students (Dreamkeepers), an online survey and
administrator reports (Angel Fund), and information on student aid recipients submitted by the
colleges. Among the key findings:

o The Dreamkeepers colleges have disbursed awards ranging from $12 to $2,286 to over 600
students; the average award was $293. Seventeen Angel Fund colleges have disbursed
nearly 400 awards ranging from $20 to $1,500; the average award was $220.

o For both programs, housing and transportation problems were the top reasons for students
requesting aid. Students generally felt the aid helped them remain in college. Some said that
the decision-making process was not transparent, and that it took too long to receive aid.

o Eight Dreamkeepers colleges give grants; three offer loans. Aid approval processes range
from casua to formal, and from immediate approval to await of weeks. Many programs are
not advertised widely for fear that they will be overwhelmed by requests. Students usually
learn about the aid from financial aid staff, but sometimes from faculty or fellow students.

o At some Dreamkeepers colleges, there were large differences between the gender or ethnic
and racia composition of the student body and that of the students who received aid. Mae
and Hispanic students, for example, were lesslikely to receive emergency assistance.

o Caolleges in both programs faced some common implementation challenges: defining what
constitutes an emergency, determining how best to publicize the program, and building an
efficient structure for reviewing and approving applications for aid. Some ingtitutions, par-
ticularly the tribal colleges, needed assistance with fundraising strategies, and many col-
leges would benefit from enhanced programmatic support from Scholarship America or the
American Indian College Fund.

MDRC will continue to evaluate the two programs through 2007. A fina report will describe
both programs' evolution and the academic outcomes of Dreamkeepers aid recipients.
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Preface

Community colleges are a critical resource for low-income people striving to improve
their prospects in the labor market. Y et too many community college students drop out without
earning a credential. MDRC' s research has found that students view insufficient financial aid as
one of the top barriers to completing their education.

In 2004, Lumina Foundation for Education, which is committed to funding strategies to
help community college students accomplish their academic and personal gods, asked MDRC
to evaluate two pilot emergency financia aid programs. the Dreamkeepers Emergency Finan-
cia Aid Program and the Angel Fund Program. The programs are administered by Scholarship
America and the American Indian College Fund, respectively, at 11 community colleges and 26
tribal colleges and universities. They provide grants or loans to help students who are at risk of
dropping out because of unexpected financial crises.

This interim report shares some early findings on the design and implementation of the
two programs, and offers some recommendations to the colleges and to Scholarship America
and the American Indian College Fund. Dreamkeepers and Angel Fund have succeeded in dis-
bursing awards to more than 900 students since January 2005, a solid accomplishment for
newly launched programs. As with most pilot projects, the institutions have encountered some
implementation and operationa challenges that they must address as their programs develop:
how to define an emergency, how to inform needy students about the emergency aid, and how
to build the right administrative structure. MDRC is continuing to evaluate the programs, and a
final report with more complete information on their operations and outcomes for students will
be published in 2008.

Gordon L. Berlin
President
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Many community college students face unexpected financia emergencies. Hesalth care
bills, arise in gas prices, a sudden reduction of work hours, or unexpected textbook costs can
cause afinancid crisis that interrupts a student’s education. Lumina Foundation for Education
provided grants to develop the Dreamkeepers Emergency Financia Aid Program and the Angel
Fund Program to help students who might otherwise have to leave school because of such cri-
ses. The programs were designed with three overarching goals:

e To support the development of an infrastructure to offer emergency financial
aid at participating colleges,

e To learn whether and to what extent emergency assistance helps students
stay enrolled in college; and

e To promote the long-term sustainability of an emergency aid program at the
participating colleges.

The Dreamkeepers and the Angel Fund Programs are being piloted at 37 institutions
across the United States (see Figure 1.1).

Eleven community colleges are participating in the Dreamkeepers program. These 11
colleges are also taking part in Achieving the Dream: Community Colleges Count, a multifac-
eted nationa initiative aimed at helping community college students succeed in school — par-
ticularly those from traditionally underserved groups. Each college participating in Dreamkeep-
ersis receiving $100,000 over a three-year period to support emergency aid. (One exception is
Wayne Community College, a small ingtitution in North Carolina, which requested a smaller
grant of $20,000.) All the colleges are expected to match the grants they receive dollar for dollar
to augment and sustain the Dreamkeepers program.

The Angel Fund program is being piloted at 26 of the nation’s 32 Tribal Colleges and
Universities (TCUs). TCUs serve approximately 30,000 students nationwide, 85 percent of
whom live at or below the nation’ s poverty level.! Lumina Foundation provided $10,000 in seed
money to each college, and the colleges committed to raising an additiona $10,000 a year for
fiveyearsin order to sustain their programs.

*American Indian College Fund (2006b).
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Both the Dreamkeepers and Angel Fund colleges are supported by a nationa intermedi-
ary organization that assists in the disbursement of funds and provides technical assistance. Schol-
arship America, anonprofit organization based in Edina, Minnesota, functions as the intermediary
for Dreamkeepers, and the American Indian College Fund, located in Denver, isthe intermediary
for the triba colleges. Both organizations re-grant funds to the participating colleges to develop
their programs on campus. The organizations aso provide technical assistance on program ad-
ministration and fundraising. In turn, the colleges are responsible for establishing specific guide-
linesfor aid digibility and award levels, aswell as awarding the funds to qudified students.

Because the Dreamkeepers and Angel Fund colleges have a high degree of flexibility in
developing all aspects of their programs, their experiences can offer practical lessons to other
colleges and funders interested in operating emergency financial aid programs. The Lumina
Foundation asked MDRC to capture these lessons and evaluate the two programs. The evalua-
tion will examine four main topics:

Program Design and Implementation

A primary focus will be on consdering how colleges organized their programs. For ex-
ample: How did they determine dligibility criteria and the definition of an emergency? How do
students hear about the program? What is the application and disbursement process? Is the pro-
gram structured as agrant or aloan? The evauation will aso consider the experiences and percep-
tions of college adminigtration and students: Why are students requesting aid? What is the level of
demand? How do students and the adminitration regard the progran' s utility and efficacy?

Student Characteristics and Outcomes

The evaluation will describe the students who receive emergency aid at both Angel
Fund and Dreamkeepers participating colleges. It will aso examine retention and progress of
students in the Dreamkeepers program. For example, what are the demographic characteristics
of students who receive aid? What are their educationa trgectories? How do they compare with
the larger student body?

Role of the Intermediary Organizations

The evduation will consider the role and involvement of the two intermediary organiza-
tions. Scholarship America and the American Indian College Fund. What assistance do they
provide to the colleges? How helpful, from the colleges perspective, isthe technical assistance?
How could it be improved? What are the management |essons?



Sustainability

Findly, the evaluation will consider how the colleges have worked to sustain their pro-
grams in the long term. How much do each of the colleges raise in matching funds? Who are
the contributors? What fundraising strategies seem to work best?

To answer these questions, MDRC has begun data collection efforts that will continue
through mid-2007. First, MDRC has relied on field research to better understand how colleges
have implemented and operated the Dreamkeepers program. MDRC attended a September 2005
meeting in Minnesota of Dreamkeepers administrators, conducting focus groups with attendees
and observing sessions facilitated by Scholarship America. During this meeting, the researchers
also conducted a structured interview with Scholarship America staff. In addition, MDRC vis-
ited five of the 11 Dreamkeepers colleges during April and May 2006: Gaveston College,
Wayne Community College, Central New Mexico Community College, Mountain Empire
Community College, and Santa Fe Community College. During these site visits, MDRC spoke
with all relevant program administrators and staff, and also had the opportunity to interview or
hold focus groups with 22 student aid recipients.

To learn more about program operations at the Angel Fund ingtitutions, an online sur-
vey was administered in June 2006 to collect basic data on program characteristics.? Seventeen
Angel Fund administrators responded to the survey. In addition, brief narrative reports from the
Angd Fund colleges were reviewed. To track the outcomes of students who received Dream-
keepers aid, MDRC will make use of data from the student access database created for the
Achieving the Dream initiative. These data, collected by JBL Associates in Bethesda, Mary-
land, will provide information on semester-to-semester retention and grade point averages for
students who received awards. MDRC will also analyze self-reported data on characteristics of
student recipients and awards submitted to Scholarship America from the participating Dream-
keepers colleges. During 2007, MDRC will visit a selection of Angel Fund colleges, as well as
conduct further implementation research with the Dreamkeepers cohort.

This interim report shares some early findings on program design and implementation
for both programs, and begins to examine the role of the two intermediary organizations. Chap-
ter Two describes the colleges participating in Dreamkeepers and focuses on their early imple-
mentation efforts. Chapter Three describes the Angel Fund colleges and the results of an online
survey conducted in mid-2006. Finally, Chapter Four assesses the early lessons of both pro-
grams and offers some recommendations to intermediary organizations and the colleges.

“Based on the evaluation schedule and available resources, site visits were not made to Angel Fund Colleges.



Chapter 2

The Dreamkeepers Program

To select acohort of collegesto participate in an emergency financial aid pilot program,
Scholarship America convened an advisory group of community college administrators and
other stakeholders to organize a recruitment and selection process. The advisory group decided
to issue gpplications to the first cohort of 27 colleges already participating in the Achieving the
Dream initiative. The colleges participating in Achieving the Dream were chosen, in part, be-
cause they enroll large numbers of low-income students and students of color — groups with
high rates of attrition who have been traditionally underserved in the education system. They
also had an infrastructure in place to support program implementation and assessment.

Colleges were selected based on three main criteria: the ability to effectively administer
the program; the ability and commitment to collect data on student participants and track stu-
dent retention outcomes; and the commitment to raise matching funds to sustain the aid pro-
gram over the long term. Twenty-two Achieving the Dream colleges applied to be in the
Dreamkeepers program. While it was originaly planned for 10 colleges to receive grants, 11
colleges were ultimately chosen.

Description of Dreamkeepers Colleges

Appendix Tables A.1 and A.2 present descriptive characteristics of the Dreamkeepers
colleges, based on federal data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System. The
selection committee intentionally tried to distribute the funds among colleges in a variety of
geographical settings, including large, midsize, and small communities. The mgjority of col-
leges are small, with eight ingtitutions serving an enrollment of fewer than 3,000 full-time
equivalent (FTE) students. The remaining three colleges have an FTE enrollment of between
12,000 and 18,000 students. At the majority of the colleges, two-thirds or more of the students
are part time — though three ingtitutions based in rural North Carolina, Texas, and Virginiaen-
roll amuch higher proportion of full-time students.

Across all the colleges, more women attend than men. Roughly two-thirds of the stu-
dents across Dreamkeepers colleges are female. The ethnic composition of these schools largely
reflects the communities they serve. The North Carolina colleges enroll the highest proportion
of black students, and the Southwestern colleges (Texas and New Mexico) enroll the highest
proportion of Hispanic students. The Virginia colleges have the largest number of white, non-
Hispanic students, while the Florida colleges have large numbers of black and Hispanic stu-
dents. Some colleges, such as Santa Fe Community College, enroll arelatively smal proportion



of students under the age of 25, while at other ingtitutions, such as Hillsborough Community
College, as many as 61 percent of the students are under the age of 25.

Perhaps most importantly to the Dreamkeepers program, a significant proportion of stu-
dents a dl of the colleges demondtrate financia need. At least haf the students across dl the col-
leges receive some form of aid; a Santa Fe Community College and Mountain Empire Commu-
nity College, more than 90 percent of students receive financial assstance. Federd ad is dso
prevaent at these ingtitutions, with students at Santa Fe recelving the highest average federa grant
of $3,500. The lowest federd grant amount average is $1,700 at Durham Technicad Community
College, where 50 percent of the student body receives federd aid. These variations reflect acom-
bination of student need and cost of attendance. Annual tuition and fees at the Dreamkeepers col-
leges in 2004-2005 ranged from $1,005 at Santa Fe to $2,095 at Mountain Empire.

Program Implementation

The 11 colleges participating in the Dreamkeepers Financial Aid Program enjoyed con-
siderable flexibility in designing and administering their programs. The parameters were inten-
tionaly left open so that the colleges could determine the structure that fit best with their needs
and context. Colleges have experimented with various structural arrangements. The following
sections describe the number and characteristics of award recipients, and the various program
characteristics, including the type of awards given, advertisng and outreach mechanisms, and
the application, selection, and disbursement processes.

Number and Characteristics of Award Recipients

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 offer a description of the awards, along with the characteristics of
their recipients, that were disbursed during calendar year 2005. (It should be noted that colleges
began disbursing aid at different times during the year.) These data are culled from reports
given to Scholarship America by the Dreamkeepers colleges.

The colleges distributed a total of 681 Dreamkeepers awards, in the form of either
grants or loans, to 654 students during 2005, totaling $199,812 (25 students received two
awards and one student received three awards). Central New Mexico Community College gave
the highest number of awards (196), while Mountain Empire gave the fewest (20). There was
some correlation between the size of the college and the number of awards (large colleges dis-
bursed more awards than small colleges), though this was not uniform. For example, Galveston
College, a midsize ingtitution, gave the second-highest number of awards at 157. Durham gave
the largest award in 2005 ($2,286), while Central New Mexico offered the smallest ($12).
Across the ingtitutions, the average award ranged from $140 to just over $800. Eight of the 11
colleges gave some students more than one award, but this did not happen often.



Dreamkeepersand Angel Fund Emergency Financial Aid

Table2.1

Characteristics of Award Payments and Recipients at Dreamkeepers Colleges
in Florida and New Mexico, January 2005 - December 2005

Florida New Mexico
Central

Broward  Hillsborough New Mexico SantaFe
Community Community Community ~ Community
College College College College
Location Ft. Lauderdale Tampa | Albuquerque SantaFe
Number of awards 36 68 196 38
Number of recipients’ 36 66 190 34
Female (%) 83.3 57.6 67.4 61.8
Male (%) 16.7 424 326 38.2
Asian (%) 0.0 30 21 0.0
African-American (%) 77.8 48.5 6.8 0.0
Hispanic (%) 5.6 18.2 37.9 61.8
Native American (%) 2.8 0.0 189 5.9
White (%) 111 30.3 253 29.4
Multiracia (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other (%) 0.0 0.0 6.3 29
Unknown (%) 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of students receiving multiple awards 0 2 6 3
Minimum aid received ($) 250 61 12 60
Maximum aid received ($) 600 450 435 900
Average aid received (%) 444 349 140 452

(continued)



Table 2.1 (continued)

Florida New Mexico
Central
Broward  Hillsborough New Mexico SantaFe
Community Community Community ~ Community
College College College College
Reasons for requesting aid” (%)
Books 0.0 100.0 38.3 7.9
Child care 5.6 0.0 0.5 0.0
Housing 22.2 0.0 245 34.2
Mesals 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Transportation 333 0.0 10.2 28.9
Tuition 19.4 100.0 0.0 13.2
Other 19.4 0.0 255 39.5

SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on data collected by Scholarship America.

NOTES: Calculations for this table used available data for those students who received a Dreamkeepers grant from
their respective college. The Scholarship America database does not include records for those students who applied
but were denied funding. The database contains records on payments made between 01/03/2005 and 12/15/2005.

Percentage totals may not add to 100%.

*Differences between the number of awards and recipients are attributed to some students having received
multiple payments. The row "Number of students receiving multiple awards' indicates to whom this applies.

Percentage totals may not add to 100% because of missing data.

bPercentage totals may exceed 100% because students may request Dreamkeepers aid for multiple needs.



Dreamkeepersand Angel Fund Emer gency Financial Aid
Table2.2

Characteristics of Award Payments and Recipients at Dreamkeeper s Colleges
in North Carolina, Texas, and Virginia, January 2005 - December 2005

North Carolina Texas Virginia
Durham Mountain

Technical Martin Wayne Coastal Empire  Patrick Henry
Community Community ~ Community Bend Galveston Community Community
College College College | College College College College
Location Durham  Williamston Goldshoro | Beeville Galveston | Big Stone Gap Martinsville
Number of awards 33 23 50 23 157 20 37
Number of recipients® 29 22 50 21 151 18 37
Female (%) 724 68.2 76.0 714 76.2 61.1 75.7
Male (%) 27.6 27.3 24.0 28.6 238 389 24.3
Asian (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13 0.0 27
African-American (%) 69.0 59.1 70.0 0.0 48.3 0.0 351
Hispanic (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.9 245 0.0 0.0
Native American (%) 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
White (%) 27.6 36.4 26.0 38.1 258 100.0 62.2
Multiracial (%) 34 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Race/ethnicity unknown (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of students receiving multiple awards 4 1 0 2 6 2 0
Minimum aid received ($) 36 50 83 130 128 50 95
Maximum aid received ($) 2,286 600 400 546 1,591 600 1,881
Average aid received ($) 744 290 206 285 190 382 809

(continued)
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Table 2.2 (continued)

North Carolina Texas Virginia

Durham Mountain
Technical Martin Wayne Coastal Empire  Patrick Henry
Community ~ Community ~ Community Bend Galveston Community Community
College College College | College College College College

Reasons for requesting aid” (%)

Books 6.1 13.0 22.0 13.0 0.0 5.0 27
Child care 6.1 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Housing 485 174 420 304 32 30.0 48.6
Medls 9.1 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0
Transportation 39.4 34.8 32.0 39.1 13 35.0 324
Tuition 3.0 174 0.0 174 0.0 15.0 0.0
Other 60.6 17.4 4.0 4.3 95.5 50.0 64.9

SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on data collected by Scholarship America.

NOTES: Calculations for this table used available data for those students who received a Dreamkeepers grant from their respective college. The
Scholarship America database does not include records for those students who applied but were denied funding. The database contains records on payments
made between 01/03/2005 and 12/15/2005. Percentage totals may not add to 100%.

Differences between the number of awards and recipients are attributed to some students having received multiple payments. The row "Number of
students receiving multiple awards" indicates to whom this applies. Percentage totals may not add to 100 % because of missing data.

PPercentage totals may exceed 100% because students may request Dreamkeepers aid for multiple needs.



All colleges gave more awards to women than men. Some colleges had rather large
gender disparities. At Broward Community College, for example, 83 percent of the grants went
to female students. Women accounted for more than 70 percent of recipients at five other col-
leges. Asnoted earlier, al of the colleges enroll more women than men, but the gender disparity
among award recipients was greater in many cases than the enrollment would predict.

Large percentages of Dreamkeepers award recipients were African-American. In fact,
a eight of the 11 ingtitutions, African-American students were “overrepresented” among the
recipients. For example, Wayne Community College's student body is 32 percent African-
American, but 70 percent of the award recipients were African-American. Conversaly, based on
student body characteristics, Hispanic students appeared to be dightly “underrepresented” at
nine ingtitutions. Hispanic students were significantly overrepresented at only one institution —
Santa Fe — by approximately 20 percentage points.® The tendency of certain groups, such as
women and African-Americans, to receive a disproportionate amount of aid may be areflection
of disproportionate levels of poverty or a tendency to experience more financial crises —
though it could aso reflect gaps in communication or outreach. MDRC's future evaluation
work will explore thisissue.

Program Characteristics: Types of Awards Given

Dreamkeepers colleges decided to adopt either a grant or a loan program structure.
Eight of the 11 colleges decided to operate their program as a grant, and three elected to offer
loans. Many colleges carefully considered the administrative and philosophical ramifications of
these options. For example, the administrators at Mountain Empire considered structuring their
program as a loan, but ultimately determined that loan collection would add an extra layer of
complication. They were aso concerned that students would not be fully helped if they had to
pay back funds.* In contrast, Santa Fe decided to structure the program as aloan, with aforgive-
ness clause linked to academic performance.

MDRC visited two of the colleges with loan programs. Wayne and Santa Fe. Their loan
programs share a number of common features. Since the financia aid office has the ability to
know what loans and grants are expected for each student, students are essentialy offered an
“advance” on their financia aid at both institutions. The monies are then automatically deducted
from each student’s aid package. Both institutions have aso made provisions to forgive loans

*These disparities must be interpreted with caution, since the pool of total enrollments does not match up
exactly to the entire pool of eligible students for Dreamkeepers. Additionally, the total number of students who
receive aid at some collegesissmal.

“Program administrators expressed some confusion regarding whether program guidelines allowed col-
legesto offer aloan rather than agrant. Some administrators clearly remembered being told that the funds were
to be structured as agrant, while others did not recall any specific instruction.
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for students who do not qudify for financial aid or have exceptiona hardships. For example, an
administrator at Santa Fe described an exception made for a single mother who had recently
been kicked out of her family’s home with her children. This woman did not qudify for finan-
cia aid, but dueto her difficult personal circumstances, she did not have to repay her loan.

The structure of these loan programs differed in afew ways. For example, Santa Fe re-
cently implemented a three-tracked structure. In the first track, students pay back the loan in
full, without any forgiveness (thisis targeted more toward students who are near graduation). In
the second track, students do not pay back the loan at al — asin the case mentioned above —
and the loan becomes a grant. In the third track, students who successfully complete the follow-
ing semester get a reimbursement check for half the total loan amount they received, assuming
they already paid back the loan. The first reimbursement checks were dated to be issued during
the summer of 2006. Durham has aso experimented with linking loan forgiveness to student
retention. Durham forgives half of students loans if they complete the following semester; if
they persist to subsequent semesters, they gradualy forgive the entire loan. So far, Wayne's
loan program has no forgiveness clause.

MDRC asked several students about their perceptions of a grant versus aloan. One stu-
dent who had received aloan commented that she would not have applied for a scholarship or a
grant because she would have assumed she did not qualify. Another loan recipient felt that the
program should be structured as a grant: “1 think you should not have to pay it back. Or maybe
pay 10 percent back. There should be people who sponsor the program. We are students and we
are trying to make money.” Generaly, though, students seemed pleased with the structure in
place at their respective ingtitutions. Most students who received grants claimed they supported
the current grant structure, while most students who received loans supported the |oan structure.

Program Characteristics: Advertising and Outreach Mechanisms

During interviews and focus groups, administrators expressed concern that advertising
Dreamkeepers too widely could create an influx of students applying for “free money.” There-
fore, most administrators decided to rely on faculty and staff to communicate to students they
knew rather than to make general public announcements. Many administrators directed faculty
and staff, via e-mail and meetings, to consider Dreamkeepers as a program for promising stu-
dents with unanticipated emergencies. Student recipients who attended focus groups mostly re-
ported hearing about the program from an administrator in the financial aid office. In some
cases, students had ongoing relationships with staff in the financial aid office, though in other
cases they had simply “stopped in.” For example, a few students had work-study jobs in the fi-
nancia aid office, and were privy to information about available scholarships. Other students
had relationships with staff who advised them to apply for the program. With one or two excep-

12



tions, students who attended focus groups did not hear about the Dreamkeepers program from
formal advertising efforts.

When students were asked if they told many of their peers about the program, a maor-
ity reported they did so selectively — lending credence to administrators concerns that there
could be a stampede of requests. A few students suggested that it was important that the funds
be “protected” from abuse. A few students had not told anybody about the program but said
they would if the situation called for it. One student explained, “I would only tell someone
about it if they had a dire emergency.” On the other hand, afew students expressed concern that
not enough students had heard about the availability of the funds. A student at Mountain Empire
suggested the program be advertised more “for those who don’t know about it,” and a student at
Galveston remarked that the program seemed “hidden” from students.

Program Characteristics: Application, Selection, and Disbursement
Processes

Determining digibility criteria for the Dreamkeepers program was an important step in
the colleges design of their programs. With limited funds and presumably a greet need, institu-
tions had relatively wide discretion in developing these criteria. The colleges established both
formal and informa mechanisms to determine eligibility. Some criteria were common to many of
the colleges. For example, seven ingditutions determined that students should have a grade point
average (GPA) of 2.0 or higher, though some schools were willing to make exceptions. Most
schools aso added minimum credit criteria so that firgt-time students with no credits or GPA were
ineligible. Other digibility criteria usudly included a minimum of part-time enrollment and a con-
Sderation of whether the student had already received an emergency grant or [oan.

Few students in the focus groups appeared aware of the forma digibility requirements.
A couple of students thought they had understood them, but realized during the discussion in the
focus group that they had not. However, many students did recall receiving written materials
and verba explanations about digibility requirements. Some students said that they smply did
not read the materials they received.

Students and administrators described an eligibility determination process that began in-
formally during the student’ s prescreening conversation with financia aid office staff. In some
cases, frontline workers — including work-study students — questioned students about their
eligibility and their reasons for applying before offering them an application. Interviews with
administrators suggested that they encouraged many workers to offer applications liberaly so
that students could get to the next step of the process.

Most ingtitutions required students to fill out paper applications. Severa colleges adso
expected a written statement from students regarding their need. These applications were usu-

13



aly no longer than a page and could be filled out in amatter of minutes. At Santa Fe, the written
application helped students understand the guidedines for the “definition of emergency” by de-
scribing categories and the maximum amount awarded. Santa Fe was the only one of the five
colleges that assigned upper dollar limits to arange of emergency categories on the application.
For example, when students filled out the form, they learned that the maximum amount
awarded for child care expenses was $300; for rent, $500; and for car repair, $100.

In addition to written applications, it was common for colleges to require verification of
need or other documentation before considering a request for aid. Some examples included
lease agreements, copies of overdue utility bills, car repair estimates, and medica bills. How-
ever, there was wide variation in the level of documentation required. Galveston, for example,
asked students who requested help with car repairs to submit as many as three estimates before
they could approve a grant. Patrick Henry Community College required students to take a stan-
dardized assessment test that measured their study skills and motivation. Notably, neither of the
loan programs visited by MDRC (Santa Fe and Wayne) required formal documentation.

Central New Mexico required that two faculty members send supporting letters before
students could receive emergency aid. A few students thought this requirement created an awk-
ward situation. One student described a resistant faculty member who believed that issues re-
lated to a student’s financia well-being went beyond the normal faculty-student relationship.
Students at some of the other colleges complained that they had to jump through hoops to get a
grant. For example, at Galveston, some students expressed frustration at having to produce addi-
tiona documentation after they thought their application was complete.

Most of the colleges required a face-to-face interview. However, the importance of the
interview in determining eligibility varied considerably by institution. At some colleges, such as
Santa Fe and Mountain Empire, the interview played a key role in determining the merit of a
student’s request for aid. At Mountain Empire, for example, the director of Student Services
interviewed students for 45 minutes. At Centrad New Mexico, support staff generaly inter-
viewed students. One staff person said, “[During the interview], | try to get an idea of how des-
perate their need is.” Most administrators and staff said they valued the interview component of
the application process. Some administrators thought the interview supplemented and human-
ized the student’s written application, and they used the time as an opportunity to suggest
changes to the application. Perhaps most importantly, many administrators said they discussed
budgeting and other financial aid opportunities during the interview.

Colleges created various administrative structures to approve applications for aid, rang-
ing from highly formalized to more casual. Among the colleges visited, Galveston had the
strictest measures of accountability and the most formalized selection process. A five-member
committee of high-ranking administrators at the college — including the vice president for
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Academic and Student Affairs, the dean of Workforce Development, and the dean of Learning
Resources, Distance Education, and Continuing Education — reviewed materials individualy.
Thefinancia ad office, which helped assemble the materials and conducted an initia interview
with students, did not participate in the decision-making process. Because the committee often
did not meet as a group, applicationstraveled serialy from member to member until three of the
five reviewers approved the application. Committee members believed the process took only a
few days. Some students in the focus groups, however, reported it could take several weeks.
During the Minnesota meeting of Dreamkeepers colleges, a representative from Broward aso
described asimilar committee structure of five high-ranking administrators to decide awards.

At the other end of the spectrum, at Santa Fe, the director of Financial Aid was author-
ized to make a decison on Dreamkeepers assistance following a brief interview with the stu-
dent. The director reviewed the student’s financial aid profile during the interview, in addition
to discussing the student’s need for emergency assistance. This particular administrator empha:
sized his lengthy experience at judging the character of students during the interview. This per-
spective was shared by administrators from other collegeswho said that they relied on their “gut
ingtinct” after years of experience in gauging students sincerity and need for assistance.

Central New Mexico's approach to aid decisions fell in between those taken by Galves-
ton and Santa Fe. It instituted a three-person committee that meets twice a week to vet applica
tions. The committee members include the director of Financid Aid, the director of Develop-
ment, and an administrator in the Scholarship Office. They review the documentation submitted
by students and conduct follow-up interviews on an as-needed basis. One administrator at Cen-
tral New Mexico said, “We have stringent requirements...but | don’t want students dropping
out because of $50.”

The time that elapsed between students' applications and receipt of money ranged from
the same day to several weeks. This was an issue of considerable discussion among students in
the focus groups. At one college, students reported receiving money within the hour of their
interview. At another, students reported waiting severa weeks before a decision was made. In
two cases, students said they would not apply if they had to do it over again because of the long
turnaround time and the stress of waiting without knowing the status of their application.

Most colleges preferred to issue a check to vendors (such as landlords, utility compa-
nies, or car repair shops) rather than to students directly, though there were a few exceptions.
For example, Mountain Empire issued checks to students directly. At Santa Fe, students were
given cash payments because many did not have checking accounts.

Students generally applied for a specific dollar amount, but colleges sometimes made
their own determination of how much to award. Administrators acknowledged theat it was chal-
lenging to determine the gppropriate amount. Even in cases where the student provided documen-
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tation, some adminigtrators questioned whether a particular amount was reasonable, and would
rely on persond experiences or contacts to make a judgment. For example, when determining the
appropriate reimbursement for a car repair, an administrator at one college contacted afriend a an
auto mechanic shop to compare quotes. Many colleges had determined an award ceiling amount.
In some cases, they disclosed the ceiling, but not always. Overal, administrators noted that stu-
dents were generaly careful in their requests and did not ask for excessive amounts.
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Chapter 3

The Angel Fund Program

There are 32 Triba Colleges and Universities (TCUS) in the United States. The Navgjo
Nation established the first in 1968 as a distinctively Native American-controlled and governed
ingtitution; other Native communities followed suit. A TCU, as defined by the American Indian
Higher Education Consortium, is chartered by atribe, governed by a board that is majority Na-
tive American, and serves a mgjority of Native American students. TCUs receive federal fund-
ing but minimal or no local and state tax support. TCUs generaly award associate€' s degrees,
while a few offer bachelor's and master’s degrees. The American Indian College Fund was
founded in 1989 to help address this funding gap and raise scholarship funds for quaifying Na-
tive American students.

The American Indian College Fund invited &l 32 TCUs to participate in the Angel
Fund a an annual meeting in April 2005. By September, 17 ingtitutions had committed to par-
ticipate. Since then, an additional nine have joined the fund, for atotal of 26 participating insti-
tutions. The Fund reported that some of the colleges who declined expressed concerns about
their ingtitutional capacity to both administer the program and raise the matching funds.

Appendix Tables A.3 to A.8 present demographic and ingtitutional data for each of the
Ange Fund colleges. Six of the 26 colleges are located in Montana, five in North Dakota, three
in South Dakota, and three in New Mexico. The remaining nine colleges are located in six other
states. The large mgjority are in rura environments, most on or near reservations,; only South-
western Indian Polytechnic Ingtitute isin alarge city.

Native American students are the mgjority at all but one college. A few colleges also
serve alarge number of white, non-Hispanic students. Women make up the mgjority of the stu-
dent population, as they do at Dreamkeepers ingtitutions and community colleges in general.
Students attending the tribal colleges tend to be older than those at the Dreamkeepers colleges; a
majority of students are age 25 and over at al but two colleges.

The amount of in-district tuition varies considerably. Southwestern Indian Polytechnic
Ingtitute in New Mexico, for example, reports annua tuition and fees for loca residents of
$150, while College of the Menominee Nation in Wisconsin charges $3,900 for in-state tuition.
The size of the student body at participating TCUs also varies considerably. White Earth Tribal
College in Minnesota has a full-time equivalent enrollment (FTE) of only 30, while Diné Col-
legein Arizonahas an FTE enrollment of 1,309.
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Students at the tribal colleges have significant financia need. According to Table 3.1, at
18 of the participating institutions, over 80 percent of the student body receives financia aid. In
fact, at seven ingtitutions, 100 percent of the student body receives aid.

Online Survey

MDRC learned about the Angel Fund programs primarily through an online survey
administered in July 2006.° This survey was sent out to college representatives identified by the
American Indian College Fund at al 26 participating ingtitutions, and inquired about genera
program characteristics, student need, award disbursement, and fundraising efforts. Though
MDRC and the Fund encouraged al of the colleges to fill out the survey, only 17 responded.
Hence, the subsequent analysis and conclusions are limited to this group.®

Program Characteristics

Like the Dreamkeepers colleges, the Angel Fund colleges enjoyed considerable flexibil-
ity in their program design. The American Indian College Fund offered a brief set of written
guidelines to the participating TCUs, but each participating institution ultimately determined its
own digibility rules, administration structure, and operating procedures.

Table 3.1 summarizes the number of applications received, awards given, and funds
distributed as of July 2006. A totd of 372 Angel Fund awards have been distributed, totaling
$81,770.11. The awards ranged from $20 to $1,500; the average amount was $220. Seven of the
colleges reported disbursing their total funds of $10,000, while three colleges had yet to dis-
burse any Angel Fund awards; the remaining four schools disbursed less than half of their
funds. The variation is likely due in large part to the length of time the college had been in-
volved in the Angel Fund program, since some colleges had only recently joined when the sur-
vey was administered.

Like the Dreamkeepers colleges, the mgjority of the Angel Fund schools opted to set up
their programs as grants rather than loans. Eleven of the colleges reported that they offer agrant
program. Three colleges implemented a combination grant/loan program, and only one college

*MDRC will make site visits to some of the Angel Fund colleges in 2007 as part of itsimplementation re-
search. However, unlike the Dreamkeepers ingtitutions, the Angel Fund colleges are not reporting into a central
database, and information on student outcomes will not be available.

®The 17 colleges that responded were: Chief Dull Knife College, Diné College, Fort Belknap College, Fort
Berthold Community College, Indtitute of American Indian Arts, Little Big Horn College, Little Priest Tribal Col-
lege, Nebraska Indian Community College, Oglda Lakota College, Saginaw Chippewa Triba College, Sdish
Kootenai Coallege, Sitting Bull College, Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Ingtitute, Stone Child College, United
Tribes Technical College, Turtle Mountain Community College, and White Earth Triba and Community College.
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Dreamkeepers and Angel Fund Emergency Financial Aid
Table3.1
Responsesto Online Survey From 17 Angel Fund Colleges

Progress Number of Colleges
Joined the Angel Fund
Fall 2005 11
Winter 2005 2
Spring 2006 3
Missing 1
Total number of applications received 418
Average number of applications received per TCU? 30
Total number of awards given out® 372
Average number of awards given out per TCU? 27
Total amount disbursed ($) 81,770
Average amount disbursed per TCU? ($) 5,841
Number of schools disbursing full amount of grant 7
Number of schools that have disbursed $1,500-2,500 2
Number of schools that have disbursed $3,500-4,500 2
Number of schools that have not disbursed any funds 3
Highest single award ($) 1,500
Lowest single award (%) 20
Average amount disbursed per award® ($) 220
Missing 3

Program Char acteristics

Number of Colleges

Grant 11
Loan 1
Both 3
Missing 2
Acceptable expenses for emergency financial aid®
Gas for vehicle 14
Car repair 13
Child care 13
School fees 8
Utility bills 12
Books 9
Transportation 13
Health care 9
Rent 1
Specific curriculum-related equipment 4
Missing 1
Recurring expenses accepted
Yes 7
No 6
Undecided 2
Missing 2
Student eligibility requirements
Part- or full-time enrollment 9
Minimum GPA 4
(continued)
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Program Char acteristics Number of Colleges
Pell Grant recipient 1
Missing 3

Student Need Number of Colleges

Primary reasons students requested emergency financial aid”
Gas for vehicle
Car repair
Child care
School fees
Utility bills
Books
Transportation
Health care
Rent
Specific curriculum-related equipment
Missing

WOoOMNNNWOU U N 0 ©
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Demand for emergency financial aid exceeded available resources
Missing

[EnY

Fundraising Number of Colleges

$1-499 1
$1,500-1,999 1
$2,500 or more 5
Missing / Unspecified 2

SOURCE: Sdlf-reported survey results from Angel Fund Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUS).

NOTES: Data are from 17 TCUs that responded to the survey. TCUs did not answer all questions. Nine TCUs did not
respond to the survey. Not all reported data are shown because of omitted or erroneous related data. The survey was
conducted June 14-30, 2006.

¥Calculated value from total divided by sample size.
PData are not available on how many students received multiple awards.

“TCUswere instructed to pick eligible expenses from a provided list. There was no limit on the number of
expenses they could select.

TCUs were instructed to indicate the top three reasons students requested emergency financial aid.

reported ingtituting a loan-only program. All three of the combination grant/loan programs aso
allow loan forgiveness under certain conditions. The one school that offers aloan-only program
requires students to sign a promissory note and does not alow |oan forgiveness.

The American Indian College Fund provided some guidelines to colleges about how to
define qualifying emergency situations.” They included “child-care expenses, books and/or sup-

"American Indian College Fund (2006a).
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plies, job lay-off, gas monies, utility bills, unexpected healthcare expenses, and other unex-
pected expenses.” The Fund aso defined what should not qualify: “internships, graduation
ceremonies, feasts, gifts, travel expenses incurred by the college on behdf of their students, dis-
cretionary funds used by the college (i.e., field trips), purchase of institutional equipment and
matching Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants.” Beyond these initial guidelines, col-
leges were responsible for defining and interpreting emergencies as they deemed appropriate.

To better understand how Angel Fund colleges defined emergencies, the survey asked
the colleges to identify all the circumstances that would qualify for emergency aid from alist of
possible requests. “Gas for vehicle’ was the most common response, followed by “car repair,”
“transportation,” and “child care” (all tied for second). “Utility bills’ came in third. Schools
were also asked to identify the mgjor reasons that students actualy requested emergency finan-
cia aid. Trangportation-related emergencies, including “gas for vehicle’” and “car repair,” were
consistently cited. “Child care costs,” “ utility bills,” and “school fees’ also ranked highly. Two
ingtitutions indicated that “rent” was a primary reason for students requesting aid.

Apart from experiencing a financial emergency, the colleges indicated that there were
relatively few digibility requirements for an award. Six colleges reported that a recipient had to
be attending full time. Four schools reported having a minimum grade point average require-
ment, two schools reported an income requirement, and one school reported that applicants
must be Pell Grant recipients. Severa schools did not report any digibility requirements.

The schools were asked about the demand for aid relative to the available funds. Ten
schools responded that student demand exceeded their resources. Of those 10 schools, six had
aready spent al of their emergency financial aid funds. Even though they stated that student
demand exceeded the supply of funds, afew schools had spent less than half of their funds.

Fundraising

All of the colleges participating in the Angel Fund agreed to raise matching funds over
a five-year period, with the assistance of the American Indian College Fund. During the first
year, neither the colleges nor the American Indian College Fund were required to raise any
matching funds. Nevertheless, seven colleges have begun raising money for the Angel Fund,
and five colleges reported raising $2,500 or more. When asked to rate the level of difficulty in
raising money, most of the colleges chose the middle of the scale— “somewhat difficult.” Most
of the schools that have begun fundraising have been involved in the Angel Fund the longest.
Six of the eight schools that have begun fundraising joined the Angel Fund in fall 2006. The
colleges that raised the most money aso tended to have disbursed the most money to students.
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Chapter 4

Early Lessons and Recommendations

The Dreamkeepers and Angel Fund colleges have developed and implemented pro-
grams that have served more than 900 needy students since January 2005. This is a solid
achievement for newly launched programs. As with most pilot programs, the ingtitutions have
also encountered various implementation and operational chalenges. Scholarship America and
the American Indian College Fund, the two organizations that provide support to the programs
across colleges, are tasked with helping them navigate these challenges. This final chapter first
considers some of the magjor issues and concludes with a list of suggestions for colleges and
their respective intermediary organizations as the programs devel op.

Challenge One: Defining an Emergency

The first challenge in developing an effective emergency aid program is determining
how best to define an emergency. Clearly a student whose house burned down or was displaced
by a hurricane would qualify, but what about more mundane situations, such as running out of
bus fare? For some colleges, any unplanned situation that might prevent a student from attend-
ing school could qualify as an emergency, while for other colleges emergencies that could have
been prevented through better planning did not qualify. The issue of recurring expenses pre-
sented a dilemma for many Dreamkeepers and Angel Fund colleges. Some program administra
tors believe that students should be effectively planning to pay their bills on a regular basis.
Other administrators recognize the interrelatedness of financia planning — an unanticipated
expense, such asacar repair bill, could derail a student’s normal budgeting for an “anticipated”
utility bill. For example, seven Angel Fund administrators stated that recurring expenses could
qualify for emergency financial aid, while six stated that they could not.

An underlying question is: How to assess the student’ s personal responsibility? Could the
student have mitigated or prevented the financid crisis? Since many college financid aid adminis-
trators view one of their roles as helping students learn to budget wisdly, they may be reluctant to
provide emergency assstance to students who appear to have made poor decisons. At the same
time, they don’t want students to drop out because they are alittle short of money. Some adminis-
trators aluded to this quandary during interviews. While there is no easy resolution, it is an issue
that calsfor further reflection and dialogue among the intermediaries and the colleges.
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Challenge Two: How to Inform Needy Students about the
Program

Program administrators have struggled with the question of how widely they should ad-
vertise their programs. While some colleges, such as Wayne Community College, advertise
Dreamkeepers on the campus-wide electronic bulletin board, most take a more circumscribed
approach. In one extreme example, a Dreamkeepers college asked grant recipients to sign an
agreement to keep news of the fund private. Colleges generaly expressed concern that, if the
word got out, the demand would far outstrip the supply of funds. As the experience at the tribal
colleges suggests, broad advertising could, in fact, increase the demand.

Preliminary research also suggests that certain groups of students may be dispropor-
tionately served by these programs. This may smply be because certain groups are more likely
to be financially needy and to experience a crisis. It could aso be that outreach efforts, includ-
ing word of mouth, permeate differently across gender or certain racial and ethnic groups. Key
staff members may have stronger relationships with particular groups of students whom they
connect with aid programs. Future evaluation work will further investigate why the students
served by the program are not entirely reflective of the colleges’ student bodies. For example,
the dight underrepresentation of Hispanic aid recipients at several Dreamkeepers ingtitutions
raises questions about whether information about the program was available in Spanish.

Finally, colleges may want to consider how they describe their programs to students. A
few students said that they would not have considered applying if they had thought it was a
“scholarship.” Even though this sentiment was raised in the context of a loan versus a grant
program, it suggests that some students may associate the program with merit-based scholar-
ships and hesitate to apply. Framing the program as emergency financia aid is distinct from
framing it as a scholarship.

Challenge Three: Building the Right Administrative Structure

Colleges have broad discretion in determining the structure and operations of the pro-
gram. This has posed both opportunities and challenges as they have considered how best to
administer the programs. At Galveston College, for example, there was much discussion about
being good stewards of limited funds — a sentiment expressed by program administrators at
other colleges as well. Galveston administers its program with many checks and balances. Op-
erationdly, this has resulted in a marked division between those responsible for the program’s
day-to-day administration and those who make decisions about which students will receive aid
and the amount of their awards. Though the financia aid office administers the program, aid
officers are responsible mainly for the mechanics of completing applications and have little in-
put into the decision-making process; a committee of high-ranking administrators makes award

24



decisons. Galveston's administration views this arrangement as the best way to ensure that
funds are fairly distributed, because it prevents financia aid staff from drawing on other infor-
mation about students to bear on their decisions.

Santa Fe Community College, by contrast, heralds centralized program management as
a cornerstone of effective decison-making. The director of Financial Aid assumes primary re-
sponsibility for management and decisions. He relies upon a student’ s financial aid profile, his
persona knowledge of the student, and his years of experience in the field to make determina-
tions about which students are worthy of funds. His commitment to serving students first is also
evident in how he has structured the disbursement of funds — often providing students with
cash rather than checks to expedite their accessto funds.

The issues related to program management and decision-making have raised an inter-
esting tension for emergency financia aid programs: What systems need to be in place to safe-
guard the money but also respond to student need? Administrators at Galveston were largely
concerned with preventing fraud and abuse by students, and thus developed a highly formalized
— and arguably laborious — decision-making process. Some students complained about the
lack of clarity in the process, and more importantly, the length of time actually required to re-
ceive funds. By contrast, Santa Fe could turn around awards quickly — often within a day —
but perhaps created a system that gave too much authority to asingle individual.

Technical Assistance

A key component of the emergency scholarship program model is the assistance pro-
vided by two intermediary organizations: Scholarship America and the American Indian Col-
lege Fund. These organizations received grants from Lumina, which in turn were re-granted to
the colleges. They are aso tasked with providing technica assistance to the colleges on their
program design and implementation.

Scholarship America

Scholarship America is a national nonprofit organization that specidizes in providing
college students with the resources they need to atend and graduate from college. It operates
two main programs. 1) Dollars for Scholars, a national fundraising effort to secure resources for
scholarships, and 2) a scholarship management service that disseminates resources to needy and
deserving students. Scholarship Americais clearly capable of handling the administrative func-
tions and ensuring that the resources provided by Lumina Foundation reach the colleges. It is
also well positioned to help the colleges think about fundraisng opportunities for their pro-
grams. However, Dreamkeepers represents a departure for Scholarship America in the area of
providing technical assistance to colleges that are developing new programs.
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At Scholarship America, dmost the entire senior leadership team has turned over since
Dreamkeepers began, with a new president and new vice presidents joining the organization
within the past year. The individual responsible for the day-to-day operations of the Dream-
keepers program retired in early 2006. Scholarship America hired her back as a contractor, and
it appears that this arrangement will remain intact for the foreseesble future. From an organiza-
tional perspective, this may also mean that the project will be less integrated into the fabric of
Scholarship Americathan if afull-time employee was overseeing the program. Staffing changes
at this level of the organization have implications for the strategic direction of the organization
and the extent to which a project such as Dreamkeepers remains an organizationa priority.

Scholarship America has convened the program’s administrators twice since the col-
leges were selected — once at the Achieving the Dream Strategy Institute in January 2005 and
again in Minnesota, later that year. The focus of the first meeting was to clarify program objec-
tives and answer questions from college representatives. An important topic of discussion in-
volved the definition of an emergency Stuation. The second meeting provided an opportunity
for the colleges to share their early experiences, discuss initia challenges, and receive a three-
hour in-service training session on fundraising. While the training delivered useful information,
few of the program administrators in attendance had direct responsibility for fundraising. The
colleges have met the grant requirements by raising matching funds, but the intent of the
Dreamkeepers grant was also to expand each college' s donor base. Up to this point, Scholarship
Americahas offered limited guidance in this area.

Beyond the two meetings, Scholarship America's contact with the Dreamkeepers col-
leges appears limited. The colleges confirmed that Scholarship America responds to their ques-
tions, but does not actively follow their progress beyond specific reporting requirements.

The American Indian College Fund

The American Indian College Fund was the ideal intermediary to work with the Angel
Fund Triba Colleges and Universities (TCUs) because of its preexisting relationship. It began
recruiting colleges for the Angel Fund beginning in spring 2005, and within ayear was success-
ful in involving 26 of the 32 TCUs in the nation. As noted earlier, the remaining six colleges
declined primarily because they had concerns about their ability to raise matching funds.

The American Indian College Fund has aso experienced considerable staff turnover
throughout its involvement in the Angel Fund. Its first Angel Fund program coordinator left in
October 2005 and was not replaced until three months later. The most recent program coordina-
tor left in July 2006, and a full-time replacement was named in September. In between full-time
program coordinators, there was an interim program coordinator to work with the Angel Fund
colleges. Even s0, the departure of these staff, who had the most direct contact with the colleges
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and the most intimate knowledge of the program, may make it difficult for the Angel Fund col-
leges to continue to maintain momentum.

The American Indian College Fund's role with the Angel Fund colleges has included
distribution of a basic set of guidelines for participating colleges, including a standardized stu-
dent application form. It has reported providing assistance in the administration and fundraising
of the Angdl Fund programs primarily through phone and e-mail conversations. It has aso
fielded questions about the definition of emergencies, proper use of funds, and fundraising
idess. It distributed a book on fundraising ideas to al the schools participating in the Angel
Fund and is currently working on a newdletter on funding sources.

The degree of the American Indian College Fund's contact with the Angel Fund col-
leges has been difficult to assess thus far. Results of the survey of Angel Fund colleges suggest
that some institutions feel well supported by the American Indian College Fund, while others
have had little or no contact or support. Angel Fund colleges rated their experience with the
American Indian College Fund' s technical assistance. Six schools rated its technical assistance
as “very helpful,” three schools rated it as “somewhat helpful,” one school rated it as “alittle
helpful,” and five schools rated it as “not helpful/none received.” An interim Angel Fund pro-
gram coordinator visited a few of the schools in spring 2006, but these visits were not solely
focused on discussing the Angel Fund. On a promising note, the American Indian College Fund
recently led a session on program implementation and fundraising with most of the Angel Fund
colleges during a student services conference held in Montana.

Recommendations

Based on the implementation research it has conducted thus far, MDRC offers the following
early observations and suggestions to the colleges and intermediary organizations:

1. At this point, most colleges have been operating programs for a full year or
more. Programs would likely benefit from an internal assessment or “pro-
gram scan” by college staff and administration. For example, MDRC learned
agreat deal from speaking with students served by the programs. If they are
not doing so already, college administrators might benefit from hosting focus
groups or interviewing students to answer these questions. Is the program
addressing emergency situations as intended? How long are students waiting
to receive funds? Who initialy tells students about the program?

2. The colleges would benefit from more frequent communication with one an-
other about implementation strategies, challenges, and solutions. The inter-
mediary organizations could play a key role in facilitating such communica
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tion. One proposa is an additional annual meeting, perhaps on a regiona
level, for both sets of colleges. The creation and maintenance of a listserv
would be an inexpensive approach to support grester communication across
college programs. Scholarship America and the American Indian College
Fund could develop a mechanism for colleges to share data and their own
program outcomes with one other for benchmarking purposes.

Some of the colleges, especidly those participating in the Angel Fund pro-
gram, could use more assistance in developing their fundraising strategies.
Six tribal colleges declined to participate in the program because of fundrais-
ing concerns, and the online survey identified the need among some colleges
for help with fundraising. Though the American Indian College Fund is as-
sisting colleges by providing some matching funds themselves, it could aso
offer fundraising assistance in ways that build the overall capacity of these
ingtitutions and the sustainability of the programs.

Scholarship America and the American Indian College Fund could offer col-
leges enhanced programmatic support. Colleges have expressed difficulty
with arange of programmatic concerns, such as, for example, advertising and
defining an emergency. Scholarship America and the Fund could organize
low-cost virtual training or “Webinars’ on specia topics to help programs
develop and improve their practices.

Colleges would benefit from consistent permanent staffing contacts at both
intermediary organizations. Consistent contact with the same staff person
would likely improve communications and strengthen program implementa-
tion at both groups of colleges.
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Appendix TableA.1
Characteristics of Dreamkeepers Colleges

in Florida and New Mexico, Academic Year 2004 - 2005

Florida New Mexico
Central
Broward Hillsborough New Mexico Santa Fe
Community Community Community Community
College College College College
Location Ft. Lauderdale Tampa Albuquerque Santa Fe
Degree of urbanization Midsize city Large city Large city Midsize city
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 1,755 1,833 1,476 1,005
Fall Enrollment 2004
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 17,784 12,043 12,276 1,915
Total enrollment 32,948 22,123 22,927 3,897
Full-time students (%) 30.7 314 30.1 234
Part-time students (%) 69.3 68.6 69.9 76.6
Male (%) 375 40.8 40.1 37.2
Female (%) 62.5 59.2 59.9 62.8
Foreign/nonresident (%) 9.0 18 0.2 0.3
Black, non-Hispanic (%) 217 18.3 3.0 12
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 0.2 0.5 7.0 33
Asian or Pacific Islander (%) 33 36 2.3 15
Hispanic (%) 21.9 19.3 41.2 40.8
White, non-Hispanic (%) 33.8 56.2 39.2 48.1
Race/ethnicity unknown (%) 4.2 04 71 4.8
Under age 25°(%) 57.7 61.0 45.0 36.3
Financial Aid°
Any financial aid received® (%) 55.9 55.5 76.0 91.4

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)

Florida New Mexico
Centra

Broward Hillsborough New Mexico Santa Fe

Community Community Community Community

College College College College

Federal grant aid received (%) 443 414 46.8 63.6

State grant aid received (%) 34.9 19.7 48.3 78.6

Institutional grant aid received (%) 17.8 7.2 2.8 36.4

Student loan aid received (%) 13.0 16.7 18.8 10.7

Average federal grant aid (%) 2,893 2,918 2,482 3,500

Average state grant aid (%) 1,106 1,115 512 400

Average ingtitutional grant aid ($) 982 1,101 295 300

Average student loan aid ($) 2,330 2,311 3,774 2,625
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 4,908 3,235 1,841 185

Graduation rate” (%) 225 26.5 75 7.6

Transfer-out rate® (%) 164 12.2 11.0 N/A

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in sums and differences.

Age distribution was incomplete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 - 2004 enrolIments.

PFinancial aid data refer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the academic year 2003 - 2004.

°Any financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition discounts, veteran's benefits,
employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than from relatives/friends) provided to students to meet expenses.

“Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the normal time to
complete adegree.

Transfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have transferred to another
postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix Table A.2
Characteristics of Dreamkeepers Collegesin North Carolina, Texasand Virginia, Academic Year 2004 - 2005

North Carolina Texas Virginia
Durham Mountain Patrick
Technical Martin Wayne Empire Henry
Community ~ Community Community | Coastal Bend Galveston Community ~ Community
College College College College College College College
Location Durham  Williamston Goldshoro Beeville Galveston | BigStoneGap  Martinsville
Degree of urbanization Midsize city Small town Midsize city Small town Midsize city Small town Small town
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 1,260 1,254 1,400 1,232 1,330 2,095 1,911
Fall Enrollment 2004
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 2,857 615 1,835 2,536 1,379 1,785 1,989
Total enrollment 5,534 927 3,272 4,013 2,353 2,906 3,341
Full-time students (%) 27.2 494 33.9 44.6 37.7 41.9 39.1
Part-time students (%) 72.8 50.6 66.1 55.4 62.3 58.1 60.9
Male (%) 35.2 225 374 414 354 34.2 35.0
Female (%) 64.8 77.5 62.6 58.6 64.6 65.8 65.0
Foreign/nonresident (%) 94 0.0 0.1 0.3 17 0.0 0.0
Black, non-Hispanic (%) 41.1 55.9 321 4.8 19.2 14 231
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 04 0.3 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.6
Asian or Pacific Ilander (%) 25 0.2 1.8 0.6 2.6 0.1 0.5
Hispanic (%) 31 0.2 2.7 62.2 229 0.2 0.8
White, non-Hispanic (%) 41.8 425 59.9 30.9 535 98.2 74.9
Race/ethnicity unknown (%) 16 0.9 24 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Under age 25%(%) 375 534 55.3 60.0 60.8 53.9 44.6
Financial Aid”
Any financial aid received® (%) 51.6 77.9 54.7 71.2 60.0 92.1 729
Federal grant aid received (%) 50.5 71.6 47.1 64.7 37.2 79.7 65.5

(continued)



Appendix Table A.2 (continued)

North Carolina Texas Virginia

Durham Mountain Patrick

Technical Martin Wayne Empire Henry

Community Community Community | Coastal Bend Galveston Community Community

College College College College College College College

State grant aid received (%) 111 24.2 8.9 232 154 75.2 175

Institutional grant aid received (%) 0.3 6.3 3.8 12.7 7.0 141 0.0

Student loan aid received (%) 1.7 32.6 42 0.0 04 0.0 0.9

Average federal grant aid ($) 1,700 3,039 2,836 3,154 1,842 2,716 2,700

Average state grant aid ($) 500 808 647 1,194 653 694 1,213

Average ingtitutional grant aid (%) 626 344 699 1,158 1,220 715 N/A

Average student loan aid ($) 450 4,252 1,791 N/A 2,000 N/A 789
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 458 111 483 720 262 315 714

Graduation rate” (%) 6.7 17.8 20.6 210 7.9 12.2 15.1

Transfer-out rate® (%) N/A N/A 27.9 19.1 N/A 3.6 3.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin sums and differences.

@Age distribution was incomplete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 -2004 enrolIments.
PFinancial aid data refer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the academic year 2003 - 2004.
“Any financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition discounts, veteran's benefits, employer aid (tuition

reimbursement), and other monies (other than from relatives/friends) provided to students to meet expenses.

Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
Transfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have transferred to another postsecondary institution

within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix TableA.3
Characteristics of Angel Fund Collegesin Montana, Academic Year 2004 - 2005

Chief Dull Fort Fort Peck Little Salish Stone
Knife Belknap  Community Big Horn Kootenai Child
College College College College College College
Location Lame Deer Harlem Poplar Crow Agency Pablo Box Elder
Degree of urbanization Rural Rural Rural Rural Rural Rural
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 2,280 2,410 1,890 2,780 3,201 2,310
Fall Enrollment 2004
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 193 169 401 248 894 249
Total enrollment 356 257 504 291 1,130 347
Full-time students (%) 309 48.6 69.2 78.0 65.7 57.6
Part-time students (%) 69.1 51.4 30.8 220 34.3 424
Male (%) 31.7 35.8 383 36.1 385 30.0
Female (%) 68.3 64.2 61.7 63.9 61.5 70.0
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 75.3 91.4 80.6 96.6 81.2 91.9
White, non-Hispanic (%) 24.7 7.4 16.5 31 18.1 75
Other race/ethnicity® (%) 0.0 12 3.0 0.3 0.7 0.6
Under age 25° (%) 39.6 344 334 49.7 49.0 24.9
Financial Aid®
Any financial aid received® (%) 100.0 100.0 92.1 59.5 817 83.3
Federal grant aid received (%) 89.7 100.0 84.2 59.5 56.7 81.0
State grant aid received (%) 414 100.0 65.8 131 115 7.1
Institutional grant aid received (%) 62.1 0.0 26.3 57.1 35.6 73.8
Student loan aid received (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.2 0.0
Average federal grant aid ($) 3,500 2,025 3,700 2,025 980 1,883
Average state grant aid ($) 250 840 1,559 1,000 500 250

(continued)



Appendix Table A.3 (continued)

Chief Dull Fort Fort Peck Little Sdlish Stone

Knife Belknap  Community Big Horn Kootenai Child

College College College College College College

Average ingtitutional grant aid (%) 1,500 N/A 906 500 804 2,412

Average student loan aid (%) N/A N/A N/A N/A 2,500 N/A
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 33 29 63 23 119 24

Graduation rate® (%) 82.1 40.0 10.3 31 N/A 24.0

Transfer-out rate’ (%) 36 13.3 N/A 9.4 N/A 56.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System

(IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin sums and differences.
30ther race/ethnicity includes the following categories: foreign; nonresident alien; black, non-Hispanic; Asian or Pacific Islander;

Hispanic; and race/ethnicity unknown.

bAge distribution was incompl ete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 - 2004 enrollments.

°Financial aid data refer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the 2003 - 2004 academic

year.

dAny financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition discounts, veteran's
benefits, employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than from relatives/friends) provided to students to meet

expenses.

“Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the normal time to

complete adegree.

Transfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have transferred to another
postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix TableA.4

Characteristics of Angel Fund Collegesin New Mexico, Academic Year 2004 - 2005

Crownpoint Institute of Southwestern Indian
Ingtitute of Technology American Indian Arts Polytechnic Institute
Location Crownpoint Santa Fe Albuquerque
Degree of urbanization Rural Midsize city Large city
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 720 2,490 150
Eall Enrollment 2004
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 279 151 658
Total enrollment 306 176 772
Full-time students (%) 86.6 76.1 77.7
Part-time students (%) w 134 23.9 223
N
Male (%) 47.7 455 431
Female (%) 52.3 54.5 56.9
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 99.3 90.3 100.0
White, non-Hispanic (%) 0.0 6.3 0.0
Other race/ethnicity® (%) 0.7 34 0.0
Under age 25° (%) 457 48.1 55.7
Financial Aid®
Any financial aid received” (%) 100.0 100.0 35.3
Federal grant aid received (%) 71.2 76.9 35.3
State grant aid received (%) 10.6 231 19.9
Ingtitutional grant aid received (%) 0.0 100.0 5.6
Student loan aid received (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average federal grant aid ($) 1,778 3,626 1,270
Average state grant aid ($) 1,610 1,094 478
Average ingtitutional grant aid ($) N/A 2,215 400

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.4 (continued)

Crownpoint Institute of Southwestern Indian

Institute of Technology American Indian Arts Polytechnic Institute

Average student loan aid ($) N/A N/A N/A
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 161 22 91

Graduation rate® (%) 82.7 N/A 20.0

Transfer-out rate’ (%) N/A N/A N/A

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education

Data System (IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin sums and differences.
¥0ther race/ethnicity includes the following categories: foreign; nonresident alien; black, non-Hispanic; Asian or

Pacific Islander; Hispanic; and race/ethnicity unknown.

bAge distribution was incomplete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 - 2004 enrollments.
“Financia aid data refer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the 2003 - 2004

academic year.

an ny financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition discounts,
veteran's benefits, employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than from rel atives/friends) provided to

students to meet expenses.

Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the normal

time to complete a degree.

"Transfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have transferred
to another postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix Table A.5
Characteristics of Angel Fund Collegesin North Dakota, Academic Year 2004 - 2005

8¢

Fort Berthold Cankdeska Cikana TurtleMountain ~ United Tribes
Community Community  Sitting Bull Community Technical
College College College College College
Location New Town Fort Totten Fort Y ates Belcourt Bismarck
Degree of urbanization Rural Rural Rural Rural Midsize city
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 2,640 2,040 2,540 1,776 2,780
Fall Enrollment 2004
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 229 153 247 630 477
Total enrollment 285 197 289 787 536
Full-time students (%) 70.5 66.5 75.8 67.2 81.7
Part-time students (%) 295 335 24.2 32.8 18.3
Male (%) 31.6 37.1 29.1 323 36.4
Female (%) 68.4 62.9 70.9 67.7 63.6
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 92.6 96.4 84.8 915 88.2
White, non-Hispanic (%) 74 36 15.2 7.8 11.0
Other race/ethnicity® (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.7
Under age 25° (%) 44.5 421 26.5 34.8 412
Einancial Aid®
Any financial aid received" (%) 100.0 97.4 97.4 835 73.6
Federal grant aid received (%) 65.2 89.5 89.5 68.7 63.7
State grant aid received (%) 174 105 18.4 65.2 17.6
Institutional grant aid received (%) 100.0 81.6 421 304 63.7
Student loan aid received (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average federa grant aid ($) 1,250 3,526 5,042 3,234 2,169
Average state grant aid ($) 250 550 1,191 1,968 609

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.5 (continued)

Fort Berthold Cankdeska Cikana Turtle Mountain ~ United Tribes

Community Community  Sitting Bull Community Technical

College College College College College

Average institutional grant aid ($) 500 1,296 677 1,580 867

Average student loan aid ($) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 44 19 40 139 84

Graduation rate® (%) 62.5 16.1 N/A N/A 31.9

Transfer-out rate’ (%) 75 6.5 N/A N/A 4.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause dight discrepanciesin sums and differences.

%0ther race/ethnicity includes the following categories: foreign; nonresident alien; black, non-Hispanic; Asian or Pacific Islander;
Hispanic; and race/ethnicity unknown.

bAge distribution was incompl ete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 - 2004 enrolIments.

“Financial aid data refer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the 2003 - 2004 academic year.

A ny financia aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition discounts, veteran's
benefits, employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than from relatives/friends) provided to students to meet
expenses.

Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the normal time to
complete a degree.

Transfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have transferred to another
postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix TableA.6
Characteristics of Angel Fund Collegesin South Dakota, Academic Y ear 2004 - 2005

Oglaa Sinte Sisseton
LakotaCollege  Gleska University Wahpeton College

Location Kyle Mission Agency Village
Degree of urbanization Rural Rural Rural
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 2,036 2,052 3,190

Fall Enrollment 2004

Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 1,046 845 207
Total enrollment 1,501 1,400 287
Full-time students (%) 49.6 34.9 58.2
Part-time students (%) 50.4 65.1 41.8
Male (%) 29.4 29.8 30.0
Female (%) 70.6 70.2 70.0
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 88.4 715 79.1
White, non-Hispanic (%) 10.6 285 20.6
Other race/ethnicity?® (%) 1.0 0.0 0.3
Under age 25° (%) 32.8 28.7 23.3
Financial Aid°
Any financial aid received” (%) 80.5 38.1 100.0
Federal grant aid received (%) 76.7 38.1 100.0
State grant aid received (%) 25.6 0.0 0.0
Institutional grant aid received (%) 39.1 7.6 74.5
Student loan aid received (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average federal grant aid ($) 4,050 1,812 2,732
Average state grant aid ($) 1,500 N/A N/A
Average institutional grant aid ($) 300 985 2,400

(continued)
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Appendix Table A.6 (continued)

Oglaa Sinte Sisseton

LakotaCollege  Gleska University Wahpeton College

Average student loan aid ($) N/A N/A N/A
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 111 74 28

Graduation rate® (%) N/A N/A 4.4

Transfer-out rate’ (%) N/A N/A 6.7

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

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin sums and differences.
%0ther race/ethnicity includes the following categories: foreign; nonresident alien; black, non-

Hispanic; Asian or Pacific Islander; Hispanic; and race/ethnicity unknown.
®Age distribution was incomplete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 -

2004 enrollments.

°Financial aid datarefer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for

the 2003 - 2004 academic year.

CIAny financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers,
tuition discounts, veteran's benefits, employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than

from relatives/friends) provided to students to meet expenses.

Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within

150% of the normal time to complete a degree.

Mransfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to
have transferred to another postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix Table A.7

Characteristics of Angel Fund Collegesin Minnesota and Nebraska,

Academic Year 2004 - 2005

Minnesota Nebraska
FonddulLac  White Earth
Tribal Tribal and Little Priest Nebraska Indian
and Community Community Tribal Community
College College College College
Location Cloquet Mahnomen Winnebago Macy
Degree of urbanization Small town Rural Rural Rural
Published in-district tuition and fees ($) 3,000 2,040 2,400 2,438
Fall Enrollment 2004
Full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment 1,112 30 114 129
Total enrollment 1,775 67 154 190
Full-time students (%) 374 9.0 57.1 51.6
Part-time students (%) 62.6 91.0 429 48.4
Male (%) 40.2 134 38.3 31.6
Female (%) 59.8 86.6 61.7 68.4
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 19.7 65.7 88.3 81.6
White, non-Hispanic (%) 735 32.8 11.0 9.5
Other race/ethnicity® (%) 6.8 15 0.6 8.9
Under age 25° (%) 67.6 8.6 385 353
Financial Aid°
Any financial aid received” (%) 735 100.0 88.2 95.9
Federal grant aid received (%) 55.9 0.0 76.5 67.0
State grant aid received (%) 47.6 0.0 47.1 0.0
Ingtitutional grant aid received (%) 4.1 100.0 47.1 71.1

(continued)



Appendix Table A.7 (continued)

Minnesota Nebraska
FonddulLac  White Earth
Triba Tribal and | Little Priest Nebraska Indian
and Community Community Tribal Community
College College College College
Student loan aid received (%) 394 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average federal grant aid ($) 2,990 N/A 2,582 1,637
Average state grant aid (%) 1,149 N/A 912 N/A
Average institutional grant aid ($) 571 2,000 1,071 1,800
Average student loan aid ($) 3,562 N/A N/A N/A
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 229 6 5 19
Graduation rate® (%) N/A 55.0 N/A 100.0
Transfer-out rate’ (%) N/A N/A 111 N/A

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary

Education Data System (IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause dight discrepanciesin sums and differences.
%0ther race/ethnicity includes the following categories: foreign; nonresident alien; black, non-Hispanic; Asian or

Pacific Islander; Hispanic; and race/ethnicity unknown.

®Age distribution was incomplete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 - 2004

enrollments.

“Financial aid data refer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the 2003 -

2004 academic year.

dAny financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition

discounts, veteran's benefits, employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than from

relatives/friends) provided to students to meet expenses.

“Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the

normal time to complete a degree.

Mransfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have

transferred to another postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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Appendix Table A.8
Characteristics of Angel Fund Collegesin All Other States, Academic Year 2004 - 2005

Saginaw Chippewa Northwest College of
Diné Tribal Indian Menominee
College College College Nation
Location Tsaile, AZ Mount Pleasant, M| Bellingham, WA Keshena, WI
Degree of urbanization Rural N/A Midsize city Rural
Published in-district tuition and fees (%) 785 1,456 2,646 3,900
Fall Enroliment 2004
Full-time equivaent (FTE) enrollment 1,309 62 329 345
Total enrollment 1,935 109 519 507
Full-time students (%) 51.3 34.9 449 47.1
Part-time students (%) 48.7 65.1 55.1 52.9
Male (%) 24.1 229 30.4 24.7
Female (%) 75.9 771 69.6 75.3
American Indian or Alaska Native (%) 97.8 88.1 69.4 79.9
White, non-Hispanic (%) 13 8.3 21.2 18.1
Other racefethnicity® (%) 0.9 3.7 9.4 2.0
Under age 25° (%) 41.6 333 26.4 39.1
Financial Aid°
Any financia aid received” (%) 89.4 0.0 69.8 85.0
Federal grant aid received (%) 835 0.0 32.6 73.3
State grant aid received (%) 4.7 0.0 16.3 75.0
Ingtitutional grant aid received (%) 34 0.0 4.7 40.0
Student loan aid received (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Average federal grant aid ($) 3,439 N/A 1,208 3,221
Average state grant aid (%) 686 N/A 359 4,307
Average institutional grant aid ($) 913 N/A 1,008 979

(continued)



Appendix Table A.8 (continued)

Saginaw Chippewa Northwest College of

Diné Tribal Indian Menominee

College College College Nation

Average student loan aid (%) N/A N/A N/A N/A
Completions, 2003

Awarded an associate's degree or certificate 238 6 42 60

Graduation rate® (%) N/A N/A 1.8 333

Transfer-out rate’ (%) 7.6 N/A 14.3 N/A

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, |ntegrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS).

NOTES: N/A = not available. Rounding may cause slight discrepanciesin sums and differences. Datais not available for
Keweenaw Bay Ojibwa Community Collegein Baraga, MI.

®0ther race/ethnicity includes the following categories: foreign; nonresident alien; black, non-Hispanic; Asian or
Pacific Islander; Hispanic; and race/ethnicity unknown.

®Age distribution was incomplete for data year 2004 - 2005. Consequently, age data refer to 2003 - 2004
enrollments.

° Financial aid datarefer to full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students for the 2003 - 2004
academic year.

dAny financial aid includes grants, loans, assistantships, scholarships, fellowships, tuition waivers, tuition discounts,
veteran's benefits, employer aid (tuition reimbursement), and other monies (other than from relatives/friends) provided to
students to meet expenses.

“Graduation rates are for cohort year 2001. Graduation rates are determined by completers within 150% of the
normal time to complete a degree.

Mransfer-out rates are for cohort year 2001. Transfer-out rates are determined by students known to have transferred
to another postsecondary institution within 150% of the normal time to complete a degree.
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About MDRC

MDRC is a nonprofit, nonpartisan social and education policy research organization dedicated
to learning what works to improve the well-being of low-income people. Through its research
and the active communication of its findings, MDRC seeks to enhance the effectiveness of so-
cia and education policies and programs.

Founded in 1974 and located in New Y ork City and Oakland, Cdlifornia, MDRC is best known
for mounting rigorous, large-scale, real-world tests of new and existing policies and programs.
Its projects are amix of demongtrations (field tests of promising new program approaches) and
evaluations of ongoing government and community initiatives. MDRC' s staff bring an unusual
combination of research and organizational experience to their work, providing expertise on the
latest in qualitative and quantitative methods and on program design, development, implementa-
tion, and management. MDRC seeks to learn not just whether a program is effective but also
how and why the program’s effects occur. In addition, it tries to place each project’ s findingsin
the broader context of related research — in order to build knowledge about what works across
the social and education policy fields. MDRC' s findings, lessons, and best practices are proac-
tively shared with a broad audience in the policy and practitioner community as well aswith the
genera public and the media

Over the years, MDRC has brought its unique approach to an ever-growing range of policy ar-
eas and target populations. Once known primarily for evaluations of state welfare-to-work pro-
grams, today MDRC is aso studying public school reforms, employment programs for ex-
offenders and people with disabilities, and programs to help low-income students succeed in
college. MDRC' s projects are organized into five aress.

e Promoting Family Well-Being and Child Devel opment

Improving Public Education

Raising Academic Achievement and Persistencein College

Supporting Low-Wage Workers and Communities

e Overcoming Barriers to Employment

Working in amost every state, al of the nation’s largest cities, and Canada and the United
Kingdom, MDRC conducts its projects in partnership with nationa, state, and local govern-
ments, public school systems, community organizations, and numerous private philanthropies.
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