
P a g e  | 1 

 

Higher Education Coordinating Commission  

Pay It Forward Workgroup 

 

June 18, 2014 

 

1:00 – 3:30 pm   

 

University Technology Services Building 

2125 SW 4th Ave - Room 503; Portland, OR 97201 

 

MEETING NOTES  

 

Members Present: Rob Fullmer, Mary King, Kevin Rackham, Nancy Yuill, Jason Gettel, Bob Brew, John 

Burbank, Nathan Hunt, and Barbara Dudley. 

Others Present: Kelli Smith and Cyndi Robert 

Staff Present: Donna Lewelling, HECC 

 

Welcome and Introductions  

Chair Fullmer welcomed everyone.  

Minutes 

Donna shared that John Burbank submitted a few technical edits to the minutes. The minutes were 

approved as amended unanimously.  

Public Testimony 

No in-person public testimony was given. 

HECC Update 

Rob was joined at SSIC meeting in Medford by John and by Sami. They were helpful and the spent 

significant amount of time discussing and going over the proposal. The Subcommittee accepted the 

proposal and referred it to the Funding and Achievement subcommittee for consideration for the 

proposal to be included in the Agency Request Budget. The Proposal should serve as a foundation of a 

report that will go Legislature in September and the Workgroup will need to bring forward a draft of the 

report for this subcommittee’s review in August. 

Rob shared that the Funding and Achievement (F&A) Subcommittee will meet and they will likely assess 

the proposal as part of the student affordability discussion. One of three things will likely happen: 

1. They will roll it into the budget for the HECC (it would just be one of many things that would be in the 
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agency. 

2. They could recommend it but not include it in the agency budget (not the end of the world but not as 

promising.  

3. They could look at it and then not recommend it and then it would not be furthered to the legislature.  

The third option is sort of not as likely because then the F&A Subcommittee is in conflict with the SSIC 

Subcommittee.  

There was discussion about whether or not F&A Subcommittee’s recommendation will be fully accepted 

by the HECC as it is presented. Rob shared with the group that what is approved by the HECC will likely 

look very similar to what is recommended by the Subcommittee due to the fact that there are several 

HECC members on the F&A Subcommittee.  

Rob shared that there was also discussion at the SSIC Subcommittee about PIF being more expensive for 

students than traditional student loans. This conversation led to the addition of the Examples and 

Calculators discussion on today's agenda.  

Kevin shared that Working families is working on a calculator to help determine wither IBR or PIF will be 

better for students - the hope is that it will be ready sometime in July. At this time the calculations 

appear to support the notion that if a student makes more than about $23,700 per year under IBR you 

will end up paying more than at PIF at 4%.  

Rob shared with the group that there is a significant amount of students that take Developmental 

Education courses at the community colleges - PIF will assist those students because they won't be 

running out of federal Pell dollars as they move through Development Education.  

The group discussed PIF students likely may use their PELL Grant for living expenses while PIF covers 

tuition and fees which in turn will lead to less student loan debt. This is due the choices students often 

make when Perkins loans run out and then many students go for more expensive loans. Nancy 

suggested that we also do a comparison with private loans. Kelli mentioned that we should also discuss 

parent-plus loans.  It will be important to know where those thresholds are.  

Barbara said that it is important to recognize that we are looking for 18 year olds to figure out the 

student education finance details. Trying to figure out the federal finance, etc. is complicated and 

overwhelming.  

The group discussed the importance of doing as much analysis as possible in the beginning so that we 

stand prepared to answer hard questions as they are raised. John stated that the interactive model is 

the best way to help answer these questions and show that PIF is a better deal for examples such as a 

family of four who earns $60,000 per year. It will also be important to note that IBR is done by federal 

regulation not be law - so they are changeable, etc.  

There is a desire not to “push back” but to be ready to inform. Rob stated that for instance, David 
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Longanecker’s point was that Federal Dollars adds to the Gross Product in Oregon. It is money coming 

into the state – the group discussed money now or money later.  

Bob asked about students who change majors which results in it taking longer than 4 years to complete 

their degree and more credits.  

Rob stated that we did take that into consideration - there is not specified hard cap in the proposal as it 

is now - although he would be open to the Workgroup having one. He does worry about students with 

Developmental Education or those who change majors multiple times and how they may be affected 

with a cap.  

Bob suggested that we include a clause in the contract that participants agree to limit the amount of 

loans participants take out. The group discussed whether or not we can do that. It could be part of the 

satisfactory progress - could be part of the continuation qualification. For instance, making a clause 

about being eligible to borrow up to the cost of attendance, what we would essentially be saying if some 

of the costs are being picked up by PIF then you can't just borrow more. This will depend on how PIF is 

used in calculating remaining need. John shared that he thinks it has a real political appeal 

The group discussed a possible appeal process for exceptional circumstances. Rob worries that we are 

putting these kinds of constraints on those who are married, etc. There are costs associated with going 

to college that don't fit into traditional models. Nancy cautioned everyone that capping Debt could also 

send students to higher cost debt. 

Barbara stated that at the heart of this is paying attention to the advice and counseling they are getting 

at the institutions. There are students who draw out their time at institutions to help finance their living 

expenses because they are unable to find living wage jobs - they don't have other prospects.  

Rob reminded the group that there are 5 year undergraduate programs at full-time. If we set the cap at 

5% students who change majors in sophomore year they may run out of PIF. The group decided capping 

at 5% stays in alignment with language at the federal level and there are assurances for legislators that 

students won't take forever to complete.  

The group discussed that it will likely be better to message the cap in terms of credit hours rather than 

percentages. However, putting it in terms of credit hours it is complicated by students who move from 

community college to a four-year institution. We will need to determine how to account for student 

movement.  

Rob shared that he sees that there are likely 3 potential caps:  

 CC (by credit hours) - maybe 180 credits or 3% 

 University (by credit hours) - maybe 230 credits 

 Blended (up to 5%) 

 

In the future there will likely be a need for information from community colleges regarding how many 
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credits do students earn in Dev. Ed before they move on to college-level and graduate. We are looking 

for average.  

Donna asked the group to clarify what they meant by "Dev. Ed" - as some AAS degrees only require 

Math 65 to graduate. The group stated that they are trying to figure out how many credits are 

reasonable to allow people to take at the community college level including some leeway for remedial 

education.  

The group discussed that if you are directing dollars towards educational outcomes - then if PIF has a 

mission towards completion - maybe it is that you have to have a certain academic standing, such as 

have to be a high school graduate to be a part of the pilot - what is the cross between those who are 

high school graduates and those who are not?  

Kelli reminded the group that this is an access program and is targeted towards those who would not be 

able to finance.  

John believes that PIF is accessibility and student autonomy based. He believes it would be nasty to rule 

out students who take developmental education. They may be in that position due to the failure of 

previous educational experience.  

Kelli shared the calculations included assumptions based upon historical data including graduation and 

dropout rates. Current calculations assume that only 1/3 will actually obtain a degree.  

Rob would like to see there be some language in the contract that discusses encumbrance of additional 

debt. For instance something that calls out students who need/want to take out loans that are in excess 

of 120% of cost of attendance requirements - then what? Is 120% the right number? If they exceed, then 

what?  

The group agreed that it makes sense to say we have a mechanism in place that limits student debt-

load, but we need to have a mechanism in place to address those situations that require exceptions.  

Rob stated that it will be important for OSAC to have an idea as to what this group was thinking. There 

will be cases where we come up with recommendations that are not quite right and will have to make 

changes.  

Bob agreed that OSAC would prefer like specificity as OSAC will have to write OARs to provide 

administrative guidance for PIF.  

Donna suggested the group maybe include some Public Relation materials such as brochures, etc. that 

would inform students in terms of things such as if you take out maximum student loans you will be 

making the equivalent of a car payment for 10 years for a car.  

It was suggested that maybe PIF should have a part time financial counselor. It could be mandatory for 

PIF participants. It could be added separately to the administrative counselor.  
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If we do a pilot that goes up to 4000 participants - at the high schools we could place a counselor who 

would advise graduates on the financial, etc. That could be contingent criteria for high school 

participation - it’s a way to leverage resources. Maybe we could use AmeriCorps Vistas - otherwise only 

wealthy districts will apply. There is still interest in having someone at OSAC has a coordinating role, etc. 

A person who may oversee the AmeriCorps Vista volunteers.  

The group discussed whether or not we have data showing the primary reason people don't go on to 

complete is due to financial constraints. John shared that the Kalamazoo Promise shows that the 

students who are going to college have increased as well as completion rates.  

Examples and Calculators 

Kelli provided a demonstration of the worksheets used to create the projections associated with the 

pilot project.  

The group discussed that there is some concern about where the resources are being focused within the 

proposal.  

Barbara reminded the group that there is also a proposal around free community college. Two Years 

Free might be the first part with PIF being focused on the next two years.  

The group discussed whether or not two-years free may end up being a voucher program. Bob shared 

that there is growing interest in having OOG focused on the first two years  

There should be some interest in having some additional information in our back pocket.  

There was some conversation about the first two years free report - Donna shared with the group that 

the HECC is looking to hire a third party consultant/contractor to conduct a study/etc. related to this 

effort.  

DRAFT REPORT & RECOMMENDATIONS 

Rob shared with the group that there will be a report that needs to go to the legislature. Donna shared 

that it would be helpful to her to have an idea of what the Workgroup believes should go into the 

report.  

John reminded the group what HB 3472 requires the HECC to do including the identification of a funding 

source. The group discussed potential funding sources - including the Treasurers Bill or the funding 

source could be the legislature through the appropriations process.  

The group brainstormed items to be considered for inclusion in the report:  

 Legal considerations that must be addressed moving forward.  

 Calling out legal guidance, etc.  

 Why PIF is better than IBR (maybe this could be in the introduction, rationale, etc.) 
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 Repayment/debt load 

 debt vs  obligation 

 funds staying in state - versus funds leaving the state (interest) 

 creating something self-sufficient in the State 

 Choice - of to not incur debt 

 Should be clear about how percent income is less concrete terms than the student loan set rate.  

 Research shows that the lowest income students are the most averse to taking on debt.  

 NEED TO call out the students who are most adverse to debt.  

 Specific amount that you owe regardless in terms of conventional loans, etc.  

 Nancy is willing to help with the appendix.  

 Would be helpful to show where to find the calculator and then include some scenarios, etc. 

maybe a half dozen. Include how much IBR obligation vs. PIF obligation. Showing when PIF is 

better and when PIF is not.  

 Call out where the majority of earners are that PIF makes more sense.  

 Would be nice to see the break-even point.  

 Our first sentence PIF vs IBR we are pleased to see the expansion of IBR, etc.  

 IBR is a federal program with an unknown future.  

 We are also counting on good faith of legislators to continue the PIF and cover MOE.  

 PIF has an implication for the community as a whole and for building a community of 

responsibility. IBR doesn't. The scope for this is limited in the pilot. 

 Donna shared that the HECC is collecting administrative information. 

Bob shared that he will put a placeholder in the OSAC budget because it is due earlier than July 16th.  

Donna have a draft of the report the workgroup the week of July 10th so that everyone can come 

together ready to "group edit" with comments.  

John and Kelli will revise and resend the budget needs for 2015-17 first year budgeting will be quite 

small. They will also work on the spreadsheet.  


