
AGENDA ITEM 6. 
 

STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

 

Submitted for:  Information 

Summary: The Illinois General Assembly has begun to hold hearings to consider the 
Governor’s proposed budget for State Fiscal Year 2015, which will begin July 1, 
2014.  At the same time, state legislators have introduced a number of bills and 
resolutions that, if approved, would affect Illinois students and families or the 
programs that the Commission administers.  

This item provides a synopsis of some of the budgetary and legislative action that 
is most noteworthy for ISAC as the General Assembly arrives at the halfway 
point of its spring session.  Proposals have emerged to change the process for 
awarding MAP grants, implement a deferred tuition model (or study the 
possibilities for implementing such a model), and make changes to the handling 
of student data.  

Action requested: None.  
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Item 6. 
04/22/14 

ILLINOIS STUDENT ASSISTANCE COMMISSION 

STATE LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

 

On March 26th, Governor Quinn delivered his budget address for Fiscal Year 2015, which will begin July 
1, 2014. Speaking to a joint session of the Illinois House and Senate, the Governor called for the current 
income tax rates to be maintained and presented two contrasting budget scenarios: one in which the 
state’s current tax rates are kept in place, and one in which those rates are allowed to decrease January 1, 
2015, as prescribed by current law.   

The Governor’s recommended budget, contingent on maintaining the current tax rates, calls for a $50 
million increase in funding for the Monetary Award Program (MAP), for a total of $423,198,100. This 
increase would allow grants to serve at least 15,000-20,000 additional students and possibly more, 
depending on the balance that the Commission would choose to strike between increasing the number of 
students served and increasing the size of the grants to regain purchasing power. The Governor’s 
recommendation for ISAC is otherwise consistent with the FY15 recommendation approved by the 
Commission at its January meeting.  It includes funding to support statewide outreach programming, to 
help market the College Illinois!® Prepaid Tuition Program, and to administer scholarship and grant 
programs including MAP.  As with the current fiscal year, the Governor is also proposing appropriations 
language that would allow ISAC the flexibility to use up to 2% of the MAP appropriation to administer 
the program.   

Despite that recommendation, existing law calls for income tax rates to fall at the end of this calendar 
year. The Democratic and Republican caucuses disagree regarding how much revenue will be available in 
FY15 if that occurs, with Republicans arguing that Democrats have artificially depressed their projections 
in order to build a case for maintaining today’s tax rates.  Still, majorities in both chambers have adopted 
a FY15 revenue estimate: $34.495 billion (House Joint Resolution 80 – Bradley/Hutchinson - Cullerton).  

Notably, the House has not yet adopted a resolution to lay out the percentage of revenues that will be 
designated for each appropriations committee. If the distribution is similar to that used in FY14, 
colleagues at the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) have estimated that the FY15 higher 
education budget would be about $248 million below FY14 levels (i.e., from $1.991 billion in FY14 to 
$1.743 billion for FY15, or a 12.5% reduction in funding from the FY14 funding level).  Again, these 
projections assume the expiration of the current income tax rates. The Governor projects that, without 
maintaining current tax rates, MAP could be cut by approximately $50 million in FY15, for a total of just 
under $323 million. 

While the appropriations committees continue their hearings for FY15 and officials debate the appropriate 
levels of taxation, a number of other policy measures of interest to ISAC and to students have made 
progress through the General Assembly. 
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• CHANGING PRIORITIES FOR MAP:   
As demand has outpaced funding for MAP grants, some frustrated legislators and school 
representatives have suggested changes to the program’s priorities. Rather than awarding grants 
to students based on financial need in the order in which they apply, suggestions have been made 
to set aside dollars for independent (“non-traditional”) students, for community college students, 
for dislocated workers, or for African-American and Latino students.  Others have suggested re-
targeting the grants by placing greater emphasis on applicants’ academic performance.  Absent 
new funding for the program, any of these changes would require taking dollars away from 
one group of students with financial need in order to give grants to a different group of 
students with financial need.  
 
The most successful initiative so far has been Senate Bill 3306 (Rose/Scherer), which passed the 
Senate unanimously despite concerns expressed by several members about the bill’s redistributive 
impact. In its current form, the bill emphasizes that MAP is intended to serve both students who 
have just completed high school and those who opt to attend college later in life. For the 2015-
2016 and 2016-2017 academic years, SB 3306 would require the Commission to give additional 
consideration to the needs of dislocated workers1, with the intent of allowing applicants who are 
dislocated workers an opportunity to secure grants even if applying later than the general pool of 
applicants. In effect, the Commission would estimate the amount needed to serve dislocated 
workers who filed FAFSAs through the summer months and reserve dollars to serve those 
applicants.  After stopping award announcements for the general pool of applicants (likely in 
February or March), ISAC would continue to make awards only to dislocated workers through 
the summer.  In order to assure that funding would be available for dislocated workers who 
applied through the summer, fewer dollars could be allocated to other applicants, meaning that 
the initial suspense date for the general pool of applicants would have to occur a few days earlier.   
 
ISAC currently estimates that if the agency reserved funds to process dislocated workers’ 
applications through July, the number of dislocated workers receiving grants would almost 
double (from about 4,700 this year to just under 9,000 in FY15).  However, about 3,200 other 
students who applied earlier, who had financial need, who would attend schools in all sectors, and 
who would otherwise have received grants would not be helped.   
 
Next, SB 3306 will be considered in the House of Representatives. 
 
Another measure related to the priorities for MAP awarding was House Bill 4463 (Kosel), which 
stalled in the House Higher Education Committee. In its most recent form, the bill would have put 
in statute the existing requirement that schools adopt satisfactory academic progress (SAP) 

1 A student would identify himself or herself as “dislocated worker” on the FAFSA by answering “yes” to one of a 
series of questions.  A person may be considered a dislocated worker if he or she:  
• is receiving unemployment benefits due to being laid off or losing a job and is unlikely to return to a previous 
occupation;  
• has been laid off or received a lay-off notice from a job;  
• was self-employed but is now unemployed due to economic conditions or natural disaster; or  
• is a displaced homemaker (a spouse who, as a result of changes in marital status, lost means of support and now 
must support herself or himself). 
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policies for their students who receive financial aid. Schools that participate in MAP already 
comply with this policy, since it is already in administrative rule and is also required for 
participation in federal student aid programs. Although this change would not have affected 
anything in practice, community college representatives argued that adding a more detailed SAP 
requirement to statute would place too much emphasis on academics in a program intended to 
address financial need.  The measure failed in the House Higher Education Committee.  
 

• IMPLEMENTING A “PAY IT FORWARD” TUITION MODEL: 
Several bills were filed this spring to adopt a deferred tuition model in Illinois. In most deferred 
tuition models, the student would enter a public university or community college without paying 
an initial tuition bill. Instead, the student would sign a contract or promissory note pledging to 
pay a percentage of his income for a number of years after graduating or otherwise leaving 
school. These payments would eventually be used to fund the institutions in future years, an 
arrangement that is referred to in some cases as a “Pay It Forward” or “Pay It Forward, Pay It 
Back” program.  No state has actually implemented such a program, but the creation of a 
commission in Oregon to develop the concept led to a wave of legislative interest.  One bill that 
passed the House, HB 5323 (Franks/Althoff), would have ISAC study the concept “with specific 
regard to funding and programmatic practicality and feasibility” and report to the General 

 Assembly on or before December 1, 2014.  The bill will now be considered in the Senate.
 

• HANDLING STUDENT DATA: 
One bill was filed in each chamber this spring to place strict new controls on access to student 
data. As initially filed, both HB 4558 (Drury) and SB 3092 (Delgado) would likely have 
imperiled efforts to establish and use a fully functional P-20 longitudinal data system as already 
required by state law.  The House bill was never called for a vote in that chamber and has been 
returned to the House Rules Committee after failing to meet one of the chamber’s deadlines.  As 
of this writing, ISAC staff are reviewing a new amendment filed for SB 3092, which may be 
considered during the last week of April. Additional analysis will be available at the time of the 
Commission meeting.   

• CHANGING COLLEGE ILLINOIS!:  
As noted earlier in the legislative session, Senator Jason Barickman filed two bills this spring 
related to College Illinois!. One (SB 3527) would have required colleges to “certify future tuition 
and fees” and the other (SB 3528) would have ended new CI! contract sales, replacing prepaid 
tuition contracts with annuities. Purchasers with existing contracts could keep the contracts, 
transfer the contracts’ cash value to Bright Start (which is already possible under current law), 
cash out of the contracts pursuant to the contracts’ terms (which is also possible under current 
law), or transfer funds into annuities.  The proposals were assigned to a committee but never 
scheduled for consideration, and they have therefore missed deadlines for committee votes and 
for consideration by the full Senate.   
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