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- This report consists of a brief written description of the evaluation model,
followed by a lengthy volume of tables which actually comprise the model. The
mode! 1.self delineates the effects of the delivery system, by major participants,
which can be used to evaluate the effects of specific activities and subsystems
comprising the current student aid delivery system, and to estimate the likely
effects of changes to these activities. The text of the report has four sections in

addition to the introduction:
o Background, whicn reviews the steps in developing the general model;

o Delivery System Effects, which reviews the steps used to identify the
important effects of the delivery system;

o Intervening Variables, which reviews steps used to identify the interven-
ing variables which influence these effects;

® The General Model, which provides detailed identification of the effects
and intervening variables of the current delivery system.
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SECTION II
BACKGROUND

The conceptual model selected to evaluate the student aid delivery system is
derived .rom the combination of poli.y analysis; systems development and evalua-
tion research methodologies. It :ecognizes that student aid, like most social
programs, was created as a result of a social problem or need, in this case the need
for equal educational opportunity (as defined in the legislation creating the
program). Student aid programs were created over time through a succession of
legislative, regulatory, and administrative decisions. These decisicns establish the
parameters for the student aid programs. The program is a combination of
requirements, procedures, and processes for disbursement of aid. The delivery
system s a combination of people, systems, organizations, and technology required
to deliver student aid. When evaluating the effects of the delivery systems, it is
necessary to recognize the program decisions, or antecedents, which prescribe the

delivery system.

The conceptual model, illustrated in Figure 2-1, provides a methodology for
distinguishing between program features and delivery system features. To the
extent possible, the evaluation mode! will evaluate delivery system alternatives,
holding the program features constant. Another feature of this approach, however,
is that it will also enable analysts to evaluate the effects of proposed program
changes on the delivery system. The use of this simple conceptual model of the
student aid delivery system has required the development of a detailed evaluation
model, one that fully rpecifies the activities and subsystems in the current student
aid delivery system as a basis for the detailed identification of delivery system

effects.
THE MODEL BUILDING PROCESS

The general model is actually the fourth step in the mode! building process.
The first step was the review of the requirement: for the evaluation. The results of
this effort are described in "Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery
Systems: A Context Paper.” The paper reviewed the type of evaluative information

the Secretary of Education needs to make a decision about changes to the delivery

2-1
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system. It also reviewed past approaches to delivery system redesign. It was
concluded that the Secretary of Education must know:

® The effects of the current student a.d delivery system on

- applicants and their families,
- postsecondary institutions,

- states,

- the Federal government;

e The differential effects of all m:a:j.or alternatives on these participants in
student aid programs;

o The time, costs, and risks associated with implementing the major
alternatives;
° The effects on program intent of implementing the major alternatives.

The second step in the raodel building process was to develop the logic for the
evaluation model. This was especially important since this detailed approach to
delivery system assessment had not previously been undertaken. In order to proceed
with the development of the general assessment model, it was necessary to specify
the relationship between effects of the delivery system and the program f{eatures,
delivery system features, and intervening factors that influence the delivery of
student aid. The logic for doing this is illustrated in Figure 2-2. The overall logic
of the model proceeded in most respects as though simultaneous equations were
being used to build the model. Each effect was treated as a discreie delivery
system outcome; analysts hypothesized about the program features, delivery system
features, and intervening factors that influenced each effect. The preliminary list
of effects was derived from a detailed review of the programs and the delivery
system. The result of the methodical process was a set of approximately 30 tables
which were used as a guide for the development of the general evaluation model.
The results of this preliminary work--"Assessment of Alternative Student Aid
Delivery Systems: The Preliminary Model"--also provide the detailed methodology
to be developed in the refined model. It identified steps for:

e Developing the general assessment model;

] Specifying the current student aid delivery system;

° Evaluating the effects of the current student aid delivery system;

o Specifying alternative student aid delivery systems;

o Assessing the likely differential effects of alternative delivery systems.
z-3
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The detailed specification of the current student aid delivery system was the
obvious first step in the evaluation of the effects of the current student aid delivery
system. This required detailed analysis and descriptions of the current programs and
deiivery system. The delivery system wasas first divided into its three major
components: Pell; Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL); and Campus-Based. The com-
mon subsystems were then specified for eech component:

° Pre-Application;

* Student Application;

® Student Eligibility Determination;
) Student Benefit Calculation;

° Fund Disbursement;

™ Account Reconciliation.

In order to specify these subsystems, it was w.ecessary to identify the activities
associated with each subsystem. The analysts first generated detailed guestions
about the program features related to each subsystem. Next, they identified each
step--in the form of input, process, and output (IPO) chains-~in each subsystem.
These questions were used to identify the sequence of delivery system steps as well
as to identify the program features associated with each step in the delivery system,
As a result of this process, a series of discrete activities wer= identified for each
subsystem, indicated in Figure 2-3. For each activity, the resuiting document--
"A’ssessmgnt of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: Preliminary Specifica-
tions of the Current System with Program Antecedents"--includes detailed identifi-
cation of program features with corresponding delivery system steps, in the form of

IPO chains, for each activity in the specification report.

While the specification document is subject to review, refinement, and change,
it nevertheless provides a basis for developing the refined model. The activities
identified in Figure 2-3 were used as the unit of analysis for the model. While there
may be some change in the program features or delivery system steps for these
activities, the basic list of activities is not likely to change substantially. Even if
the list of activities changes through additions or deletions, the changes will have
only limited impact on the refined model since it will be possible to add new

activities to, or delete activities from, the mode! as the specifications are refined.
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The following chart 1ists the activities which are part of the delivery subsystems for the three programs, highlighting activities which are
similar xcross programs by Hning them up horizontally. Asterisks (***) indicate no similar activity in that program component. The two digit
numbers correspond to the logical order of activities within each program, so that similar activities across prograss may not have the same nunber.
“Similarity," s used in this chart, refers to activities that sre equivalent in terms .f the program requirements, the actors fnvolved,
and the relevant system steps. The only activities that are cowpletely tical across all three programs are Institutional Eligibility

-, Determination, and Institutional Certificatfon. This table also serves as a table of contents for the following charts.

SUBSYSTEM PELL ACTIVITIES GSL ACTIVITIES CAMPUS-BASED ACTIVITIES

e o = a4 . e ———— - — — ———— —.--...-—____..._4.....____-__-__...-_--.-_-_..---...__.____......___—__-_--_-—--.—.-__--.....-_..4....____--.-4__‘-__-___---....

1. ®re-Application

1.1 Budgef Forecasting 1.1 Budg~t forecasting nas
'}’ 1.2 Budge. Development 1.2 Budget Development 1.1 Budget Development
fe)} 1.3 Promulgation of Regulations 1.3 Promulgation of Regulations 1.2 Promulgation of Regulations
1.4 Forms Development 1.4 Sorms Development 1.3 Forms Development
bbb 1.5 GA Formss Development e
1.5 Institutional Eligibiiity 1.6 Institutfonal EVigibility 1.4 [Institutfonal EVigibility
Petermination Determination Determination
1.6 Institutional Certification 1.7 [Institutional Certification 1.3 Institutional Certification
1.7 Computer Systems Revisfon sas s
P 1.8 tender Eliglbﬂlty Determinat fon laad
ool ool 1.6 Low-Income School List Development
1.8 Contract Support bl el
nan Lok 1.7 State Allocation
1.9 Disbursement System Planning bbb hbkd
bbb il 1.8 Institutiona) Application for Funds
1.10 Institutional Funds Authorization bbb rhe
aee aae 1.9 Initfal Institutional Allocation
hakd el , 1.10 Appeal of Inftial Allocation
"o nat 1.11 Final Allocation
2. Student Application
b LAl 2.1 Financial Statement Processing
2.1 Student Appiication 2.1 Student Application 2.2 Student Application
FIGURE 2-3

13 TABLE OF DELIVERY SYSTEM ACTIVITIES 14
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SUBSYSTEN PELL ACTIVITIES GSL ACTVIVITIES CAMPUS-BASED ACTIVITIES

3. Student EVigibiifty

Determination
3.1 Student Eligibilfty 3.1 Student Eligibility 3.1 Student Eligibility
Determination Determination Determination
3.2 validation . b aed
ane aee 3.2 Optional Validation
4. Student Benef{t
'}J Calculation
~J
4.1 Student Award Calculat’on (RDS) tee a0t
LA 4.1 Determination of Loan Limits et
ana Y 4.1 Student Award Calculatfon
4.2 Student Award Calcula.fon (ADS) a4 b
dod] 4.2 Determinatfon of Loan Amount e
5. fFund Disbursement
5.1 Establishment of Letter Credit ted 5.1 Estadblishment of Letter Credit
Ll 5.1 Issuance of Promissary Note bk
5.2 Establishment of Cash Request ane 5.2 Establishment of Cash Request
nee 5.2 toan Deductions bkl
5.3 Disbursement to Institution ade o
e 5.3 Guarantee Approval okl
aee L 5.3 Award Acceptance
5.4 Disbursement to Student (RDS) e ted
Lhad ) 5.4 Loan Disbursement the
Y L1 5.4 SEOG Disbursement
5.5 Disbursement to Student (ADS) the e
e 5.5 Interest and Special e
Allowance Payment
L e 5.5 NOSL Disbursewment
bk 5.6 Administratfive Cost e
Allowance Payment
aae Ll 5.6 (N-S Disbursenrnt

U
X

FIGURE 2-3 (Cont.) 16
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6. Account Reconciliation

17

PELL ACTIVITIES

6.1 Student Account Reconciltatfon
e
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The decision to use activities as the unit of analysis for the general model was
based on the assumption that alternatives would logically involve change at the
activity level. Proposals that implied change at the subsystem level would be far
too general to either be specified or compared to the current system. Additionally,
it is possible to evaluate the effects of proposals to change steps in the delivery

process by using activities as the unit of analysis.

The importance of selecting activities as the unit of analysis for \he general
model became apparent as work proceeded on the general model. Most effects of
the delivery system are not the direct result of individual steps, but rather appear to
be the result of interaction among a number c¢f steps. Had we focused on IPO steps,
a number of important effects would n>t have been identified. Very few effects, as
it turns out, are attributable to specific IPO steps. Most effects, from fund cortrol
to turnaround time, appear to be the result of a series of steps combined under one

activity or even a8 combination of actitivies.

In summary, the general mode! is an outgrowth of three prior analytic steps
that identified the requirements of the model, developed the logic and methodoln-
gies for building the model, and specified in detail the delivery system. The delivery
system has been specified in terms of:

) Components by major program--Pell, GSL, Campus-Based;

° Subsystems common to each program--Pre-Application, Student Applica-
tion, Student Eligibility Determination, Student Benefit Calculation,
Fund Disbursement, and Account Reconciliation;

o Activities involved in the functioning of each subsystem, differing for
each program;

o Program Features related to each activity;
) Delivery System steps, in the form of IPO chains, involved with each
activity.

Activities are used as the unit of analysis for the development of the refined
model. They provided the most logical unit to specify and analyze delivery system
changes. The use of activities as the unit of analysis also optimized the

identification of direct effects of the delivery system.

2-9 i9
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USES OF THE MODEL

The general model will be used for all aspects of the remainder of this project.

The final key components of the remainder of the study are:

o Analytic agenda for operationalizing the model;

) Assessment of the effects of the current system;

. Specification of alternatives;

° Assessment of the differential effects of alternatives;

o Ranking of alternatives according to alternate specifications of program .
intent.

The analytic agenda for operationalizing the model will expand the model by

defining:
) Measures of effects by activity and participant according to the refined
model;
o Data sources for measuring effects according to the same framework;
o Methods for measuring the effects of the current system.

These definitions will be used in the analytic agenda to refine the analytic steps

necessary to evaluate the current system and alternatives.

The assessment of the current delivery system will flow d.rectly from the
analytic agenda. It will be necessary to establish priorities for this analysis. The
project will seek input from the Credit Management Improvement staff, the Division
of Quality Assurance, and the Technical Advisory Panel on establishing priorities for

the analysis.

Specifications of alternatives will also flow logically from the refined model.

The steps involved in this process will include:
e Grouping proposals into a major class (by participant);

o Reviewing each alternative to describe in concrete terms the nature of
the proposed change;

2-10 20
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o Comparing the description of the alternative to the specification of the
current system to identify subsystems and activities that would change
as a direct result of this proposal;

e Identifying additional activities changed, added, or deleted as a result of
these changes;

° Describing the nature of the chinges by activity;
o Specifying the changed activities using IPO chains;

° Describing the required changes in program features, if any.

The assessment of alternatives will also flow logically from the assessment
specification aru the analytic agenda. The analytic agenda will identify by activity
the data sources and methods for assessing differential effects of changes, using
ac.ivities as a unit of analysis. Once an alternative has been specified, the
alternative can be evaluated on an activity-by-activity basis. The differential
effects will also be estimated on an activity-by-activity basis.

Finally, the model will also be used to rank alternatives according to alternate
specifications of program intent. It will first be necessary to develop a specifica-~
tion of program intent, or perhaps multiple specifications, using the model. The
model explicitly identifies the primary effects of the delivery system. The
specification of program intent will weight these primary effects to approximate
program intent or alternate specifications of program intent. These weightings of

effects will then be used to rank alternatives.

n)
2-11 <1
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SECTION IIl
DELIVERY SYSTEM EFFECTS

The general assessment model is intended to identify effects of the student aid
delivery system on key participants. This section reviews the process the project
team used to develop a refined list of delivery system effects. It also defines each
of the effects included in the general assessment model.

DETERMINATION OF RELEVANT EFFECTS

To determine the relevant effects, the project team went through a number of
steps. First, the list of affected actors from the Preliminary Model (see Figure 3-1)
was reviewed. This list was refined to include Guarantee Agencies for GSL and
other organizations offering student aid. Society was dropped as a separate
category because it refers to a summation of the effects on other participant
groups. Thus, the Refinement of the Analytic Model is focused on effects on the

following actors:

o Applicants/Families;

° Institutions;

° States (Guarantee Agencies);
. Lenders (Note Owners);

® Federal Goveriiment;

e Other Student Aid Organizations.

There are many other actors who are affected by the student aid delivery
system such as the Student Loan Marketing Association and the American College
Testing Service. These other actors are discussed in Section V, "Delivery System
Participants.” Where these other actors are providing services under contract to the
participants listed above, they are considered as components ol the relevant
participant.

The next step was to refine and redefine the list of effects from the
Preliminary Model. The preliminary list of effects is presented in Figure 3-1, and
the original definitions can be found in the Preliminary Model paper. The goals of

this step were as follows:

3-1 22



APPLICANT/FAMILY -

- Application Time

- Miscalculation/Error
- Turnaround Time

- Horizontal Equity

- Certainty of Funds

- Distribution of Aid

LENDERS

- Loan Capital Available

- Net Servicing Income

- Incentives to Participate
- Short-term Net Income
- Net Return on Capital

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Fund Control

Fund Forecasting
Integration Across Programs
Vertical Equity

]

INSTITUTIONS

FIGURE 3-1

- Processing Time

- Administrative Burden
- Collection Burden

- Financial Planning

- Enrollment

- Certainty of Funds

STATES

- Financial Planning

- Administrative Costs

- Enrollment by Level
and by Field of Study

- Aid Programs

SOCIETY

- Choice and Persistence

- Equity (Horizontal and
Vertical)

- Cost of Delivery

PRELIMINARY LIST OF EFFECTS
OF THE STUDENT AID DELIVERY SYSTEM

23
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° To focus on effects that are the outcome of the delivery system, not
solely of the program or of factors outside the scope of the program and
delivery system;

° To define effects in concrete terms which are amenable to quantitative
measurement or qualitative (e.g., case study) analysis;

° To include all effects which meet the above criteria, and have been
determined to be important to the participant groups, by the Technical
Advisory Panel, the Department of Education, and the informed judg-
ment of the project team.

Attachment A presents a list of effects suggested by the Technical Advisory
Panel. This list was very helpful in the process described above, of refining and
redefining the effects to be evaluated in the model. The project team, after
carefully considering the names, definitions, and measures of effects suggested by

the Panel, took one or more of the following steps:
° Included the effect in the model;

° Included the definition or measures proposed, but used a different name
for the effect, for consistency and clarity;

) Broke out an effect into its components, or combined multiple effects
into a single effect, so that each effect was relatively similar in
importance and magnitude;

o Deleted effects which were descriptions of the system or program rather
than outcomes, and were therefore included in the program or systems
section of the model;

o Deleted effects which referred to programs outside the scope of this
analysis (e.g., SSIG), or, if relevant, included them in the effect "Other
Aid Programs';

o Deleted effects which are the result of program, rather than delivery
system, features (e.g., the amount and type of aid distributed);

° Deleted effects which are secondary effects of the effects which are
included in the model (e.g., enrollment, social effects);

o Included effects which are beyond the control of ED as intervening
variables rather than effects (e.g., applicant ability).

These steps were undertaken to assure the importance of the effects which
remained in the model and to aid significantly in the refinement of these effects.
At times the Pane! proposed that effects be assessed in ways which would
involve significant new research; unfortunately, time and cost constraints will limit

how much of this important research can be done.

3-3
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Concurrent with the steps on the previous page, the project team began to
match the effects and the participant groups affected with the relevant subsystem
activities, focusing on effects which are the immediate outcome of each activity.
The refined list of effects develooed as a result of these steps is contained in
Fizure 3-2. In the general model, the participant does not have to be directly
-~ d in an activity to be affected. While effects are listed by activity rather
L...i1 SUbsystem step, the procCess of determining the effects to be listed involved
thinking about the subsystem steps individually and about the interrelationships
between steps. The process of matching effects and activities enabled the project
team to further refine and define the list of relevant and important effects. The
charts which were the outcome of this step are presented in Section VI.  Upon
reading these charts, it will becoine obvious that very few effects can be completely
measured at any one activity. In most cases, each point at which an effect appears

will provide one or more components of its measure; these con\uponents will then be

!

combined to measure the effect as a whole. \

DEFINITIONS OF EFFECTS

1. Administrative Costs (Federal Government, States, Institutions)

Administrative costs are the aciual expenditures on a given activity,
including the proportion of staff salaries, office supplies, systems
maintenance costs, contractual costs, office rent and maintenance, etc.,
attributable to the relevant system steps. Program subsidy, grant, and
loan payments are not included in this effect. In cases where the
institution or state also acts as a lender, the costs of loan activities are
covered separately under "Rate of Return.” Processors and other service
organizations under contract to the three participant groups listed above
are included as components of the relevant group.

2.  Rate of Return (Lenders/Note Owners)

Rate of return is the fraction profit divided by investment, where profit
equals gross student loan revenues minus relevant administrative costs,
claims denied reimbursement, and taxes. Investment represents the
amount of student loan capital outstanding. Gross revenues include
student principal and interest payments, note transfer revenue, federal
government special allowance and interest subsidy payments, insurance
receipts, and any other relevant revenue. Administrative costs are
defined under number one above, and include contractual costs for loan
servicing and collections. Revenues are generally determined by the
program, while costs are generally determined by the delivery system.
The difference between revenues and costs, divided by investment,
represents a primary incentive for lender participation in the program.

3= 25



APPLICANT /FAMILIES

- Applicant Cost

-  Turnaround Time

- Applicant Time

- Certainty of Funds

- Miscalculation/Error

- Data Base Vulnerability

- Availability of Program
Information

- Distribution of Aid

LENDERS/NOTE OWNERS

- Rate of Return

- Certainty of Funds

- Fund Control

- Availability of Program
Information

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

- Administrative Costs

- Fund Forecasting

- Fund Control

- Availability of Program
Information

- Integration Across Programs

- Other Aid Programs

DRAFT

INSTITUTIONS

- Administrative Costs

- Processing Time

- Certainty of Funds

- Fund Control

- Availability of NDSL
Loan Capital

- Availability of Program
Information

- Distribution of Aid

- Other Aid Programs

STATES/GUARANTEE AGENCIES

- Administrative Costs

- Net Revenue

- Certainty of Funds

- Fund Control

- Availability of Program
Information

- Other Aid Programs

OTHER STUDENT AID ORGANIZATIONS

- Other Aid Programs

FIGURE 3-2

REFINED LIST OF EFFECTS
OF THE STUDENT AID DELIVERY SYSTEM
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Lenders may inciude institutions, guarantee agencies, commercial banks,
savings and loan associations, credit unions, and other educational
associations. Note-owners include the participants just listed as well as
secondary market participants such as the Student Loan Marketing
Association.

Net Revenue (States/Guarantee Agencies)

Net revenue is the difference between gross program-related revenue
and relevant administrative costs. Gross revenues include federal
administrative cost allowance payments, lender insurance premium pay-
ments, retention of up to 30 percent of collections, receipts from state
appropriations and revenue bonds, etc., minus the amount of reinsurance
claims denied. Administrative costs are defined under number one, and
also include the costs of raising revenue from the above sources and
contractual costs for collections. In cases where the GA also acts as a
lender, it is included in the lender category (see "Rate of Retumn,"
number two), rather than in this category, for loan related activities.
While revenues tend to be driven by program features rather than
delivery system features, costs tend to be driven by delivery system
features. It is the difference between revenues and costs that deter-
mines the amount of money the states have available for other activities
(such as loans, information dissemination) or, in the case of a deficit, the
amount of money a state must provide from its own funds.

Application Cost (Applicants/Families)

Application costs are actual expenditures incurred by the applicants
and/or their families for application submission and processing. This
effect includes payments to processors such as the American College
Testing Service.

Turnaround Time (Applicants/Families)

Turnaround time is the total elapsed time between the initial submission
of an application and receipt of the total amount of grant, loan or
subsidy funds. This effect is identical to processing time (number six)
except that it includes the time it takes the application tc reach the
institution, and the funds to reach the student. This effect is of
particular importance because of the need for the student to have funds
in hand prior to when the related expenditures are due, and because it
may affect enrollment decisions.

Processing Time (Institutions)

Processing time is total elapsed time between the receipt of an
application and the resultant disbursement of the total amount of grant,
loan, or subsidy funds. This effect is of particular importance because of
the need of the student to have funds in hand prior to when the related
expenditures are due, and because the timing of aid distursement may
influence student enrollment decisions.

3-6
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Applicant Time (Applicants/Families)

Applicant time is the total amount of time an applicant/aid recipient
spends on delivery system activities, including time spent f{illing out
forms, responding to notifications, receiving or submitting payments,
etc.

Certainty of Funds (Applicants/Families, Institutions, States/Guarantee
Agencies, Lenders/Note Owners)

Certainty of funds is the probability that a given participant will
actually receive the amount of funding expected, and/or the probability
that funding will be received at the time when it is expected. Alterna-
tively, this effect can also be expressed as the difference between the
amount of funds expected or requested and the actual amount of funds
received, or the difference between the time when fund receipt is
expected and when it actually occurs. Expectations involve subjective
judgments which will change as new information is received or assim-
ilated, so the degree of certainty that the relevant actors have will
change as the delivery system process progresses. This effect is also
important because it may influence program participation and enroll-
ment decisions.

Fund Forecasting (Federal Government)

Fund forecasting is the federal equivalent to certainty of funds (number
eight); however, it refers to the accuracy of estimates of expenditures
rather than receipts. It is the difference between the amount of
expenditures forecast and actual expenditures, expressed as a dollar
amount or percent, or the probability that actual expenditures will equal
expected expenditures. This effect is of particvlar importance where a
program is entitlement in nature.

Miscalculation/Error (Applicants/Families)

Miscalculation/error refers to mistakes made by the applicants them-
selves, or by othe- participants who are processing their applicatior.s,
Jisbursements, e’ .. It refers to mistakes which influence the determin-
ation of eligibility or the amount of award. These mistakes may be in
the form of data items which are inaccurate or of mathematical or other
miscalculations. Miscalculation/error includes cases where forms are
erroneously returned to the student for correction, where the original
data is in fact correct. This effect may be expressed as a percentage or
an absolute value, and includes errors that have either a positive or

negative effect on the applicant/aid recipient.

Fund Control (Federal Government, States/Guarantee Agencies, Institu-
tions, Lenders/Note Owners)

To some extent, fund control is the equivalent of miscalculation/error
for participant groups other than applicant/family. It refers to mistakes
made by the affected participant group itself, or by other participants
who are transferring information or funds to the affected participant.
This effect includes errors which influence the determination of eligibil-
ity and/or the amount of disbursements and receipts, as well as the

3-7
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ability to capture and correct these errors. These mistakes may be in
the form of data items which are inaccurate or of mathematical or other
miscalculations. For the participants listed above, fund control aiso
refers to the float or deficit between fund receipts and expenditures,
i.e., the degree to which funds are received immediately prior to the
time when they are to be disbursed. In addition, fund control refers to
over- and under-payments due to changes in recipient status. This effect
may have a positive or negative effect on the relevant participant group
and may be expressed as a percentage or absolute amount.

Availability of NDSL Loan Capital (Institutions)

This effect is the dollar amount or percentage of institutional NDSL loan
funds that are depleted due to defaults and deferments, and that are
increased due to repayments and reimbursements for cancellations which
can be attributed to delivery system activities.

Note: Availability of loan capital is not considered as an effect of the
GSL delivery system since, in the case of GSL, this effect is an outcome
of economic factors such as the rate of return on alternative invest-
ments, of lender policy decisions related to the desire to serve the
community, as well as the effect "Rate of Return” on GSL loans (number
two). With the exception of the rate of return on GSL loans, these
factors are beyond the control of the Federal student aid programs and
delivery systems.

Data Base Vulnerability (7 splicants/Families)

Data base vulnerabiiity refers to the ease with which confidential data
received from the applicant can be accessed for unauthorized use. It is
the degree to which the delivery system is designed to protect the
privacy rights of applicants and their families.

Availability of Program Information (Federal Government, States/Guar-
antee Agencies, Institutions, Applicants/Families, Lenders/Note Owners)

Availability of program information refers to the degree to which the
delivery system generates the information needed to begin participation
in the program, to administer the program, and to evaluate the program.
Information related to participation includes knowledge of the program's
existence, of sources of additional information, of types of aid available,
and of the relevant application procedures. For program administration,
information is needed on the processing procedures to be followed, the
desirable types of personnel training, and the information to be dissemi-
nated to other participants. Information for program evaluation consists
primarily of the collection of relevant statistics.

Distribution of Aid (Institutions, Applicants/Families)

As it is normally used, distribution of aid is primarily an outcome of
decisions relating to the programs rather than to the delivery system;
however, the delivery system does have a marginal impact on this effect.
As used in this model, distribution of aid refers to the impact the
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delivery system has on the amount and type of aid students receive,
grouping students by socioeconomic status and type of school attended.
The delivery system affects distribution primarily by allowing various
participant groups to make discretionary decisions. For example, a
student may or may not decide to begin and complete the application
process; a lender may or may not decide to make a loan; an institution
may use any of a variety of methods of aid packaging, choose to make
transfers between SEOG or CW-S, or choose how to reconcile Campus-
Based over- or under-payments. Distribution of aid is also a secondary
effect of many of the delivery system effects noted earlier, such as
"miscalculation/error" (number ten). However, as used in this model,
distribution of aid does not include the impact of these other effects
because the model is focused on primary rather than secondary effects.

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)
r

Integration across programs refers to the degree to which delivery
system steps are identical across programs, in terms of the participant
groups involved, the forms utilized, the procedures followed, etc.

Other Aid Programs (Federal Government, States, Institutions, Other
Student Aid Organizations) '

Other aid programs refers to the impact of the delivery system for the
Title 1V programs under consideration on other aid programs offered by
the participants listed above.

3-9
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SECTION IV
INTERVENING VARIABLES

To be comprehensive and realistic, the general assessment model must
consider factors outside Federal control that have impact upoin delivery system
effects. This section reviews the process the project team used to develop a refined
list of intervening variables relevant to the current delivery system activities and
their effects upon participants. AttachmentB is a master list of more than
200 distinct intervening variables included by the project team in the general

assessment model.

To determine external factors relevant to tk= current delivery system
activities and effects, the project team performed a number of activities. First, a
working definition of "intervening variable" included conditions and actions
occurring outside the Federal portion of the delivery system. Therefore, certain
aspects of state and instituticnal processing systems are included as intervening
variables since they are also outside the immediate control of Federal decisions.
Such "variables" can be influenced by Federal policy or program decisions but they
are not in Federal control, nor are they part of the Federal delivery system. We
have treated them as intervening variables in the general model because the Federal

government should take these variations into account.

The model also treats exogenous facters that influence the delivery system as
intervening variables. Exogenous factors range from applicant characteristics to
the timing of congressional decisions on the budget. These factors are clearly
beyond the control or influence of the Federal delivery system, but they influence
and constrain the system. For example, the system must accommodate the fact
that decisions on Pell award schedules could be delayed in Congress as they were for
FY1982.

In determining relevant intervening variables, the project team first received,
refined, and in some cases, redefined the lists of tentative "determinants of effects"
included in the Preliminary Model. For a complete listing of these determinants,
refer to "Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: The Preliminary
Model":

4-1
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° Figure 4-2 Determinants of Effects on Applicants/Families;

o Figure 4-3 Determinants of Fffects on Postsecondary Institutions;
0 Figure 4-4 Determinants of Effects on Lenders;

° Figure 4-5 Determinants of Effects on States;

™ Figure 4-6 Determinants of Effects on the Federal Government;

o Figure 4-7 Determinants of Effects on Society.

Using these refined lists of determinants as an initial index, the project team
then compiled a more complete list of important social, political, economic,
technological, demographic, and other enviroamental factors external to the Federal
student aid program and delivery system features, vet specifically related to the
delivery system effects upon participants. In making an informed judgment in the
compilation of the list of intervening variables, the project team gathered

information and insight from the following sources:

° Review of the Preliminary Model;

. Review of other previous a..d ongoing Advanced Technology studies;

) Discussions with Advanced Technology staff;

° Review of comments elicited from the Technical Advisory Panel of

outside experts.

The project team then categorized the intervening variables between the
relevant delivery system activities and their effecis upon participants. This
categorization is displayed in the general assessment model included in Section VI.
When categorizing the intervening variables under delivery system activities and
effects, the project team discovered that many factors are applicable across the
three program components' delivery systems. Others, of course, are specific to a
particular program component, subsystem, or activity.

Attachment B is a catalogue of the intervening.variables included in the
general assessment model as being relevant to, and impacting upon, the effects of
the i{elivery system activities. In Attachment B, the intervening variables are

grouped, as far as possible, into the following related activities or conditions:
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Human Factors;

Data;

Time/Changes;
Financial:
Integration/Similarities;
Technology;
Decisions/Policies;

Other.
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SECTION V
DELIVERY SYSTEM PARTICIPANTS

A large number of individuals, institutions, and agencies, are involved in student
aid, in addition to the Federal Government. In fact, many student aid programs
existec before the Federal Government became extensively involved in student aid.
Therefore it is critical that the general medel explicitly recognize the effects of the

current system on the key participants.

The following is a list of participants with examples of the types of organizations
that perform the relevant role. Central participants are those for whom optimal
alternate delivery systems will be developed in subsequent stages of delivery system
assessment. Other participants are those who are important to the process, sometimes
under contract to central participants, or for whom the alternative delivery systems

will attempt to hold constant or marginally improve major effects.

Central Participants

Applicant/Families: Students and their families who apply through Federal
aid programs for financial assistance to meet post-
secondary education costs.

Federal Government: Those departments, agencies and offices of the Federal
government involved in the delivery of Federal student
financial aid, including Treasury, OMB, ED.

States/Guarantee Bodies within each state that play a role in delivering

Agencies: Federal and state student aid including state
scholarship agencies delivering SSIG and state scholar-
ships, and state guarantee agencies. These bodies take
the form of agencies of the state government, state-
chartered commissions or corporations, and nonprofit
organizations contracted to perforr- these functions.

Institutions: The primary providers of educational services including
all eligible postsecondary institutions, proprietary insti-
tutions of higher education, vocational schools and
postsecondary vocational institutions.

Other Participants

Lenders/Note Owners: All orgenizations that issue federally insured loans
and/or subsidized loans to students attencing eligible

5-1
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Student Loan Marketing
Association (SLMA or
Sallie Mae):

State Higher
Education Agencies:

Processors:

Loan Servicing Agencies:

Collection Agencies:

Secondary Note Market:

DRAFT

institutions, including institutions, state guarantee
agencies, commercial banks, savings and loan associa-
tions, credit unions, and other educational associations.
Note owners include the lenders cited previously as well
as secondary market participants such as the Student
Loan Marketing Association.

A government-chartered, privately owned, for-profit
corporation that supports the federally insured loan
program through a number of programs designed to
enhance lender liquidity and availability of loans.

Agencies of state governments that perform higher
ucation policy and governance functions including
Boards of Regents, and higher education agencies-

Organizations that enter data and process reports and
applications for Pell, GSL, and Campus-Based
components  including private firms, non-profit
agencies, banks and institutions. This group includes
processors under contract to central participants and
needs analysis agencies.

Public and private organizations that manage
repayments and deferments of GSL and NDSL, including
commercial firms, banks and institutions.

Public or private organizations that collect payments
on defaulteda GSL or NDSL notes including private
firms, banks, institutions and ED.

The financial market that trades federally insured
student loan nctes including banks, GAs and SLMA.
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SECTION VI
THE GENERAL MODEL

The general assessment model for the current and alternative student aid
delivery system is built on the detailed specification of the current student aid
delivery system: "Assessment of Alternative Student Aid Delivery Systems: Prelimin-
ary Specification of the Current System with Program Antecedents.” This report
should be considered an integral part of the general model. It identifies program
features and delivery svstem features for each activity in the student aid delivery
system. The following charts extend this logic to include the intervening variables and
effects for each activity. In other words, the model flows conceptually as follows:
These program features give rise to these system features (from the specification
paper); the activities within the system produce effects; which are also influenced by

intervening variables (from the following charts). This relationship is illustrated in
Figure 6-1. |

The project team has also extended the genera!l model as it applies to the current
delivery system. For each effect relevant to the current system, the team has
identified measures, data sources, and methods of analysis. This later document will
be titled "The Analytic Agenda for the Current System,”" and will be the next volume

in this series.
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.1 Budget Forecasting Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLEZS

€.

Funds available for activity

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Degree of change from previous year

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Data base available/used

Accuracy of forecasting activities

o Integration of forecasts with other activities

e Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
e Forecasting technology available/used
e Similarities across programs

e Predictability of program changes
e Availability, accuracy of data used
e Predictability of chaages in the participant

population

e Forecasting technology available/used

o Type, availability, completeness, timeliness,

accuracy of data used

e Forzxcasting technology available/used

o Accuracy of forecasting activities
e Policy decisions of Administration/Congress

40

EFFECTS

Administrative  .3ts (Federal Governinent)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Integration Across Prograins (Federal Governinent)

Fund Forecasting (Federal Government)

Availability of Program Inforination
(Federal Government)

Nistribution of Aid
(Applicant/Family)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.2 Budget Development Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

a.

f.

Funds available for activity

Timeliness and content of relevant political de¢ cisions
Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Degree of change from previous year

Policy decisions of Admir.istration, Congress

Similarities across programs
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

Content, completeness, accuracy of information
received

Ability to understand information

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Content, completeness, accuracy of information
received

Ability to understand information

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Interrelationship of State and Federal programs
Degree of dependence on Federal aid

Availability of State funds

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
State education policies

42

EFFECTS

f.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Governiment)

Certainty of Funds (Institution)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Fuinily)

Other Aid Programs (State)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.2 Budget Development Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS
g- o Interrelationship of institutional and Federal programs g. Other Aid Programs (Institution)
e Degree of dependence on Federal aid
e Availability of institutional funds
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
h. e Interrelationship of programs h. Other Aid Programs (Federal Government)
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
T
w i. e Interrelationship of programs i. Other Aid Programs
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions (Other Student Aid Organizations)

b
 §
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PELL GRANT COMFONENT

i. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.3 Promulgation of Regulations Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

t.

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Technology available/used

Degree of change from previous year

Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
Similarities across programs

Interrelationship of State and Federal programs
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
State educational policies

Interrelationship of institutional and Federal programs
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Institutional policy decisions

Interrelationship of programs
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Interrelationship of programs
Timeliness and content of refevant political decisions

Policy decisions regarding information to be collected
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EFFECTS

C.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

Other Aid Programs (States)

Other Aid Programs (Institutions)

Other Aid Programs (Federal Government)

Other Aid Programs
(Other Student Aid Organizatior.)

Availability of Program Information
(Federal Government)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-AFPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.3 Promulgation of Regulations Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

h.

i.

Accuracy, timeliness, content of information
received
Ability to understand regulations

Amount and type of forward planning
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Degree of change from previous year

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Timmeliness and content of relevant political decisions

48

EFFECTS

Availability of Program Information (Institutions)

Administrative Costs (Preparatory) (Institutions)

Certainty of Funds (Institutions)

Certainty of Funds (Applicants)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICAT'ON SUBSYSTEM
1.8 Forms Development Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Funds available for activity

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Degree of change from pre vious year

Similarities across programs
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

“olicy decisions regarding information to be collected
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

EFFECTS

C.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Governient)

Administrative Costs (Preparatory) (Institution)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.5 Institutiona! Eligibility Determination Activity

INTERVENING VARIAELES

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity

Technology available/used
Number of institutions who apply

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity
Technology available/used

Similarities across programs
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

Time of year institution applies

Content, accuracy, completeness and timeliness
of inforination received

Ability to understand information

Eligibility status of institution

Degree of institutional compliance with program
requirements

Eligibility status of institution of choice
Content, accuracy, completeness and tiineliness
of information received

Ability to understand information

EFFECTS

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

Certainty of Funds (Institution)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.5 Institutional Eligibility Determination Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS

f. e Amount/type of assistance offered by government f. Availability of Program Information (Institution)
or agencies
e Content, accuracy, completeness and timeliness
of information receives
e Ability to understar.y information

[«)]
!
—
o

n

o
o
w




(o2}
1
—
—

DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PR:-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.6 Institutional Certification Activity

INTERVENING YARIABLES

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity

Technology available/used
Number of institutions who apply

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity
Technology available/used

Similarities across prograins
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

Time of year institution applies

Content, accuracy, completeness and tirneliness
of information received

Ability to understand information

Certification status of institution

Degree of institutional compliance with program
requirements

Certification status of institution of choice
Content, accuracy, completeness and timeliness
of information received

Ability to understand information

e
o

EFFECTS

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

Certainty of Funds (Institution)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

e
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT
. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.6 Institutional Certification Activity (Continued) -/
INTERVENING VARIABLES -EFFECTS
; \
f. e Amount/type of assistance offered by government f.  Availability of Program Information (Instituti(\)t\t)
or agencies \
e Content, accuracy, completeness and tirmeliness g
of information received \ \
e Ability to understand information " \
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.7 Computer Systems Revision Activity

INTERVF'"JING VARIABLES

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Degree of change from previous year
Contractual arrangements

e Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
e Similarities across programs

Technology available/used
Security arrangements available/used

Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
Error identification, correction technology avail-
able/used

Contractual arrangements

Gu

EFFECTS

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Integration Across Prozrams (Federal Government)

Data Base Vulnerability (Applicant/Family)

Fund Control {Federal Governiment)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.8 Contract Support Activity

_INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS

Funds available for activity a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)
Staff productivity

Technology available/uv-ed

Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
Degr=e of change from previous year

N

Similarities across programs b. Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

Technology available/used c. Data Base Vulnerability (Applicant/Family)
Security arrangements available/used

Policy decisions by Administration, Congress d. Fund Control (Federal Governient)
Error identification, correction technology avail-

able/used

Contractual arrangements
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.9 Disbursement System Planning Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used
Contractual arrangements

Degree of change from previous year

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Similarities across programs
Policy decisions of /.dministration, Congress

Technalogy available/used for capturing errors
Funds available for system revision
Technology available/used

Method of data transiission

Technology available/used
Security arrangements available/used

Timeliness and content of relevant policial decision.;
Contractual arrangements

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Contractual arrangements

G4

EFFECTS.

Administrative Costs (Federal Governinent)

Administrative Costs (Preparatory) (Institutions)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Data Base Vulnerability (Applicant/Family)

Certainty of Funds (Institutions)

Certainty of FFunds (Applicant/Family)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.10 Institutional Funds Authorization Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

EFFECTS

DRAFT

Funds available for activity
Numbter of participating institutions
Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Contractual arrangements

Amount, type and accuracy of data
Error identification and correction tgchnology
available/used

Amount, type and accuracy of data

Error identification and correction technology
available/used

Similarity of Federal and institutional estimates
of numbers of eligible recipients

Content, timc!iness, completeness and accuracy
of information received
Ability to understand information

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Fund Control (Institution)

Certainty of Funds (Institution)
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
2.1 Student Application Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS

Funds available for activity a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)
Number of applicants -

Number of data elements in application

Contractual arrangements

Number of incomplete, incorrect applications

Number of applicant responses to notices

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

LT-9
&
°

Type and format of application chivsen by applicant b. Applicant Time (Applicant/Family)
(Pell or MDE)

Number of data eleinents required

Types of data elements required

Availability of data

Ability of applicant

Timing of application submission c. Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)
Number of applicants

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Location of participants

Accuracy, completeness of application

Contractual arrangements

d.

Number, type, availability of data elements required d. Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)
e Accuracy #d completeness of data elements submitted
e Ability of applicant to complete application correctly

6y
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
2.1 Student Application Activity (Continued)

INTERVEnNING VARIABLES

‘(b
.

Amount/type of assistance offered by Federal
Government, institution, others

Type, completeness, timeliness, accuracy of
information received

Ability of applicant to understand information
Perseverance of applicant to seek information and
assistance

Number, type of data items collected
Number/type of persons having access to data
Technology available/used

Security arrangements available/used

Ability of student to complete application process
Perseverance of students

Similarities across programs
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

Accuracy, content, completeness, and timeliness
of inforimation received

Ability to understand information

Timeliness, etficiency of Processor

Timing of application submission

VU

EFFECTS

h.

Availability of Program Information
(Applicant/Family)

Data Base Vulnerability (Appl‘cant/Family)

Distribution of Aid (Applicant/Family)

Integration Across Prograins
(Federal Government)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

1
{
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM
3.1 Student Eligibility Determination Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Funds available for activity
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Number of applicants
Contractual arrangements

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Number of applicants applying for grant through
institution

Funds available for activity

Contractual arrangements

Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Timing of submissions
Contractual arrangements

Number of applicants

Timing of application submission
Staff productivity

Location of participants
Technology available/used
Contractual arrangerments

Location of student, institution

Ability of student to understand SAR and
related procedures

Timing of receipt of SAR

Amount/type of assistance offered by institution

>

EFFECTS

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Processing Time (Institution)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

Applicant Time (Applicant/Family)

T3
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM
3.1 Student Eligibility Determination Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Number, type, availability of data elements required
Accuracy, completeness of data elements submitted
Ability to understand information

Application form chosen by applicant (Pell or MDE)
Technology available/used to capture errors

Content, completeness, accuracy, timeliness of
information received

Ability to understand information

Timeliness, <{ficiency of Processor, institution
Accuracy, completeness of data elements submitted
Tectnology available/used for capturing errors

wumber, type of applicants denied eligibility by
Processor, institution

Accuracy, completeness of data elements submitted
Technology available/used to capture errors

Similarities across prograins
Policy decisions by Administration, Congress
Sinilarity across decisions by institutions

Interrelationship of Federal and institutional prograins

74

EFFECTS

h.

Miscalct'ation/Error (Applicant/Family)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

Distribution of Aid (Applicant/Family)

Integration Across Prograins
(Federal Government)

Other Aid Programs (Institution)

73



DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM
3.2 Validation Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES ___EFFECTS

a. e Technology available/used a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)
e Contractual arrangements
e Number of applicatibns determined incomplete or
requiring verification
e Staff productivity
e Funds available for activity

b. e Technology available/used b. Administrative Costs (Institution)
e Contractual arrangements

Number of applications determined incornplete or

requiring verification

e Statf productivity

e Funds available for activity

12-9
°

Funds available for activity c. Processing Time (Institution)
Technology available/used to capture errors

Staff productivity

Number of applications received

Number of data elements to be checked

Error rate of applicants

Number of SARs flagged by Processor for verification

Tirning of validation

Location of applicant, institution, Processor

Contractual arrangements

9008 0O 00O
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM
3.2 validation Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Timing of validation

Number of errors/inconsistencies found by Processor,
institution

Availability of data elements, documentation required
for verification

Location of applicant/institution

Funds available for activity

Technology available/used to capture errors

Staff productivity

Number of applications received

Number of data elements to be checked

Error rate of applicants

Number of SARs flagged by Processor for verification
Timing of validation

Location of applicant, institution, Processor

Accuracy of documentation submitted
Ability/perseverance of applicant in supplying
required verification

Technology used by applicant, Processor, institution

Timing of verification

Timeliness, efficiency of Processor, institution,
student in completing validation process
Accuracy, completeness of data elements/
documentation submitted

Technology available/used

Location of applicant, Processor, institution

EFFECTS

Applicant Time (Applicant/Family)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

e



DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

3. STUDENT ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION SUBSYSTEM
3.2 validation Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES _EFFECTS

h. e Technology available/used tu capture/correct errors h. Fund Control (Federal Government)
e Error rate of applicants

i. e Number/type of additional documents collected i.  Data Base Vulnerability (Applicant/Family)
e Number/type of persons having access to data
e Technology available/used
e Security arrangements available/used
N j- @ Number/types of applicants required to submit j-  Distribution of Aid (Applicant/Family)

verifying documentation
e Ability, perserverance of applicant to supply
verifying documentation

cn
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

8. STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SUBSYSTEM
4.1 Student Award Calculation Activity (Regular Disbursement System)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Location of institution/student
Number of eligible students
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Contractual arrangement

Location of institution/student
Number of eligible students
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Contractual arrangement

Location of institution/student
Number of eligible students
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Contractual arrangement

Accuracy of data supplied by applicant
Technology available/used to capture/correct errors

Accuracy of data supplied by applicant
Technology available/used to capture/correct errors

EFFECTS

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Processing Time (Institution)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)

Fund Control (Federal Government)



DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

4. STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SUBSYSTEM
4.1 Student Award Calculation Activity (Regular Disbursement System) (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS

f. e Abili.y to understand information f. Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)
e Content, completeness, accuracy, timeliness of
inforimation received

g. e Similarities across programs g. Integration Across Programs
(Federal Government)

h. Interrelationship of programs h.  Other Aid Programs (Instituxion)

Institutional policy decisions

¢Z-9
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

§. STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SUBSYSTEM
5.2 Student Award Calculation Activity (Alternate Disbursement System)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

b.

e,

Funds available for activity
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

EFFECTS

Number of applications received

Contractual arrangements

Location of institution/student
Number of eligible students
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Contractual arrangements

Location of institution/student
Number of eligible students
Technology available/used
Staff productivity
Contractual arrangeinents

Location of institution/student
Number of eligible students
Technology available/used
Staff productivity

Contractual arrangements

d.

Accuracy of data supplied by applicant e.
Technology available/used to capture/correct errors

56

Administrative Costs (Federal Governiment)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Processing Time (Institution)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

tAiscalculation/Crror (Applicant/Family)

co
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

8. STUDENT BENEFIT CALCULATION SUBSYSTEM
4.2 Student Award Calculation Activity (Alternate Disbursement System) (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

h.

Accuracy of data supplied by applicant
Technology available/used to capture/correct errors

Ability to understand information
Content, completeness, accuracy, timneliness of
information received

Similarities across programs

Interrelationship of programs
Institutional policy decisions

EFFECTS

h.

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

Other Aid Programs (Institution)

o
-
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PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.1 Establishment of Letter of Credit Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity
Fechnology available/used
Number of requests

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity

Technology available/used
Amount and availability of data

Similarities across prograins

Timeliness of establishing account
Completeness and accuracy of data submitted
Ability to capture/correct errors

Technology available/used

Completeness and accuracy of data received
Technology available/used
Ability to capture/correct errors

Gy

EFFECTS

DRAFT

.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Integration Across Programs
(Federal Government)

Fund Control (Institution)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

J1



DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
3.2 Establishment of Cash Request System Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES L EFFECTS
a. e Funds available for activity a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)
e Staff productivity
e Technology available/used
® Number of requests
b. e Funds available for activity b. Administrative Costs (Institution)
o Staff productivity
e Technology available/used
o e Amount and availability of data
@
c. e Similarities across programs ¢. Integration Across Programs
(Federal Government)
d. e Timeliness of establishing account d.  Fund Control (Institution)
e Completeness and accuracy of data submitted
e Ability to capture/correct errors
e Technology available/used
e. o Completeness and accuracy of data received e. Fund Control (Federal Governiment)

e Technology available/used
e Ability to capture/correct errors

O
—
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISSURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.3. Disbursement to Institutions Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Number and type of requests
Funds available for activity
Technology available/used
Staff productivity
Contractual arrangements

Number and type of requests

Funds available for activity

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Amount/availability of information submitted

Number and type of requests

Funds available for activity

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Amount/availability of information submitted

Number and type of requests

FFunds available for activity

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Amount/availability of information subrnitted

Content, accuracy, completeness, taneliness of
information

Technology available/used

Ability to capture/correct errors

EFFECTS

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Processing Time (Institution)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

Fund Control (Federal Governinent)
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.3. Disbursement to Institutions Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

e Content, accuracy, completeness, timeliness of

information

e Technology available/used
e Ability to capture/correct errors

e Content, accuracy, completeness, timeliness of

information

e Technology available/used
e Ability to capture/correct errors
e Ability to understand information

e Similarities across programs

EFFECTS

f. Fund Control (Institution)

g. Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

h. Integration Across Programs
(Federal Government)

97
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.8. Disbursement to Students Activity (Regular Disbursement System)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

C.

d.

L 2R

Funds available for activity

Number of students receiving grants through
institition

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Contractual arrangements

Funds available for activity

Number of students receiving grants through
institution

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Timing of disbursements

Contractual arrangements

Funds available for activity

Number of students receiving grants through
institution

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Timing of disbursements

Location of student/institution

Source of funds
Location of student/institution
Check cashing decisions

95

EFFECTS

a.

C.

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Processing Time (Institution)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

Applicant Time (Applicant/Family)

93
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT .

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.4. Disbursement to Students Activity (Regular Disbursement System) (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

=. o Content, accuracy, timeliness, completeness

of information received
e Technology available/used
@ Ability to capture/ccrrect errors

f. e Content, accuracy, timeliness, completeness of

information received
e Technology available/used
e Ability to capture/correct errors

g. e Similarities across programs

EFFECTS

e. Fund Control (Institution)

f. Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)

g. Integration Across Programs

(Federal Government)

101
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.5. Disbursement to Students Activity (Alternate Disbursement System)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

a.

e o0 0 o300

Finds availabl: for activity
Staff productivity
Technology available/used
Number of ADS recipients

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Number of students requesting verification of
enrollment status

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Number of students requesting verification of
enroliment status

Timing of requests

Contractual arrangements

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Number of students requesting verification of
enrollment status

Timing of request

Location of student/institution

102

EFFECTS

C.

d.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Processing Time (Institution)

Turnaround Time (Applicant/Family)

103
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

5. FUNDS DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
5.5. Disbursement to Students Activity (Alternate Disbursement System) (Continued)

INTERVZENING VARIABLES

€.

h.

Source of funds
Location of student/institution
Check cashing decisions

Content, accuracy, timeliness, completeness of
information received

Technology available/used

Ability to capture/correct errors

Coistent, accuracy, timeliness, completeness of
information received

Technology available/used

Ability to capture/correct errors

Content, accuracy, timeliness, completensss of
information received

Technology available/used

Ahility to capture/correct ervors

Similarities across programs

104

EFFECTS

e.

h.

i

Applicant Time (Applicant/Family)

Fund Control (Institution)

Fund Control (Federa! Government)

Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)

Integration Across Prograins
(Federal Government)
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTLM
6.1 Student Account Reconciliation Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Funds available for cctivity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Number ot ADS grant recipients

Error rate in award calculation and disbursements
Ability to capture/correct errors

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Number of RDS grant recipients

Error rate 1 award calculation and disbursements
Ability to capture/correct errors

Number, amount of underpayments/overpayments
Amount of overpayments collected/underpayments
disbursed from/to recipients

Amount of overpayments/underpayments reconciled
from program funds

Accuracy, timeliness, completeness, content of
information received

Technology avaifable/used

Ability to capture/correct errors

106

EFFECTS

a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

b. Administrative Costs (Institution)

c. Fund Control (Federal Government)

167
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

. 6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM
6.1 Student Account Reconciliation Activity (Continued)

d.

LE-9

f.

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Number, amount of underpayments/overpayments
Amount of overpayments collected/underpayments
disbursed from/to recipients

Amount of overpayments/underpayments reconciled
from program funds

Accuracy, timeliness, completeness, content of
intormation received

Technology available/used

Ability to capture, correct errors

Number, amour.: »; underpayments/overpayments
Amount of ovei i:+v.nents collected/underpayments
disbursed from/to recipients

Amount of overpayments/underpayments reconciled
from program funds

Accuracy, timeliness, completeness, content of
information received

Technology available/used

Ability to capture, correct errors

Accuracy, tirneliness, completeness, content of
information received

Similarities across programs

108

EFFECTS

d.

€.

f.

Fund Control (Institution)

Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)

Availability of Program Information
(Federal Government)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

199



8E-9

6.2. Institutional Account Reconciliation Activity

PELL GRANT COMPONENT
6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM

INTERVENING VARIABLES

a.

c.

EFFECTS

DRAFT

Number of participating institutions a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Number of grant recipients
Technology available/used

Error rate in award calculation and disbursements

Staff productivity

Funds available for activity
Ability to capture/correct errors
Contractual arrangements

Number of grant recipients
Technology available/used

b. Administrative Costs (Institution)

Error rate in award calculation and disbursements

Staff productivity
Funds available for activity
Ability to capture/correct errors

Content, accuracy, completeness, timeliness of c. Fund Control (Federal Government)

information received
Technology available/used
Ability to capture/correct errors

Content, accuracy, completeness, timeliness of

information received
Technology available/used
Ability to capture/correct errors

Similarities across programs

1i0

d. Fund Control (Institution)

e. Integration Across Programs
(Federal Government)

1

1

1
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DRAFT

PELL GRANT COMPONENT

6. ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUDBSYSTEM
6.3 Program Review and Audit Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Technology available/used
Funds available for activity
Number of institutions audited
Staff productivity

Location of institutions audited

Frequency of program reviews and audits
Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Degree of program compliance

Accuracy of institutional accounts

Degree of program compliance/accuracy of accounts
Number and frequency of reviews

Aoility to capture/correct noncompliance/errors
Technology available/used

Degree of program compliance/accuracy of account
Ability to detect noncompliance/errors

Similarities across programs

132

EFFECTS

a.

b.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Fund Control {Institution)

Integration Across Programs
(Federal Government)

A lil



GSL COMPONENT:
INTERVENING VARIABLES AND EFFECTS
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GSL COMPONENT

DRAFT

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
] ‘
1.1 Budget Forecastmg Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

f'

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Daa base available/used

Timeliness and content uf relevant political decisions

Forecasting technology available/used

Predictability of program changes

Predictability of changes in the participant population
Availability, accuracy of data

Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
Similarities across programs
Forecasting technology available/used

Availability, completeness, content, accuracy
of data used in forecast
Forecasting technology available/used

Accuracy of forecasting activities
Integration of forecasts with other activities

Accuracy of forecasting activities
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

115

EFFECTS

ade.

b.

C.

f.

Administrative Costs (Federal Governinent)

Fund Forecasting (Federal Government)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

Availability of Program Information
(Federal Government)

Fund Control (Federal Government)

Distribution of Aid (Applicant/Family)

116
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GSL COMPONENT

DRAFT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.2 Budget Development Activity

INTERVENING YARIABLES

€.

Funds available for activity

Staff productivity

Technology available/used

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress

Degree of change from previous year

Content, compl-:teness, timeliness and accuracy of
information received

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Ability to understand information

Content, completeness, timeliness and accuracy of
information received

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Ability to understand information

Content, completeness, timeliness and accuracy of |
information received

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Ability to understand information

Interrelationship of State and Federal programs
Degree of dependence on ederal aid

Availability of State [unds

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
State educational policies

117

EFFECTS

a.

C.

e.

Administrative Costs (Federal Governiment)

Certainty of Funds (State/Guarantee Agencies)

Certainty of Funds (Lender)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

Other Aid Programs (State)

1i8
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GSL COMPONENT

DRAFT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.2 Budget Development Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

h.

.
i,

Interrelationship of programs
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Interrelationship of programs
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
Policy of relevant organization

Interrelationship of institutional and Federal
programs

Degree of dependence on Federal aid
Availahbiiity of institutional funds
Institutional policy decisions

Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
Similarities across programs

EFFECTS

f.

Other Aid Programs (Federal Government)

Other Aid Programs (Other Student Aid
Organizations)

Other Aid Programs (Institutions)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

120



DRAFT
GSL COMPONENT
1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.3 Promulgation of Regulations Activity
INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS
a. e Funds available for activity | a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
e Technology available/used
e Staff productivity
e Degree of change from previous year
b. e Policy decisions of Administration, Congress b. Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)
e Similarities across programs
£
c. e Interrelationship of State and Federal programs c. Other Aid Programs (State)
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
e State educational policies
d. e Interrelationship of institutional and Federal programs d. Ofer Aid Programs (Institution)
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
o Institutional policy decisions
e. o Interrelationship between programs , e. Other Aid Programs (Federal Government)
e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
f. e Interrelationship between programs f. Other Aid Programs (Other Student Aid

e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions Organizations)
e Policy of relevant organization

5 191 122




DRAFT
GSL COMPONENT
I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.3 Promulgation of Regulations Activity (Continued)
INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS
g.- e Political decisions regarding information to be g- Availability of Program Information (Federal
collected Government)
h. e Content, accuracy, timeliness and completeness of h. Availability of Program Information (State/
information received Guarantee Agency)
e Ability to understard regulations
o i. e Content, accuracy, timeliness and completeness of i.  Availability of Program Information (b.stitution)
r inforination received
e Ability to understand regufations
j. e Content, accuracy, timeliness and completeness of j-  Availability of Program Information (Lender)
information received
e Ability to understand regulations
k. e Content, accuracy, timeliness and completeness of k. Availability of Program Information (Applicant/
information received Family)
e Ability to understand regulations
1. Amount and type of forward planning . Net Revenue (Preparatory) (State/Guarantee

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions Agency)
Degree of change from previous year
Decisions related to NPRM response

124
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DRAFT
GSL COMPONENT
1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.3 Promulgation of Regulations Activity (Continued)
INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS

m. e Amount and type of forward planning m. Administrative Costs (Preparatory) (Institution)

e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

e Degree of change from previous year

e Decisions related to NPRM response
n. e Amount and type of forward planning n. Rate of Return (Preparatory) (Lender)

e Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions
e Degree of change from previous year
e Decisions related to NPRM response

<v-9
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INTERVENING VARIABLES

DRAFT

GSL COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.8 Forms Development Activity

EFFECTS

Funds available for activity

Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Technology available/used
Staff productivity
Degree of change from previous year

Similarities across programs

127

a. Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

b. Integration Across Programs (Federa! Government)



DRAFT

GSL COMPONENT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.5 GA Forms Development Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS

Ly-9

Funds available for activity a. Net Revenue (State/Guarantee Agency)
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Degree of change from previous year

Funds available for activity b. Administrative costs (Federal Government)
Timeliness and content of relevant political decisions

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Degree of change from previous year

130

129
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GSL COMPONENT

DRAFT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.6 Institutional Eligibility Determination Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity

Technology available/used
Number of institutions who apply

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity
Technology available/used

Eligibili*y status of institution of choice

Content, completeness, accuracy and timeliness of
information received

Ability (o understand information

Eligibility status of institution
Degree of institutional compliance with program
requirements
Time of year when institution applies
Content, completeness, accuracy and timeliness of
information received
Ability to understand information
3

Similarities across programs
Policy decisions of Administration, Cong. ess

[y
QD
|

EFFECTS

a.

C.

c.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

Certainty of Funds (Institution)

Integration Across Programs (Federa!l Government)

132
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DRAFT

GSL COMPONENT

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.6 Institutional Eligibility Determination Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES EFFECTS
Availability of Program Information (Institution)

f. e Amount/type of assistance offered by government f.
or other agencies
e Accuracy, content, completeness and timeliness
of information received
e Ability to understand information

1

3
s

133




0s-9

GSL. COMPONENT

DRAFT

1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.7 Institutional Certification Activity

INTERVENING VARIABLES

a.

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity

Technology available/used
Number of institutions who apply

Funds available for activity
Staff productivity
Technology available/used

Certification status of institution of choice
Content, completeness, accuracy and timeliness of
information received

Ability to understand information

Certification status of institution

Degree ot institutional compliance with program
requirements

Time of year when institution applies

Content, completeness, accuracy and tirneliness of
information received

Ability to understand information

Similarities across programs
Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
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EFFECTS

a.

b.

C.

d.

Administrative Costs (Federal Government)

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)

Certainty of Funds (Institution)

Integration Across Programs (Federal Government)

136

REVE



15-9

DRAFT

GSL COMPONENT

I. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.7 Institutional Certification Activity (Continued)

EFFECTS

INTERVENING VARIABLES

f.

e Amount/type of assistance offered by government f. Availability of Program Information (Institution)

or other agencies
e Accuracy, content, completeness and timeliness

of inforination received
e Ability to understand information
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1. PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
1.8 Lender Eligibility Determination Activity

INTERVENING VARiIABLES EFFECTS

a. e Funds available for activity a. Rate of Return (Lender)
Staff productivity
Technology available/used

b. Funds available for activity b. Net Revenue (State/Guarantee Agency)
Staff productivity :
Technology available/used

Number of lenders who apply

(A%’

c. e Amount/type of assistance offered by government c. Availability of Program Information (Lender)
or agencies
e® Accuracy, content, completeness and timeliness -
of information received
e Ability to understand information

d. e Time of year lender applies d. Certainty of Funds (Lender)
e Eligibility status of lender
o Degree of lender compliance with program requirements
e Accuracy, content, completeness and timejiness
of information received
o Ability to understand information

e. o Eligibility status of lenders in applicant's vicinity e. Certainty of Funds (Applicant/Family)
® Accuracy, content, completeness and timeliness
of information received
e Ability to understand information
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2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
2.1 Student Application Activity

INTERVENING YARIABLES

Number of applicants

Funds available for activity

Number of data elements in application
Contractual arrangeinents

Number of incomplete, inaccurate applications
Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Availability of data

Timing of submissions

Number of applicants/loans

Funds available for activity

Number of data elements in application
Availability of data

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Timing of submissions

Number of applications distributed
Funds available for activity
Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Location of participants

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Efficiency, effectiveness of participants
Accuracy, completeness of application
Timing of submissions

EFFECTS

de.

b.

Ce.

Administrative Costs (Institution)

Rate of Return (Lender)

Net Revenue (State/Guarantee Agency)

Turnaround Time {Applicant/Family)
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GSL COMPONENT

2. STUDENT APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
2.1 Student Application Activity (Continued)

INTERVENING VARIABLES

o
i,

Technology available/used

Staff productivity

Timing of submission

Accuracy, completeness of application

Number of data elements required
Type of data elements required
Format of application
Availability of data

Ability of applicant

Number, type, availability of data elements required
Accuracy, completeness of data elements submitted
Ability of participants to complete application
correctly

Ability of students to complete application process
Perserverance of students

Similarities across programs

Policy decisions of Administration, Congress
Similarities across decisions by guarantee agencies,
lenders, institutions

143

EFFECTS

e. Processing Time (Institution)

f. Applicant Time (Applicant/Family)

g- Miscalculation/Error (Applicant/Family)

h. Distribution of Aid (Applicant/Family)

i. Integration A