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PREFACE

The Office of Student Financial Assistance (OSFA) of the Department of
Education has contracted with Advanced Technology, Inc., of McLean, Virginia, and its

. subooi-utractor, Westai, Inc., of Rockville, Maryland, to conduct a three-year quality

control project (Contract No.: 300-80-0952). The focus of the project is the Pell
Grant Program, the largest of the student grant programs administered by OSFA. The
objective of Stage Two (Part One) of the project is to design a quality control system
to measure and analyze program performance. The reports completed to date under
Stage Two (Part One) include: |

Quality Control (QC) System Developmer t for
the Pell Grant Program: A Conceptual Framework March, 1982

Action Plan for Quality Contro! System Design:
A Working Paper May, 1982

A Comparison of Title IV Student Assistance
Delivery Systems June, 1982

Preliminary Quality Control System Design
for the Pell Grant Program June, 1982

A Framework for a Quality Control System
tfor Vendor/Processor ‘Contracts September, 1982

‘Technical Specifications for Conducting
An Annual Assessment of Overall Payment
Error in the Pell Grant Program September, 1982

Technical Specifications for QC System Enhancement
to the Manual GSL Interest Billing Project October, 1982

A Study of Quality Control Enhancement for
the Goals and Objectives System of
the Office of Student Financial Aid October, 1982

Corrective Action Framework for .
the Office of Student Financial Assistance December, 1982
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Office of Student Financial Assistance (OSFA) has made a major commit-
ment to improving the quality of the student aid delivery system and its lniernal
- management system. The Pell Quality Grant Contro! Study, of which this (eport is a
part, as well as the performance monitoring system and the goals and objectives
system, exemplify this commitment. During the next year, it will be- important to
formalize this commitment through implementation of an on-going quality improve-
ment program. This paper presents an on-going corrective action framework for OSFA
that could focus this commitment into a formal methodology for quality improvement
in the management and delivery system of OSFA. Corrective action should be an
integraLpart of OSFA's quality program.

There are two major approaches to corrective action for quality contro} in
student aid programs. The first consists  of mechanical actiods to make marginal
changes in the current delivery system. This might, for example, include changes in
the procedures for application processing or fund disbursemenf. Mechanical changes
resul.tjng in corrective action can sometimes be made within one Branch of OSFA,
especially if it relates to the policy activities conducted by that Branch. For example,
recent recommendations for corrective actions in l;‘lSAP processing involved both the
Campus-based Branch of the Division of Program Operations (DPO), and the Campus-
based Branch of the Division of Policy and Program Development (DPPD). The second
type of corrective action consists of major structural changes in the delivery of
student aid or organization of OSFA. Currently, the delivery system assessment task
of the Pell Grant Quality Control Study represents a major effort commenced by
OSFA to analyze major options for structural change.

~ In addition to these two distinct approaches, there are also two distinct targets
for corrective actions, internal and external to OSFA. Internal corrective actions

relate primarily to improvements in the OSFA delivery system for student aid.



External corrective actions relate to changes in the actual program, and the interface
between OSFA and the other participants in the delivery system, particularly students,
institutions, States and lenders. While internal changes may require some external

" interactions, possibly through dear colleague letters, the emphasis is usuélly cn change

in the internal delivery system. This typology of corrective actions utilizing marginal
and major structural changes and internal and external foci is Lllustrated in Figure 1.

The corrective action framework proposed here would lead to an on-going system
which focuses frimarily on mechanical actions thag can be made internas to ‘OSFA.,
The internal focus is emphasized because the primary purpose of the framework is to
improve the quality of the current delivery system, not to change tﬁe programs or
redesign the delivery system. Currently, organizational subunits in OSFA have
respoﬁsibiﬁty fo. initiating corrective actions. While many changes have been made in
the past year, progress is uneven, and often lacking support. The proposed framework
is designed to be a process that can systematically and uniformly encourage corrective
actions in the financial assistance program.

The remainder of this paper focuses on the key elements of the corrective action
framework. Section 2 presents a general framework for integrating corrective action
into the QOSFA wanagement system. Section 3 discusses formal organizational
mechanisms necessary to operationalize the corrective action framework. Section &
details an action plan for imple,*nentins corrective action into OSFA. Section 5

summarizes the .'eport's principal recommendations.



APPROACHES TO CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

MAJOR STRICTURAL

Example: Redesign Example: Reorganization
of QOSFA Delivery System

TARGETS OF INTERNAL EXTERNAL

CORRECTIVE OSFA (OTHER ACTORS)

ACTION
Example: Marginal Changes Example: Dear Colleague
in OSFA Policies, Proce- Letters, Regulatory Change
dures, Systems

MECHANICAL ACTIONS/MARGINAL CHANGES

FIGURE 1
TYPOLOGY OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS




2.0 CORRECTIVE ACTION IN OSFA

2.1 RehﬁadipbefwomﬁorncﬂveAcﬁmmdelityCmtml

OSFA has made a concerted effort over the past two years to identify and

" implement quality control and organize corrective action &nalysis. The Pell Grant

Quality Control Project has proposed a wide range of corrective actions.* These
proposals have-not adequately involved OSFA personnel. nor has a formal structure for
corrective action been proposed previously as a result of the current project. The
purpose of this paper is to consider the basic elements of a generalized corrective
action framework for OSFA.

The corrective action framework is an integral part of the overall process to
increase program quality currently being designed by Advanced Technology for OSFA.
The major emphasis in the design effort to-date has been on the technical measure-

ment component which attempts to identify error prone points in the financial aic

program. Having identified these points, the objective of the corrective action
component is to introduce program reforms which can increase overall program
quality. The steps in the techni'cal measurement and corrective action components, as
well as the interaction between these components, is illustrated in Figure 2. Quality
control has been defined as a process of identifving. correcting and preventing error or
a tendency toward error in a system. Therefore, as shown in Figure 2. a formal on-
going quality contro! effort must combine both a technical (ot measurement)
Component and an analytl: (or corrective action component.

The technical componens of the gqudlity control process is already well into the
design stage. Figure 2 shows that the technical component must include a capacity to:

. Define samples

o Define measures

*Advanced Technology, Quality in the Basic Grant Delivery System, Volume II

Corrective Actions, Reston, VA, January 1982,

4

10



OSFA_QUALITY CONTROL PROCESS

N@Eic/@frmtive Action Camponent

Technical /Measurement Component

--_-ir*-—

1. Define Sample
9. Repeat Cycle

8. Take Co tive
Action

2. Define Measure

Manzgement Select 3. Establish Standard

Corrective Action

4, 'pefine Measurement

6. Compare Actual Per- Mechanism

formanoe with
Standards
5. Implement Measurement
System
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STEPS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN OFSA



[ Establish stanc'a.s

e  Develop measurement mechanisms

) Implement measurement mechanisms

" Preliminary analysis of data collected on the technical component of the quality

control process has identified eight targets of opportunity for increasing program
quality and decreasing ercoe: Ay I TESUIT, WOrk na; begun ons

o Evaluating the vendor/processor role in the Pell program

° Evaluating the student/disbursement process in the Pell program

e  Evaluating the OSFA Goals and Objectives System

® Developing an institutional monitoring system that interfaces with the
review function of the Division of Certification and Program Review

° Evalua:;g the FISAP disbursement function in Campus-based programs
o Evaluating the GSL interest billing process

q Developing an external assessment system for on-going measurement of
\  error in tne Pell GFant Program

. Developing a Quality Control Management Information Systein (QCMIS) for
monitoring critical functions in the student aid delivery system

Research on these quality control evaluation and development tasks has
identified possible mechanisms for measuring error in major functional areas for each
‘of the three major aid programs: Pell, GSL, and Campus-based. Technically, the
original goal of these tasks Qas to put mechanisms into place for monitoring most
functions in the delivery of the major programs (see the Appendix). Operationally,
work on these tasks has been limited to providing technical assistance to host Divisions
and Branches in OSFA. Nevertheless, this effort has established framework for
developing the technical component of the overall quality control process.

The analytic or corrective action component of the overall quality control
procedure is essential to close the loop and repeat the quality improvement cycle on
an on-going basis. The critical elements of the corrective action component, as shown

in Figure 2, are:

13
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Comparison of actual performance with standards
Management selection of corrective action options
lmplen'éntatlon of corrective actions

Repetition of the cycle

This paper propeses a formal corrective action pian for OSFA. Some of the

assumptions that were considered in the development of this framework were:

The overali quality contro! process, especially the corrective action
components, should be integrated into the overall management system in
OSFA. '

The corrective action framework must interface with other management
systems and procedures in OSFA, including the Performance Monitoring
System (PMS). .

It is critical that the corrective action framework provide OSFA personnel
with opportunities to initiate corrective actions and receive recognition for
corrective actions identification, increased productivity, and error reduc-
tion.

A management commitment to quality in OSFA is essential to the
impiementation of the overall quality control process.

The implementation of the analytic or corrective action component should
be an integral part of the ongoing quality control process.

2.2 "The Role of the Corrective Action Component

When proposing the corrective action component as a formal organizational

mechanism for improving overall program quality, it is necessary to consider the

organizational environment in which it will be implemented. In OSFA, features of the

current system should be recognized in the overall design. These include:

The formal management structure in OSFA and current initiatives to
improve management.

The placement of the corrective action process in the organizational
hierarchy. :

Each of these features is discussed in turn.

14
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2.2.1 OSFA Management Structure

.OSF/. is organized into functional divisions, most with the responsibility for
different aspects of the delivery of all t&ee assistance programs (Pell, GSL, and
- Campus-based) Divisions are further subdivided into Branches. In some Divisions, such
as the Division of Program Operations (DPO) and the Division of Policy and Program
Development (DPPD), there are separate Branches for each major program. In others,
Branches are divided by function. For example, the Division of Certification and
Program Review (DCPR) has five Branches, each with responsibility for different
functions. In the larger Divisions, there are Sections and Units with further refined
sets of responsibilities.

Within this' hierarchical structure, OSFA is in the process of implementing a
couple of significant management enhancements. One of the major enhancements
currently being implemented is the Goals and Objectives System. This system
identifies goals, objectives, activities, tasks, subtasks, and steﬁs for the delivery of
each major student aid program. This system has the potential for strengthening the
management of individual progrms, as a complement to the functional management
system that is currently in operation. It identifies Units and individuals responsible for
completing individual steps. Currently, OSFA is exploring a networking approach to
the Goals and Objectives System, which will improve its program management
capability.

Another significant management enhancement being implemented in OSFA is the
Performance Monitoring System (PMS). PMS will provide Branches and Sections in
OSFA with a formal mechanism for:

e Identifying performance measures for individuals, Units, Sections, and
Branches.

o Reporting on routine performance of work activities. .

e Establishing goals for improving performance within Units, Sections and
Branches.

15
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) Monitoring performance of individuals, Units, Sections, and Branches.

® Evalu?:ing performance of individual employees based on established
criteria.

e  Recognizing and rewarding exceptional performance.

- This system involves employees in establishing criteria and setting performance goals.
It is being implemented in Branches where the wor« activities are of an on-going
repetitive nature, such as forms preparation or review. -

Both systems will provide OSFA with an improved management capability.
However, in spite of these innovations, the management structure in OSFA remains a
hierarchical structure with a top down information flow about policy and procedures,
and a bottom up flow of iﬁformation about work performance. Consequently, there is
a gap between policy formulation 'and actual work activities in OSFA, a gap
accentuated by the absence of information about the types of actions that can be
taken to improve error-prone areas and functions in the delivery system. This
relationship is depicted graphically in Figure 3. The quality control process, with its
technical and analytic components, is intended to give OSFA formal mechanism for

closing this gap.

2.2.2 Placement of the Corrective Action Component

The corrective action component is intended to be the analytic component of the
overall OSFA quality control process. The overall quality control process must be well
integrated into the management structure of OSFA, as well as provide a mechanism
for closing the gap between policy formulations and organizational activities. An
illustration suggesting the placement and the role of the corrective action process is
presented in Figure 8. This placement and role is explained more fully in the following
discussion.

The basic design of the quality control process with its technical and analytic

components, should enhance the roles of OSFA managers in instituting corrective
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actions. Some of the principles that should guide the overall quality control process

Qualitv contro| procedures, with both measurement and analytic
componeA nts, should be the responsibility of the RAranche«<. and Divisions,—in
OSF '

A Quality Control-Managementinformation-System—should be developed
that utilizes management reports generated from individual quality con’rol
proceaures.

Additional reporting and analytic capabilities that relate to responsibilities
that cut Ac os<. (MKiGoRs. surh as tne QC ennancements to the OSFA Goals
and Ubjecgives System..

The technical assistance activities conducted by Advanced Technology during

Btage 11 of the QC Study illustrates the viability of the first point. For example,

technical assistance was provided directly to Divisions so they could develop their own

,C enhancements to Drogram quality. Among the results of this technical assistance

were:

A quality control plan for the GSL manual interest billing system in the
GSL Branch, DPO.

An organizational strategy for improving the FISAP process in the Campus-
based Branch, DPO.

A design for an external quality control process for the Pell and
f.‘.amp)us-based Program, to be housed in the Division of Quality Assistance
DQA).

An institutional quality control manual that can be disseminated to
postsecondary institutions, sponsored by DQA.

Enhancements to the OSFA Goals and Objectives System currently being
implemented by the Division of Systems Design and Development (DSDD).

The corrective actions component should result in information about corrective

actions flowing back and forth between the Divisions and QCMIS. This information

flow should consist of:

L

Transition of corrective action options from Division and Branches to the
QCMIS for all corrective actions that cut across Divisions and require
action in more than one Division.

A formal mechanism for selecting and approving corrective action options
for corrective actions that cut across Divisions.

12
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) Direct input of corrective actions that can be implemenfed by a single
Branch or Divisicn to the QCMIS. -

An obvious requirement for the corrective action framework will be the
establishment of a formal group to make policy decisions about quality control and
- corrective action. Additionally it will be important to develop a formal mechsnism
fors

) Making formal decisions about quality control and corrective action

° Developing corrective action procedures

. Developing quality contro} procedures

13



3.0 FORMAL CORRECTIVE ACTION MECHANISMS
Wmhﬂnmviéumﬂmmmphmofmemmﬁveacﬁon
process within the OSFA management structure, it did not address the formal

- organizational mechanisms that would be required to put the framework into action.

Four formal mechanisms are critical to implement the overall quality cont-ol process
and the corrective action framework. These are:

) Assign Responsibilitys An individual or group must coordinate the correc-
tive action process.

o Develop Procedures for Initiating Corrective Actions: Procedures must be
developed to give personnel the opportunity to gain recognition for

identifying corrective action options.

° Develop Procedures for Implementing  Corrective Actions: A formal
mechanism for implementing new procedures related to the corrective
actions component of the quality control process must be developed. ‘

\

o Develop a Reporting System Interface QCMIS: The corrective actions

framework must be integrated with the technical aspects of the quality
control system. ‘
3.1 Assign Responsibility

There are two optional approaches for formalizing the corrective action process
in OSFA. The first would simply require appointing a senior otficial as responsible for
the implementation of a corrective action process in OSFA. This official would
designate staff responsibilities for implementing the process and for working with
Divisions and Branches.

Alternately, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Student Financial Assistance, in
conjunction with Division Directors and Branch Chiefs, could appoint an OSFA Quality
Council: The membership of the council, in combination, might include:

o Representatives from each of the OSFA Divisions.

° Individuals with responsibility for the areas identified earlier as targets of

opportunity for increasing program quality and reducing error in each
Division or Branch. .

® At least one representative from each program, GSL, Pell, and Campus-
based.

14



' The Quality Council should be responsible for the overall quality control process,
both the corrective action component and the technical component. The overall size
of the group should be kept between ten and fifteen people, if possible, since jarger
- groups are more difficult to convene and manage. The Division of Quality Assurance
(DQA) should provide staff assistance to the Quality Council. The purposes of *he
council should include: -

[ Responsibility for the OSFA quality assurance function.

° Approval of Branch and Division quality controj plans (with particular
emphasis on cross divisional implications).

° Responsibility for implementing the corrective action process and
developing OSFA policies and procedures for implementing and initiating
corrective actions.

3.2 Corrective Action Procedures

Another important mechanism for the overall quality control process will be the
development of a procedure for establishing corrective actions. This procedure should
be established by the Quality Council or senior official in charge of corrective actions.

When establishing procedi:res for initiating corrective actions, the Quality

Council or responsible individual should recognize the different types of corrective
actions that can be taken. Specifically, the council should distinguish between:

° Type 1: Working level corrective actions that can be implemented at the
s, ot where the worked is performed. Usually, the Section Chief or Branch
Chief can approve this type of corrective action. The Quality Council or
responsible individual should be concerned primarily with reporting of these

actions to the QCMIS, as a formal mechanism for monitoring marginal
changes.

. Type 2: Corrective Action Analysis should be required for marginal
changes that affect more than one Division, or have implications for the
overall delivery system for one of the programs. The Quality Council or
responsible individual may reserve the option to approve the selected
option. In such cases, the corrective action analysis should consider:

- Effects of the current procedures on key participants .
~ Effects of options on key participants
- Selected corrective action

15
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® 1'%3: %?am level corrective actions should be analyzed by the
ty or responsible individual, Again, the effects of the current
system should de analyzed, along with the differential effects of the

marginal change options considered, Recommendations should be sub-
mitted by the Deputy Assistant Secretary for approval. :

° T 4: Policy level corrective actions usunally require actions outside of
. Some mar changes, such as forms redesign or simplification,
require policy decisions at the level of the Sicvetary and above. In these
cases, the Quality Council or responsible indiv. .Jal should submit recom-
mendations 1o the Deputy Assistant Sec.:ar.. The Quality Council or
responsible individual should consider the types of additional procedures

that would be necessary for Type & corrective actions.

3.3 Procedures for Implementing Corrective Actions

Whenever a corrective action has been approved, new working procedures are
necessary. It is possible that these are never documented. Very often formal written
procedures will be necessary. For example, when the GSL 'Branch, DPO undertook
corrective actions in the area of manual interest billing, the Branch institiied new

procedures. At the very Jeast the Quality Council or responsible individual should

‘establish an overall procedure for implementing corrective actions. This should

- include:

° Description of the Carrective action

. Description of activities tasks and steps affected by t..e change (perhaps
related to the Goals and Objectives System)

° Documentation of written procedures that are to be changed

o Notation of new procedures that should be developed

3.4 QCMIS Reporting
The corrective action system should feed directly into the quality control
managet;wem information systeri, The corrective action reports to QCMIS should
consist of: .
e Summary reports from Divisions and Branches
° Corrective action analysis reports

o Corrective action implementation reports

16



These reports will vary in frequency and purpose. Summary reports should be
designed to provide periodic reporting on progress. Along with the implememation
corrective action proCess, they could provide the basis of the corrective action
- reporting system. The typeof corrective action analysis reports used would de?end on
the types of corrective ictions being implemented, according to the above iran;ework.
The corrective action implementation reports would provide a mechanism fPr
reporting on the effects, or savings, of implementing each corrective action. Formal

report formats could be developed for each rype of report.

17



4.0 ACTION PLAN

Mwﬁadﬁﬂﬂlppdnwdbyﬂnbcmm:umkmmy,wwty
Council, should initiate an annual quality improvement program in OSFA. This
- requires a significant investment in analysis. John L. Kidwell (1975)* observes:

A quality improvement program is an investment; manpower
will be used and money will be spent if results are expected. In

order to put everything into the proper perspective, a fact~
finding activity is a prerequisite to this investment. One good

way of involving the whole organization in this phase is to give
key managers specific responsibilities in the fact firding. The
recommended approach is through an appointment of an ad hoc
team. (p. 34).

Kidwell recommends that the ad hoc team have the same membership require-
ments as the Quality Council. The basic steps proposed by Kidwell for the annual
quality improvement analysis plan are:

° Determine quality policy and current compliance with quality policy

. Determine or estimate quality costs

) Identify dominant quality prob,lems

° Determine compliance to the operating units quality system

o Identify the existing defect prevention system

° Collate and analyze findings

(] Develop recommendations for unit management

These steps are used here as a basis for an action plan for implementing the
OSFA corrective action process. The action plan is ocutlined below. The Quality
Council is considered the responsible group in this analysis. If a senior official were -

appointed to impiement the framework, then it wouid be possible to form an ad hoc

group that would function in the same manner.

*John L. Kidwell, A Profit Plan for Quality, Waterford, CT: The John L. Kidwell
Company, 1975. '

18
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4.1 Determine Quality Policy and Compliance
Determination of the OSFA quality policy could be one of the most critical tasks
of the Quality Council. Kidwell defines quality as "“that degree of excellence of a

- product or service that provides for full customer satisfaction over the expected life,

with timely availability ét a cost to the customer that he can afford, and at a profit to
the producer” (p. 30). Clearly, this definition would have to be modified to fit OSFA.
Once the definition is developed, the Quality Council could initiate the action plan.
The first step in the action plan would be for the Quality Council to request Division
Directors to: |

° Review OSFA qﬁality definition and program requirements.

® Determine the applicability. of the definition to their organization.

° Determine whether or not improvements in the operation are required to
adopt the quality policy.

° Determine the extent to which current documentation and procedures are
adequate.

Divisions and Branches may identify significant improvements that should be

made. For larger Branches, the Branch chief may need to involve Section chiefs and

Unit chiefs in the program. The information generated from this procedure will

provide a starting point for developing the corrective action process.

4.2 Estimate Quality Costs

Costs of Quality (COQ) is a concept Kidwell recommends for highlighting and
displaying the "cost of unquality.” Accord’mg. to this view, the concept of quality cost
management is a simple one—"once you know these costs, you can take steps to reduce
those costs that offend you" (p.36). In order to achieve this type of incentive
strﬁcture, it is necessary for the units to report:

. Costs of a quality program (either a quality control module or system
enhancements developed internally).

19
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@  Costs of Josses caused by nonconformance to standards. (This will require
fuller specification of losses or gains.) |

This type of analysis can help Division and Branch chiefs to identify areas where
Corrective actions can be implemented. For example, during the past year both the

~ Pell Branch and GSL Branch of DPO have implemented marginal changes that could

result in substantial savings. The establishment of this type of reporting system would
provide a formal mechanism for giving recognition for such enhancement.

8.3 Identify Dominant Problems |

The basic question in identifying dominant problems is "what needs to be fixed?"
Quality costs tell managers the areas where improvements are needed. The Pareto
approach to corrective action analysis can be applied to this question. This approach
recognizes that 80 percent of the problems are caused by 20 percent of the cases.

Therefore, the Division and Branch managers should focus on their most error-prone

.areas. They should be asked to identify their own dominant qQuality problems, their

seriousness and magnitude. They should be asked to separate the "vital few" problems
from the "trivial many." Corrective actions should be directed toward important

problem areas.

4.4 Determine Compliance to Unit Quality Process

Determining compliance to a unit quality process is a two-step process. Since
most units no(v have an overall quality improvement plan, it will be necessary to first
develop a quality plan for the unit --this should evolve out of the review in the prior
step.

Generally, organizations have two quality systems: The one they think they
have, and the ones they actually have (Kidwell, 1975). In order to determine the
actual qugﬁty system, it will be necessary to ask OSFA managers:

® If the basic functions are being performed?
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- @ If there are established standards for these activities?
° If these standards are actually adhered to?
() If the new standards are needed?

Kidwell recommends that the Quality Council establish a "Quality” Audit Guide-
line.” Once this guideline is established, several quality audit teams should be formed
to the selected areas. The awudit teams should have the responsibility in the area being
audited.

4.5 Determine the DefectPrevention System

Defect prevention, especially marginal corrective actions, should be the respon-
sibility of operating un'its.' The corrective action procedures oytlined in the previeus
section should help establish this principal in OSFA. The Quality Council should
consider whether the operating units have internal corrective action systems. The
basic question that should be asked all managers is "what are the things you do, every
day, in managing your workers, to prevent their making mistakes?" The response will
indicate the current defect prevention system in the unit.

4.6 Collate and Analyze Findings

A significant amount of informatior; will be generated from the prior steps. A
critical task is to put these results together into a meaningful report. The report
should focus on:

® Cause and effect relationship

® The effects of the current system

® The marginal changes that can be .made to improve performance

) Assessment of the likely effects of possible marginal change

4.7 Install On-Going Corrective Action System
Once the Quality Council has been through this cycle once, the basic parameters

of the on-going corrective action system can be defined and implemented. In fact,

2]
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this process can become an annual corrective action process that can lead to on-going

refinement and improvement of the student aid delivery system.
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3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
This paper has proposed a corrective action framework for the Otfice of Student
Financial Assistance. The devempriient and implementation of a corrective action

" process in OSFA can be used to build a management commitment to quality

improvement. The principal recommendations of this report are:

The Deputy Assistant Secretary for Student Financial Assistance designate
an individual or group as responsible for the corrective action process.

The designated official or group should oversee the installation of the
Quality Control Management Information System (QCMIS). :

The corrective action process should be established as an integral part of
the over~!l OSFA attempt to increase OSFA program quality.

The responsible official or group shouid establish a corrective action
process with defined procedures for initiating and implementing corrective
actions. |

The responsible official or group should initiate a seven-step procedure

designed to develop the corrective action process as described in the action
plan.
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APPENDIX

COMPARABILITY MATRIX

FOR QUALITY CONTROL SYSTEM DESIGN
AND PROGRAM SYSTEM FLOW
FOR PELL, CAMPUS-BASED AND GSL
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This matrix shows which QC subsystems could be used to monitor each step in

the Pell, Campus-based, and GSL delivery sysrerris. The numbered steps are taken
from the flow charts in "A Comparison of Title IV Student Assistance Delivery

- Systems" (June, 1982); flow chart titles are indicated in capital letters.

A bullet in&cates' that the QC subsystem at the head of the column could be
used to monitor the delivery system step listed on the left.
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QC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY:

DESIGN ONLY

FLOW CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)

Exteornal

(Pel )

Goals &

®jectives

(Al

tudent/0! g~

rsament

{Pel |2

Ingtiftution

Raview

CALL)

wor/

Nendor (ALL)

FISAP lagPt.

Al location
(C8)

l?‘

G Inters

(GSL)

n.'.s.
(A}))

PELL GRANY DELIVEF SYSTEM

1. B Designs and Distridbutes Appliication Form P

2,  Determines Prooessing Specifications ' ®

3. D Determines Fomlly Contribution Schedule ' ’ °®

4. @ Determines Psyment Schedule o 1 e
) ./’

S. Student Fills Out Poll Grant Application ®

6. Student Fills Out MOE Application ®

-

T. Poli Grant frocessor Edits, froduces SAR

[}

8. ME Processor Eafers Dats; Sutmits Tape fo Pell Grent Frocessor

9., Student Corrects P

10, Prooessor Dotarmines SAl

= N
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QC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY: DESION ONLY

‘ [ = [
b - N - i
s .7 By 1B |53 (&3 :
FLON CHART AND STEPS (NMUMBERED BOXES) gz :'§~§ _‘3‘ ;g 9 ~
~ <jigsfle =< 2 X~
§8512 58123 L e 28

PELL GRANT DELIVERY SYSTEM (CONT INLED) .
11. Student Yerifles SAR )
12. Student Submifs SAR fo Institetion
13. tnstitution Determines Whether Student Meets General Ellgiblilty Orfterie P
14. tnstitetion Velldates ' o
13. Institution Determines Size of Award o
16, ED Establishes Institution Authorization Level; Draws Funds from EDPMTS;

Reports fo EDPMIS bt
17, institution Df sburses Avard #o Student Detalls In PY
18. institution l;ﬂrlms Overpeymont or Refors Cases fo ED "inst. Reporting
19. Inst. submits SAR & Prog. Rpts.; ED Adjusts Awthorizations | end D! shursement® ®
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QOC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY: DESIGN ONLY

FLOW CHART AND STEPS (MMBERED DOXES) -

Externat
} (Pell)

o/
ndor (A} I)W

rsemon?
laterest

NeloSe
LALLD

Ingtttution

Raviee
Al locatlon

Student/01 g
[FISAP 1astls]
(C8)

R jectives
ke

Coals &
tAl))
Pall)
tAll)
¢(G3L.)

PELL GRANT INSTITUTION REPORT ING AND DISBIRSEMENT.

§e PIMS Processes Inlftlal Authorizetions Notiflies Inst. & EOFMIS of Inlt. Author.

2. EOFMIS Processes Authorlzetion; Not!fles EDPMTS

3. EDPMTS Processes Authorization Letter

4, institution Recelves Authorizstion Notice ‘
b Instituf lon Subwmifs Request for Funds

6. EOPMTS frocesses Request; Sends Check or Letter of Cred!t

Te Inst. Recelves initial DI shur semont -

1 ]
Ta, (Institution Submits Ad Hoc Progress Report § SARs)

70, (PIMS Processes Reports.; Notifles Inst. & EDFMIS of Adjusted Authorization)

e, (EDFMIS Frocesses Authorization Chenge)
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OC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY: CESIGN ONLY

| s 13 By B 3% (B8 ff
o = &= -

FLOW CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES) §§ :§“§§“33 g :§ £ @~

els 8= = E - E g 8=1" 83 -t: 3

“ 1383z 52253 f5 [258lg 588"
FELL GRANT INSTITUTION REPORT ING AND DISBLRSEMENT (CONT INLED)
7d. (Institution Submits Perlodic Request for Funds & Report of Expend!tures) ° P ]
Te.  (EDFMTS Frocesses Requost; Sonds Check or Letter of Cred!t) o | @ o
8. nstitut fon Submits Progress Report 8 SARs ° ® o
9-13. Some as Ta-Te ® e ° ®

o
14-19, Seme as To-Te s ® P P
20-25. Some as Ta-Te o |'® ® o
26. PIMS Produces Student Vslldetion Roster Based on All SARs Recelved fo Date e e ®
]

27, institution Yerifies and/or Corrects Roster Date Besed on Owm Records @ o °
20. PIMS Processes Finsl Reconcllied Roster PY o, P o
ﬁ. EDFMIS Processes & Closes; Natlfles EDPMTS ® @ ®
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C SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY: CESIGN ONLY

. . s ke 18 |33lss [
FLOW CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES) 33 :§n§§"‘§;- a“ s'g £i | é:
| 55 3“5353535 £§ §_:“§:58£3
. 8.— ‘ 1= -z = ==
PELL GRANT INSTITUTION REPORTING AND DISBLRSEMENT (CONT INUED)
30, EDPHTS Closes Account : L P 0.
31, insti tution Recelves Fins! Roster ° ) ¢
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- QC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABIL ITYs [ESION ONLY

FLOW CHARY AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES) .

External
(Pall)

Goals &

ssor/

—

ISAP Inatt.

rsement
locattion

{C8)

M.l.8.
ALl

r"m CALEY

Objectives
1Student/Dl g« -
instltution
Rav!ow

(Al )

proce

Pel 12
CALL)

CAMPUS-BASED--ED/ INST ITUT ION PREAPFL ICATION PROCESS

e

1o ED Publishos NDSL Low Income instifution List

2. ED Relsburses Teacher/Miiitery Concel {atlons [NOSL)

3. D Reports NOSL Assigwment Acceptances & Referral Activity fo Institutions

4. D Drafts & Publishes Funding NFRW'

S. D Develops, Clears, & Disivribdbutes FISAP

6. D Determines Eligiditity & OCertitlies New inst!tutions

Te Institution Submits FISAP

8. ED Key Enters Date, Produces EdI ¥ Report

19. institution Corrects or Ver!{les Report

10, ED Frocesses Report; Sends Tentetive Allocation Letter

e TCOPY Ar T E
e . 45 | BEST COPY /a1




OC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY: CESIGN ONLY

FLOW CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)

Externa|
tPel i}

dent/D1l =
sor/
ALl

rsemont
tow
(Al D)

1)
]

Goals &
O ]ectives
tAll)
3 ,7]

LY, o Insﬂ'.
location
< Mel 8,

instTutlca™T

Rov

AL

tPel 1)
I
{

CANPUS-BASED--ED/ INST ITUT ION FREAPFL ICAT ION FROCESS (CONT INUED)

11, National Appeal Pane! Reviews Request and Makes Recommendat lon

12. Appeels Are Processed

13. D Calculates Final Aveds

14. ED Notifles EOPMTS of Allocation Leve!

15. €D Sends Final Award Letter fo Institution

16. Institution Ferlodicsily Drews Funds from EDPMTS wp fo Allocetfon Level
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QC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY:

FLOW CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)

CAMPUS -BASED~~-INST ITUT ION/STUCENT FLOW

1. Student Filis Out Ald Application

2, Institution Uses Approved System Yo Caiculete Need

3. Institution Datermines Student EIIgIditity for Federal Funds

CESION ONLY

or/
ALY
MoloSe

(Pail)
LU}

Exteornal

GS. I!nterestt

instltution

Lh'oolm
Al location

(<82

Student/Dlg
by rsement
FISAP Instle

™ jectives
(Pei )

(Al DD
(Al ])
l:m
(GSL)

Goals &

4.  Institstion Determines Averd Size Based on Funds Avallabiility

S. Student Accepts or ReJects Awerd

6. Institution Determines Eligibiiity of Employer & Specific Job

e
7. Institution Matches Student to Job

8. Student Accepts and Performe Jobd

’Q Employer Poys. éfud.nt 8 Submits Payrol! Record to Institution
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QC SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITYs DESIGN ONLY

-

FLON CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)

External
(Pel 1)

IRD

interes?t

)]

SAP instl.

location

oleSe

rsemont
¢All)

Ingtitution
4.

Sthudent/D! g~
Aavien

bjectives
£

Goals 2
(ALl
Pell)}
(AL 1)
Fm

CAMPUS-BASED--INSTI TUTION/STUDENT FLOW (CONT I NUED)

I

L}

10. institution Reimburses Employer

~
~ i

11, fnstitution Employs & Pays Studen? '

12, institution May Obtain Welver of Matching Roqul.rc-onf from €D

13, Employer Subwmits Payroll Record fo institution

14, Institution Pays Studeat

19, Employsr Relimburses Inst|tution

16, Institution Monifors Cumwiative Edrnings fo Prevent Overawerd

SEOG P

17, Institution Periodically Disburses SECG
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QC ‘SUBSYSTEM COMPARABILITY: DESIGK ONLY

FLON CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)

Extornal
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Goals &
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dant/01 g~
r semen?
instivution
Raview
Mol eSe
t(At)

Opjectives
(AL

u

Pell)
{C8)

F‘
¢
Al locatlon |

LALD)
Yondor
IFISAP Instie

i

CAMPUS-BASED-~INST I TUTION/STUDENT FLOW (CONTINUED)

NOSL

18, Institutjon Informs Student of Rights & Obligations;
Student Completes Data Sheet & Signs Note

19, Studant Signs Advances as Required

20, institution Disburses Funds

21, Studont Completes Educational Frogram

22, Inst. Conducts Exit Interview; Student Signs Repayment Schedule and
Updates Data Shoet; Inst, Relnforms Student of Rights and Obligations

23, Student In Grace Perlod, institution Exercises Dus DIfigence

&

24, tinstitution Blils Studont

29, inst. Attempts fo Collect Unpald Loan, Including Suing & Referring fo ED

26, Student Mokes Paymont on Time .
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FLOW CHART ANO STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES) N

External
{Pai])

Institution
Raview
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(CB)
G [nteres?
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FISA Inatle
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Ccjectives
{Pall)
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tALl)
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{(GSL)

Goals &

CAMPUS BASED-~INST I TUT ION/STUDCENT FLOW (CONT INLED)

27. Student Recelves Promissory Note Marked "Pald In Fuli®; Account Closed

28. Studont Requests Cancellation

29. Institutlon Acts on Cancel lation Request

30. Student Requests Defermont

3t. Institution Acts on Deferment Request

All Programs

32, tastitution Malntalns Records

33. ED Conducts Progrem Reviews

34. institution Records Audited

35%. institution Submits Sem!-Annuel So‘porf on Dsfasylted NOSL Borrowers
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g 352883532 §*._~ 453|822
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GSL/FISL DELIVERY SYSTEM -

NB.: Because no FISL Loans will be made after October 1, FISL-only stops are anlitted,

1. Student Obtains Application and Fills Out Student Fortion

2. institution Certifies Financlal and Enrol iment Status; Deformines Goners!
Eligibiitty; Applies Needs Test

3. Studont Subwmits Application to Lender

4.  lendor Sutmits Application fo GA {Guarantes Agency!
)

6, GA Guarantees Loan

8. Studont Signs Promissory Note

e Londor issuves Check

10. Lendor May Contract Servicing Function

1. Lendor May Sell Note fo Secondary Merket

.
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FLON CHART /WO STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)
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(Peill)

e

tudent/0! 3~
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Ingtttution
GSL Interest]

Review
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FISAP Ingtle
“MoloSe

Yendor (All)

Goals &

M jectives
Al D)
(Pell)
tALl)
Procossor/
(G3L)

GSL/F ISL DEL IVERY SYSTEM (CONT INLED)

2

WB.: Because no FISL Loens will be made after October 1, FISL-only steps are omitted.

12. Lender or GA Notifles School of Loan

*

13. Check Payable to Siusdent end Institution Jointly

14. Institetion Olves Check fo Student

19. Check Sent fo Student

16. Check Sent fto iInstitution

17. Studont Pays School end Retsins Remaining Funds

e
18. Both Pertles Endorse Check

19. Institution Retains What Student Owes; Student Recelves Remeining Funds

20. Lendor Roquasts interest swsldp'
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FLON CHART AND STEPS (NUMBERED BOXES)
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G, |nTerast|

Vgador AID)

GSL/FISL DELIVERY SYSTEM (CONTINUED)

NB.: Decause no FISL Loans wil| bo made after October 1, FISL-only steps are awitted,

2V, lender Bilis Student for Inferes?

22, (ender Recolves Payment of Speclal Allowance

23. GA, ED, or Lender Conflirms Student Status with School

24, Student Enters Repayment Status

25. Student May Consolidate Losns with SIMA

26, Studont Notifles Lender of Deferwent Status

L

27, Lender Exorclises Due DI figence

20, Lender Submits Clalm 10 GA fwrilte-off]

-

30, Lendor Subtmits Clalm to GA [defauit or Ch, 13}
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GSL/FISL DELIVERY SYSTEM (CONTINUED)
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38, 1D Rolimburses GA lwrite-off) e ®
39. D Relmburses GA {defsult or Ch, 13} o P
40, GA Attempts to Collect From Student
42, GA Sends Relimbursement Check to ED ™
44, Defsuited Losn Account Is Credited with Repayment ®
43, lender Roquests Payment of Spocla.l Al lowsnce o
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