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The Office of® Student Financial Assistance (OSFA) of the Deparment of

Educatxon has cont(acted with Advanced Techmiogy, lnc., of McLean Virginia, and
its subcontractor, Westat, Inc., of Rockvme, ‘Maryland, to cbnduct a mree-year
quality control project.(Contract No.: 300-80-0952). The focus of the pmgect is the

" Pell Grant Program, the largest of the ‘student grant programs administered by

 OSFA. The ob;ectwe of Stage Two (Part One‘) of the project is to desgn a quahty

control system to’ measure and- afslyze program performance. The reports -

- completed to date uhder Stage Two (Part One) include:

Quaii%Contrel (QC) System Deveiopment for E .
+ the Pell Grant Program: A Conceptua! Frame\vork ‘Margh, 1982 .

Action Plan for Quality Controi System Desxgn'

A Workmg Paper - i ‘ ) e “May, 1983
T * , L4 -

A Comparison of Title IV Student Asszstance | : '

Dehvery Systems , ‘< “ June, 1982
Prehmmary Quality Control System Desxgn ' e _ o

for the Pell Grant Program | June, 1982
A Framework ?or a Qualxty Control System p

for Vendor/Processur Contracts N - . September, 1982

@

'Recommendanons for Improving Quah - e
the Campus-Based Program: FISAP Process - September, 1982
Tech.mcal Speciﬁcatmns for Conducting _ ’ | "
an Annual Assessment of Overall Payment .

Error in the Pell Grant Program . ' Septéml;er, 1982
Techmcal Specifications for QC System o .
Enhancemengs to the Manual GSL Interest LY
Billing Process ' o November, 1982
N . : .
Corrective Action Framework for the Office. L '
- of Student Financial Assistance = . - December, 1982
. . g
Quahty Control Procedures Manual for Manua.lly ’ o T,
Processed Interest Payments Guaranteed : :
Student Loan Program : . . December, 1982
[ . L
Quahty Assurance for Vendor/Processor Centracts - April, 1983
OSF A Goals and Objectives System Strategies for . - -
Improved Program Planning-and Management ~ »+ September, 1983
Officeof Stident Financial Aid Quality Improvement s :
Program: Design and Implementation L “ September, 1983
, v v | . )

HE—



| PREFACE A

EXECUTIVE sumumv o | ‘

CEAPTE.R is BACKGROUND

' _The Pell Grant Qua.hty Control Study
The Meaning of .Quahty Control ,
The OSFA Quality Improvement Program

-

CHAPTER 2: GENERAL APPROACH

Genenc Approaches to Deve}oping Qua.uty Control Procedures
3
Altematwe QC System Cenﬁgurations in OSFA

Framework for Developmg Quality Centrol Proceéures

L]

' CHAPTER. % DESIGN FOR THE OSFA QUALITY

NPROVEMENT PROGRAM
‘Opportumues for Quality lmprovement ./
,' The Overall Strategy: Lo Z
lntemal Targets for Quahty lmprovement | |
‘THe Next Steps

CHAPTER 4: IMPLEMENTATION PLAN’
OSFA Quality lmp.rovemef{t Program
- Implementation of Quality Impravement Program ‘

Cbrrecuve Action Compcnent of OSFA Quality

Ce Improves;gm Program
. /
. Appendxx A: QCMIS Overview

Appéndix B: List of Current ‘Delivery System Activities
™~ 4

0 o (A i

31

3-1
3-3

310

325

-1

gl
46

411



- - . — 4
’ LISTOF FIGURES T
. M4 3 ‘ | ¢ ‘ | ‘: )
| FIGURENO. R '  Page
: . o o o .
. 1-1  Pell Grarit Q.tality Contr'ol Study : 5 }-3
T -2 Breakmroughvs.Control .
S 1-37 - Steps in the Development of &én OSFA« Quahty ' .
Improvement Program | . . 1-11 -
, -2;-1 _ o Prehmmary Assesmént of QC System Gpuons ’ . 2-8.
3] A Systems Perspective of the QSFA errarchy * ’ 3.2’
32 Dessgn for OSFA Quality Control System BRI ¥
/ 3-3 Critical Actlvxtxes in the Pre-Apphcanon ‘ ) B
u Subsystem ‘ . . 313
, € ') . ’
) 34 . Critical Activities in the Student Apphcatmn, .
S Eligibility Determination and Benefit Calculatson '
‘ Subsystéms - : L 3.17
K ‘ . ' . b . A ' .
-3-5  Critical Activities in the Fund Disbursement
~ Subsystem - ) : : 3-19
. 3-6. \ Critical Actxvltxes fohe Account Reconcmation _' |
: ’ Subsyst&w | o . , 3.22
k-1 Stegbm the Development of BOSFA Quali’ty. |
s vement Program ' =~ ' | ‘ 43
4-2 lnteriace Between QSFA Deci ion errarchy _ .
and QC Process . ; . 4-7
' 4-3 °  ‘Summary Q{,Quality Control Térgets | . 4-18 .
.‘ , - ;\; , '
. t. , ’ . \ _ | s - .
) o
\
) ' -
Ed ' n \\ o
’ -
Py ?i i oo : 5 - ¢



.
[ J
g

v Execm SUMMARY- "7 A
® . \ .
During the past two years, the Office of B’tudem Financial Assistance has been

/engaged in an effort to develop an internal quahty u-nprovement program. The

purpcse of the program is to deve op-a systema;uc approach -to ;de.ntxfyzng,
measunng, and correctmg errors or. tendencies toward errers in the student aid
delivery system. The desxgn for this program includes-. both a measurement
componerit and a correctwe action componenx. This report describes the purpose .

~ and dzrecnon of the OSFA quality xmprovement program. The report has four

-~

: chapters. S > e ',

G0 TR
4 3 . .

- " Chapter | provides backgroynd on the quaflity xmprovement program., Some of

— ' * ’ . ¥

-
*

LY

_the basic points covered include: AR

g A review of the literature sugge;ts quality control and corrective action
© canbe most effectjve when targeted at the most, error-prone areas; -,

£

‘e The éverall’OSFA quaixty zmprove:'nem program has QC measurement -

- and corrective action components, both designed to target techmics}
3 assistance at hlgbrerreﬁpmne areas. \ ;

. L | ‘ Py

¢ .

. Chapter Z‘remews the general approad'x to quality improvement dev,elopeﬂ
during the Stage Il Pell Grant Quality Control study This approach consists of the
. following key elements: g » : :

T e L . = ] ) . , ' o

e 'An overau strategic approach that enables OSFA to *target techmcal
assistance on high error-prone areas, whil’ Jproceedmg with -an overau
design strategy,

L3

¢

o  An emphasis on both manual /and automated quality éontrol measure-

ment, enhancing eaustlng data bases and procedures® o the extent
possible; - -

' An emphasis durinithe first year of the quality m{provenient program on
L the development okthke measurement component of the program,

~
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éhapter 3 ‘presents the overall deslgn for ‘the OSFA quallty improvement

: program. First, the opportumtxes for quallty lmpro\rement in ‘the current dehvery

system are reviewed Marginal 1mprovements to critical actlvmes in the current
’system can allevxate some of the most Sel'.lOUSl)" negatwe effects of the current
system, including deﬁciencxos in_ fund comrol and ‘availability of program
informatlon. ’ : C .

Secaond, an- overall strltegy for the OSFA quality u'nprovement program 'is
presented. OSFA is undertaking a quality improvement program that concentrates

-

AR

° mxtunono.t Quahty Control, \VhiCh is encouragod by Federal regulations
* - and facxlltated by mstxtut:onol quahty control guidelines;

e  External Quality Control wluch can provide- OSFA with an ongoing
1) . measurement of@o\rerall error rates for all programs; -

de - Internal OSFA Quahty Comrol which includes a supplemental, effort” to
identify error prpne’ actxvitxes, de\aglop measurement mechanisms for
* _these altivities, and xdenniy correctwe action optlons, -

‘ o A Qoahty Congrol Management Information Systems (QCMIS) that wxll
. r (. Provide an overall QC reportirig and lnformanon system. .

¢

- . \ ' o .
Thlrd the cptreal targets for lmemal quality mprovemem are identified and
measures are proposed. The crltlcal activities, some of which were addressed during

, Stage IFof the Pelt QC Study, provide OSFA vﬁth & road map for future internal

quality 1mprovement. !

. ", Fourth, the next steps - in the OSFA‘quallty improvement process are
considered. \These include: ’ '
"o Selectlon‘of new tgrgets for techmcal assistance from the list of xnltlal

‘ \actmtles \ . .. -
° Development of a systematic approach to qualxty @gvgvement for
critical’activities, which is addressed in the final chapier; S

° Development of the QCMIS framework which would provide OSFA with a

N well-defined QC mformatxon and reportlng system;
“y
> )
y e
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P ‘ J" ~ . .

0

L

‘ .

-



'
“kf

; ’ * ) -+
. : - ‘
\ *
apter & presents an implementatior®plan for the OSFA quality improvement
. . ‘ .
’ program. This chapter includes: : " ‘ .
A ~ ’ ' . ‘ . o > ‘e
. \: ' CT . gh' ’ 1 .
' An overview of the entire OSFA quality improvement program, with a
.spgcial emphasiq on the role of the corrective action component;
' e * 4 . N
° \\An implementation plan for the program; )
. ° A strategy for imp}ementing the corrective action component using: the ™
‘ , Critical activities identified in Chapter 3; , .
. @ Priorities ,forbngoing,qdality improvement. . . ’
- . \ - »
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. .~ . ' BACKGROUND T - L
. * ! ) ', , s
" . This .report presents the results of the. Quahty Control (QC) System Dl

Task, Stage Two of the Pgu Grant Quauty C‘ontroi S;udy. This task was initidted in -

. an attempt-to design a QC system for the: Pell” Grant Program. - 'Based on the

, | prehminary design of thetPell QC system and a comparison of the major student aid -
o programs, the scope of the task was broadened té include the Guaranteed Student
ST . Lnan (G§L) and the’ Campus-Based (CB) programs. and to provxde technical assist-"
' o ‘ance’ in quaiitatwe unprovements in the delivery of ,these major - student aid
prog%-ams operated by the Office of Student Financial- Assistance (OSFA). This
refined approach was based oh- the understardmg that there were many basic

/ sirnilanﬁes the dehvery systems fof these programs m that quaﬂty improvement
“was the responsibxhty 'of functional units within OSF'A“. The quality zmprovemeﬂt
program discussed in th% paper can ﬁ-owde OSFA. with. a. systematsc process for

tf dfrmfymg and/correctmg error-wrone ts in ‘the delivery system. A ma;or

-
B

outcome of this design and technic.al ass:stancex activity js a plan fok an ongoing .

' Guality imprevement program described in this ﬂnal t* This chapter reviews’
_the’ batkground- and context for the design stud ‘and dxscqsses “the n?egning 'of
L b guality cmtroi."’” ' |

3 ' ‘ i c

. THE PELL GRANT QUAL!TY CONTROL STU@‘* 7 ' | ] - | ‘
i : * b B .

| Quahty, whzle often considered ill-deﬁned in many orgamzatsons, does not just .

- happen. It can be realized only through management programs that better utilize’ -

personnel and systéms to improve prbduct development and.delivery. In a large
social program, such as the Pell Crant Program and "other student aid programs,
millions of people are directiy affected’by the quality of the deiivery system. The
s-uftimate test of quahty for a social prpgram is whether the benf;ﬁcianes of the
program recelve the correct’amount of .aid, on time, and with & miﬂfmum of error.

N 4
. [ . f.
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- Addxt:ona“lly, from the perspectwe of the Fegeral government, itis important that
' aid bé dehvered in as eﬁectwe and efficient a manner as humanly, or techmcallyS

. possible. These factors—quality of the product and dehvery system—are of concern - o

e 4 b

T to postsecondary mstxtunons, state agenmes, and to the Federal government.
The Pejl Grant Quahty ‘Control’ Study was designed to provide"OSFA with a
comprehensxve examxmtxon of the status of the current delivery system and to.
. mcorporate basic quality xmprovement prmc.iples. The quality control literature
review dxscusse;! below provides -three fundamental principles for quality
.Atmprovement-preventxon, 1dent1ﬁcatxon, and ehmmatxon (PIE). These are generally
'cbaracterized as follows. _ . ' ‘ . ‘ W
. I 3 Preventxon refers to the design component of any production or delivery

. system. Prev8ntion of error must be considered when a delivery process
% - . xs designed originally, or in subsequent redesign;

- *

- e Idenuﬁcatlon of ergor becomes mportant once a producnon or delwery

-« . system has been implemented. Typically, this.would involve a statistical
sample -of products (awardees in the case of student aid) and the
establishment of measures and standards of routine error meamrement;

e ) Elimination refers to the process of correéth\g error m a production or
’ delivery system once it has been implemented. This process is nsuauy
referred to as. correcﬁve On. _

. P . ’
-~ The three-stage, Pell Grant Qualiw ‘Control Study, illustrated in~Figure 1-1,
was a comprehensive quality improvement project. Stage One was a study of the’
quality of the current delivery system for Pell. Stage Twd of the project was.
divided into three parts: Part 1 was térgeted at design‘mg and gmplemknting an
ongoing measurement system for quality control in OSFA, Part Il was an assessment
of the effects of the current and alternative delivery system design (currently
underway), and Part IIl was an analysxs of Stage One data. Stage Three, currently

| underway, provides a restudy of quahty in the delivery System. l e
The three components of Stgge Two closely pa,rallel the 'PIE concept. Part I,
Dehvgry System Assessment, focused on preventim by addressing basic long-range’
- design problems with the student aid dehvery system. Part M, Follow-on Analysls,
- is focused on continued and refined identification of errors in the delivery system.
. ‘ Part 1, the QC System Design Component, {ocused on the ehmmatxon of error in the
current delivery system ‘through the implementation of ‘an. ongoing quality

. . . . &
. improvement program. ' B ¢

[ ]
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PART Ii; DELIVERY S‘YSTEM ASSESSMENT .
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PART Ill: FOLLOW-ON. ANALYSIS

&

PARTE RESTUSY OF QUALITY IN PELL
~ GRANT DELIVERY SYSTEM'

g . .
a -

| _ FIGURE 1-1 : ,
PELL GRANT QUALITY CONTROL STUDY

o

PARTI: ONGOING QUALITY CONTROL *. ﬁ]l-



" incorrect award was quite small. Appmxxmatﬂr% pergent of reeipxents had award

p "‘d’

Stud9 As tbe figure mustrates, it draws'from. parts of Stage One and other parts of -
Stage Twoy and provides a framework for centipuing the OSFA quality mprovement '
program. . - )

The fxndmgs oi Stage One had an m’tportant xmpéct on éhapmg Stage Two of °

the study, Stage One.indicated substantlal dollar errér in awards to s;udents during

the 1980-81 acade:rgc year: - Dollar error was defmed as. the actual award . -
_-dxsbursements as listed in recérds at the sampled undergraduate institutions in
 Spring, 1981 minus what Advanced Technology calculated the correct d;sbu:sement, _

to' be usmg the best available information on applscatmn data,, cost ef attendance,
and enfollment status. Total dollar error fgr FY 1981 was estimated to be 527'5 per -
recipient, or 5650 million of the $2 2 billion (a 30 percent error rate) awarded to the

'2.36 million recxpxents represented by the sample. An estimated 7{ percent of the

recipients' received an incorrect award although in some ‘cases the amount of

errors in excess of $150. Net error (ovérawards minus underawards) was 5402
milljon. Fifty percent of program rcipients (of approximately 1.2 milliof students)
recexved overawards totahng $526 miilion. - Another 21 percent of recipients

* Stage Two moved beyond these basic researdt findings and.-was broader than
Stage One in two unportant ways. First, the scope of work actually included
providing technical assxstance to operating. unlts in OSFA. The tecnnical assxstance
was provided, on a priority - basis, to operatmg units’ responsible for quahty
improvement activities. This was a logical extension of the initial design since the
identification of areas in need of technical assistance was base¥ ypor an evaluation

of the delivery system- p.rformed du}ing Stage One of the study. The technical
'assxstance activity -attually took the form of assessing needs for correctxve action -

and makmg recommend&tions for specxfic corrective actions.
Second, Stage Two, especxally Parts I and II, included other Title v student y

‘ assistance programs, particularly the Campus-Based Programs—the Suppiememal

Egucatxonal Opportunity “Grant (SEOG), Nationa) Direc Student Logn (NDSL),
- Work-Study Program (CW-S)--ahd the. Guaranteed Student Loan Program ,
P The GSLP includes both Guaranteed Student Loans (GSLs) and Federally
$¥ed Student Loans (FfSLs) = .' , .

s
& 7

‘l'hxs is the final report for Stage Two, Part I of tJ\e Pell Grant Qualxty «Control (,'

, (approxlmate!y 3 mxlhon students) received underawards totabng 512# mﬂhon. «

O
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. m{@mo OF QUAL!TY como:. -

-

Al;nencan govemment a.nd mdustry have recently redzscovered thg meaning of .

«qualxty xmprovemont “and qualxty control. - During the past decade, as problems

emerged in the U.S. economy, government and industrial loaders began to ask basic
questxons ahout the quhlty of*productxdh in the :nddstrial scctor and the quam.y of .

service delivery i in government. = Ca I .

In the éarly 1970s, the Federal government taced the monumental task of
going into productien with a rassive entztloment program- "the Basxc Educanonai'

Opportunity Grant Program, within a.one year txrne-frame. Thxs tosk was accom-
plished successfully. Each subsequent year; the prograrl{ grew in size and changed in

> some basic programmatzc ways; consequently, the actual delxvery of grants remained

the critical issue. There wa little'time to concontrate on the quahty of the system

. \sed for delivery. The other student aid programs have faced sxmuar proﬁlems y‘ith

iy need to deliver a program that is continuany being changed in the 1eg;slat;xe
‘process For examplg, the GSL program has undergone major programmatic changes

‘through reauthorizatxons and techmcal amendmeo{s of the.Higher Educ:anm Aot ‘

. that have resulted in neaf'ly constant rﬁod;fxcatxons of the GSL. delivery system

"-made between sporadic defects and chronic probloms }deagy the QC procms :

.- should involve a breakthrougb process to elimmate chronic problems, while spo
; '_'errors can usuéuy be elxminatéd through prévmve QC. Figure 12 Hlus
o ,dzfierences in'the two approaches to QG. |

durmg thc past ‘12 yoars. Consequently, there is~need for a systomatxc quality

improvement program for the major studeént aid progmms L

. TheQC lxterature provides a framework for a systematxc qualxty xmprovement
program. Juran and Gryna,! two leaders in the QC field, define’ quality as fitnéss
for use. Accordingly, QC should include ‘activities which assure that products or
vservicos are fit. Juran and Gryna emphasize that quality activities encompass the
life of a product, from design to postvsale, although they recognize shat-often only a .
limited. range of these activities can be provided at any one time. For siudent aid
progtams, thtg perspect:ve-suggests that quality control should encompass the entire
delivery process, from. the apphcation ‘planning for student aid programs, to
reconciling accounts after the aid is delivered. An 1mporta=.nt distinction can be
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QC WITH EMéHAs:S,ON CONTROL o f QC WITH EMPHASIS ON BREAKTHROUGH

L

ce L Choosmg the control subiect«deﬂning the quality, T PR Bréakthrough in agtltudeswmvmclng those résponﬁple
) Wha’:acgenst ic, of eﬁort that must be regulated . ‘ that a change in quality Iewel is desirable and feasible
-2, § cosing a unit of méasure-—deﬁning the terms in 2. Discovery of the vital few problems-odetermining which
. - hich the control sub;ect will he measured | Lo quahty problem areas are most important | ,
.3, Choosing a standard-deﬂning the desired level of _ 3. organizing Ior breakthrough in knowiedge—-deﬁning the
.. performance. for the control subject ‘ : , ' orgamzatumal mechanisms for obtaining the knowledge
' Ce : .' o : o N - “for achieving abreakthrough
. . e: - . - . - : .
+ %, Designing a sensor—creating b methud of measuring &. Creation of the steeriﬁg arm—~defining and staffing a
‘the control subject N L oy - mechanism for directing the investigation
. ,'“- 5.  Measuring performance-performing the actual -« "5 Creation of the diagnostic arm--deﬁnh:g and staffing a
oot ‘ megsurement ‘ _— ' mechanism for executing,the technical investigatlon
. e -
- 6, Interpreting remhs—compaﬂng the actuai measure- 7 6. Dlagmsis-coilecttng and anaiyzing the facts requked o
"7 7 ment to the standard o : S * and recommending the actlon needed
2 _ | Decision makmg—-deciding on the action, lf any, to be 7. Breakthrough in a cultural Pattem‘-—deteminh'sg the eiiect
7 taken to the standanf ’ : , , , of proposed changes on the people involved and fmdmg ways -
. . : S | ) . to overcome the resistance to change S - |
8. Actnon—-t’aking the specific steps to brlng perform,ance | . & Breakthrough in performance-obtainhg agreement to take
up to the‘standard | _ action .
o ’ . _ ' 9. Transition to the new level--implementing Eﬁangé B
¥ ‘ = ‘ .o LI . px . ) | | i P .
" Source: Juran, J.M. and Gfyna, F.M., Quality Plannlig and Analysis, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970. '
; | . ! % ., » ’ ) ' | : | : ' ' “; a
Y G \ - . FIGURE -2
- o ' . BREAKTHROUGH vs. CONTROL | .
. 14 ' . 4 15
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Hxstoncally, QC in the United States has emphasized technical ap#oaches
- such as statisncal QC, reliability, and product assurance, increasmgly, however, it

s important for organizations to, establish quality - policy, with specifxc quahty.
objectives that st;ouid be comreyed in written forrn. In hismost recent work, Jurari? :
drgues that two types of QT are necessa’ry managerxal and technical. - In buxldmg a’
mahagement commitment te QC a successful QC analysis must consider the

exisnng orgamzatmnal responsib les and- the nes design should be built around

them. Addxtionaﬂy; a top manasement commitment te quaﬁty’ 1mprovement xs |

necessary to maintain an ongging quality improvement program. .
, A variety of- wekl-estabnshed tools and techmques dre available for‘QC The

American. Socxety for- Quality Control maintams a publications mgram that c°"efs’ - e

such topics as natsonal standards3 and guideunes for managing vendors.4 There are

wen-estabhs,hed guidehnes for quahty audits and quality cost analysxs,5 and wetr- - .

defined’ plam for ¢stablishing guality improvement pro§rams.5

One. especially yseful anafytic technique in quality analysis is the Pareto
principle which states that losses are never umforrnly distributed over causes
(quahty or cha.racterxstncs). Instead, losses are always unevenly distributed so that a
2 small percentage, or a vital few of the causes, contribute & higher pércentage of the N
“loss of error. This principl'e can be used to analyze the distribution of Joss due to .
error. The results of this- apprnach are oiten a boon to managers and ethers; -
‘ concerned with instnutlng QC, it !h{: facilitate . écanomical, targeted ck on '

. the bulk of quality losses. -Juran and Gryna (1970) i}gut

“Pareto prmcxple, makes .a quality lmprovement pregram possible. Once the vital

few problems have been idennfxed the* can be targeted for managen}eﬁt oi
o

systematic processes, xdentxﬁcatkon cef high errér-prone areas, then targeting

2:luram, J.M., Course on. Management of Qua]lfx, New York: J. M. Juran, 1981.

éAmencan Soclety for Quality Control, Amerlcan N io@ Standard: Defimtions,
Formulag, and Tables icr Control Charts, M;lwaukee, Wxscon

"American Socxety for Quahty Control uide fel‘ Ma&ing Vendor Q! }x Cest&,

Milwaukee, Wisconsin: ASQC, 1980.

-5Bajaria, Hans 1. (Ed.), Quality Assurance. Methods, Motidations and Management,' :

Dearborn, Michigan: Society of Manufacturing Engineers, 1981, /0

EKidwelly 1.L., A Profit Plan for Quality, Waterford, cénnecticm- John L. Kidwell -
.Ce,, 975. _ :
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' technical. ass:istance. These areas can be the basis of ’a systematic quality
“improvement program.’ | 4

#  These concepts are usefpl for student aid programs; however, the kterature on .

QC is dominated by the private sector, especially mdustnal«a;producnon. "‘Most

- government standards have been gentrated by and for defense: :ontractors. Conse-

. quently, the decision to institute the quality improvement programs for OSFA has

) been a cng—of-a«l&nd eif’ert. it has apphed basic principles develpped in- the QC

- A\ ; fxe}d to the specific and umque probigms .of student aid deiiﬁ:{ A L e

Co N )
mwaeyanmmpnovwmtmocm P \ L

t

b

. - ‘ * The overau goal of this task is-to estabhsh a framework for improving the
quality of OSFA programs. A significant way to raise pmgram quality is to
rqutinize the process of QC. QC, as used in this project, is the process of .
preventing, ideéntifying, and elimmating sources of error in a delivery or production
system. . The concept is most comprd\ensible when used in an industrial setting. For
'exampie, it is edsy to see the need for QC measures in the productm of
automobiles. If the quality of a particular make’ of automobile varied greatly from -
car 16 car, the résult. would. bg expensive correctﬁ.v_e action costs to the manu
turer and decreased sales to.consumers. Quality control i mmewhat more
ambiguoys in a soclal service sesting, such as the provision of student aid; however, -
it is no less important. " The Pell Grant Program, one of the largest student. aid
programs, illustrates this point. The annual overpayments in the Pell program, dye
fo various institutional, student, and processor errors, are estimated in excess of -
$400 million. This amount provides a great strain on program resources and due to
anndé! funding ceilings, may reduce the size of the average award at ,the same time
that education costs continue 10 rise. 4

In both industrial and social service settmgs, QCmEa/S\lres can increase the
efficiency and efiectiveness of the delivery system by reducing costly errors and
raismg the quality of services or products. In order to integrate QC into the
everyday opgrations of an orgamzation, at a minimum:

® Outpu:jndards must be established;

e The ablished standards must mcorpwate technical specxfxeatxons
prescribed by the provider of the service or product and expected by the
recszent or consumer;

Y st s .

7Kidwell, ibid.
-
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e A system for rnonxtormg standards arg! correcting errors must be made ™ \\
. _ | . operational. - _ _
g Among the possible operational pmcedures ina student aid specxfxc QC program are
the followxng - =
‘e . Develop standards and measures for mamtormg the dehvery of student
' alid;
o 1 _ - | ,
. * Measure"gerfermance of student aid delivery againstspeciﬁed measures;
° Determine and monitor errors in eligibility determinatxon and award
processmg; v
. Identify sources and p{obab!e causes of errbrs to plan corrective.actims;
° Develop corrective ac;xon procedures as an integrai part of the process< e
ing functmns; -
e  Develop standards and measures for monitonng the results of corrective
actlms’ ‘, i : . . *
. ¢/ Ensure that various actors (e.g., processers or institutions) are -operating ; |
’ in accordance with speciﬁed procedures, regulations, and standards;
. e Report approprxate QC mformation 10 Depanm t ai Education A

-

personnel on a timely basxs. .
In 'orde'r' to impfo'\'ve the qﬂaﬁty of  OSFA programs, two distifict procedures .
must be developed. Fxrst, &n ongoing structure or framework to determine sources
of program error and to measure it must be developed. This component of 8 quality
s improvement program may be called the technical measurement component.
Second, a formal mechanism for deslgning and selecting procedures to eliminate
exxstmg error must be designed. This camponent of a quauty improvement program
 is called the corrective action component. ' | | |
. When these two components of a quality improvement program are integrated, _ N
‘. they become & process for maintaining QC. When viewed in the context of a quality - g, _
' control process; each component has a series of well-defined'mbcoﬁwponengs or s -
- steps. The technical measurement component includes the following steps:” - o

S ek

. Define the sampled subject for control;

e  ‘Define a unit of measure; 2 s

e  Establish a standard of performance; . ~

“

° Create a measuring device or procedure.

- S 9 44 |
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The steps in the corrective action'component are: » : o
® Mobilize for measutement; . = | Q | .

. . . . -
e  Compare a,.ctual performance with established standards;

'

¢  Make management decisions on type of corrective acnon needed,
-~ /
* lmplement cgrreeti\re action.

B "
An :Jlustration of the mterre}atxonshxps between these steps ina weu-xntegrated QC
process is shown in Figure L%ﬁ‘ The QC\process is :llustrated as a cyclical procedure
since the process is ongmng. ‘ - : S \

The QC cycle was used as a basns for the deslgn of the OSFA quality

improvemem program. The emphasis of this task was on the design of a technical or

for the Pell Grant Program. The overan design for the
Program mclu‘&s both measuremeng and corrective

measurement compone
OSFA Quality Improvem

action components., * S L
- . ’ " - i ) ' @ / ) - - i-#
‘\\
',‘y?ég . N
A N
3} %
A
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- ' GENERAL APPROACH - -
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v . This chapter reviews the general approach use&m the design of the Quality

> lmprovement Program. This program provides OSFA with a systematic me odology .
for :dentxiymg, measuring, and,correcting errors in the student aid delwery system.
The chapter has three sections. The first, reviews generic apptoaches to qua‘hty
xrnprovement, mciudmg the strategxc apprqach which was used for the task. Seco
altermve QC system configurations for the measurement component of the OSFA
QC system are réviewed,  Finally, the acmal framework used in the task is
summarized The general approach. presented in this chapter isa tested meﬂol—
ogy for improving quality in student aid progrems. £ S e ‘ ‘

.
& o
. :

' GENERIC APPROACPES TO osmopngou)\uw comox. pnoceouxas

. F

-

The i‘:’;uality "comrol proce‘ss‘ should ‘m‘ m'ereiy’ be en'affer-ﬂiougﬁt oi' an T

addendum to an existing system. Unfortunately, the provision of student ald does

not represent this ideal situation. Aithough some coricern has been paid to quality

_control procedures, no rigorous and methodical quality control process paralleled ‘the

S development of the delivery. sysgem. Therefore, qualhy eontrol proceduree must -

- subsequently be mtegrated into operatxonal delivery system. Three generic
approaches have beer identified for i troducing quality control procedures into an _
existing delivery system. The first is characterxzed as the incremental bottomoup
approach, the second as the comprehensive approach, and the third as the strategic
“  The ineremental bottom-up approach to quallty eomrol development typxﬁes
thé approach used in mos*tt govemment agencies, educational institytions, and
industrial sertings. This approach assumes that functieng subunits within an

a  organization have respmsibzlxt! for ?r own corrective actions and as a ‘?ﬁh,

. -

]

-




'system-wxde quality control Plan exzsts. Therefore, quahty control development is

usually sporadic, incremental, and seldom the outcome of coherent plannmg
Further, since correcnve actions. are identified by suburuts, quality control problems .
;nvolvmg xnterface with other suburixts are rarely resolved. The typxcal steps*

~followed by an orgamfanon takingﬁn mcfementak approach tf quahty apntrol are:

£ Y
s s . . N

. . Fun&;gonal subynits (dwisxon, branch, etc.} dismver error-prone areas .
; : . through problems with the system in operation;

‘e

~ ¢ . Plans fo corrgctive actions (ncw procedures or system changes) are
ﬂevelo and basgd on needs as they arisé—usually a hmned range of
opti considered; . | N
o Managers seek new resources for corrective actions—system develop-
- ,.ment or implementation of.new procedures—but problems that involve an

- -interface with other subunits are often ignored unless the resource issues'

, canhere&olved, S 3 ‘
- T ’ J
"o Quality contrpl Procedures are developed and xmpiemented on!y as time
- . and resources permit. . /*\ . '

, . 4

k.

.
T e

AN

,\.s

} "—_'. ] Inconsistency ano,vanatxon in the ways

]

‘= .The incremental approach has dormnated quamy contrel deveiopment in

student, aid. thle the Division of Quallt,y Assurance (DQA) has implemented some

quality control reporilig requirements in ghe past, there have been no systematic

attempts to develop quality control procedures. An incremental approach to qua.lity o
- control is likely to produce some serious problems. These includsz |

. ~

¢ Compleuon of specified tasks in\xhe necessary time frame without. -

concern for smooth operation and reduction of error in-the system and
efficient use of personnel and other rmourczm ‘ /

ional subunits deal with
qualxty controi problems, ,

a8

functxonaﬁhbumts (or that involve more than one Divxsxon/Branch)

The comprehmsive approad: assumes that anythmg that can go wrong thh the

t

~ délivery system will go wrong;. therefore, it is important to identzfy every pmible

error in the system and design corrective procedures. In order to u:?oduce quahty
co:?l procedures into the student aid delivery system according 6 this method-:

“olegy, it would be necmary to xden&ify all program subsystems and all the major

I R N {
| 2-2 3

e Acﬂte{ problems in the quality control " of products that cut across )

- -

,&&s )
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~actors or (:um;mne:r'n:g~ in each subsystem and then define a responsive series of -

corrective actions. Specxixcally, the basic steps in a comprehenswe a'pproach to
quahty .comToi are:, . S . ) .

~

*

4

o Identify the major subsystems of the programs (this includes pre-
' application, application, eBgibility determination, benefit calculation,
fund disbursement, and munt reconcmation)- \

‘o - Identify the ma;or actors or companents for each subsystem (for
. example, -for the Pell eligibility subsystem, actors mclude students/
. parents, insntutxons, and s.pplicatxon processors); ,

- For each actor in eaéh subsystern, xdentify acceptance measures of

o .posasble errors in the system; - K

o Defme measures for each set of standards - mcludxng identification of
- data elements and pibcedures for information collection;

‘Detdrmine’ the compqnents: of each ‘subsystem thaf merit development
‘ . and inclusion in the quality control system and evaluate the feasibility of
~ ) mclugmg the vanous informatxorf spurces. in a quality control data base; .

. Proceed with system development on the select subsystems (6sign and-
devdiop procedures for implementation of selected components of each

subsystan .

-

The st'ratégi’ approadn assumes that the major sources of error in student aid . k

. . programs can be identified and corrective action should be made in these areas

acPording to a step-wise or modular methodology. Thys, to&util_ize iz approach,
significant sources of error must first be identified, prioritized, and then"corrected
in a hierarchical manner, The basic steps in the strategic approach are: g

- ° Conduct a functional analysis of the operating system, including infor-
mation requirements, linkage ‘structures, and breakdown points. In other
wortls, identify the places in the system where corrective action can be

- taken and monitor progress;
<\ o  Idedtify significant sources of error in the program;

] Select and prioritize targets for systematic "QC development and the

o/ : time frame for specifications, design, development, and installation of

- - each selected measurement systems; ~ o .

® Proceed with systems development for selected measurement stems
: (e.g., develop procedures and systems manuals, uset manu tem
specifications, and software specifications, as necessary);
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. Perform system tests on selected measurement systems as they are
‘completed, . "
g
Since the Stége One study identified major problem areas in the delivery of |
student_aid, the project team and OS.FA demded that an i ‘;remental approach to
quality control was not adequate. Bogirthe
30 quality control were viable strat g D ~ ,
- For th% Pell Grant Program, = ‘d“* prehensxve approach would resujt in an
* elaborate quality control system that mposed new data collection procedures on top
of the already exxstxng system. It wouid permxt the development oi a8 separate or;
Stand-alme Quahty Control Management Information Systemn (QCMIS). It could also
be used to produce qualjty control manugjs for m;ming ED personnel {Central and
Regional) and xnstxtutxona.l represontatxves in quamy control proceﬁures. To the
_extent that the system used automated data coilecnon and analysis procedures, it
wolld be labor intensive since vxrtuauy an entu'e new set of procedures would be
needed for each component of each subsystem. Also, séphisticated data base
management procedures could be needed centrally, dcpending on how much of the
systen was actually impte: mented. ‘The comprehensive approach was considered too
ambitious for xmplementation. Trymg to implemgm the system all at one- txme
‘would put great stress on the entire dehvery system.
o The strategic approach to quahty control deveiopmem in the. Peu program
would permxt the. incremental xmplementation and testing of moduler quality control.
subsystems designed specifically to reduce errors in the system. . The njodular
approach could also permit the use ‘of up—to;date electronic technology utilizing
existing data sources, where’approprigte, rather _than-developing-onﬁrely new data ,
sources and reporting procedures. 1Y might also result in more systematic analysis
and reporting on data currently collected. ' Some new datg collection would
invariably be required, however. The strategic approach provides OSFA with a

-flexible approach to targeting resources on areas of greatest need, The risk

associated with this approach is that some imponam area could be overlooked, and
consequently, a major problem could go uhattended.

After analyzing the two approaches the project team and DQA decided to use
the strategic approach. - The basic trade-off between the cotnprehenswe and
strategic approaches is comprehensiveness versus timeliness. S;nce there is an
immediate need for quality contr_ol procedures in the student aid process and since ’
funding is tight in all government programs, the project team recommended utilizing

. Ve . .
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. reporting and informat
early in the design process as part of the conceptuaﬁz:stmn of the quality 3

- -

1

the strategxc qpproad\ to introduce quahty control procedures. This spproach has

the greatest potential for: - . . S «
o ,

o Reducmg errors in the Pell program, a

. e Addmg other stullent a.xd programs to’ the quahty control probqs on an
' - ongoing basis; - S A v\ T

\ . Pdot testing quality control cbmponents earber in the study,

| s
] Developing a sound responswe methodology 10 correctwe acnons‘w

ALYERNATIVE QC svsrsu--@onncuunons INOSFA .

. Two irnpg;tari,f design issues concesning the QC‘I systemn or program are: (1) the
degree to which the s)ger\n will be automated; and (2) the degree to whxch ‘existing - -

processing can be utilized. These issues, were considered

zmprovement program. o~ |
The issues of automation and report tormats can be used 10 generate fxve
feasible conﬁguratxon options.' - - '

® Option l ‘a QC syste%n providing manual énhancements to the exxstmg :

3 dellvery system and requiring new reporting fdrmats;

e  Option 2 "a combined fanual/automated QC system requit;jng new

reporting formats;

e Option3: a combined manual/automated QC system using existing
‘ reporting formats; - .

o Option4 a fully automated QC syste‘m using exisﬂng reporting

- formats;

e Option5:t a fully automated QC system "requirin.g new reporting

formats.
/

r

Existing data are not of sufficient quantity of quahty to make provid,mg manua!
- enhancements o thE ~existing systy and using existing reqwrements a viable

.- option. Each option can be compared usmg the following evaluation criteria:

o F_easibuity of the system design (Cah it be do‘ne?);



- () lmerface with the. de.uvery system (Wﬂl it. work‘?)

,;?-*Opnon 1 k&amalﬁmancsnmts - AN

: nonautomated iorm at.

| 'Option 2:~ Combined MMAutomated MI.S Requiring New Reportmg Formats

- more adaptable to the former.

) . o
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| o,,_ . Potennal ‘IOf roﬂuclng error (Wz!l :!tsave money"),

-~ \
LNy
v g <

Developmenfal éosts (How much?); S -"f:*:

.

_ it is. possxhie to de\feiop a quality controi MIS that esenﬁany provxdes rnanual |
eﬁhancements to the existing Pell deh\fery system This MIS will require <evelop-

,mont of detaﬁed report formats for each o@he major actors in the financial aid
.deHvery system The reports would be entered.into a filing system in the Division oi ) )

Quality Assurance and used as a mea.ns of momtormg and tracking progress on ,
certain key quality control areas. Either the comprehensive or the strategic" ‘
approach to quality control system deveiopment could be used to develop the manual

enhancéments, although the comprehenswe approoch is easier to adapt to this" '7‘
~option. The ma;or probiems with thxs option arehthat it would add to the reporting; '

burden and introduce excessive time delays in program monitoring due to its.

.

v T

This optxon would essentially take the approach in Optxon 1 and wher/

| -appropriate, automate data files. Other files; including periodic summary reports .
" Wsing aggregated data, would remain manual. This option has the potential for
- providing data on a somewhat more timely basis than Option 1 but would provxde an,

" additional layer of reporting on top of the existing delivery system. It cotild use

either the comprehensive or strategic_s system development approach but would be ,

o

 Option 3 Cannmd Mémat/é@mated ms‘Using Existng Reporting Requreménts

This optxon ‘would have ‘some of the same features as Option 2 but would

~ emphasize new analyses of existing data sources rather than deveiopment of entirely
- new reporting formats. This approach would be flexible enough to add other student
T assistafnice programs as hecessary. In.this way, a series of QCMIS subsystems could

be constructod that dealt with crmcal pomts.in -the delivery system, -This ‘option

26 27',
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would be most adaptable to the strategic approach Ior qualify control system -

dev Gi me ent.

*

e

‘,Optxon b: Fully Automated[mtegratcd MIS Usmg E.xistmg Rewting Formats

"

This’ optmn would take the approach in Optzon 3 to the fullest possible degree y
 of system automatxon. Such an option would imegrate the core QCMIS with systems
that interface with- the major actors' operatxng systems. Monitormg, comparing

resuits to speczﬂc standards, takﬁ;g routine actions, and reportmg could be bmlt‘nto

'the system, Such an’ ‘approach would be dependent on automation of ‘most
components of the studem aid delivery system. This option could use a variation of -
| exther the “strategic or the comprehensive gproach ‘to systems development but

the redesign of the entire delivery =

would have - to be done in combinatmn ‘wit
system. ‘ "

Option 5- Fu!ly Autemated MIS Requiring New Repor:ing Formam

-«
L]

Option 5 is xdent:cal to Optxon 4 except existing data wm&d not be considered |
-sufficient to create & functioml MIS. Thus, addinenal reporting burden woutd be

-

added for actors in thedeﬁvery system L LT

”

.'."Asse'ssmemt‘ . . I o~

@«

- Figure 2-1 summarmes the preliminary assessment of the five generauzgd ‘

.options agamst the evaluation criteria. On the basis of the preliminary assessment,

it is possible to make an initial )udgmem about which QCMIS configuration optionis . -

N most desirable.

Option 1 would probably ‘have relatxvely modest results on reducing error,

moderate developmental costs, and would not create an integrated QCMIS delivery . o
*_system. Option 2 would increase the potentialgfor féducing error but would raise.”
! developmeni;al costs. Option 3 has high potential for reducing error, would requxre_

“moderate developmental costs compared to Options 2, 4, and 5, and would be

partiauy integrated intp the dehvery system. Options- 4 and 5, while having the
‘highest potential for reducing error, do not appear. feasible at the present time, _Oi
- the fjve options, Option 3, a combined automated/manual system-using existing data
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would create a QC system that is resource saving, using the énhancing existing data
- and management practices, rather than resource ﬂra.inhg, placing new demands on
the currenf delivery system. ‘ "

. FRAME%«ORK' FOR\DEV'E.LOP‘ING QUALITY -'comox. mbcen‘unﬁs

- : - « r .
. .

N Based on this analysxs, a strategic or modular approach to the deve!opment of°

: quahty control procedures for the OSFA student aid programs “utilized, It
adapted theé varxeus steps in the strategic approach-to quality cantrel developmént.

'These _steps can be broken down into two phases—design and xmplementatxon. The

basic steps in the design phase were:

»
[ ] ~.

* Idenniy sxgniﬁcant sources of error in the prograrn (completed durxng
.. St\a'ge One), | : -

»  Conduct a functmnal analysis of the operating system 7, ncludmg infor-
’ mation requirements, finkage structures, and breakdowr; ‘points. In other -

~ words, identify the places in the system whefe eerrective &ctioni can be.

- taken and moniter progness; B ‘ | ] e
T e Conceptuahze a quality contrel system -with mcdular components ST
P dﬁigned to detect and monitor error-prme fum:txan& oy

. e
The steps in the implementation phase ‘were:, |
e  Select and brIOrxtize modulaf subsystems for 'development. Also,

xdennfy time frame for specifications, design, development, and installa- . | |
txon of each selected subsystem; e _ ' :

o Proceed with systems development for selected subsystems (e.g., develop
procedures- and systems manuals, user manuals, system Sspecifications,
and software specificétions, as necessary);

o  Perform system tests on modula; subsystems.as they are completed.

During the design phase, the focus was on a QC measurement ‘system for the
Pell’ Grant Program. As a result of a functional analysis and a comparison of Title
v Programs, suggesting mény simﬂari‘?ies between programs, ail three major )\ " :
programs were mcluded in the basic design. As a result, the prehmxnary design was
expanded based on a comparative analysis of the Title 1V programs to provxde a
basic framework for the evera.ll OSF A Quality Improvement Program.
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The implementation phase was characterized by technical assistance rather =

than detailed system design per se.\*’rhis was undertaken in recognition that OSFA -t

divisions must be responsible for quality improvement in their owf areas of
responsibility, The technical assistance was targeted on error-prone areas that
needed QC enhancements and were “desii
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' : CHAPTER 3 .
DESIGN FOR Tl'iE OSF A QUAL]TY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

| During the past three years, OSFA has iraitiated an internal quality 'xrhpro\c'ement

&

program.  This program has used the strategic approach to quality improvement to = "
- ident;f? and corre::t errar-prone activities in the current deiwery system. This efiart L

has foc:used on.

. .Identiﬁcation of opportunities for quahty improvement in the overan ‘

' 3elivery system,
<

. Deve‘lo_pment of an overall strategy for\ hnpro\ung the quality of the
current dehvery system" ' : ,

L lmplementatmn of internal mechamsms for improving student aid delivery. -

*

This chapter describt.e the remlts ef this effort and esents the Iong range plan. -
for xmpmving quality in the student aid delivery system, using the general approach
sed in Chapter ‘2. The chapter has four sections. First, the opportunities for L
uality ln'ipmvement a\e discussed. Second, the overall strategy for quality xmprove-‘ .
ment is reviewed. Next, the iramework for the internal quality improvement program .
s revrewed Finally, the steps in implementation of the overau strategy are dismssed

4

. opmkmwaf\qum IMPROVEMENT

The development of the overall quality improvement s:rategy in OSFA was based |
" on a detailed analysis of specific opportunities for quality i:nprovement. ‘A three-level )

framework was used to assess quality control needs of OSFA.. Figure 3-1 presents an

_information system's perspective of OSFA based on this framework.] The three‘levels e

are:

® The policy-level analysis examines the type of guality cmrrqi intermatien- '

required by entities that interact with OSFA In setting policy ‘for student
aid. These actors include the remainder of the Department of Education

lAdapt from R.N. Anthony. -Planning_and Control ‘S . rﬁ{amewdrl'k for
is, (Boston, MA: Harvard Business ool, 1965). also §.C. Biumenthal.
ement lnformation Systems (Eng!ewood Cliiis, NJ.: Prentice Hal, 1969).
. . R b .
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© (ED), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and ACongr'eséional .
} staff. Interactions between OSFA and these entities usually occur as part

of the annual budget process or legislative reauthorization. B

’/ * The-fnanégementflevel analysis reviews the organization of OSFA and its -

Current management procedures related to quality control. The analysis
includes an evaluation of the types of quality control information proce-

dures required for the effective management of the Pell program, )

. ®  The delivery-level analysis considers the functional role of each organ’iza-‘ |

tional entity within OSFA. Examined are the quality contro! procedures

. Currently in place in each entity, the information rjsouxces_ within the

‘entity, and the information needs of the entity,

[

;*« At the policy level, ,ﬁﬁéﬂty control ,conc_erris reiat;:' pripparily to overall pn?gram |
delivery. Outside of OSFA, in ED and'OMSB, there s a concern that payment error in -
the Pell program, for example, should be assessed on an annual basis. Additionally, - -

analysts in the Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation (OPBE) are interested in
receiving timely”analySis of policy options for corrective actions that require
legislative or hudget action, These same 4cance‘ms are apparént within OSFA, along o
witifn accurate awareness that gritical parts of the policy cycle (planning, budgeting, © .
and .

N

egulation) and program delivery process (épplic?dﬂonthr‘ouph reconciliation) must

be performed on a timely basis. - SN - L
.. At the management level, quality control has been hindered by the lack of
information on the quality of system perfarmance. The functional organization within

OSFA makes programmatic improvement more difficult, especially when activities in

one DiviSion require safgrmation and actions from other Divisions, Tl';e lack of

information about error-prone points can;n;zﬁit the ability of managers to track critfeal
activities and make improvements. The time.lylﬂoiv of information between functional
units is often limited, in part due to the guality of the overall information system.

Too oﬁgn the information needed by another Divi ion, regardless of its importance,

;akes'seg:ond priority to performance of key activis es withinlfljg‘l).ivisibn. Asa r,i:sult,'.

there is a need for an overall strategy that identifes critical error-prone points in the

delivery system arid provides a’ iramewerk for implementing "'c:iifréét’i've ‘acti‘ons,
especially as they relate to the flow of management information within OSFA,

At'the delivery level, exis’tin‘s;quélifty control procedures are more ‘abdundant. -

Occasional!y’,g Branches ‘and Divisions haye developed their own qug.lit control
processes, usudlly on an ad hoc basis. As a result, there is wide var in the

awareness of staff within OSFA about quality control issues. Some Brmches have

P4
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in an overall system with a well defined flow of mformatxoﬁ ' : w ," _ %
: As part of this project, OSFA sp red an exhaustive study of the effect the l‘_ ~ ‘
. current delivery system for the Pell, .SL, and Campus-Based programs.z It rev |
‘that thesmost serxously neg&mve eff
. govemment are the una\railablhty of info atzon and lack of fund contrel.3 Most of
- the causes of these negati\re effects can be ixnprovtd through marginal changes to the R
-‘current system. ~ For example, most of the basxc roklems with fund control for =
¢ student: aid programs can be corrected b impmvements to internal ac:c:c:mntufﬁ"J | |
‘procedures. For example, the GSL progtam, where fund cmtml is the most sévere «
problem, changes in accountiyg grocedures can ameliorate mpny of the def:czencies o

identified by the General Accounnng Office.* Other marginal changes for GSL, such. | jT_.‘ | ‘_ f

" as increased use of state quarterly reports in quallty control checks for state ciai‘ms | jf‘, | ) 6*
and collections actmtxes. could also reduce fund control problems. L ~ '-; x,;

* Quality control measurement can play an important role in the overall strategy | :, ;

for dehvery system improven‘ient. Usmg the strategic approach to "QC system §
development, it is possible to put quality control ‘checks into . place . for a-itm ol g ;

. activities’ thmughout the stugnt aid delivery system. Such developmem provides .t %
senior policymakers with the early w&rmngs that they neect about. major system
problems, as ‘well as pravides program managers with the detaﬂed information thcy SR
5eqmre to develop strategies for correcting. deﬂvery system deﬁciemles. For . g
example, during the past year the GSL Branch of the Division of Program Operations : Ay
put into place & new system for:measurins error in the manual interest payment. & - .
process. This enabled OSFA to find errors before they were uncovered by end-ni-mr ’E’ “‘::, t f;
audits and, in turn, to make needed corfections. Y | ’ : %," - T

. 2 ]
,

ZAdvanced T echnol In¢., and Westat, Inc. Ass?ment of A!tematxve §1tudent A}d Y' ‘ “
‘Delivery Systemns: o&mwt of the Current stem, prepar e Cr | ‘**"‘?fe 55 X
Managementﬁoard, D, and Division of Quality ﬁssurance, OSFA, June 1983, pg.a A Ny

4
S

3Ibid, pg. 3-14.

bThe Guaranteed Student Loan Info ation System Needs a Thorou h Redesi Q.“S”f %
General Accounting Ofﬁce, September 2#, 1583. b L ', f‘-_-; g
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The importance of improving the quality of information about the financial
mandgement of Federal student aid programs is echoed in the ﬂndmgs of "the
President's Private Sector Suryey on Control:- Task Force Report on Educatmn.5 The

task force identified the need for ifhproved management information systems and-.
internal controls as a mechanism for réducing waste, fraud, abuse, and errer.sv The
- report considered’ the . need tor specxixc improvements in student aid programs and

delivery, including xmproved debi collection.- However, a major emphasis of the réport

.was on the improvement of management infonnamcn and fundi accoantabxlity, two
‘closely related problems. - | | : |
- Shorz of an overa.ll delivery system redesxgn, \vhxch takes substantial resources- .
and several years to. implement, improved quality control hold¢ the most p ;pmise for -
addressing these ‘basi¢ problems, Marginal ‘improvéments can resolve many of the
- basic problems mh the stuctent md delivery system. Quality improvement efforts -
should be specifically targ‘eted on improvements in fund control and availability of
program information since these areas represent some of the most basic problems
facmg the Department. '

1

‘,msbmmmmscv «

-

B | OSFA has developed an overatl strategy for quality Improvement that can be
| implemented on an mcremental basis and that targets resources on the most critical
prdplems. The overall design of the quality control prcgram is illustrated in Figure“

3-2. The overali strategy has four maipr components:

T e Institutional . Quality Control, which encourages inSti’tutions to meke
delivery system unprovements' o -

e - External Quality Control,. which provides quality assurance functions for
institutional QC and provxdes ‘overall measures of error;

. Internal Quality Control, which is designed to iacihtate margmal xmprove-

_ments to the current system; .

o A Quality Control Management Informaticn System (QCMIS) that uses
~ inputs from the above cited sources to tailor reports fors - N

A

g Submxtted to the Subcommittee for Consxderaqu at the meeting on June- 13, 1983

6 \

Ibid, pg. vii.
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‘

| - Quality G’oﬁtrof -
N S . o ‘ ~ Management Information
'_ 9 S o System (QCMIS)

&

Policy Level = | o Management Items S D Delivery Level . ] \'
- QC Reports QC Reports , ' QC Reports
Corrective Action Analysis | - ] Identify Critical QC Targets. . o \lmprovc Quality of Information |-

Improve Efficiency

~

) Carly Warning Reports ’ ‘¢ Track Critical Activities 4 .

. Improve Producﬁvi;y

¢

s L
Monitor System Performance.

TT——

o  Summary Error Analysis- |- | e
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- Pohcymakers reqmring corrective action analysxs, early wammgs ‘of
) system problems, and summary error reports \ \

- 'Managers concerned about 1dentxiymg specific QC targets, traeki»ng
_‘crmcal activities, and monitoring qverau system performance g

e Program personﬂel requiring ‘basic routine information to unprove the _ “
S dehvery proceSs and ﬁnancial accountobmty. o .

| l ' V N ) ) y‘ »

Each of these eomponems of the ove;au design for the OSFA quality oomirol

program is- discussed brieﬂy below. The intex)'nal component is dxsoussed in more detml
inthenex‘t sectxon. M . , RIS Y

-

. ' . . - f

- .
e .o ! S "t.

It is the goal of OSFA 10 eneourage the development of systematic internal :
quamy control. through measurement of discrepancxes and exlrors in the dehvery (.
system, in all postsecondary institunons pamcipanng in OSFA student aid programs. ‘
OSFA is taking two actions to facmtate this type of development. | o

First, OSFA is considermg regulatory changes that woulg reqmre postsgeondary .

insﬁtutfons to sample Campus-Based ;ec:ipient reeords 10 medsure. error, - The -

¥

- ob;ective of this requirement Would be to encourage ins:ltunons 1o measure errors in
_ their own delivery system and 1o develop corrective actions if they have-hxgh error e
| rates Over the long term, OSFA wiu require institutions to measure and correct e
dxscrepancy of errors for all Title IV programs, not just. for Campoéasased. - . 5 -

Second, through the “target of apportunity” aopfoad\ lmtiated durms Phase I of

| this project, Advanced Technology developed a handbook outlining_ quality control

procedures for the financial aid office. A draft of this dooument was revxewed by

- members of the student aid community. Currently, the handbook 15 S being revised to
- reflect OSFA and community concerns about long-term quality improvemem at the

“institution level. This emphasxs would place responsibmty for quality contro} with the
mstitution. : ,

Exga'nalQuath.Cmu’d ' - | _ S

]

Until insti‘tut‘ions? can implemerit a corripreh‘ensiire institutionh! quality control

- “plan, it is necessary for OSFA to develop and maintain a systematxc process for

measurmg error m the entire delxvery system. This is called external quality

vl U T



- ;
control. The external component of the OSFA Quality Improvement Program focuses o
on the three major program areas: Pell, GSL, and Campus—aased. The Pell Quality ’ -
Control Study, conducted by Advanced Technolo y and Westat, Inc., was a compre-
hénsive study of error in the Pell program. A systematic framework for rephcating. | C
‘the Pell Study was. ,developed, and currently is béing implemented. The Campus-Based | L "
'~ segment of external quality control can be implemented either mdependently or in o
combination with the Pell Quality Control studies, - . , fTr

The measurement of error in the delivery. of the GSL program’ presents s;:ecial fe

problems. that could not be handled through modification of the Pell Quality Control
studies. anee GSL mvolves a complex fietwork of lenders and guarantee agencxes as
A_‘we!i as’ mstxtutions, applfcants, and applicant iamxhes, it will be necessary to take a o

. l

dxiferent egvphasis for this study. It would, at a mimmum, include:. o

: . \‘“ \ . . No
. L ] ' . . .
o Measurement of applicant error: throdgh a method sxrmiar to the Pell study, B
. .Measurement of institutional - errer through methods simxiar to the Heu
study ] . . . /!
'@ - Measurement of guaramee agency and iender error thraugh an ennrely hew
. appmach. o o . | / A

-
-~

The goal of OSFA is. to reduce its role m direct ex}ernal measwement onee an R
¥ 'mstitutional quality qqntrol plan is opera‘txonal. At that time, OSFA's role wil become 1_'

one of quality assurance. Quality assurance for external measurement is tﬁ%‘??&'cess |

of monitering the effectiveness of Insmutional quality control programs and determin— |
" ing institutional compnance with ED quality control regulatxons. '

i

‘

MernalQuaﬁtyControl ST | . .

The lon§ range goal of the internal quaﬁty controf progfem for OSFA is to ) ‘
develop QC measurement and reporting mechanisms for critical activities throughout &
. the student aid delivery system.. During Stage II, Part 1 of the Pell QC. Study, ﬂg i
‘ followmg activities were selected for technical assistance using the strategxc frame- E
work: -"\‘ . ) . . ’ '

e  OSFA Goals and Objectives System
o  GSL Manual Interest Billing =~ | |
3-8 42 . ‘_ |



Lo

° FISAP Processes for Campus-Based Programs
Xy External Quahty Control System. A
e ¢  Vendor/Processor Quah‘!)’ Control ﬂ | ) L e .
o 'msti;utional QC Guidelines. | | |

P : Subsequently, agdxtional targets have been added. Ong su'ch farget finitiafed .‘
durmg Phase m deals with the GSL reinsurance pi'ocess. . R ,
’-WQU&!R)‘ Control Managernesut _Information,System

. mformatmn system (QCM!S) that recewes inputs from all of the above quanty contro}
| &&ubsystems -and can be used to generate reports for all. Ieveis of management.
Conceptuaily, the QCMIS will include a iramewerk for routme reporting from all other

" measurement subsystems, internal and external, as well as specxal analyses t:ommis-

A -

 The major feature of the entire QC' system is a quality control management |

sioned by the Assistant Secretary as part of tHe corrective action frameworkftwhich i is o

‘:discussed in the nexy ehepter. Most of these reports can- be generated by the other

o motiules. The QCMIS sheuld consist: of a defmed set.of mic:rmatien ﬁew md reperting

A speciﬁcaixens for each of the modules, = . S .

B ” - The framework for the routine reporting from ather measurement modules to the
QCMIS is presented in Appendtx A. This framework\mcludes: |

»

‘e ‘Summary regorts from the external n measurement module;

¢  Summary reports from the vender/proce&sor mmlity control and goals and
. cbjectives modules; - |
\ . B
- e Sample report formats for the internal QC module. , )
The quality control management lniormatmn system, when fully develeped, will
provide management reports for managers througheut OSFA. It s the ob;ective of the
. Division of Quality Assurance 10 conﬂnue with the development of the QCMIS

iramework, as Outlmed in Appendix A. | ‘ o
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S - INTERNAL TARGETS FOR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT =~ 7 x
. | The purpose qf the internal OSFA quality ‘im;}rovem‘e:nt program is to establish ,
. mechanisms. for “measuring critical error-prone .points in the delivery system and -
xmprovmg the way these actwmes are accomphshed, if necessary. The secuon.
presents. an analysis of critical acnvitxes in the student aid dehvery system. “The .
analysxs recogmzes the fcuowing fcatures of the Federal role in the delivery system-
. There are more sifhilanties than dxfferences in the delivery systems for the
~ major student aid programs, which suggests that an. htiegrsted approach to
. | Qpisdesirable- ‘ ‘ - . B .
¢ Some crzticﬂ activmes are bést addressed at a manage_gném levsl in OSFA
- since they cut across the entire delivery system'
A . Other critical actmtxes relate specifxcauy to mdmdual subsystems and_
‘ .. programs. | | \w |
; Fxrst, there are simuarities across the delivery systems for student aid programs
by- design. * The Office of "Student Financial Aid has a functional organizational .
5 ‘ structure that combines activities for many functions. \fery often the same persomel T
T - work on all three’ programs. The current delivery system for the Pen, GSL and -
Cafnpus-»Based pregram has six subsystems:
o Pre-awumﬁm, which refers to the program plannl and bdget develop-
ment, information dissemination and other activtties thst uaﬂy take |
place prior to the start of an award year; |

e Student apphca.tton, which refers to the actuai processxng of student.'
apphcatims; A

° Studem ehgxbxlity detenninatioﬁ, which refers to the process of determin-
- ing categerkcal student eligxbimy and need for each program, |

‘ Student benefit caleulation, which refers to the process of calculating and
o o - packaging the awards

»® .

® Fund Disbwsement, which refers to the process of dlsbursing funds irom‘ _ o
the Federal government to students, institutlons, guarantee agencxes, and e

A ~ Iénders; | o :

AR &.. Account Recmcﬂiation, which refers to the process of reconciling all
.- -7« accounts -- for students, institutions, lenders, states and the Federal
. ' government - after the award year. For GSL, thi¥ls by definition a long.
© term pmcess since the Federal governrnemt subsidizes interest on loans
after they are made,

\ ' ’ . . . ..'“ -
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~For the. purpose -of internal guality control in OSFA, the three student systems
apphcatmn, ehgzhility determination, and benefit calculation — can be treated a smgie—f
- subsystem. The Federal government has relatively little direct involvement in these
- subsystqms, except for the Pell.program application process. Histead, campuses and,
. toa lesser extem, Iendars and guarantee agem:i&s are the primary actors in these
~» - subsystems. - . \ . | -
. \v_ ‘S&cond, there are some cntxca! activities in the delivery system that cut across
' * -all subystems and are most appropmateiy addressed at a management\\ Jevel in OSFA,
Two of these critical activities were addressed dyring Stage 1 of. the Pell Grant
-Quahty Control Study One Is vendor/processor quﬁzy control and quahty assurance.
| Private, contractors play ‘an important role in each subs;rstem. As & result,;
" vendor/processor quality assurance. cuts a.cross subsystems. = One oi the teehpica! S
assistanice activities in Stage I, Part I, was the devefopment of guidelines for o
vendor/processor quality control for large .processor contracts in OSFA and the’
developknent of a quality assurance manual far .project officers for these contradts.
' Arother: actwlty that' clearly cuts across all subsystems is the Goals- and
Ob;ecti\ges System in OSFA. . This system Is used to manitor all Eiehvery system
ac‘t:vxtxes for each pmgram.’ During Stage i, Part I of -the QC study, the Goa!s and:
Ob)ectives System was also selected for technical assistance.. In ‘this area, the

__network approach to program management was pllot tested, and found apphcab!e to . 3

"“the OSFA program managemmt. This spproach has not yet been implememed .
" Third, there are numerous activities in the delivery system that are candidates‘
for quality control and quality improvement that are most appropriatciy addressed on

an activity-by-activity basis within subsystems. The purpose of this section is t0
ideﬁtify the critical activities using a-ssuihd gverall framewark. Criﬂcat activiﬁes are

delivery system procedures that are partlcularly errof prone. The framework used to

$

'identify critical activities: o . ’ .

' Defines tﬁe NWm;
-» - Identifies the goals of the subsystem; _
N ) Identifies the quality t;:ontr.ol objectives for the subsystem; -
® Identifies the re!eVant'qua!ﬁy control measures; o

e ldentifies cntica] activities for quality control that correspond to these
goa!s, ob;ectwes, and measures, .
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“In the remainder of the secuon, the framework is apphed to the four key
subsystems in the student aid delhrery. These are: | ‘

» '.Preaappncatxon SuBSystem; - - R

. Student Applicatxon, Eliglbxnt)r Determmanon, Beneﬁt Cah:ulauon Sub~
systems; o

; e FungisDisbursement Subsystem,
‘e Account Reconciliation Subsystem.

i LA -
. Pre-Application Subsystem =

-

o Tﬁe_pre-apeliCation‘ subsystem’ is the process for out year prdéram planning. It

includes all activities related _to de\?elopment of forms, budgets, and application

information. Quality control in"the pre-applicatkon subsystem is extremely important
because this subsystem represents the deslgn stage in the delivery system. D
made at this stage will affect program quality at nearly all subsequent stages. In >
other words, the quality of ‘?xe student applicanon, eltgiﬁmty determinatien, and .
benefit -calculation subsystems, funds disbursement subsystern, & and account

nciliation, subsystem are, at least ‘in part, dependent ‘on the quality of the pelicy
Isions formulated in the pre-apphcaﬁon subsystem; Therefore, effective qua.tity
cdntrol in the design stage can prevent many problems at subsequent stages. One .
mechamsm for ensm'ing c;uahty control in the pre-application subsystem is an
independent: program design review councii that could provxde management eversight

on’an ongoing basis.

The quality control goai of this subsystem is to conduct ail pre-appﬁﬂtion
act )Z&ies in an efﬁcient, timely, and responsive manner. Quality control ob}ectives

and yneasures are ‘divided into those related to formulation of policy and those related.

to implementation of policy. ‘This distinction is made to highlight the need for '
preventing potential error through quality control df the policy formulation_process.
The critical Federal activities at the delivery Iﬁﬁcl ) the pre-application subsystem

are identified m Fxgure 3-3, The reasons for inclu ng these: targets are considered -
below. | | ' | G
Of the targets a!ready selected by OSFA, oniy the two managerment level QC

'targets - vendor/processor quality assurance and the goals and objectives System -

explicitly address the pre-app&icatxcn subsysbem Vendor processor quality control

o . . \

-
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PRE—APPLICA*N | ‘{ S N
The prdcess that_includes forecasung and develgpmg budgets, de\eelapxng and .
promulgating federal regulations, developing necessary forms, disseminating
program information fo. participants, training participants, contracting ‘and

- planning for services, determining institutional program eligibility, establish-
ing paymem systems, and plaming for program speczﬁc procedures. _

. & “x : E T
Conduct all pre-application ﬁctivitxes ln an efﬁcxem, qimely, and tesponswe. *
manner, -

QualityComrolObjectwes: e L & "-
Policy Formulatmn« N
Review major policy changes o : ¢
Estimate impact.of major pglicy c.hanges ‘ SR o
- Management cwerslght on major pohcy changes o -

Pahcy Emplemmtatxm -

: T:mely evetopment of regulatxons
Timely promulgation’of regulations
: ~ Timely development and printing of forms.
. ~ Adequate avallability of information S
Y .~ Timely inforfpation dissemination . "
Timely and accurate résponses to telephone and mail mquiries
‘Timely determination of initigl Pell authorization levels
Accurate determination of initial Pell authorization levels

Timely determination of Campus-Based allocations
Ae:f.urate determinatim of Campus-Based allocatims

. Quality eanmx Measurest .

>

Pahcy Formulatian -

Absence or presence of review on major poncy changes ) |

k Percentage increase or decrease in program errpr

- Absence nr presence of management sign-off onh ma pr policy changes
‘ Policy Irnplementation - _ ‘. |
S _Number of months trom ﬁnalizatxon of regulations to beginning of*

h program year
Number of months from prémulgaticn oi regulatxons to begxnnlng of &
program year . ~

FIGURE 33

CRITICAL ACTIVITIES IN THE e
PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM_
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" Activities |
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Number of months from deveépment and prmnng of forms to beglnmng

- of program year
Number of months from forms developmem and prmting to beginning of
o program year

~ Number of months from mformation dissemmatan to beginning of

-

program year

‘ Comparlsan between pamcipant mformatmn needs and avanabsh:y of
- information that is disseminated = °
. Accuracy ‘of answering participant questxons by monitarmg telephone

- calls and sampling mail responses

~ Number of days to complete initial dutharization for Pell o
Difference between initial authorization and final auo:ation in Pell
Number of days to complete authorization for Campus-Based -

Percent of Campus-Based allocations that are appealed

| D:fference between tentatlve aliocatxon and final auacafxon in Campus-

&

&

r Quality Conh'nlz

ED develapment and promulgation of new fegulations for each pregram :':
~asrequired F S . -

ED development of forms inciumng application forms and instrumxcms, ,

authorization letters, requests for payments and reimbursements, SARs,

progress reports, vall aticm rosters, F»ISAP, lo.an assigmnem iorms, and \

teadfﬁr m‘atlm f ﬂf '

ED dissemmation of program information through dear coueague letters,
participant training, responses to pamcipant inqmries, and developmem

" of handbooks atd manuals | |
ED initial authorization of institutionalﬂ funds activxty for Pell by DPO

through the Pell Disbursemem System

"ED tentative through findl. allocatlon of lnstitutmnai funds for Campus-
 Based programs thraugh FISAP proeessing ln DPO '

‘ ‘vw

. FIGURE 33 (Cont.)

CRITICAL AC‘I’IVITIES IN THE
PRE-APPLICATION SUBSYSTEM
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ielates to'pre-applicatlon since the processor contracts; such as Pell, must be éhanged

each year “to incorporate new requirements, which'is a process that should -be
monitored through vendor processor quality assurance. The Goals and Ob)ectlve

System e;tplxcxtly acknowledges. the planning (or " pre-applicauon) cycle, as well as

- delivery and wrap-up cycle ‘of any program year.. - - ‘

Regulatxon development is important from a desxgn perspectlve. The mayor

oesign c‘oflcepts are pqt into action in regulations, which highlights the importance of -
design reviews, A design review can be critical in many mstances._ It is possible the
crlterxa-c."an be established internal to OSFA, to determine when a management revxew
_should bq done. “The developmenf and ptomulgation of new. regulations is often viewed.,
as an mFortant area of concern by the student ald community. The major problem,
.from the community's perspective, with this acnvlty is the timing of new regulations
;relatwe the time and costs of xmplememlng them in the field, 1f there Is ample
ead nme, campuses are more likely to be able to adiust to new regulations as part of

a routlne plammg process. Howeve;, when new regulatxons come out just prior to. mi

during tlpe award year, the probability of error is increased due to- the fact that
fa«lmstﬂ'lel'lts must -be made. at the last minute, f they can be made at all. A ch

' w‘fanalysls of this activlty shoulcf be done from the perspective of the impact on the

entire delxvery system. Key measurement points could® ldemlﬁed that woultl,
. provide OSFA, managers and pullcy makers lnslght lnto posslb ¢ hlems ,Seio're‘ ‘Ehey. T

happen. _
The development and revision of forms is also a crgtlcal igctor in ﬁll.lng out the
right information at the right time. The Goals and Objectives System partially address

‘ the forms: development. process, since it is xdénﬁﬂed in this system. However, the_ .
impact of delays in these key forms has not been systematlcally analyzed. It is ,
possible to develop & mechanism for monltormg the timeliness and availabillty of

important forms. ©~ = | .
Another critical pre-application actlvity the dlssemlnatlon of program infor-
mation through various sources. There was substantial criticlsm of OSFA during the

recent public. hemlngs that important information is simply not available when needed

and-that when it is available it is often congradictory. For example, state guarantors
who operate in different states have abserved that dlﬁerene regional offices lnterpret
GSL regulatxons differently. Durmg site visxts, campvs fingncial “aid admlmstrators
‘observed that they often have to make numerous calls to OSFA to get answers to
> simple questions about the Federal end of the delivery s’ystem. This problem cuts
across vanslons in OSFA and, therefore, shoum'be addresed at the management level

’
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‘l'he initial authorization of funds for the Pen program is another crmcal activity

that can be tracked through the quality cqntrol systém. This activity. sets gn initial

allocation which can cause major, problems for.the institution if it is too low and"cause

an excess of float i1 it is too #rge. A coherent and systematic approach- to monitoring
- this a;tiyity Géuld be developed .wlthig the Pell Grant Branch, DPO. _

stion, and Benefit Calculation Subsystems
The Federal government.is nft directly involved in"most of ‘the activities "
included in these subsystems. Therefore they were combined for this analysxs.'“These .
subsystems represent the actual mterface between the student and the delivery

system, which takes place at several points. ‘l'he Fedetal government ns only dxrecﬂy\ -

involved in_this subsystem for the Pell program. The quahty control goal of this
_subsystem is the timely processmg o apphcations and the accurate determmatmn af |
eligibility and benefits. : Lo

The critical activities for this program are xdermfxed inFigure 3-4, These are

the processing of apphcations, determmatzon of elxgibmty and fits for students'
__applymg to ADS institutions, ar '
_ appﬁcation data items. All of
_addressed by the qua:lity control stuﬂy. e

Jlidation procedures used (fo verify selected
bivities have aiready at t been par‘tialiy :

~ The processing of applications for Pell was treated explxcltly in the report of -
vendor/processor quality control Pmcedures,{tor mvaing quality control were
actually built into the new Pell contract.
“ ED determination of eligibility for students attendx g;;s schools is the only

_ dehvery system activity that involves a direct interface between OSFA and students.

Numerous quality control procedures, iqcluding sampling and ‘error measyrement, can -
be implemented for this activity, just as they can be implemented at the campus 1€Vb],
The ‘campus level quality control guidelines that are currently being developed for
OSFA can be adapted 16 this function. The validation procedures used by schools for -

RDS and ED for ADS is also addressed in the institutional quality control guidelines.

Y
. §

Fund Disbursement Subsystem’

Fund disbursement is'the process of disbursing program funds from the Federal
government to 'gtate agencies, }ehders, institutions, or students, and_from institutions

+ to students. - The quality control goal of -the funds disbursement subsystem is to

3-16 | i
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STUDENT ~APPLICATION, ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION, AND BENEFIT
 CALCULATION | -

The process by which a student apphgs for financial aid either through a
, processor or institution, the processor or institution reviews the apphcatmn _
' for compliance with eﬁgibmty reqmrements, and award amounts of maxxmum
‘ * Xoan amounts are determxned. \
Tlmely processing of student apphcatsons and accurate determinanon of ‘V -
ehgxbihty and beneﬁts. B , - ,/I

Quality Control Ob;ecﬁvess

¢ - Timely initial Peil processmg
: Timely Pell corrections: processing | . - .
» Reliable Pell processing ’ L | )
Accurate Pell categorical ehgibuity determination N :
Accurate Pell benefit calculation o -
Accurate Pell validation A

£ Qua.lzty Control Measm'es:

Number of days between application receipt and mading of SAR .. °
- Number of days between corrections receipt.and mailing of corrected SAR
- Percent of edit identified errors by Pell processor that are actual errors .
‘Number of transactions per applicant
Percent of applicants ruled eligible who actuauy meet ehgibihty critena
Percent of benefit calculations computed accurately
Percent of eligihihny determination errors remaimng after va.hdatmn :

Activities for QuamyCermh

e . Processing.of student apphcatxons, ca!culatxon of SAI, generation of SAR
- by Pell processor® ‘ |

\ ° ED determination of eligibility and benefxts for students appiying to ADS
Institutions* .

r

e . Validation procedures to verify SARs used by schools in RDS and by ED
| in ADS. | | :

* Activity already at least partially addressed. S /

FIGURE 3-4 - - "y
CRITICAL ACTIVITIES IN THE STUDENT

APPLICATION, ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION AND BENEFIT |
CALCULATION SUBSYSTEMS
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~transfer the right amount of money to the correct recipient at the proﬁfr time. _

Crxtical activities are identified in anure 3-5.
Quah'ty contrel procedures have already been devemped for two activities: in the

fimds disbursement subsystem:, interest and ipemal a.llowance payments in GSL and

dxsbursement of Campus-Based funds through the FISAP, Quality control. procedures

N for interest, and special allo\vance payments ngomtored the acc:uracy of dxsbursements
- from ED to .lenders and guarantee agencies by i examining the eﬁxcsency of the x*ecexpt
control process for 799 forms, the. complf teness of submitted 799 forms, the’ accuracy

of calculauons on the 799. form, whethe licate payments.were made 1o lenders or
guarantee agencxes, and the aceuracy of T;»easury vouchers authonzing payment.
Processing timeliness was also momtored by ensur:ng that the date on the cert:fxcation

‘ .‘letter or Treasury rnemorandum for a \rwcher preceded the penalty date for a 799 .

l‘\form. This process has -helped xdentxfy pro!ﬂem areas in’ the interest payment gnd
spécxal a!iowance procedures in need of cqrrectwe action and auows subsequent \
' monitoring of the implict of the corrective actxons. | |

- Quality control work  for FISAP copcemed developxng corrective actmn

_ strategies for error-prone functxons. Analysés were conducted pf the most comman

errors committed in FISAP reporting and problems with FISAP procedures and forms.”’
ED dxsbursement of funds for the Peli program to. RDS schools is a cfitxca.l

- delivery system actmty ‘It takes place as an infegral part of the Pell Disbursement

System Durmg the past year, the Pell Grant Branch of DPO has made several

model Wwould- be to monitor the timeliness and mfuracy of this process to report on
the financial lmplicatxon of this process. ' ~

' The ED disbursement of funds to schools in the Csmpxm-sased pragram happens
as a drawdown process. This activity is most appropriateiy addressed as an accounting
issue since it currently has no mechanism, except audits, for determining if funds are
being drawn down accordmg to Federal regulations. The ED accounting system dpes
not cirrently track these requests on a program basis. The routine tracking of this
activity could result in significant cost saving due to the tightening of the fioat for
institutions that draw down funds sooner than allowed by Federal guidelines.

ED disbursement .of funds to ADS students is primarily an issue for reasons of

. timmg The Stage One Pell Quality Control study revealed that the actual disburse-

ments for the ADS students are relatively accurate. However, the timing of
dxsbursemen': can be problemanc er ADS students and institutiohs. A quality ‘control

-mechanism ior this actwity could mo)ﬂtor both timing and accuracy. ,

Ve o~
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_FUND mssuasmam - - I t

The payment of program funds frqm the federal government to state agencxes, o

lenders, mstxtunons, or students, and from institutions to students.

i
Goal:
- -~
. 1

“Transfer the right ameunt of money to the correct recipxent at the proper
time. o . : | . ’
thty Conn'o! Objecnves T

‘Timely disbursbments T N SR

Accurate disbursements - : o | .
-~ Minimize float . = ‘ ’

’—\ . Atcurate in~year program cost estimates

. 1
) L Qualrty Contro} Measures:
N Number of days between scheduled disbursement date and actual dlsbdrsement .

date
Difference between actual dxsbursement and "correct" dxsbursement o .}
Percentage of disbursements inerror '
Amount and jnnmg of disbursement to instxtution compared 1o amount and

g rsement to student 4
Difference etween actual program costs'and estunated cests for pmgram

year | s X

Activities for QualityComrob R

° ED disbursement of funds for the Pen program to RDS mst:tutmns and
o RDS students through the Peil Disbursement System ' _

e ED disbursement of funds for the Campus«-’Based program to xnstitutions
* through the FISAP process* | |

i

® ED disbursement of funds fér the Pell protam to students in /Aﬁs
- institutions through the Pell Disbursement Processor c

e _ED payment of interest to lenders partxcipatnag in the GSL program
while student borrower is enrolled, in grace period, or is in deferment
period and ED payment of special allowance to lenders to subsidize
Guaranteed Student Loans* J

h Activities for which control has already been at least partially addressed.
. ,“‘k '
FIGURE 3-5 |

. ' " CRITICAL ACTIVITIES IN THE FUND
‘ DISBURSEMENT SUBSYSTEM
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ED payment .of administranve cost allowances to guarantee agencies

pamcipating in the GSL pregram to campensate them fcr servicing costs

Refunds .in’ Pell pmgram funds from institutions to -ED for students who
graduate early, withdraw, or drop below half-time enroliment durmg the

time covered by the grant. -

~
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" FIGURE 3-5 (Cont.) |
_ , R o *
N CRITICAL ACTIVITIES IN THE FUND
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y‘ ' - ED payment of admmzstrative cost auawances to guarantee agencxes in the GSL
' program is another critical activity. ED currently has no mechanism for monitoring
the. accyracy and txmelmess of this dzsbursemem. h is possible that data reported to
ED on quarterly reports could be better used for thxs purpose. - .
. The collection of refunds in the Pell- program is a cntical activity that is
dxif:cult for ED to monitor.: When there are changes in student enroument stetus, this
usualiy roeans that a refu is due to the Federal government, since most changes are
~ for reduction in course loa orrections to the SAR are usually not repurted untif the
end of the year in the SVR. Analysis of this activity cquld focus on QC enhancements
to the Pell Disbursement System.

Acewntkecenciﬁaﬁohsﬁbsystem « o o @

L o ) . . . .

T The ac:couht recancxhatxon subsystem indudes au processes required to reconcile
program accounts for a given award year and conec:t loans. The QC goal in account
reconciliation- process is to eliminate incorrect payment through- record reviews and

© - audits and reduce loan default rates.  The account reconciliation process provides &
back end quality control for the entire system. . : . S
The critical acnvities in the Account Reconcmatxon Subsystem are identxﬁed in
‘Figure 3-6. None of the quality control technical asistance provided during Stage I .
directly addressed the account remnciLHation subsystem. It is, therefore, a subsystem
with sevéral opportunities for quality improvement for internal quality control, -
ADS account. reconciliation ior student accounts is one of the critical activities
in- the account reconciliation suhsystem "\ The -objectives of a quality control
enhancement for this activity would be to develop a routine measure of the difference
b!tween the actual disbursement and what ‘should have been disbursed.
| Another critical activity is reconciliation . of institutional accounts for Pell -
through the Pell Disbursement system. The problem with this acnvity is delays in the’
reconciliation process, possibly due tor the absolute standard used fo: reconciliation. A %
. QC study of this activity could focus on .improved tolerance levels and standards for
the reconcihatmn process. Co .- ‘ :
A closely related activity is reconclhaticm of mstitutxonal accounts for Campus-'
Bank programs through the FISAP process. The verification of FISAP can be
" approached through detailed analysis of consistency on the FISAP form. ‘This has been
‘ . done on an ad hoc bas;s in the\gast by the Campus-Based Bfanch, DPO A routine
sampling precedure could be used. . '

fa
-
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Accoumasconcnmnou T

The process of reviewing records and determining that the ambunt of program
funds disbursed to each student, institution, lender, or guarantee agency is
' carrect, and, the process of student loan repayment.

" Eliminate incorrect payments through record reviews and audxts and reduce
loan default rates, - ‘ i N o - .

\q@\ Qliaht)‘ Cantrol Objectives: )

S Accurat;%capture of ADS student overpéyments in Pell
| Timely recapture of ADS student overpayments in Pell .
. | Accurate recapture of institutional nverpaynkems in Pe:u and unused iunds m
AR ~ Campus-Based ’
© Timely recapture of institutional overpayments in Pell and unused funds in -~
‘Campus-Based - -
Accurate information on enmllment status ior students with FISL loans S
Accurate payments by lenders and guarantee agencies to ED for collectwns on-
) defaulted loans :
... Timely payment by lenders and guarantee aggncxes to ED for coﬂections
defauited loans. ‘
Accurate recapture of over:payments on claims for deiauked loans -
Timely recapture of overpayments on claims for defaulted.loans
Accurate information on borrowers teaching in icw—mcome schools or in
) military or "Head Start" service .
) Timely collections on NDSL Joans assigned to ED
o Correct collections on loans assigned to ED .
. Accurate institutional audit and review procedires

| i.Accurate guarantee agency audit and review procedures - L

" Accurate lender audits and reviews -
Accurate call reports and lender manifests-in FISL
Timely call reports and lender manifests in FISL
‘Accurate quarterly reports, administrative cost allowance letters, and tape
dump for GSL
. Timely quarterly reports, admimstratwe cost auowance letters, and tape dump
for GSL .

AV
- Quality Control .M_easurw | , ,
Difference between ADS student overpayment and ED collections
Number of months between end of award year and closihg student account
Difference between institutional overpayments and ED collections
Number of months between end of award year and closing institution account
Elapsed time between change in enroliment status and recexpt of mformatxon

by ED for FISL borrowers
Difference between actual lender or agency collections on deiaulted loan and

amount reported to ED -
‘Percent of collections on defaulted loans reported to ED in error

FIGURE 3-6

| CRITICAL ACTIVITIES IN THE
ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM
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Number of days from lender or agency eollectlon to transfer to ED
Percent of claim overpayments recaptured -~ -
" Number of months from identification of clalm overpayment to recapture.of :
" overpayment N
Percent of borrowers with Cancelled loans for whﬁ:h employment status data
are accurate
. Percent of loans assigned to ED upon which collections are made :
Percent of institutionat auditors and reviewers following required procedures
Percent of guarantee agency auditors and reviewers following required
procedures - . :
Presence of required date elements on call reports and lender manifests
~ ~ Percent of lenders meeting ED reportlrg requmements for call reports and
lender manifests
Number of days between due date of call reports and lender manifests and
| submission date -
. Completion of required data elements on quarterly reports, administrative
cost allowance letters, and tape dump
Percent of guarantee agencies meeting ED reporting requirements 1or
.~ quarterly reports, administrative cost allowance letters, and tape dump - -
Number of days between due date of quarterly reports, administrative cost
allowance letters, and tape dump and submlssxon date L

i ActlvltxesforQuahtyCanu*ol. | o
.. Student account reconcslxatlon for students enrolled in ADS xnstituuons .

. 'lnstxtutlonal account reconciliation through verification of student
validation roster in-Pell and through FISAP in Camﬁs.Besed

) E.nrollment status reporting to tfetermine if loan is ehgxble for lnterest
subsidies for FISL and GSL o , | 3.

. Recapture of overpayments to lenders and state agencies on defaulted =
“Joans and capture of collections made by. lenders and guarantee agencies
ondefaulted loans . _ o Lo

L

e NDSL cancellation when a borrower is teaching in a low-mcorne school '
. or is in military or "Head Start" service and assignment of NDSLs in -
default for two years to the federal government for collection
) Institutional audits by lndependent auditor and program review by ED

® Guarantee agency audits by mdependent auditor and program review by
ED

.' FISL lender audits by lnd?endent auditor and program review by ED

o ' FISL lender reporting through call reports and lender manifests =

° Guaraiitee agency reporting through quarterly reports, admlmstratwe
cost allowance letters, and tape dump .

FleRE 3-6 (Cont,) .-

_CRITICAL ACTIVITIES IN THE
ACCOUNT RECONCILIATION SUBSYSTEM
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Enrollment status reporting to determine loan eligibility for interest subsxdzes is
crmcal for FISL and GSL. For FISL, the timing of requests for enrallment verification
has a built in problem for the Federa.l government; the bz-annuai reporting for
. enroliment leaves too little time bétween verifications \ior students who drop out right
after the report is made. For GSL, enroliment reportir\g is an extremely cmnphcated
process of concern to lenders, GAs and institutions. I\ number of quality improve-

ments are possible in this process., The default rate for GSL and FISL could be reduced o

through such an effort. ,

For the claims and- collections process in GSL and FISL the government lacks &
systematxc approach to check the reasonableness of claims.- Therefore, the Federal
gcvemment currently kacks the capacity to correct on overpayments. This is an area
where an enhancement study would result in substantial savings.

NDSL caneenatxon and ‘assignment of NDSL to the Federal govei-nment is

another activity that has not had quality control c:hec:ks in the past and where_ .

xmprovements are possible. AQC enhancemem in this area could mc:lude a systematic
sampling of cases to determine overall error rates.
7 Institution audits by mdependent auditors and program reviews by ED is another _'
‘aetiwty in which quaﬁty improvement could resukt in savings. . While a3 school.
monitoring system for the DCPR review process is in the design stage, it has not been
implemented and ED presently lacks the tapacity to do analysis of sources of error. .
This information couxd Be used for all aspects of OSFA management, from regulation -
development through account closeout. = : .

Guarantee agency audits and program reviews is d@nother activity whe:e qua.lity |
improvement could possibly Jead to financial savings.? ED currently lacks the systems
auditors needed For thorough program reviews for GAs. A QC study in the area could
more precisely identify the review needs for GAs. . (n ’

. The ED review of lenders. suffers from a la;k of-a sound information system that =
can be used for analysis purposes, While lending institutions are generally highly
regulated, there is now a real possibility that when lenders do swbmit abill with errors’
it will go undetected by the Federal governmem. A GSL QC'study may be necessary
to define and measure fender error to provide a benchmark for the: audit and review
processes'. o , Py ,

Guarantee agency reporting is. another activity whete quality u'nprovement is
needed. GAs report though quarterly reports, admxmstratxve letters and state tape ;
e quarterly reports could be bener Stilized by OSFA for QC checks on

v\‘ﬂ
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varieus aspects of the GSL reconcmatson process The state tape dumk also offers

possibilities iq this area, but has not been cmxstantty reported to ED. The quality of -
data on all three reports. has not been routinely checked by OSFA. The entire OSFA-.
state interface is an area where qua.lity improvement is needed and a QC enhance-

CE
Rl

ment study is possible.

-

N -

“THE NEXT STEPS _

" OSFA has made substantial §rbgress during the past three years in the design and a

" implementation of an overall quality improvement program. The emphasis of the

program durmg the first two years has been on the measurement component. Durmg g
Srage One of the Pell Quamy Control Study the emphasis was on error measurement v,
for the Pell program. During Stage Il the emphasis shifted to xntemal quality
| impmvemem within OSFA. During Stage Three, OSFA has maintained a dual emphasis
on internal quahty xmprcvernent and external measurement of error in Pell. BN

During Stage III of the Qua.lity Control study, a strategic appraach to internal
quality 1mprmrement was developed, tested, and used to select high error prone
targets. - “This chapter has reviewed those targets, identified overall strategxes for
quality improvement and sdenti!xed new targets ior q:.lality improvement, Possible
next stefs in this internal quality improve,mgnt process are to: |

o.  Select additional targets for technlc! I assistance

. ? Develop procedures for internai QC' development by operating units in
| OSFA., , .

s Dévelop the QCMIS reporting system.

-

.

First, it is now an opportune time for selection of additional targets for quality
improvement. This chapter has prsémed a set of critical delivery system activities
that can be selected for technical assistance during Stage Three of Quality Control
Study. Work so lar during Stage III, Part 1I, of the QC study, has included GSL
reinsurance.and refinement of the insntutional QC guxdelmes. '

Second, the OSEA- should also consider development of guidelines ior overall

quality improvement in OSFA. A framework fos' this activity is considered in the next

chapter. - . — | .-



Finally, OSFA should also. consider deveiopment of a { CMIS for routine reportmg
on all quality control and quahty improvement activities. The framework for thxs is
presented in AppendxxA. o o o \\— Y L 3
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- OSFAQUALITY IMPROVEHENT PROGRAM._ B

CHAPTER & .
mnmj ATIOR PLAN - g
Tms x‘epart has descrlbed the ‘results of Stage Two, Part I of the. PeN:
Study, a desxgn and technical assistance effort, and has focused on the measuremen

- compongnt of the OSFA Quality Improvement Program. In order to achieve the
overall objective. of this projett, to design and unp!emem’: an. ongemg quahty L

improvement program, OSFA must continue this systematxc qua.lity xmprovement

- effort. In order to. facuitate the process, tfu.s condudmg chapter censxders' -

-

. The overau Quality Imp.rovement Program design,
¢ The xmplementation of the Qua.li,ty Improvement Program, :

° .'. The development of acerrective actlon componem, ~ T

c* ] Prmritxes for action. I | \'

-~

- . OSFA has made 8 cancerted effort over the pm three years to ldentify and
implement quality control measurement and to organize corrective action analysis.
The Pell Grant Quality Control Project has prepoeﬁ\a wide range of corrective
actions. These proposals haVe not adequatefy involved OSFA personnel, nor has &

formal ‘structure for correetwe action been proposed previously as a result of the

current pro;eﬂ This section considers the basic elements of a generalized quality
improvement program for OSFA. -
Quality improvement should be a goal of all Divisions in ?SFA not just DQA.

~ Each Division should have. an internal guality c.mtroi plan. -As part of this plaa,
records and documentation should be mamtained and summary reports on

performance sent to DQA. DQA's role in thi¢ process should merely be a momtoring
or oversight one. Therefore, each division is responsibie for quamy control. T heir
roles can be distinguished from the re5ponsxbxlxty of DQA whose responsxbxhty is
quality assurance. ’

f ‘*
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: The quality imprcvement prograrn has two basic components; the technical
-QC system with an emphasis on measurement, and the analytic compongnt with an
emphasis on correctivetactions. The major emphasis is in the desigh task on the
technical measurement compouem which attempts to identify error-prone points in
the financial aid program, Havmg identified. these points, the objective of the
corrective action component Js to introduce pregram reforms which can increase
“overall program qua.hty The steps in the technical measurement and corrective
~ action components, as well as the interaction between these components, , i_s
ulustrated in Fxgure 4~1.  Quality control has been deﬁned as a process y
xdenufymg, correcting, and preventing errer or a tend;ney toward ermr\)m a system.
Therefore, as shown in Figure 4-1, a formal ongeing quaixty control effort must
combine both a technical (or meamremant) component and an analytic (or‘
~ corrective action) component. . : o |

The technical component of the quamy controx progess is ah'eady well into the
desxgn stage. F;guré 4-1 shows that the technical component must include a
capacity to: ' B . ’ ’

e .Define samples;
e Define measures;
. e Establish standards;
e “De’\rejopinieasuremeht meéhanisms;” "*
° Impiemeﬁt‘rﬁeésuretnent-?.mechanisms. ‘
K The analytic or corrective action gvponent of the overall Quality control
" procedure is essential to close the Joop and repeat the qvality lmpmvemem cyc.le on
an ongoing basis The crincal elements of the correctwe action component.,

shown in Figure #—l, are: 't
. T -
e Con'{parison of actual perior{nance with standatds, L

° Management selectlon of corrective acrion options;
° ‘lmplement carrective actmns- ; ‘ |
- - ) -Repeattheé?&‘{é}\ . g - I
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- bility for different functi

d The deveiopment‘ of a formal corrective process in OSFA would require signi-

‘ficant changes in OSFA management. Some of the assumptions that were

considered in the development of this framework were:

‘e The ongoing quality lmprovement pmgram, especially the corrective

-

~ action component, should: be mtegrated into the overall management

system in OSFA-

' *®

e '~ The corrective actmn franfework must intefface with other managemen‘t :

‘systems and procedures it O§FA, including the Perfnrmam:e Monitering
System (PMS); . .

o Itls important that the corrective action component. provxde OSF A
personnel with opportunities to initiate and receive - recognition for
correcr.xve actions mitia.tive, xncreased praductivxty, and error reductmn;

] A managemen commitment to quality - in OSFA is e&sentxal to the
A | implgmentatxon of the overall QC system;

LY

® The implementatmn of the corrective action component of the Qua.lity
Improvement Plap should be an integral part of the ongoing QC system.

When proposing that a formal organizational mechanism be established for the

ongoing quality zmprovement prcgram, it is necessary to consider the erganizatienal
intent in which the system will be implemented. In OSFA, features of the current “

system shqgld be recognized in the overall des_igm _These include:

) The formal management structure in OSFA and current u‘utzaﬂves to-
, :mprove management~

7

- ¢

° The p yxem of the new system in the organizanonai hierarchy.

The Ofﬁce of Student Flnancla.l Assistance is organized into functional
divisions with responsibmty for different aspects of the delivery of all three

programs. Divisions are further subdivxded into branches. In some divisions, such “Q‘g

the Division of Program Operations and the Division of Policy and Progrﬁm
Development, -there are separate branches for each major \program (Pell, GSL, and

Campus-Based). In others, branches are divided by function. For example, the"

Division of Certification and Program Review has fi\re branchs, each with responsi~
. In the larger divisions, there are sections.and units
onsibilities. Within ‘this hierarchical structure,

with further refi’hed sets

OSFA is in the process of implementing several significant management enhance-

ments. ‘, S - : /3.
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One of the major ﬁianagemént enhancements that is currently being imple-
ented in OSFA is the Goals and Objectives System. This system identifies goals,
objectives,  activities tasks, subtasks, and steps for the delivery of 'each maior |
~ student aid program, ‘This system has the potential strengthemng the manage- “

ment of individual programs a_.j a complement to the fuhctional management system

~

© that is. currenﬁy in operation. It identifies units anfd individuals reéponsxbie for - L

com;aletmg individual steps. Currently, OSFA is expl ing a networkm; approach to-
the Goals and Dbjectives System whidx will irnprmre. its ‘program management
capability. : : : |

Anether szgni:ncant management enhancement bemg impiemented in OSFA is
‘the Performance Ménitoring System (PMS). PMS will provxde branches and sections.
in OSFA with a formal mechamsm for: o | |

- . o« ¥
° _ldentxiymg performance measures for xndwiduals. umts, séctions, and -
‘ branches- .

~e - Reporting on roqtine‘performance of work activities;

e  Establishing goalsi‘fcr improving performance within units; |

e .Munitoring‘ pieriormance of indivi“&!s, uriits, and sei:tiané; V

e  Evaluating periefmance of indivxdual employees based -on established
* ' cntena, o | ‘ o |

~»  Recognizing and rewarding excépﬁonal perforr‘nahce‘.

This system mvolves employces in establishing critena and settmg perfem-.
ance goals. It is being xmplcmented in branches where the work activities are of an
ongoing repetitive nature, such as forms Preparation or review, ,

. Both systems will provide ‘OSFA ‘with an improved management capabxhty.
. & "~ However, in spite of these inﬁovatxons, the management structure in OSFA remains
a hierarchical stricture with a top-ﬁpwn information . flow &{ut policy and

procedures, and a bottom-up flow of information about work performance. Conse- #
quently, the link between. pnhcy iormulanon and actual work activities in OSFA is
undermined by the absence of informanon about the types of. actions that can be
.. taken to improve error-prone areas and functions in the delivery system. The
o quality control process, with its technical and analytic components, is intended to
| give OSFA a formal mechanism for strengthening this link. Both operating units and
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_ - a quality'assurance function. Formal

formulations and organizational acuvxties, An il

o
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OSFA management will participaté in this process in distinct ways. Operating units
will develop and implement their own quality control plans. The impact of these

‘ pia-‘ns on quality performance will be monitored periodically by management through

assurance functions could be assigned to speciauy cr'eated\ body such as"ih'e Qualit-y
Ceuncu described later in this section.
The qualxty xmproven)ent program is intended to provide OSFA wzth technical

_and anaiync suppm} for the overall OSFA qu ity improvement process. The pverall‘ e
quality improvement process must be well int rated into the management structure

of OSFA, as well as provlde a mechanism for i pro ing the lmkage between policy
ation suggesting the placement -
and the role of the corrective. action process is presented in Figure 4-2. Thls |
placement and role is expxaxned more fully in the lowing discussion. The basic

design of the gquality impravgment process with ! its techmca! and - analytic -

components, should enhance the ’roles of OSFA managers in mstituting correcme
processes in their units. L w <

.~ ., ™

mpLsMEN:rAmN OF QUALrnr IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The design of the OSFA quality improvement program must consider the .
formal organizatsonal mechanisms rcquxred to put the framework into actxon. Four '
formal mechanisms are critical to implemant the overall quality control process and :
the corrective action framework. These are: ' .

o . Rapdnsibllity——an mdividual or group must cool dinate the correc-
tive action process; ,

e  Develop Procedm'es for lniﬂating Corrective Actions-procedures ust
be developed to give OSFA personnel the opportunity to gaun recogni
for identifying corrective action option5°

e Develop Procedures for Implementing Corrective Action—a formal
mechanism for implementing new procedures related to the corrective
actions component of the quality control process must be developed;

o Devdop a Reporting System 'lnteriace QCMIS—the corréctive actions

framework must be Mtegrated thh the technical aspects of the qualxty‘
control system.
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- Amsgn Responsibility

’l'here are two optional approaches for formahzing the quahty improvemem

~ program in OSFA. The. first would sir'npiy require appointing a senior official to be -
- responsible for the xmﬁlemen‘tatian of the _overall program in OSFA, This official -

would designate staff responsibilities fqr ;mplementmg the prgce:;s and for working
with divisions and bra.hches. - .

Altemately, the Deputy Assistant Sﬁc(etary for Student Financial Assistance,

in conjunction with D;vismn Directors and Branch Chiefs, could appuln.t an OSFA
Quality Councn. The memhershxp of the councu, in combination, might include:

. ‘ Represéntatives from 'eac':h of the OSFA inisions*

4

[

® Indmduals with responsibxﬁty for the areas identif‘ ed eariier as targets

for increasing progf'am qua!ify and reducing error- in each Division or

Branch;
.® . At least one representatwe from each program, GSL, Peﬂ, and Carnpus-
: Based. _ .

The Quality Council. should be responsible for the overall quality control
process, both -the corrective-action component and the technical component. The

core component of the Council should consist of five 10, six senior managers since 5

larger groups are more dxfﬁcuit to convene and manage. The core Council will be
augmented by special subgroups assigned on a case-by-case ‘basis to resolve
particular problems. These subgroups will analyze the Jource of the problem, report
‘back to the Council on perspectie corrective actions,
at the completion of their work. The DQA should pr

ovide staff assistance to the
_Quality Council. The purposés of this council should include additional: - ‘

) Responsxbmty for the OSFA guality assurahce iunction;

) Approval of Branch and Division quahty control plans (with pamcular

emphasis on cross-divisional implications);

. oping OSFA policies and p ocedures for implementing and initiating
correctsve actions. .

70 ;
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subsequently be dissolved

v Responsxbxnty for implementifig the corrective action process and devel-
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Since OSFA managers are joined on the Cpixnéi! by ad hoc subgroups of Division

staff to meet particular needs, the Quality Council represents a combined manage-

ment-staﬁ initiative to maximize program quality. Management and staff working

o together to meet common goais cén have numerous résidual benefits to the

emcxency of OSFA programs.

~

. . . ’ e
“ ' . ¢ . .

Anothef"impert'ant mechanism for the o'\:;i:all quality control pt"ocess will be
the development of a procedure for establishing’corrective actions. This procedure
should be estabhshed by the Quality Council or senior official in charge of
correctxve actions. ) . . \.

Whgx establishing procedures for lnitiatmg correcuve actmns, the Quality »

L g

Council'or responsible individual sht)utd recognize the dxfferent types of corrective

iact:ons that can be taken. Speciﬁca!ly, the council should distmguish betweew ‘

I e  Type l--—Workmg lev®] corrective actions that can be implemented at the
| spot 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 shoul8 be cohcerned primarily with -

S reporting of these actions to the QCMIS as a formal meeh\&z.sm for

| monitoring marginal changes,

changes thataffect 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 qption to approve the selected
. “option. In suc:h cases, the corrective action analysis should consider

- effects of the current procedures on key participants,

-

- effects of optxons on key participants, X

e  Type 2—Correctivé action msis should be requiréd for margmal:

- selected corrective actxan;

e Type. 3—-Pr6gram level corrective actions should be analyzed by the
Quality Council or responsible individual. , Again, the efifects of the
current system should be analyzed along with the differential effects of
the marginal change options considered. Recommendations shbuld be
submitted to the Deputy Asszstant Secretary for approval,

e  Type 8—Policy level corrective actions usually require actions outside of
OSFA. Some marginal changes, such as forms redesign or simplification,
require policy decisions at the level of the Secretary and above. In these
cases, the Quality Council or responsible individual should submit

i
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recommendations® to the Deputy Assistant Secretary The Quality
Councii or reponsible individual should consider the types of additional
procedures that \?ould be necessary fmf Type 4 cerrectxve actions.
The Quality Counczl will attempt to conunua.tky improve program performance and
will introduce corrective actions for this purpose. ‘The Council will .not merely

1 recommend necessary changes when pmgram quality deteriorates to the point that
it is not meeting specified standards. In other words, contmued increase in

perfarmance will be the goal of the Councn, rather than mere mamtenance of the -
status quo. - o o
, P | oo
Procedurs for Implementmg Corrective Actmns . _
Whenever a corrective action has been approved, rm\u}/orking procedures are*
necessary. - It is possible that these are never documented. Very often, formaJ
written procedures will be necessary. For example, when the GSL Branch, DPO,
undertook con;ectxve actions in the area of manual interest billing, the branch
instituted new procedures. At the very least, the Quahty Council or respoﬁsibie
individual should estabhsh an overau prome for impiementing corrective actmns.

: Tms should include:

. Descrlption of the correctwe action; . *

-

e - Description of Bctivities' tasks ‘and steps affected by the change (perhaps _

related to the Goals and Objectives System);
' Documentation of written procedures that are to be changed,
) Notation of new procedures that should be-developed.

QCMIS Reporting

‘.

“The corrective action system should feed directly intoa”the quality control
management information systefn. The corrective action reports to QCMIS should
- consist of: ’

. Summary reports from Divisions and Branches;
o Corrective action analysis reports;

e Corrective action implementation reports, /
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These reports will vary in frequency and purpose. Summary reports should be

designed to provxde penodac reporting on progress. Along with the xmplementatmn .

of the corrective action process, the reports could provide the baszs of the
corrective action repar_t.mg systern.-’ The type of ;orrective action analysis raparts
used would depend on the types-of corrective actions being implemented according

to the above framework. The corrective action implementation reports would
. pfovide 8 mechanism. for reporting on the effects, or sa\iihgs, of implementing each
~ corrective action. Formal report formats could be developed for each type of
‘ repOﬂ. - “ , - ' ‘ ‘

<

1 CORRECTIVE ACTION componem OF osm o -

QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The development of the corrective action component of the ongoing quamy

, :mprovement program would represent a sxgnifzcant 6eparture trom past practxce in

.QSFA. It would require bmlding a commxtment actoss OSFA “to  quality

improvement. Asﬁxscussed earlier, thls woulld. requxre a formal desxgnation of a

senior OSFA offx; al or other person to be responsible for mplementanon of the.
quahty mprovement program, especially ‘the corrective action wnpouem. The
xmpier?sntation of the corrective action camponent would require 1mplementing a
corrective action process - ~ ' ' '

‘The senior official appointed by the Duputy Assistant secr'é{a'ry, or Quality
Council, should initiate an annual quality improvement program- in OSFA. This

requires a significant investment in analysis. .'_lohh L. Kidwelll observes:

»

A gquality improvement program is an investment; manpower will be
spent if results are expected. In order to put everythmg into the proper
perspective, a fact-finding activity is-a prerequisite to this investment.
___One good way of/involving the whole axuz.aﬂon in this phase isto

.
3

give key manag speciﬁc responsibllities in the fact finding. The
recornmended approach is through an apPointment of an ad hoc team.

Kidwell recommends that the ad hoc team have the same membersth require-
ments as the Quamy Councxl recommended in the previous section. The basic steps
proposed by Kidwell for the annual quality improvement analys 7 ‘plan are:

!

13ohn L.- dewezll, A Profit Plan for Quality, Waterford, Ct.. The John L. Kidwell
_Company, 1975. |

-
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¢ - Determine quality policy and current,compliance with guality policy;

e  Determine or estimate quality costs;

. liieritify domméﬁt quality prohiems; ’

¢  Determine compliance to the operating gruts quality system- "
oh ldentxfy the t:xxsting defect prevention system,

) Coﬂate and analyze ﬁnd‘mgs;

“ Develop ‘recmmendagims for unit management..
These stePs are used here as a basis ior an action ptan for impkemenﬂpg the
OSFA correctwe action system. The éction pi§n is outlined below.

Det«mich\mhtyPobcyandepﬁm\ce

Determmaﬁon of the OSFA quahty"poli.cy could be one -of the most cmicai -~

tasks of the Quality Council. Kidwell defines quality as "that degree of excellence
of a product or service, that provides for full- customer - satisfactxon over the.

- expected life, with timely availability at a cost to the customer that hc can afford,
and at a profit to the procedures”.3 Clearly, this definition would have to be
modified to fit a definition of quahty for studcnt aid delivery systems. It is possible &

- that the QC pbjectives’m each subsystem, identified in Chapter 3, cou!d serve as @ |

- basis for developing the OSRA quality statement. . Once the definition is developed,
the Quality Council initiates the action plan. The first step in the action plan is for

\ th\e Quality Council to reques{ Division Directors to:

“

. Review OSFA qualxty deiin\ﬁoﬁ and program requirements;

° Determine ‘the applxcabilxty of the defmmon to their organizatxon-

o Determine whether o} not improvements in the operanon are required to
adopt the quality policy;

6 - "Determine the extent to whxc:h currént documentation and procedures |

are adequate. | . L

[ ’ \ o 2
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Divisions and Branches may zdentxfy sxgmﬁcant improvements that should be

made. For larger Branches, the Branch- Chief may need to involve section chiefs and

unit chiefs in the ‘program. The - mformatxon generated from this process wul -

" prevxde 8 starnng point for developmg the correcnve action system. .

‘ i '
EstimateQua!ityCosts - R

.

B

Costs of Qualitjr (GOQ) is a concept deweﬂ recommends ior hxghhghtmg and’

displaying the "cost of unquality.” Aeegrdmg 1o this view, the concept of quality )

cost management is a simiple one--“once you know these costs, you can take steps to

reduce those costs that offend you'". & In order to ach!eve this type of m::?uve'

structure, it is necessary for the units to report: \ .

™ Costs of quality program (exther a QC module or system enhancements |

developed internally); N -

-

&

require fuller specification of loss or gains.) o

_ \/ This type of ‘analysis can help Divxsion and Branch Chzefs to fdennfy areas

where corrective actions can be impkememed. For exemp!e, ddring the past year,

- both the Pell Brgnch and GSL Branch of DPO have mpleMted marginal changes |
 that could result in substantial savings. The establishment of this type ofﬁreporting_‘;

system would provide a formal mechanism for giving recognition for such enhance-
_ment. '
-The specific crn:ical activities xdentxfxed in Chapter 3 can provxde a basis for
this step. The focus of this preliminary analyszs s]muld be on identifying the amount
of error in the system. '

———. s am ———n - . - . -

identify Dominant Problems =~ -~

- The basic question h> isy "ﬁhat needs to be fixed? Quality costs tell
managers the areas where Improvements are needed. The ?areto appr'oach 10
corrective action analysis can be applied This approach recogmzes that 30 peicent
of the problems are causeg by 20 pﬁrcent of the cases; therefore, the Division and

) “.;..b_ig! p. 36. - !

e  Costs of losses ciused by nonconformanee to standards. (Tﬁis_,wm

/]



- Branch managers should foc‘ué‘ on their, most ‘error-pfone areas. They should be
asked to identify their own dominant quality problems, their -seriousness and
‘magnitude. ' They should be asked 1o separate the "vital few" problems from the

, “trivial many." Corrective actions should be directed toward xmportant problem
areas. ~ : - | .
e This list' oi critical activities also provides a basis for this step. OSFA
managers, or perhpas the Quahty Council, could go through this list' to identify

prmrmes for continued action.

Detemi‘ne'&mpﬂm to Unit Quality System o » |
v ) - _ s . Ll “l_ | .
Thishwill be a two—Stép "brocess Since m&st units now have anl overali quality
- improvement plan, it will be necessary to first develop a quality p!an 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

.
o have, and the ones they actua.lly have.? In order to detérmme the actual quality .
system, it will be necessary to ask-OSF‘A managerss .
o ' ' ‘\,‘ B
o I the basic functxons are being performea ’
"o, 4lf these are established standards for these activities; |
Yy \If these staﬂdsrds_are actually adhered ;- . - // /
} . -
. ;e I the new standards are needed. -
’ . ! | .
deweu recommends that the Quahty Council establish a "Quahty Audit o
Guideline." Once these guidelines are established, several quality - audit teams .-
shauld be formed to the selected areas.. The audit teams should have the '
responsibility in the area being audited. - . T
In OSFA, audit teams should work on those actxvities that are considered the
highest priority. ?:hmcal assistance may be- desired tor some high priority targets.
. The emphasis should be on_establishing and refmmg reasonable to!enapce and .
stangjards for these critical activities, . ‘ L o 7 |
Ly ) ' : B l |
SM' . : r - »
Q o - 7 ‘
e 18 |




shou.ld focus on:

Determine the Defect Prevention System

Defect prevention,‘ eépe.dauy marginal\prrective ‘dctions, should be the
responsfbmty ‘of ‘operating units. The corrective action procedures outlined in the
previous section should help establish this *prmc;pai in OSFA. The Quahty Council
should consider whether the owatmg units have internal corrective action systems.

‘The basic question that should be asked of 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 preventxon system in the unit. '

" The process implemented by the GSL. Branch, DPO for the manual interest
billing and reinsurance activity should serve as a maodel for this type of corrective
action. - In both cases, the ‘Branch Chief t responsibility for identifying and
correcting basic pmblems. Each of the gﬁcal activities could be managed
simuarly by Branch Chiefs and other managers ona- project basis.

- . . ) . *

Collate and Anaxyz'e Fmdings

A sxgmhcant amount oi mﬁomation wxll be generated from the prior steps. A
&incal task is to put these results together into a rneamngfu! report)\ Ihe. report.

s . SR B ' |
o  Cause and effect relationship; - B
e The effeet;fof the current system} . \\

. The marginal changes that can be made to imprové performance;
. bl , . . \

e  Assessment of the likely effects of possible marginal change.

Most of the‘seribusly negative effects of the current student aicr-delivery‘

" system can be improved through margina} improvements to the current system. The “-.

critical activities could all be the subject of this type of analysis.

-
.

Install Ongoing Corrective Action System

VOnce the Quality Council has been. through this cycle,’ihe basic parameters of

the ongoing corrective action sysiem can be defined and implemented. In fact, this

) | | oo b=15 77 ’ ‘ _. !

[ . y
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Determine the Defect Prevention Systém ‘ .

- R ) " N

Defect p'rcverﬁion, especially marginal“ corrective actions; should be the
responsibility of operating units. The carrective a;t:on procedures ‘outlined in the
previous section should help establish this prmcxpa.} in OSFA. The Quality Council

1 ' should consider whether the operating units have internal corrective action systems.
: "\ \.“ .+ - The basic question that should be asked of all m

b v response will indicate the current defect prev
| The process implemented by the G
| billing and reinsurance activity should
- action. In both cases, the Branch Zhief took .r sponsszhty for xdentifymg and
| correcting basic problems. Each of the critical activities could be managed
AL ' ssmxlarly by Branch Chiefs and other managers on a ro;ect basis. -

lon system in the unit.

ve as a model ior this type of corrective

o "c@nateandAnalmFindmgs

. A sxgmfzcant amount of intomation will be generated from the prior steps. A

critical task is to put thuse results together into a meaningful repert. The report

* should focus on: \

"o Cause and effect relationship;

N 2 fl:he effect f the current system;

A Most of thd seriously negatxve effects of the current student aid delivery
" system can be 1mproved through marginal improvements to the current system. The
&fxcal activities could all be\the subject o! this type of analysxs. :

w

T “hﬁa&@going (forrgctive Action System o BV A .

*Faag
\ %(‘LQ&‘

! " Onece the Quamy“'eeuncu has been through thxs cycle, the basic parameters of

the ongomg corrective action systemgan be defmed am‘} xmpiernented In fact, this

‘_‘k
.

~.
» Y
t

. ) | : ; " Y - \

. * . e N .

gers is:* What are the things you ,
A \t - do, every day, in managing your workers, to preymt their making mistakes? The

ranch, DPO for the manual interest
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-mprcwed Q\rc:rall p:fformance of the delivery system.

~
o

process can become an. annual corrective action process that can lead to ongoing
refinement and improvement of the student aid delivery system. The unplementa-

_ tion of corrective actions in each of the critical actxvxtxes \\iould not. lead to

PRIORITIES FOR ACTION

-

Th:s report has summanzed 2 two-frear ‘quality system design and techmcal

assistance task that has focused on the deweiopnﬁent of an ongoing Quality Improve-
ment program for the Office of Student Financial Assistance. In order to assure the .

continued implementation of the quality improvement\program, the following prior-
ities for continued-action have been ident:ﬁed'

o  Assign responubﬂxty for quality pmgram- o

1
h

A

(] Design aud deveiopment of quahty ‘control. management mformatmn ' |

- system;

° Implemem corrective actxon componen\t of quahty xmprovement

’ Prcgr&m’ \\

~ AN ' "‘\

. Continue to égve}op seiected targets of opportunity.

Responsibuity for Quality Imptovemmt Program

it has been proposed in this chapter that the Deputy Assistant Secretary for

Student Financial Assistance designate a senior official responsible for the OSFA

quahty improvement program. Alternately, a Quality Council can be appomted to
oversee the implementation of the quahty improvement program.

Quality Control Management lnformat:on System

As indicated in Chapter 3, the Quality Control Management Iniormanon

PRI

£y

‘: »-

System {QCMIS) is the- Cfmcal ;mplementampn link of the measurement component™-..

of the quality xmprovement program. The QCMIS shareJ emphasiss
C

) Refinement of reporting mechanisms from other OSFA quality control
| systems and subsystems, according to the framework. that has already
m’ been established;

k-16
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° Systematic analysis of policy and management issues inherent in the
results of the ongomg measurement system; , _

) Possxble mclusxon of the corrective action component. 8

Thq corrective actmn component of the overall quality improvement ‘should

RN

mvoive all orgam:atmnal units in OSFA in a systematic quq&i?y xmprovement.

program. It is possible that data analyzed as part .of the Delivery System
Assessment Task, Part Il of Stage II, could be used to analyze and prioritize

corrective -action options for each“delivery system activity. ‘A blueprint for this

_irom thxs process couxd be. mcorparated into the QCMIS.

A

Targetsof()ppomnﬁty' - . : T

i

In addxtxon to ccntinuxng development of the reporting mechamsg)s acros the

" type of involvement was- discussed earlier.. The reporting mechamsm developed_

OSFA QC systgm, several of the targets of opportunity already considéred are in

need of continued technical asslstance. ‘Chapter, 3 identifies a list of possible,

strategy for developiﬁg a systematic framéwk' for developing corrective actions

for each target. The goal of OSFA should be t6 estabtxsh a correctxve actiors agenda'_ 4

©

using this framework. "

‘targets. These targets are summarized in Figure 4-3. This chapter proposes a

—

’



VendorlProcasor Qua.lity Control and. Quaﬁty Assurm Guidehns “

® Goals and Ob;ectives Syste.m

e  Institutional Quality Control Guideﬂnes , )

o ' FISAP Processing for Campus-Based Programs i } N
e  External Quality Control System - | |

¢  GSLManualinterest Biling - ‘_ &
o csx.neinmmcxaimsandc:ouecﬁm | o

. ‘ngram Regulations Deveiopment ‘and Rgviéian |
e Forms Development ;nd Revision - - ) f'
e Program Information Dissemination ‘ S -

° Pell Program Funds Authorization ° |

e  Pell Program Validation |

e _ Pell P;ogram Funds Disbursement
- Admirilgtrative Cost ‘Allo“fang:es iq GSL )

o  Pell Progran'; Refunds Collections i

. Student Rccouﬁt Reconciliation in ADS Institutions

o InstitutionaI'Accéunt Rég:onciliatim in Pell Prdgra’m

e Institutional Account Recpncilidtion in Campus-Based Program _

. i.oan Eligibility 'D'etermimion for Interest Subsidies in asL

.« Reasonableness Check: on Insurance and Reinsurance Ciaims :

e  NDSL Cancellation and Assignment tt} ED | T o -

o Institutional Audits and Program Reviews . - % f,’; i

® ‘Guarantee Agency Audits and Program Reviews )

° Lender Audits and Prog:ram Ré;iews . | -

° Guarantee Agency Reporting " - B

NOTES: )

Targets in BOLD mdicate activities already at least partxally xmplemented.

Targets thh|BOXE5‘around &m indicate activities that should be tie '?ighest

priority..

« FIGURE 4°3 B ‘ ,
SUMMARY OF. QUAI.ITY CONTROL TARGETS

a
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This appendix provides a framework for developing the OSFA Quality Control

Management Information System (QCMIS) The concept behind the QCMIS
framework xs simple but effective. -Based on' the Pareto principle, \yhxch
hypothesxzes that 20 percent of the_cases cause elghty percent of -the problems, a

" strategic approach to QC development in QSFA was developed. The strategic
approach assumes that the most error-prone areas should be selecteg for QCMIS
development, and puts the 780/2(~) principle into action by targeting corrective

- actlons on the 20 percent of the cases with the biggest problems. This strategy
 wworked effectively during Stage Il of the quality control study.

- When tully- developed. the .QC!)\AIS should provide a defined set of inputs,
processes and outputs. for each component or module, in the OSFA QC systerﬂ This
appendlx focuses exclusxvely on the outputs of the system The QCMIS, as explamed

. in Chapter 3, would consist of routine management reports on QC rheasurement of
crmcal actlvmes in OSFA. In addition to reviewing these report formats;. this
overview provxdés a framework for the Deputy Assnstant Secretary for Student

Financial Aid, or a Quality» Improvement Councﬂ to seleqt ‘new targets for QC

& ’ ’
The overview is divided into three major sections. The first section considers

_dev elopment .

-

the report formats for'th'e exter-na_l quality control system. The second reviews the
é . repart formats 4nd options fsr the two' management level quality control
subsystems. Finally, the ut'hi,rd section proposes & framework for Jidentifying the
- . qualityw control measurement that can be deveIOped for the OSFA" student aid
. delivery system Thzs section mcludes examples of report ‘formats "and sample
. o apphcatnohs of the fr eworkv An objectwe of Stage III of the Pell Grant Quality
Control Sfudy will be? develop fully the specmcatlon for the OSFA QCMIS., The
purpose of this appendlx is to -identify report formats forthe QCMIS. It does rot
specify the sy,steh T final section does, hbwever, provnde a framework that can
1 - , ‘\4 be used fo specxfy the QCMIS for critical delrvery system activities. - >

’ . €

*' EXTERNAL ﬁEASU_REMENT« SYSTEM

.
- - N T

. S

ongoxng externaLfQC systems for all three ‘a]or program components:” PelL ‘GSL;

b . .’
. "

oAl 83 o

- .‘. : . - . A\l ‘ . ;*.‘ : l.

The long-range goal oi .the OSFA Quahty Improvement Program is to Have * T
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and Campus-Based. - Currently only one of these has been developed—the Pell
external QC measurement system.. Stage 1%the Pell QC study actually provided a
measucement of the error levels for Pell. As.part of Stag'ef Il of the Pell QC study,
guidelines were developed for ongoing Pelt QC measurement systems. During.Stage
.11 of the Pell QC study, this study is being replicated. It.is possible that the Pell
QC study could be extended to include the Campus-Based programs. The GSL
« programs would requtre a separate QC study since it would probably include lenders
as well as apphcants and postsecondary 1r{st1tutxons. The report iormats for the

three components are described below. - : .

\
”

‘ . N . : o Q¢
- For the Pell Grant Program, the key summary report for the QCMIS would

\give.the summary evstlinatlon ot ,mstltutlon and student error. The format for, this
_report,- as presented in thle ‘executive summary of Stage 1 of the, Pell gﬁgnt QC
_study, Flgure A-1, includes sun’n‘nary estimates for the net and gross number dollar

! V. error, the percent of mdlvndualsr or mstxtutxons with errors, and the efn error
‘ amount. . The table also prowdes an mdlcatlon oi the amount of overaward and

é_ underaward. The _Pell QC studies, of course, provide more detajled.results including
specialized-analyses of policy issues; but these basic summa.ry reports can provide ,

" the basis for QCMIS reporting. Addxtxo%al summary “tables would\provxde a basis ior

"QCMIS reports which 1nclude. e a "
. L4
o Breakdowns for the size of dlsbursemept errors (seb Flgure A- -2 for an
illustration); .
- ks . ’ t -~ *
> e Impact of selected mcorrect appllcatnon xte“ms on grant dlsbursements - Y
" . . (xllust,rated -in Figure A 3)% . : t, \ d S
. . e Summary of institutional error- mcxdence (xliustrated in Figure A- b).”
“ : . ) é _ .- T

For Campus-Based programs, the table“structure would be sxmxlar, althouglﬂg;%,

p)ﬂz definitions of -error, both. for applicants and mstxtuttons, would- War’y\
| considerably. -As part of Stage Ill-of the Pell Grant QC study, Advanced '[echno}ogy" .
s reimmg a hst of error for mstttut’nal and:student errors for the Campus—Based "

. . programs. When developed these can be furthier ‘refined into summary report -®
formats for the QCMIS. ¥ 7 e
) . ‘ : e : MR T
( ' . . . . » ' . T Wy o 0 ) e
: . ‘ ’ S : ‘

-~ PR -
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“ALL ERROR? : - NLY LRROR

o Qgttnni X OF RECIPIENTS  MEAN?D DOLLARS X OF RECIPIENTS MEANT
Institutton Errorl ~ $210 M I .40y $ 10H SK1) SRR SN I
Student trrorl S AL an - M7 ~ i!Ql_ﬁ | 1i£ ‘ yieo
Total of Student & ‘ |

Institutton Errors  $605 M - : 11x4 $256 $311 M - $132
Total Case Error 560 M 71x4 $241 ._iqiz M ~ o $132
: OVERAWARDEING ERROR UNDERAWARDENG ERROR

l DOLLARS % OF RECIPIENTS  MEAND DOLLARS % OF RECIPLIENTS NEARD

| nstitatton Errorl T N 200 $237 © -$100 M - e pa)
Student (frorl - $30 M : ;221 ‘ ‘...111g S .1 M- 9% .:1331
Student and | ' . . ' - '

Institutfon Errors ~ $450 M 49! $396 - -$147 M 28h -203

- Total Case Enrorj . '.Stﬁﬂ M » .49;4 | $376 - -%120 H qi : 227;4 -$249

. ? » . - -

'Ht:lnq af fldavits or statements of educational purpose and financlal ald transcripts are not
tngLuded as lnstitutional ‘error. Any cases with crror greater than two dollars are included.

2pmount of erfor assoclated with all types of totai lnstitutional error plus all types of student
error per recliplents totalled lndvpendently.

N Y A e
Jean for-all reciplents, o D . . ST
Aunduplicated count of institutfon and/or student error. - ' ’ | . ,_4} LA
‘ ’ ) . ; ..
Supan for cases with error. X ' -4

Source: Advanced Technology;.lnct. and Westat, Inc.

Exccut]lé Summary, p. 5.

Quality in the Basic Grant Delivery System,

" FIGURE A-1 ¢ ' e

R . " "ESTIMATED INSTITUTION AND STUDENT’
’ | NOT INCLUDING AEP/FAT ERROR--1980-81 .

KT




5 . PERCENTAGE OF CASES . b
‘ {
o . STUDENT &
ALL. STUDENT & "INSTITUTION ERROR STUDENT ERROR
_ INSTITUTION NOT INCLUDING NOT INCLUDING
AFARD ERROR ER'ROR; -AEP/FAT ERROR AEP/FAT ERROR
$551 and less 2.3\ 2.4 0.8
$251 to - $550 4.9% 5.6 - 2.0
Si51 to - $250 @ 3.4% - 3.7 1.4,
$51 to - $150 PEESS 5.8 2.5y
$3  to - $50 4.2 4.4 2.0
52 to- 82, 26.33 L.l - 28.6 53.7.
- $3  to - $50 " 8.1% “d ., 8.8 5.0
$51 to  $150 - 8.6% - 8.9 6.3
5151 to $250 7.5% 7.9 6.1
A . N . .y ~
$251 to” '$550 12.2% 11.9 - 9.5
More than .$550 17.1% 12.1 10.8
. 3 .
Awerd Errors in ; . | >
Excess of $150 - - 47.4% 43.5 30.5
Awardms in | . o r ! ;
Excess 250 - 36.5% : \ 32.0 . 23.1
- n . . : . a o — e - . i - :
Sgurce: Advanced Technology, ‘Inc., and Westat, Inc. Quality in the Basic )
Grang Deliverv System, Executive Summary, p. 6. '
F 2 -~ ¢
. : - - v “
L » v ' i
' . "3 ¥ B ! T s 77 ’ ’ K
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4 ' o L trl)QURE Arz." . “°-'\y:0'._~- ' - . . . . '.-'- & %y
" ' _ DISBURSEMENT: ERROR BY RANGES . ., o
Lo, . : \ © vl , w0 '
<.~‘ .: P % . ' -" - . '“ﬁ‘: -, ‘s Q&B R R . ) N ,
l - Y T M_B"a . b . a N\



b APPLICATION ITEM

RESULTING AWARD
ERROR (NET

"IN MILLIONS)I

RESULTING
INCREASE IN
PER STUDENT

tNARDS
NET)Z

Adjusted Gross income
Student /Spouse 1979 Income

Nontaxable Income (Other Than
-Social Securf&y) ¢ s

Household Size
;ﬁtudeﬁ:/Spouse Assets 1979

Number in Postsecondary
Education Institujions

A

$125 -
43
4]

26
13

]

P

$53
18
17

15
11
5

T

&

1 for policy purposes, the data from our sample are extrapolated to

procram-wide error levels. Note that there is substantial ove
amounts, so column total is larger than actual tota] student e

r1¢ﬁ of error ,

& -

are rounded to the nearest million.

2 Daty are rounded to the nearest dollar.

Source: -Advanced Technology, Inc.,

«

-

and Westat, Irc.

Grant Delivery 8ystem, Executive Summary, p.
k) 4 -

~t

v

- xy~‘ C o FIGURE "A-3 g

S ‘ON GRANT oxssunssnm ERROR

Data

Quality.'in the Basic

8.

. IMPAC|~0F'SELECTED INCDRRECT APPLICATION ITEMS
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Y RS
B W
1 - .
. < MEAX ABSOLUTE
ESTIMATED PERCENT ™. ERRODR FOR
RECIPIENTS OF ALL RECIPIENTS
wWITH ERROR RECIPIENTS WITH ERROR
Pota)l Institution Error 991,000 42% $364
Institution Error
without AEP/FAT Esror 873,000 37% $239
ppsmas .
Components!
AEP/FAT Error 181,000 7.7% $033
BA and Citizenship Error 4,000 .2% $849
Program"Eligibility Error 31,300 g 1.3% $789 N
Cost of ‘Attendance? 354,000 15.0% $177
. N . ) P . v hd ‘
- Enroliment Stetus Error? 430,000 18. 2% §219
Calculation Error? . 368,000 15. 6% $ 79
. 8- '

o~
RS Y

Pl

lcomponent figures are computed independently for e
The sum therefore exceeds the total of .21 error,

A

type of error.
bgcause error has been

courmted more than once in 211 cases where more than one type df. error

OCCUFS

-~

2Estmated breakdown of 1nst1tutiona1 errdr eompoh ts usfng Spring 1981 .

data. . Fin2l component fdoures will be deriyed from™

nstitutipnal = . /-

. reconciliation rosters as part of Stage Two of thié DrOJect. - ety
Source; Advanced Technology, Ind., and Westat, Int. Qua‘1ty in_the Basic
o _Grant Delivery System, .Execytive Summary; p. 9. .
- N . o\
’ .
‘ ‘.'
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For the GSL progfém these basic report formats would have to be revised to

. _ include lenders and guarantee agencies as well as stugents. The definition of errors

will ajso Vary for the GSL proggam.

MANAGEMENT LEVEL REPORTS .

The design OSFA Quality Improvement program design includes two basic QC
measurem_e?mt modules that operate at the ﬁanagemeot level in OSFA. Both have
elemments that cut acroSs programs and,subsystems in the delivery systems;. These
are a vendor processor qualjty c‘gntrol system and a goals and objectives quality

- * control system. An overview of the types of reports that could be developed for the
QCMIS fallows.

-

Vendor/Processor QC o ‘. e

S e .

The vendor/processor quality control subsystem is actually comprised of a
series of contracts for' the processing function for OSFA programs. The ‘internal
reporting forms developed for reporting on vendor/prbcessor contracts are contained

-1

*"In Figure A-5. They include two types of perforfince data:

- ’ ’
° Data on a series of key processing measures; : . o
) Data on exceptions (measures of performapce that are operating outside
of established tolerance levels). ¢
~ -

The form is desiéned for middle<level ‘'managers; therefore, -only eritical

indicators of contractor _performance are reported so that managelzs do not have. to ‘

e wade through excesswe information™o fi dthe data they are i sted in. .
g gt g

R4 . LA ,

The section on key measure(seletts a numbér of key prqpessxpg activities (in

. Pell for example, these rmght be applications proegssmg, ‘corrections processmg‘,' .-
o corresponderﬂze servxqe, and teiephqne servnce), and ior each ” one, reports Tt
. ~ ) ' . . R e}
~ information on: -, }" » xs o N T :’ Y - .
o . e - : . :
. -~ N
. . ¥
: ) Processing volume; = . fon
. P . : _ . ) .
1 . > 1
¢ o P.roszessmg costs; N ) o
- 'e.  Error n:tes. L A
: . S
A . .
R J - A-7 ,
! AN : - i t . . ) - ) .~ -
. e P LI . T .
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' , . ’
- In addition, other key measures are presented and compared to predetermined
standards to measure processing efﬁc'iency (In Pell, other key measures may

xnc}ude the number of applications in the system more than 20 days, the number of

. . ) . -
. “ N \
I‘“ . R ¥ . E -
. . .
,

-

corrections in the system more than 10 days, the percent of apphcanons with more

than transaction, the percent of edit idennixed errors that are real errors.)

For e measure, data gre regofted for this processing period, the px"iur processing
&te, This use of tfend data allows the identification of

period, and the year-t -
potentxal processing problems before they become actual problems and the prompt

;nxﬂatson of correctxve-acnons. . ) . .o
: : N ' . ¢

- N ) k’ .

~The section on- exceptions is divided into the various processing steps and

substeps. These steps and substeps are: ‘ _ | .

- ) .
R . .

e . ‘Preduction control; L ,

, - °_ informatjon receipt, ‘ g )
s - data entry, e '
, - data edit, - - . ' ' '
- compute, ~ ' *
- document production and mailing,

- corrections, ° -
. ‘Fiscal control; . o
. e Software quality assurance; T
° Produc;ivity control; '
e Reperting.pro'cess; '
. e 'Corre‘ctjve,.a'ction process. -

o : ) . .

{

-

. . . § - / N -
Since there are so many potential quality control measures in a

which the monitor lists only measures that are operating outside of tolerance

-ranges. Depending upon contractor performance, the number of exceptions may run -

from Zero to several dozen. This table shell approach provides a much more
readable and useable format for managers than pre-printing all poss;ble performante

Theasures, _
¢

R LN - A l(p

. ..vendor/processor contract,’this section of the report is actually a table shell on
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- OSFA Goé{s and Objectives System BN

! .
| |

5
7/

The basic reports fu( the current QOSFA goals and ob;ectives system conhsists of

© Gantt charts fof all activities and tasks required to deliver student aid. As & part of
the Stage II ell Grant QC study, Advanced Technology did a QC enhancement study’

of this system. This enhancement study focused on testing the network concept for

“the delivery oi studeru aid programs. It was concluded that the network approach
'could generate ? variety of summary managemem reports. These xnc}ude

-

° A° cosx control Gantt chart fdr each phase of the process or function that .

~ displays the' 7chedule status of activities to be accomplished within the
Baseline Cost Estimate (BCE) funds available;

actxvmes'
e A resource analyszs report whxch describes, in dollars, the status of funds
{budgeted or actual) within each cost center of the BCE; .

N _ )
) A cost-versus-time plot of budget-vet-susa-obhgated funds for each- cost
center of the BCE, _

[ A critical path of the activities net\vork that- routinely reports planned
and actual achxevement of project actwi}xes.

“~

The OSFA Goa!s and Ob;ectwes system has the capacxty to meet OSFA

decxsxon support needs, especially if the network approach is used, OSFA's decision
support needs are iliustrated in F;gure A-s All of these needs can e met by an
. autom&ted networking system, such as the PR!ME/VISION system used for.the QC

enhancement study.

A

At a polzcy-level the Goals and Ob;ectxves system using the network approach'-n y
can prov:de summary reports on the status of the delivery system, status reports on
programs and subsystems, simulations of decision plans, and resource tracking and
allacation reports. Thése reports can be tailored to meet the routine reporting
" needs of seniof administrators or ‘to prowde early warning of system- breakdown.‘

Such decision support systems can.also meet the detalled reporting needs of middle
managers and operations managers.” ‘

<.

) A fost status report that lists ﬁxed and yariable costs with assocxated
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- with the strateglc approach to QC system development. The methodology proved

- eiements of such an analysis system. Two parts of the Stage II study can be used to
" suggest such a framework. LFn'st, the: framework deveioped in the Delivery. System«

'system is proposed in this section. Fxrst, however, it is netessary to review the 7

.- DELIVERY LEVEL QC MIS FRAMEWORK Lo .

N . .
. . ' .
- . . . s 0 . o !

During Stage Il of the Pell Grant Quality Control Study, OSFA experimented oo

effective at u'nprovmg the c ity of operating u 'ts in OSFA to measure error alnd . g

R

to design correctwe actxon's. The major limitationd of this approach w‘e:’ez_ e o

‘; v e ) . ~—~——

° “ OSFA had hmxted capabuxty to identify error-prone .points’ in the ..
delxvery system, smce there was not a comprehensive QG framewpork; 7

@ Onve an area was selected for QC developmen;, the actual strategies for | -
developing the RC measurement system had to be Ldentifxed. , .y
4 \ ) . . .

Based'on the experience during Stage 11, it is noov possible to ;ugg'e'st.th‘e basic

t

Assessment Task Part 11 of Stage 11, provsdes a reference point and methodology for :
developing a comprehenszve QCMIS framework, aone-that can be used to- xdentxfy QC ‘
measures for k/y/acnvxties. ond, the experience with targets of opportunity

: durm‘g the Part I study can be used ta help sdentif)a strategies for, developmg these A. ‘
. QC measures, C - o g .

-
[N

A framework for developmg a comprehensive QCMIS for the OSFA dehvery ‘

framework used in the Dehyery System Assessgent Task.
Delivery Systemn Assessment anework .
. \ ‘ / * ﬁ P | ? * ™

The Dehvery System Assessment Task used a very detailed methodology to
specify the current student axd delivery system, to develop a model to measure xts

_ effects} and to apply this madé! to the current system. This same methodology can

be adapted to deveiop a QC meawrement framework IR

The method«ology'ior deéeioping _the‘anaiiyﬂAc énog'ex for the Delivery System Ty
Task required taking a series of analytic steps. ‘These were: -

saf " o o A-17. 108
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' 5
aﬂ\ . A

/
P

- Sep 1= Specify the current dehvery system in the Iorm of Input-
rocess-output (1PO) chains. )

’ . Sfep y Develop mdependently a detailed hst of program features ior
: each program. )
. ’ ) «* .
‘ '_ . e Step 3: Determme whxch ‘program featares influence each dehvery :
. system activity. - . . P L
e ‘ . . .
. Step 4z, Determine. the intervemng varxabies that are relevant to each
e delivery system actxvxty .
N . e. Step 5t Determine which effects are mffuenced“ by each delivery system
‘ y U/ m’VltYe ) - .
' . ° Step 62 Develop .measur;s for each effect at each dehvery system
activity. L. - .
S . . : .
S / ‘® " Step T: Identxfy exnst.mg data sources of : de@op new data sources for
' each measure. , , '{? o - ~

o Step & ld::jwtif_y methods of aﬁelysis for each effect at eacju systerﬁ step.

* 8

' Thxs process resulted in a prehmmary specxﬁcatxon of the entire student aid
' dehvery sysfem. ,Thxs specification is currently bemg revised. The refined list of -
| delwery system actxvxties is contained in Flgure 3-6 in Chapter 3, A series of

B reports were geherated durmg the course of thxs analysxs These were: .

'y A review of preyxous approaches to delivery systeng, xssues, which

,[ . resulted in amntartpapa'

‘ > o A prelimha.ry model whxch\provxded the logxc for developmg the
\ o detailed models -

’ e A specification of the current system, including program features (from

< laws, regulations, and administrative decisions) and system steps (in the

form of input, process, output chams) for each activity in the delivery
sYStem’ ! ’ : '

-~

»

., A gena'al assessment model, which identifies mtervenmg variables and
. eﬁects for each delivery system activity; o
o An ana.lytxc agenda, which xdentxﬁes- measures, data sources, and
. methods of analysis for each effect

%
The three key reports. in thxs serxes, as far as the methodology for the QC
measurement framework is concerned, are the spec:fxcations, the general model,

R 1 N

' ’ . . . . ot - ) EEEN . T “enk, o . . ¢ -
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‘idenniy error-prone points.

ano the a 3 ync agenda. “The relation'ship between the 'thr‘ee‘ documents is
ﬂlustrated,m Figur As—? The specxﬁacanon document identmed the program 5
features .and delwery system steps associated with oach actwity in the current
delivery system. o 5

s

" The General Assessment Modelhié being applied cm'rently in the, amalysis of the '

+ effects of the current delivery system altematives. The steps_ required’ to _apply the 5

model are: | ' S e o
. Evaluate the current system, mcludmg an esnmatxon of baseline_effects
on all- partxcxpants,

~ -

° Identify-delivery systemt a!tématws, based on review of past proposals :
- and community input; -~ - - . .

. Specify. selected a!tematwes, mcludmg program features and system-
. steps;

‘e Assess altematxves, including estimation of differential “eftects on
~ partxcxpants' .

i

~

. “Specifytht,perhapsindifferentways, e

.. Rank alternatives accordmg to specxtxcaﬂon of mtent.

If the QC development framework is devéloped, then it can be systematically -
applied, using the strategic approach, to high error-prone points in the delivery
system. In fact, the results of the assessment of the current system can be used t6

The fromework and analysis cor'nplet'edy as , part «oi the Deﬁvery Syst'em‘
Assessment Task provxde the basis for the proposed framework for the delivery level
QC measurement framework There are two Key steps in the development gf the
framework o .. ¢

First, the specxficatxons Mmeﬁ't provioes a stamng point for specifying the
types of quality control that cats? be aeveioped for-each critical activity. Flgure A-8

 illustrates the framework for &omg;this.v The specxﬁcanon. of the current’ system '

",‘; LN \ . . ’,. “
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lA preliminary specification for the current student aid delivery system was developed by Advanced Technology, Inc., as part of the

_‘2

Delivery System .Assessipent Task. This specification is currently belng revised to incorporate input from OSFA personnel

;;?;'~~' ~“The format for this fcport wfm be similar to the "Analytk: Agenda to the Current System,” developed as. part o! the Delwery System

Assessmeht Task ‘“The content will reflect the findings of that analysis.
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identiﬁes the program features for each activity, as .w’eu as the 'deliverﬁf systems
s requxred to complete each activity, in the form of inputs, processes, and outputs. It
is possible 1o use those specifications to develop the QC framework. Spccmcaliy,

" for each critical activity, it wmld be necessary to: : o oo

.

; | . 'Ident:fy the types of quality control that apply, mcludmg receipt control
‘ proQuctmty control, and. tund control; : , T

o  Identify the specific QC measures that apply such as timing of recelpt of
documents and completxon of réviews for production controly

;e Idenniy potermal data sources for an measures,

.’ Identdy the specxfxc strategies that could be used to develop the QC
measurement compcnem.

' o | 2 / o y
. | For 111ustrative purposes these steps have to be applied to two delxvery system
: activities. Figure A-9 applles it to. activity 2; student - application examples .
illustrates how the vendariprocessor iunc’tion for Pel! would be illustated in this :
framework. The second illustration is Figure A-10,. activity. 6.6, GSL claims and . -~
collections, which is 4n actwity that is currently bemg reviewed for QC. o v

-

The second key element of the framework will be the reanalysis of the results 57"3
 of the assessment of  the current delivery system, which has been recemlyl .
completed. The assessment of‘the current system provides baseline measures for
T - each Helivery system effect and analyzes. how ifdividual activities contribute 1o
each effect.- A reanalysxs of this data could help inform the QC framework in two
ways. These are: ’ |

e " The analysis would be used to identify the measurement strategies for
‘each activity' ' : ‘

° It could aJso be used to identify error-prone pomts in the dehvery
system. -

. Both oi these’ ieatures are critical to the QC measurement framework. One of
. the major obstacles xmpedmg the widespread application of the strategic agbroach is
"' that the specmc factors that should b_e measured-the types of QC that apply, the
,‘possible measures, and the strategies for developing the measures—must “be
developed on an ad hoc basis. This framework, building on the experiencg gained in

L
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. .
- . ' . ‘ . ! - . . a~
, . ' 4 - -
PRI A 1 7cx: Provided by ERIC Coe . - o L . . - . . R . . . - . : .
" . . L . P . . .
! . : ' . ' . o . . . . o . ~ -




T R S S I I PR N S TP LTV VR R ST e e e e ey : e )
. g . N . N . .
P . L . . 1
» . . £ - - .
. -

* TYPE OF QC MEASURES ’ . _ DATA SOURCES_ STRATEGY
) “ . . . - — ‘ . - : I
. Receipt o -Count of applications received ¢ QC and QA sample B e Compare counts of in-
© Control — : C/ | " coming documents to
. ., counts at various pro-
| , . VS duction steps
. \£ p e Backlog of applications o Contractor.data base -, e Analyze efficiency of
‘ ’ and QA sample - processing by measunng
. i | * . backlogs -
e Processing time from recéipt to ¢ QC and QA sample e Take indeggndent sample
- ' dataentry S - oL of documents received, °
. ' - .-y ‘ assign ID number, record
A : ' S date and tim€ of entry
. o into systém, and track ‘
v« +  through processing stream
e Count of appﬁcations ﬂagged by o Contractor data base ¢ Analyze accuracy of edit
v ' cursory edit . - procedures \ ‘
) o * - . . ! - . . - [ ¢
& < e Count of the ramber of times a ",e Contractor data base o  Analyze reliabllity of edit . -
. o . particu!ar edit is used . ’ . procedures
e - Percent of errors in sorting . Q.C"and QA'sample - '3 Amlyzege accuracy of
applications by type L . | information sorts '
T L ’ “ : .

. . , , - ' . c F 3
Productivity . . e Count of applications entered e “Contractor data base ® Analyze whether applica-
Control R versus counts at various , , : tions are being lost

o | automated processing steps : ’ o after entry
B - e Count and percentage of errors . & QC and QA sample - e Take an mdependem
: by keystroke, data element; and ' ~ “sample of input docu- ‘
- form - _ : ‘ - ments and compare trans-
‘ . : - - ‘ formed data to original
| . ' ‘ , . documents for accuracy
‘ FIGURE A-9 | '
‘o , o / EXAMPLE #1OF DELIVERY LEVEL (QCMIS) FRAMEWORK: STUDENT \
1 1 4 M’PLICA'HON ACTIVITY (EOR AN APPLlCATlON PROCESSING CONTRACSI')
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. . k\ . . ‘ ' ) on hold ,
. [ )
T_ o Count of aumber of calls per e Contréc-tor‘dgta base ° Anafyze teiephone inquiry
: applicaﬂbn . : o a - logs and assess how wefl
C , . o o " ' ' overall processing system .
Lt e, ) : . . ~hqe o works and how under-
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T
the earlier. ana]ysis would identify these facfors. .This identification - of
measurement strategies could be informed by the analys:s that has already taken
place.

-~

| Additionally, - the reanalys:s of the evaluation of the current systefn wouf/ |
' identify error—prone points. in the delivery systéem. This analysis could focus ‘on-
: :dantxfying the activities in the dehvery system that cause the most problems to the
~Federal govemment, states, institutions, and applicants. - X ]

In summary, the ne'ar- completion of the Delivery System Assessment Task
provides OSFA with an excelient opportunity to develop a solid and comprehensive

- QC framework for the sfudent aid delivery system. The results of this anakyszs .
s | provide & starting potnt, methudolcgy, and data base for such an exercise, =~ ° -

s - 128 .
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. This chart Tistd the activitles by sub-system -Mme currently utilized to lmphmrnl thc rel Grant, GSL and Campus-Based programe. The mpose of this d-m
is two.lold, 11 acts a8 & table of contents for the specification chartsand I8 notes activities which are currently integrated to some drgtce scross the theee program -

compenents. Ac,lmtln which are at hut pwﬂlﬁy hhpned l:l'on the thwee ptegnmi are marked vllh ah asterlik (*). ..
. . A ’ o, .
: . . &
A - mr. rgu C(}MPONW be ) T"E GSL COMI’ONBN! - - THE CAMPUS-DASED COMPONENT
f. e-mmallm %nlmnfem ’ Tk l‘teoﬂwﬂcallm Subsystem .7 : . Pre-Application Silisystem :
: l. £0 Binfget Forecasting e L 1.1 ED Pudget Forecasting - D o © Ll ED Pudget Development o
1.2 'ED ﬂudger nevelapmem ‘ R P ED Dudget Development ' *1.2 Development and Fromulgetion of
. ‘ Federat Regufations - .- ‘
*5.3 Developmen md l'mme!plhn of Fﬂkht S 1.3 EpcClesrance of GA lteguh(ho:. Forms ‘L3 ED Forms Devefopment
Repgutatlons S ‘ and Marwials . ~
B X R Eﬂ Forms Development . *5.¢ - Development and Ftomulgﬂhn ol *1.8  ED Informstion Dt”emlu!lm snd
: o ‘Federal Regulations ond Tralning -
k3 ﬁD tnformation mnem!mﬂon and Tralning - ‘ 7 *L,3 _ED Forms Development ) *{.3 E" Contact Development and Soppors
*t.¢ TEO Contact Deve&epmmt and S\Fpoﬂ . : *L6 EN ﬁxi«mﬂm Dissemination M *1.6 ED Systems M’ﬂsﬂ Revision
: Tfﬁm ‘ . : e
o IJ ED Systems Flamhg snd Reviston ' : AN B fm Contract txvetnpmem and Stwmt R IR )] l)elermhﬂlon of hmmm!
_ ‘ : Eligidility and Cgﬂmu!hﬂ
'!.l m Determination of hstitutional . *i.8 ED Systems ﬂ:mh; and Reviston - i 1.8  Estadlishment 1" Payment Synenp lot
. - Eligivitity and Cevtitication . . : . , for bvgtivistions
1.Y  Estadlishowent of Psyml Snl'em for . s "L ED ﬁeiefm!nlﬂm el atitstiona! o 1. ED State Allotment
ROS Instisutlons? " Eligibitity end Certification - [
1.10 ED Ivitlal Avthorization of Funds to o 1.10 Optional GA Detcrmination of ‘ 1.10 nstitutional Application for Funds
ROS hmtuﬂm‘i'ﬂ“ * Institutions! Eligidiltty ‘ - , o
*Li3 Insthutional Piinning and hhtmﬁou »© 141 GA Determination of Lender Eligibitiy LIl Tentative frstitwilonat Affocatlon of |
' Dmem{rmhn ‘ - ¢ ' Fowds -
: v ' , *1.12 dnstitvtional Planning and information - §i2 Appul of ‘l‘emlﬂve thatkm ¢
| I _ Disseminatfon _ | J
| . . 1.13 GA| and Information » 1.3 Final Allocation , L
, o ‘ oo Disserninst , o _ | '
'. . y ’ 1.18 Lender Plamping , .18 Low-Mwcome School List Development. ‘
- ) o A . ) ' < *1.13 lstitutional Planning and Information :
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