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_° MISALLOCATION OF CAMPUS-BASED- -~ . 3
- PROGRAM FUNDS RESULTING FROM FISAP ERROR  ~ e
1.0 *MRQDUmoﬁ_. - T .
\ / W ¢ Al ~ o
; ' -

- Under Txtle 1V of the, ngher Educatxon Act, money for three Campus-Based

| programs--SuppIementai Education O)portumty Grants (SEQG), College Work-Study

. © (Cw-S), 4nd National Direct Student. Loans (NDSL)- is anocated dxrectly to
participating institutions of higher education. These mstxtuncns, in turn, award the -

money to individual students to ftelp them pay the cost of their postsecandary

educanon. As ~part of the Title IV Quahty Controi Study, Advanced Technology, Inc.,

of Resten, ergxma, was \éoﬁt,racted to study the extent to which errors are made in

the mstxtutzonai auocatzon of funds for each program. Thxs paper is the last i in a.serzes
of reports resultmg from that task. . e :

’

In this section of the report we summarize the gllocation process\ané the purpote '
of thé reporr and list the other reports which have been results of the -FISAP error_
“task. In secth 2.0 we defme the. error we are evaiuatmg, describe the prcblems we

* encountered in couectxng the necessary data, and Specxfy the limitations of the report.
In section 3.0 we describe our estimation methods, présent and analyze the error

L]

estxmates, and recommend steps to reduce the error. .

»
» *

1.l Zhe AUoca_tion“Process

For each fiscal year, Congress appropriates money speci'fically %or each of the

three Campus-Based programs. Unlike some other student aid programs, Campus-
Based aid is not an enntjement, nexther individuals nor institutions have any statutory -
o : rxgbt to aid. Therefore, mstxtutmns must apply for fundinyg annuauy to the U.S.
o Department of Educatmn.. They do this by submxttmg the "Fxscal-Operatxons Report
and Apphcatxon to Partxc;pate (FISAP)" in the Title IV programs. This form both
provides the mformatxon nFeded to allocate the next year's appropriation and serves as
a report on the use of the previous year's funds. (For mstance, the reports submitted
by October 1984 included apphcatxons for fungs to atard to students in the 1985-36
academic year -and’repdrts of funds spent in the 1983-34 academic year.) This paper
concerns only the effects'. of error's'in,the parts of the FISAP used t&determine how -

much money each school will receive.
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"air share" money available. . .

.

1 4

most of the r)atxc : pproprzanon is divided among the states. Second, mstxtutzons

that have been partickpdting in the prog‘ram receive condmonal guarantees" based on

their funding levels in } R0 program year. If the tqtal of the conditional

guarantees for all institutions in h gtate exceeds that state's anocanon, institutional
ailocatxons are reduced proportionately and the a.liocatxon process for institutions in
the state eifecnvely ends. Institutions may -also recewe less than the condxtxonal

guarantee under sgme other mrcumstances, such asa hxgh default rate in the NDSL

program. If funds remain from the state allocation after all condmonal guaraatees in '
" the state have been fulfilled, the excess is divided among the institutions so. tha.f' theu-

anocatans will be more proportxonate to thexr aggregate student need. "Two different
formulas are used to determine the aggregate need for aid of the students at an

" institution, one to allocate SEOG funds ansi one for the CW-S and NDSL: programs.

The fingl step is-to allgcate a nanonal pool, of ‘funds among institutions to brmg their

" allocations closer to the propornons their. needs bear to the total of all institutional

needs. Howewver, in the year we are examimng, 1933 34, there was no such nanona[

-
Funds for each of the*three rograms are allocated separa;ely, therefore, there
are three different allocation formulas. These iormulas differ because different

\

amounts of money are appropriated for each program and because each program has
unique features which must be mciuded/ For mstance, the NDSL formula takes into
account institutional collectxons and default rates, which do not exist in the SEOG and

i

CW-3 programs. ’ ' .

Yoo Ty

| k Only a few numbers from the FISAP are mciuded in the anocanon formulas.

otal institutional income irom tuition and fees xs dxvxded by the number of students
«to determine average tuition and fees separately for undergradugtes and graduate

students. Ave_mge tuition and fees is used with the number of eligible aid applicants in -
each of 60 income and dependency status categoties to determine totai self-Relp need. .

Institutions can err stnderstanding exactly which~data are required for the FISAP
or by reporting/ the wrong numbers through transcription error.’ Any number derived
through calculation using several FISAP gata elements will be in errog, if any one of
the elements is reported incorrectly,

-

-
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‘1.2 Rationale of This Report . . U ,

*

‘This; report concerns. only mis.allocaticn of Campus;sased funds caused by

. mzsreportmg of institutional enrollments on the FISAP . We discuss error definitions, ‘

data collection problems, and the limitations of this.report m section 2.0. In section
3.0 we explaxn our methods of estimating allocation error, present the. esnmates,

' analyze the reasons for the errors, and suggest ways fo reduce the error rgtés. All

‘1.3 Other Reports on Error in the FISAP .Proc@n 3

. 1
calculations assume that other factors in the anocauon process remaxr?ed constant. -

-
A}

Lxrmtanons on the resources available for data co[lectxon for this fask ]

determined how we would couect and analyze the data. Stage [ of the T)ﬂe Iv. Quahty |
Control study examined a national sample of 275 institutions pa.rnczpatmg in the
Campus-Bascd programs. Before our data collectcrs visited these schools, we

| compared elements of thexr FISAP's to comparable datd &n other documents they had

also submztted, prmcxpaliy the"Higher Education General slnformatxon Survey (HEGIS)
and FISAP's for the prev:ous year. Only when we found xnconsxstenc:es between the

. FISAP and HEGIS data for the same year of substantial cross-year changes did our

data collectors xnvesugate the FISAP data during their’ vxsxts, their inquiries were

- lirmited to the problema.nc items. . Thereforg, we made " no attempt to’ mvesngate

mterna] institutional errors that were reported tonsxstently on. dxffgrent Federal ”

forms. : - - -
.‘ . - ‘ Y

¥ 4

This report is the last in a series of FISAP reports submitted to the Division of
Quahty Assurance, Office of Student Financial Assistance,, U.S. Department of
Educanon, under the Title IV Quality Con.trol Study, contract number 300-84-0020.
The earher reports were:

o Analyses*of Error Associated with the Application and Allocation Aspects
of the Campus-Based Programs (February 27, 1984) .

r

. . _
® Analysis of Error Associated with the A lication and Allocation Aspects |
of the Campus-Based Programs: Results from Initial. Data Collection (May

rgsa). R N o

lication Portion of the Processing: Fiscal
Operations Report and Application to articipate: An Approach to
Developing and Refining Edit Checks (August {984)
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® - Aralysis of Error As;ociate& with the A hcatxon and Auoca:xon Aspects
. of the Campus-Based Program: Pian for Rgmam:ng QC v Sjage I Analysis

- (October 1984) - | /- ) -

¢

| N The prqhmxnary report submxtted on October 5 1984 (Erro\% the Campus-Based\
Prdgram and GSL Certmcanon Process: Flash Re_pc:rt) also included a chaptey,
"Preliminary Analyeis of Error Associated with the Apphcaum Aspects of the
‘Cmpus-Based Programs. o o . - .S

y— -
. ) - *
.

& ¢ L

_ 2.0 DEFINITIONS, PROBLEMS, AND Lxmrﬁ.{fé&s, R,
There is a Iarge number of theoreneaT or possible errors within the FISAP
process which could lead to misallocation of Ca.mpus-Based funds to fnstitutions.
However, data collection problems and other ;mxtapons of this study restricted its
focus to a subset of these errors. Data coﬂection problems and potential errors have
q been described more fully in previous reports, especxauy the May 1984 paper, and are '
only summar:zed here.. :
. . . - 2

2.1 ,peﬁniﬁm of FISAP Errors

-

. " Errors affectin aliocatiohﬂof Cé:‘npus-Base'd funds cdn be made by the
| institution, ED, and .processing contractors. Institutional errors can be divided into
conceptual errors and transcription, errors. Staff at the institution responsxble for
‘compiling the data may mssunderstand ED's requxrements and definitions an® may, .
3" therefore, include students or funds sd:xch should be excluded or omxt students or funds
y. | which should be included. Institutions thh branches or severa.l campuses may be
qﬁmfused about .whether to combina~data from them “or report on them sepanately.
Often vanous offices contribute data, t\hQ{ may misunderstand even if the ofiice
which actuauy compiles and submits \the report has the correct defmxtmns. Once an’
L institution has compiled the data for the FISAP--correctIy or xncorrectly—-xt can stm
: ‘make _arithmatic or transcrzptmn errors when mnng out the FISAP form xtseif.
. Moreover, after the school’sends in its FISAP, ED or its processing contrictor can lose
or misfile it, enter data mcorrectiy onto magnetxc tape, or make errors in editing the

data or calculating the institutional auocatxons.
. T > , /
- " Most of these errors could not be detected with the resoUrces and methodology

of thxs study. Xnternal xnsntutmna; errors, for instance, could only have beer found by

-
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“shown in Table: l (a shght revxszon of Table ! in the Octob

* ,. - .' . : BEST CGBY WN AQ' "'

detailed, comprehenswe audits of institutional recogds. E;?eg;zon of data-process;ng
errors would have requxred xtem-by-xé{n comparisons of the FISAP's as submittéd to
the data entry contractor with machmt-readable output. Therefore, for this study we
consxder,fd dlfferences between FISAP entries and comparab{e items on othér reports,

to be potential errors, to be mvesngated durmg visits” to ‘the institutiong which were _

intended pricipally to collect other, data. "Other reponts" mciuded forms submitted in

_response to. {pe Higher Edugatiom General Information Survey (HEG$«) reports. on

expenditures of aid under the Pell Grant ram, and FISAPs for the previous year..

rors or "disc'repancies,""

1984 report). We toynd all
but 3 of the enrollment d:.screpancms by comparmg FISAP and HEGIS- data; we
dzscavered 3 enroilment: dscrepancxes and the other, 23 dxscrepancxes in tuition and

This approach produced a trnal of 83‘ éotc

fees receipts,. Pell expendxtures, and mcome of ehg:ble aid apphcants by comparing

this yeaﬂ( data to the same items in the pr,cvxous year. Most of these dxscrepanc;es

-werd resolved durmg the msntunonal vxsxts, but 27 were not. Of these, four were

based on cmss—year data. Aithough they had not been resolved, evén large yearly-

changes were not considered qonglusive evidence of an error. Onrthe other hand, in.

to .thc FISAP specific items from their HEGIS reports.
Thergfore, the errors being anaiyged in thxs report consist of fadure to report the

the remaining cases Ww{ enrollment error, institutions clearly had not f&ilowed
mstructxons to transfer X

correct enrollment data. N
A ¢

2.2 Data Collection Problems
N .
The number of errors whxch Could be\ar;alyzed for this report was limited by
several practxcél data coilecnon pmblems. Izhe results of some of these’ problems can,
be seen in Table 2'in })he dxfference between “Dlscrepancxes Identified for Review" Zhd
“Responses Received" and in the Four cases of "stcrepancxés Yot Resoiwed" which did
not involve enrollment- dfta. Other problems prevented even the initial identification
of discrepancies. ' : . |
Problems pre{'entlng identification of discrepancies included missing data and
differences in definitions. For some schools, the relevant alternanve data source,
such as oné of the HEGIS surveys, was not available. Moreover, HEGIS coverage is not

/compiete-many proprietary, private nonprofxt and regional vocational- -technical

-
: -
- "
- .
. .
. .
.
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R - TABLE 1

I  ERRORS ASSOCIATED WITH THE -
: T . APPLICATION PORTION OF THE FISAP:

+ BEST COPY AVAILABLE

-

o L - , ' SELECTED STATISTICS “u - ‘ o - T
o, | . . ~ - ) ' .
o A . .
L] - ’ .. \\3 v . . ~ ' '
" e ! !
. Vo ki
® Regponses i;cccived. Comparisons Discropancies Resolved Discrepancies Not Resolved
. Number of :
* Discropancies . h ) /
. , ; Kentified ~ ] . Cross- Cross- . - , :
. Discrepancy nc‘r;. : For Review Number} l\m:{nt Source Year Number Percentage Number Percantage
nd — ) : L.
LK FN . R
- Euollinent® 107 - 60 52 $8% 50 3 29 56% a° %
Tuition and Fees 3 ‘ 8 100 3 3 s 63 - 3 13 '
A v 1 Pell Expenditres 7 6 75 3 o 6" 100 0 0
. 3 [ ]
¢ : AN f 5 )
T
- Eligible Apphcnnl 1
[Incame 8 4 C 75 C 0 6 5 23 i 17
LY ~ 4
- d . ;
' ] / - . .
TOTAL b A 33 72 . & 6 16 &5 63 27 £}
. ) 7
- ' s ______
L./- . ! ’ » . ¥
! AY
- "Uts‘ll institutions identified 1r itemn discrepancy resolution, 61 provided information oa 70 discrepancies. ) ,
) ~ ’ .
~— Py total ensollinent discrepancies, all but thvee were senem!ed by comparisons, to HEGIS, N .
~ . ~
’ Tr.cimumnem dis :epuncy for one institution was both cross-source and ¢ross- year It was couited as one separate error, with n‘e resolution.
, . -’
L3 ‘ " - ’
- L)
- . -



y schools do not file HEGIS forms. For these schools, there was either no ‘alternative
data source or a source on which the data could have different definitions. Data also -
had to be considered missing when FISAP and.HEGIS were completed for different .

R reporting umts, such as dxffere.nt/comb‘inanom of schools, tgranches, or Campuses of a

'\.

. umv;rsaty. Finally, FISAP‘s themselves were missing for 25 of the 275 institutions. ' ’
(. .

W - " - .
Field data coliectzon problems also hindered the analysxs. ‘Some mstxtunéns were

| unable to respond to inquiries about dnscrepancxes because the only knowledgeable
- Astaﬁ or the necessary documents were not available at the time of the visit. A few of
the 275 sampled institutions did not part:quate in the Title IV Quahty ControL Pro;ect

' for reasons unrelated to the s\dy of FISAP error. !
2.3 Limitations of This Report -
‘ i o ‘ - p

N £

«

- Because of the proélems disc&sed in the two precedmg sections, oniy hrmted use

. can be made of the data we collected on FISAP allocation errors. In the next chapter

' we discuss how we estimatdd national error .levels and present and analyze our-

. estimates. The estimate$ are, however, restncted to the allocation consequences of

just _one uf the several ;SOtthxal flSAP errops: not reporting the same student -
enrollment data on the FISAP as on the HEGIS Fall Enroument report. Since the
estimates here deal with érror attributable to oflly one of several variables in the
anctatxon algorithm, they must be xnterpreted as partial estimates of the total amount

of error in the anocanon process.

. . ’ ' -~
- ' ‘ .‘ \ f )
, The second caution’which must be emphasized is that the existence of "error" in
.allocation of C@:gxpus-Based funds does not at all imply that elimination of this error
wqlld Ieaa. to éﬁy_cost sévings for the Federal government. The; allocation procass is |
an iterativ_e one designed to distribute all available funds to participating institutions
on the basis of Student need. Errors cause some institutions to receive more money to - |
"'dxstrzbute to their students than they would otherwise while other mstztutxon{ get Xess.
Ehmmatxon of this error would lead 'to a different distribution of funds, closet to the
policy intent which the regulanons and aliocanon forimulas express, but not 1o any .

*
- N .

reduction in expenditures. _
- C [ ~‘ | \ . R
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3.0 FISAP ALL@@E&ROR’ . | .

. Within the limitations descnbed m the' preceding sectxoh, we recalculated- the
e o allocation for each Campus-Based program ‘to each sample mstxtuuon with 3 FISAP
enrollment error. The overall change was small, with many of the znsmunqgs bemg
unaffected. . We also estimated the change in aggregate need resulting from. FISAP B

enrollrment error. :

-

) <, 30 l\’thods of Estimating Need and Auc;:mon Err'or
¢ . [ \* .. . ) . ; . * -

) We estzmated allocation error By substituting the correct (HEGIS) eﬁr‘cﬂmqnt
data for the mformauon submitted on the .FISAP and foiiowzng the effects of thi
' . change through the allocat:on formula for each school. We then’ multxphed each
- allocatian change “by -the msntun&on‘s weight and summed the wexghted changes to

' . “produce a nauonai estimate. ) .
.‘ ;/ . | ' ’ St . . - ‘ '.' . f
Lo s Enroliment ‘data are‘not used in' the allocation formula dxrectiy " Rather,:
mstxtuneng alse report #otal income for tuitiof and fees, which ED divides by the
number of students to fmd the average tuition and fees id. ~ Therefore, if an
institutfon reported fewer students on the FISAP than' on the HEGIS Fali Enronment
form, correcting the .enrollment data upward corrected average. tuition and f“ paxd
-downward; conversely, reducing the enrojiment reuszd the average tum_on and fees.
Any -change in tuition and fees can affect the aggregate student need on which: K
« institutional allocations are based by changmg the average student's cost. < g

- ' ) : ‘ | N X

The SEOG need formula for msntunoha xs

N, = [ 75(’I' +~L)5iu) - F,, - R, s -_.25<Iiu)

i iu
- where . ) ) C . y
s ~ N = Need b , -
. - . - . H ‘ . L] /
T = Average tuition and fees , L.
. L = Average living cost, set at $3200 for 1983-84 , o .
“ A = Number ot eligible aid épp!icants.
s L] L. ‘ .
3 ~ F % Aggrégate expectéd family contribution
\ / BISTAT ULEDLE
’ \ - - ‘




- . - P - ¢
- ! - |
d P.= Pell expenditures | o .- o .
i .S = Expepdituresof state aid . ) ’ !
I = _Insfifutioxjal aid e:spendituresl . B 2‘

-and u indicates elements a;ﬁpiyih’g to or derived from undefgraduates only. I:‘Fh'erefore,
| the formula for need. adjusted fof . FISAP ’enrollmenf error, N (primes indicate

= £

recalentated eiement;hxs simply . . ’ L

¥ o= (.75;Ttu + 3200)A; ) - Fiy ~uBy - Sy - -25(L, )

Recaicuiatmg se1£~he1p need for the CW-S and VDSL recalculatxons was more
difficuit. Self-he&g need is the sum of the self-help needs in 15 mcome categories’ of .
_independent and,ﬁe«ﬁendent undergraduates and gradygte students, or 60 categprxes for
institutions with past-baccalaureate students. Within a category, the self-help need is_
the number of eligible aid applicants in the category mumphed by the lesser of cost

- “(average tuition and fees plus the $3200 allowed for living costs) minus.a canstant
expected famuy contnbutmn for aﬂ aid %pphcants in the category, or by 25 percent of @
gost. However, categorxcai self-help need may never be ,,Iess than zero. Therefore,.
the formula for a seli-helped need at msntunon 1 for student type l(\yhere j'is u for
undergradua.tes or g for graduates) in income group k whth dependency status | (where.]

is.d for dependent students and e for mdependent students) xs. - '

*

);(.es<rij + 3209)};}_

(max{o; min{ (T, i3 ¥ 3200 - sjkl-

~ Viskl T Pigxl

where:

“a = "Number of eligible aid applicants in categqry

_E /'tzmdard EFC for students in category o . o Ty ‘
Therefore, - - ‘ " . | ‘

e max{0;min{(T Tiy * 3200 - Byt 25T* + 3200 )

-

and o ' ¢ ' . | o .

;jkl oo | ‘ ‘ ! v, ‘ "

Y

B
e o

te ‘the total need ‘erfror among all mstnunons parncpatmg in  the Cam pus-Based

ms. We multiplied the change in each institution's aliocatmn w a weight equal

* .

o | - BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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T ’-o 5 se o‘f its seiectan probaﬁmty, ’ ' o
o . ) . "‘e & - -
: . - .. \‘ - * B
> . ._‘ L ‘45._ .' ‘, v " s 5 , * : - )
=7 0. " Therefare, f%;al need error for Yach program is : o . o -
: - . . © ot = ‘e - - . - . P . . . .
B S . Y Z 1-1 :L-) ‘ -~ .« ’ Ces
', ) R l ) . . - . . . - . -
. S e ) . . * , e .. . . ) ) L. -~
and total absoiute need‘ error ;s the ‘sum of the wexghted ms‘txtunonal errors, : o
C disregarding their signs, or- - A o <7
Lo ’ g \ . ) ’ ; ° } : ‘ : . '.. .
. L 1 =4§.(wi(_mi_3- .u/i_{)) | | Lo
. L - - l . . . , L t .?oe.f‘
* . ' . Lp . + W
b . o, : - . . . . L e
. - . ' ’ -, . } 1 ' . ' .
’ Changmg the need eiements in the allocation formulas has a dommo effect which * '
r s to changes in many of the other elements, Relatwe state need, for mstante, o 'f
the znsutunon s need divided by, the sum of the needs for all institutions in the state, .-
or - - - ) S o ! e Ty
. ‘. . . N . i‘
S o ‘Rim = Nim/}Z_Nim o o B . o
4 rs . “~‘ . ‘ . .
where - .
. . : - .
A \ . o f . ~
Rm:.. = relative need for institution i in state m ST L S
-r T ‘ . ‘;
- *- *  Tohold the rest of the state constant, we divided the revised need by the state need
~ adjusted far the change in need of the Institution under consideration. Therefore .
f ' ' - : ‘ . | , - |
) Rim T M/ (V) # ¥ = N) - .
Tnsntuﬂons also’ recewe adjustments to their allocatiohs because some institutions do c
. not zet aﬂ the money to which _they. were enmled accordmg to thexr relative need " ‘
ol because they were being penahzed for excessive NQSL defaulty or had.not applied for B
- their -full enutlements. Theg‘f'calculatxons of these: ad)ustments were not reflected in -
any of the auocanon worksﬁeets to whxch we had access. Therefore, we ad;usted gach
-~ .'>, : | oo
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revised anocatmn by the ratio between the institution's orxgmai aliocatxon on the basis

" & of its incorrect FISAP enrollmént report’ (Refore ad;ustment) and its actual orxgmai

[

» o Fi

| aliacanon (ai\er adjustment), or

" ‘.?,1 3.2° E;_timateS of Need and A,I}ocatidn Ertor N A

Suﬁs'crip;:' xndxcates the a.llocatxon before ad;ustment, and subscrxpt 1 indicates the

'3 ! § ‘
Xi,i <X1 ;/xo, | L

~ . E : .

. .

YX = allocanon forschoelx | ' oot ‘ i

i B - : ‘

Ld

*
# . : ;-
- )

au.ocatxon fter ad;ustment.

:;- SR T ‘ o » ' ' : L,

To calculate total net error, Y, -for a specific Campus-Bas§ program, we
muinphed the change in eac‘.h mstxtutxon’s aﬂocanox;by its weight, or

Y-:Z(W (X} ;- %X ) o R

. . N . | . . . . ‘a

s

We also caicuiated total gross ecror, the sum of the absolute ailocath:{ changes, or

[Yt = Z(W i.‘- xl lt}) ' | | . B \ | . . “ 'x

-
i

e

-

-

- - N .
Table 2 shows our estimates of total error m need calculations, ‘both net and
absolute, arising from misreporting of enroliment on the FISAP Net errors amount to

‘only 1.2 perceitit of seif-help need at institutions with error, and 17 percent of SEQG

" need at those institutions. Absolute error is 8.8 percent of seif-help need and [9.4

percent of SEOG need. Because there was no national fair share money in ‘any of the
programs in 1983-84, ED did not cRculate natiénal need totals; therefore, we cannot .\
. ' .

i

relate these need errors to total need. ;‘ T

] . -
Table 3 shows our estxmates of the *otal amoun‘t of allocation error, both net and . A\
absciute, with the number of mstxtunons whose auocatxons were affected by FISAF '

errors and the magnitude of the error in relation -to totai allocations. Of the 23

schools .that still had unresoived discrepancies in their FISAP enroliment repérts after
our visits, we could not find original FISAP's for 2. Therefore, we did not have the -

S i Y BEST C’“"’,’.‘J,{*LABLE
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e =~ . . + TABLE?2 g .
) _ ' ESTIMATES OF NEED ERROR *
’ . Numberof =~ ° Totalneed | Change s Thousands)
. s ~ Need Type "’ Schools . Absolute
: : ‘ . . ' L ' ' ¢ ' v . )
SEOG Need  § o2t _ 3,883 ¢ - 33,982
- . Self-Help Need CTgy 2,59 18,598
? Y . 1 { R
5 : ' . TABLE3 w- | .
- . : ’ : A . . t‘ " ' R
.  ESTIMATES OF ALLOCATION ERROR | -
, . " “Number of o , - -
‘ Schools - ‘ Total Allocation Relative Allocation .
With Change Change .
With Allocation {S Thousands) " _(Percent) = .
Program " Errot Change ~' Net - Absolute Net  Absolute
- Cw-s 2@ s 759 1,222 0.k 0.22
NDSL 1830 13 +1,12‘2_ 2,106  0.64 (416
SEOG 21 8 -311 311 0.08  0.08 «
Tota) 6. 36 3,639 | 0.33

-

™~ -

FISAP's were unavailable for two mstxtuuons, therefore, need could not be recalculated
for CW-5 and NDSL. |

bThree schools did;not pa;tic}péte in the.,NDSL' program. |

[ . ) | ' ‘ . ) i. EEST Cf"} :;‘ii)' \ILAUL[
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detailed breakdown of eligible aid applicants by' income which ~we needed to
rccaicuiate need._ , " ' A

-~

Although all the instituions bemg considered here had FISAP errors which- could

- have affecteé their allocations, ‘overall ohly 60 percent of the anocatxons would have

ost of the institutions with errdrs but no, allocation change were in states
~ the candmanal guar es totalled more than the state's allocanon-
ther:fore, there was no state fair share money to dxstnbutc on the basis of aggregate

_need at individual institutions. One school bad no.’NDSL sallocation because of an -

excessive default rate; this situation was - not changed by’ recalculatxon of the. sc.hooi‘
aggregate seli-help need. S : o 4 o '

A : . \
Tatal allocation errors, as estimated on"the basis of’ the pilot Title IV quality

* control st&dy were small in both absolute and relative terms. The sum of the weighted

values of all aliocanon changes was neganve for the CW-S and ,SEOG programs,

indicating that the §chools in error got more money than they should have; correction

of these errors would have freed ‘money for the institutions which did not misreport

their. enroliments. In the NDSL pmgrm the sum-.of allocation changes was posmve, '
indicating that these schools were underfunded as a result of their FISAP errors. The’ .
total amount of maoney in error-«countmg both positive and neganve changes as errors
in the same d.xrectmn, rather than letting overal!ocauons o.ftset m&rauocanons-was

' slightly over §1 million in the CW-S program, shghtly over $2 million in the NDSL |

Program, and only about $300,000 in the SEOG program. In the three programs
combined, only about $3,600,000 was misallocated as a result of FISAP enrollment

error.

]
s .

The nght Tolumns of Table 3 show that these mxsaliocanons involve only

- miniscule amounts in relation to- the total allocations. The errors amounted to hardly

mgre than | percent of NDSL Federal capital contnb&xons, but to less than $§1 for
every $¢5O of CW-S subsidies and to about $i for every 51250 in SEOG grants.

3.3 Analysis of Allocation Error , ‘ .

by misreporting of enrollments on the FISAP. None of the 18 institutions for which

£
. %
[ 3 Lot

13

- 18 o ,

Not only was total allocation error small, but most aliocations were unaffected .

- BEST CC?“.’ FUALABLE -



Swe could calculate auoctxon changes in all three programs haq( no change in au three,

<

but "Exemplar State College" can serve as an example of the several which ‘\';dg:.

changes in two programs.1 Table 4 shows ey allocation variables before and af

correction. - Exemplar reported 3,747 undergraduates on its FISAP but 4,614 in the

- HEGIS Fan Enroliment survey. Since total tuition and fees remained the same, the
) .error mcreased average tuition and fees per student by 23 pércent, a rather Iarge
“difference, Because students are allowed $3200 per year for living expenses, the cost

of educauon at this low-cost school was only raised it by &° percent~ however, this

- small change caused a 25 percent increase in SEQG need and a 54 percen increase in
" the self—heip need used to calcuiate Gw-S anotments. In both cases, the institution's
~ "fair share” of “the: state anotment increéased nearly propo ’)ately. However, the

b} L
-

~

*

.

sum of SEOG condmonai guarantees for all schools in the state axceeded the state's

SEOG allocation. There,iore, schools did not-even get their full conditional guarantees
“and there was no money left over to allocate on the basis™af need. Although

Exemplar's allocation would have cen less than its conditional gua ntee using either
enrollment datum, it would have received its guarantee if enough money had been
available; thus its SEOG allocation would have been unchanged. The CW-S aflocation-

worked out only shghﬂy differently. Although there was money available to add 'to

Cw-§ éondxtxonai guarantees in the state, Exemplar had no share in this money

because even with its need exaggerated by the underreporting of its enrollment, its

1 4

conditional guarantee exceeded its state fair share.
«+  Exemplar Sitate's NDSL‘ allocation was affected, however. Like its'relative-,,state
need for CW-§, its NDSL relative state need fell'by 35 percent.. The result of this

change was a decrease in its overall lending ability shortfall (line 20 of Table 3) by 89 g

percent, as its conditonal guarantee for Federal capital contributions, plus fuids from
collections and the required institution matching, now nearly equalled the revised
level-of-effort guarantee. Exemplar's share of the funds available ini the state to meet
these shortfalls fell the same 89 percent (line 22). Sinae the conditional guarantee dxzd
not change, the sum of the conditional guarantee and funds from the state fair share

-~

pool decreased by only 69 percent, still a sibstantial drop (hne 23).

1]

¥

& This is an actual case whose name we have disguisedy not a hypothetical one or
a composite of several mstxtutxons.

-
o
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' - TABLE4 B ‘
) *  ALLOCATION EFFECTS OF FISAP ERROR
AT EXEMPLAR STATE COLLEGE : -~
B . ‘ : : Reported ] Bes% . Percent* :
| ? B ”, Data? | ‘ Data™ Change
l.  Undergraduate Enrollment | 3,747 .~ o~ 4,614 23
2.  Average Tuition and Fees $ 832 § 676 23
3. - Cost of.Education "§ 4,032 $ 3,876 4 .
. B SEOG - W |
‘ 4. Need | " . $1,179,622 $ 97,460 25
. 5.  Relative State Need . 0 .0052245 - .0042006
k - 6. State Fair Share ) . § 101,378 - § . 81,510 r{
~ 7. Conditional Guarantee \ - $ 155,180 S 155,180 .
8. Funds for State Shortfalls s 0 $ 0 v
9. State Increase to Cond. Guar. $ 0 $ 0 - o~
10.  Allocation $ 151,021 $ 151,021 )
@l : .
11. Self-Help Need = - $1,700,701 $1,107,250 54
N cw-s : | : :
) i2. Relative State Need ’ | - 0066527 0043413 35
13.  State Fair Share | 2 224,33] S 146,457 53
v 14 Conditional Guarantee _ 244,618 S 244,618 . Lo
15.  Funds for State Shortfalls $1,811 463 zi 811, 463 -
16.  State Inerease to Cong. Guar. $ A ) 'Y
17, Allocation p 5 244 431 ) $ 2&#,‘631 0
L NDSL . T L v
18. Conditmnal ﬁuarantee-»-FCC 'S 9,229 $ 9,229 -
19, Relative State Need d ' .0067129 0043807 - 35
20. ~ Inst. State Shortfall-LOE™ ., . § 87,293 = § 9,221 39
2l.  Inst. Rel. State Shortfall--LOE" 0117140 . .0012505
22.  State Increase to Adjusted c - . ,
Conditional Guarantee=FCC , $ 30,578 $ 3,264 89
. 23,  Conditional Gugtantee and State ' ' S
: Increase--FCC (Auocatxon) 8 39,807 - § 12,493 69.
1 —yt.

®Data reportcd by mst:tutzon on FISAP or used by ED to calculate allocation.

* Data that should have been reported by institution or would have been usgd.by
~ED if FISAP had been correct, ‘ o, - :
CFederal capital contribution--the amount which the Federal govemment will
, contribute to add to the institution's revolving fund | : v
! dLeveI 5t Effort—total new loans to be made by. the institution durm% the award .
year, from repayments of old loans, BCC, and institutions matching funds (10 percent
of FCCJ. \

. BEST CC.F'Y ;:‘.t’,!'..f‘h &‘SL: ,
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B |

- Exemplar State had a larger error in its original enrom}'\ent report than many of
‘the 23 institutions being anaiyzed here. As the example demonstrates, such errors ci.n
be magnified greatly by the anocauon formulas, but only if there is money in the sta

. fair share pool to add to conditional guarantees.

- “
- ‘ . ) 3 ‘

£
-

,Although other effects of FISAP errors may be greater, the errors we have been

abie to analyze here are so small that they should not be a -subject of major concern. -
It Is true that some msntuuons would get more or less money from at least one of the

Campus—Based programs if every institution reported the correct number on the
FISAS. However, our error estimates indicate that the average absolute -allocation

error for schools with FISAP enrollment errors was about §s, 000 in the CW—S progrym, -

about $10,000 in NDS{. Federal capital contnbutmns, and about $1,200 in the SEOG -
program. Institutions which completed their FISAP's carrecﬂy would -be, aﬁected'

much less, probably on the order of a few hundred dollars on average in the CW-S and

NDSL programs a few tens of dollars in the SEQG program. ,
| A _ !

I

3.4~ Institution Jystiﬁcatiqis and Commehts : -

Smce our data collection for thxs report included xnterv:ews with financial aid
directors of sampled institutions at wmch they were asked to expfain the dxscrepancxes

between FISAP and HEGIS enroliment data, we have a body.of qualxtatwe data which

suggests some of the reaspns for mxsreportmg. At some institutions, the fmancxai aid
directors. evidently did not agree that the enroliment data requested in the FISAP
instructions accurately reflected their schools' "true" enrollments and so they
submitted other figures. In other cases, the financial aid directors delegated the

enrollment items of the FISAP to some other offices in the institutions'

administrations, and did not know wh&t figures their regist':'ars,'offices of institutional
research, or whatever hadentered. Our field staff *’B not have time for followup
interviews in these cases to try to find out why these other ‘administrators had not

followed the instructions.

3.5 Recommendations

BT | | B o i ,
Although the enroliment reporting errors i: the FISAP have only a slight effect

on allocation of Campus-Based funds, ED could;‘ ke one*of three steps to reduce this

.b 16 19;
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', xmporta@f repeating ‘these numbers exactly.” Therefore, they try to zmprove" the

in an honest but mxsgmded effort to ) imprc e the accuracy of thezr FISAP's. - |

‘entered onto magnetic tape with the comparable HEGIS items--would reseal the'same

particular problem: T
. @ Clearer FISAP instructions o - - <y
e Cross-source editing. - S B o ;

e Cross-source data cojlection

~
»-

Aithough the FISAP mstmctxons are clear eno‘ugh about transferrmg HEGIS data,
specifying line numbers, it appears that some institutions do net realize th%

accuracy -of the data by using other hgures. An explananmf of how the numbers are B

’ used-that the enrollmfnt data are used with the tumon and fees data to compute y

average tuition and fees--nght reduce thxs source of error. In partlcular, pointing out '
the effeects of adding to the numbers already reported to HEGIS-—that thxs can. reduce
an institution's auocanon«zs likely to keep at Jeast-some msntuuons from Iosmg funds |

. Routin_e Cross-sQurce editing-co paring the enrollment data that has heen /.

discrepancies for all institutions that file both repcrts as we were able to uncover
through a manual comparxson of she récords for only 28! mstxtutxons. Hawever, N L
certain dgfmmonal problems could occur in comparing FISAP to HEGIS unless one of .
them were changed; see our report of August 1984, _Qggvmg Qudlity in the
Application Portion of the Processing Fiscal Operations Report and Application to

Partxcxpate. An Approach to Developing and Defining det Checks, page. 19. This, ) |

paper is attached as an appendxx.

Cross-source data collection would be a step beyond cross-source editing. Given

that the data on the FISAP discussed here are supposed to be the same as on HEGIS A

questionnaires, ED could take the data directly from HEGIS tapes for institutions
wt_ucﬁ are part of HEGIS. Institutions should still be asked to enter these data on the
FISAP for two reaéons: first, the data would then_be av‘ailaﬁie‘ as'a backup to HEGIS;
second, instructions to emitsHEGIS data if the school is a HEGIS participant would

. probably lead to omissrn by some schools which are not part of HEGIS.

- . ‘ ~

BEST CGPY AVAILABLE

EE



, 2 .« N,

The second and third steps-would requxre some adjustment of either HEGIS or the
FISAP. The most practxcai adjustment would pmbably be to compute the Campus-
Based allocations from revised or updated HEGIS numbers rather ‘t\han from the HEGIS
data originaily submitted. Thecrencaky this step would gmduce Detter aliacancns
since the revised data should reflect institutignal’ enrouments more accyrately than
unrevised dita. ‘I'he allocanon process. would also have to be: changedv’so that
allocations were made to the same units or subdivisions, such as mdxvxduai colieges or
: campuses, that fxle thexr own HEGIS reports. '

&
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INTRODUCTION | | , . .
Advanced Technology has coﬁducted various analyses ‘associated wzt‘n -the Fiscal
Operatxons Report and Apphcanon o Parn&pate (FISAP) in the Campus Based
student. aid programs. These analyses are part of the T;tle IV Quality Control study
that will assess for the Division of Quahty Assurance (DQA) Office of Student
Financial Assxstance {OSFA) the quality &f. dehvery of Campus-Based student aid funds
to stu_dents enrolied at institutions partxmpaung in the three Campus-Based programs.

<. The first aotivity of the FISAP anaiysi:; involved data collection at the Debért-
ment of .Eduéation (ED). : Advanced Technology data collectors conducted a series of

manual edits for the 275 ifStitutions partxclpanng in the Campus-Based programs that

were sampled for the Sprmg £984 Title IV Quality Controi data coilecnon )

-

¢

-

These edits’included cross-y;oar co’mbarisons of FISAP data elements and cross-~

data source comparisons with the Pell Grant. Disbursment System file and ‘Higher

- Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) files. Institutions that:were found to’

have discrepancies in FISAP data elements were identified.for further data retrieval.

The results of this first activity are‘oontaiqed in a_report entitled "Analysis of Error

Associated with the Application and Allocation Aspects of the Campus-Based Pro-
grams:. Results from Initial C'oilec‘tion,'" submitted to DQA in I:vi‘ay 1984, }
- | , | | N

The second activity consisted of a supplemental FISAP data collection conducted
during the Title IV data collection at those institutions identified through the manual
edits described above. Finaficial aid "administrators and registrars were asked to
;osolve extant discrepancies. These data are still being analyzed and a re’port will be
produced in the next several months.

’

The focus of this reporf is the ;ecommendatiog of edits that can be-performed on
the application portion of the FISAP by the processor induzt’n/g recommended initial

tolerances for these edit checks. However, since these toiérapces have been

: L
developed through qualitative analytic methods and since data are currently unavall-

able wzth which to establish tolerances through quantative methods, the report also’

proposes a ionger—term approach to assessmg the effxcacy of recom d edit
checks, the adequacy of recommended tolerances. This approach

iudeh
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[ 3

developing a data gathefiﬁg. and anaiys.is pia;n for analyzing-the validity of pgtentiéi

edits and reasonable tolerances fom res _ i

v ¥ . . o : : -
| - - - l‘( - f | -
Bacggromd,apd Nature of the Problem .
. The apphcatxon ‘and fundmg‘ for thq"threé Campus-Based%Qograms, P
| " College k-Study (C\V-—S) Natio Student Loan (NDSL), and Supplemental
A Educatiory&()pportumty Grants (SEOG) z§ compiex, wﬁe-consummg, and potentially .
i ~error prone.  Campus-Based student ixnancxai axd funds are aliocated to participating ’
| institutions in each staté by a process in whzch the overall financial negd of students . 2 )
/ at one eligible znsntunon is compared to the need of students attending other L

. apphcant institutions m that state and in the nation as a whole. For both the ND%L
and CW-§ progranfs, an institution receives an allocation computed in three\ generai

- ¥

. stages from data fiked by mstxtutxons on the apphcatxon portion of the FISAP:

&

(1)  A'Conditional gudrantee ' ‘
‘ ‘ ‘ - ‘ ’ - . .

(2) A state increase’based on its "fair shace" of the state apportionmedt .

,4

' ' (3). A national increase based on its "fair share" of the national appropriation.

|}

For SEOG thq,allccanon is computed in four general stages (for prcvxous program."
- participants): . '

.

b (1) A conditional guarantee

oo '

(2)  An initial year (1Y) state mcrease based on it§ "fair sha:e" of the state's IY
apportionment

(3) An IY national increase based on its "fair share" of the.national [Yfportion
’ of th'e' $,EOG appropriation

4) A contmumg year (CY) national increase based on its "fair share" of the :
national CY portion of the SEQG approprzatxon o ‘ o

4
r

’ Through more than a decade of evolution the attempts to L\streasc the validity of
apphcatmn iorms dnd ensure more accurate and more equxtab edistribution of funds
have complicated the application as well as apphcanon procesmng The potential for

e  errors by the msmutxons and the processmg system has also increased. This increase

in complemty and resultant mcreases in the opportunity for error, combined with an
' {

o ~ 4;‘;&3? cory ff:ffi.ASLE -
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. level for each of the Campus-Eased programs.

-~ -

i1 >

"' mcreasmg number of participating institutions (currently over & ,000), have caused a

good deal of attentzon to be focused cn FISAP processing by- OSFA and othecs.
’ - . : \ ) e’ .
. Th:s report focuses on ope area- that continues to Tecewe attennen, namelv, the
accu:'acy of data submitted by institutions on the application portion of the FISAP.

These data are czitical since they determme, to a degree, the xmtxmt,zons' fundmg

Applicat_ion Processing , | . . :

[ . * /

-
-

A major area oiv OSEA concern relates to the computtnzed processing of the
FISAP by the contractor "which prc;duces -an. msntutxons initial allocation. _Th’e
auocatxon is based on the iundx ‘;’ formula, current reguiatxons, and the program_

appropnatxons. Last-mmute c ges to regulatmns and delays in recewmg the

\

appropriations. result in Sast-mmute modxfxcatzons to program modules in'the process-d |

ing system. Edit checks must be modified to acccmodate these changes, potentially’
resulting in processing delays. Wbﬂe -such modifidations c:annot be controlled, they
must be consxdered in dcveiopmg an (spproach 10 systematxc apphcatxon edxt checks.

\ | E .

Ideally, inétitutions would like \zo know in J-anuary 1hcn.v‘ much money wux Se
available to award to stﬁdents for the following academic ygar. In recent years many

institutions have not received a final allocation before aw&rdmg aid to students. In

part this delay_has been caused by the last-minute nature of the changcs noted above
and delays in the fundmg process. However, when cons;derzng a comprehenswe system
of edit checks, care must be taken in order not to overburden a large number of
institutions with error messages and carrection requests which would siow cqrrecnons
and processing required to produce the final allocation. Such edits can quxddy reach

the®Woint of diminishing return. v/

Follow-up Procedures -
o~y ) .
/7 . l(
Once schools have received error messages noting specific hne ztcms on the
FISAP which faxled 16 pass system edit checks, it is their responsxbxhty to make the

necessary corrections and forward the corrected items to OSFA for reprocessing.

Although certain uncorrected items will trigger a flag in the system and the institution .

| | - BEST CCPY JVAMUABLE
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Wﬂ/be put om "hoid, other co:’réatmn fax@ures go through the system and still permit
an msﬁmtxon to: recewe an mmal awardA In _some cases that initial allocation is in
errcr and the/ mstxtunon unkno\\r{ngiy awards funds it is not entxtled to award.
xnablhty oi CiSFA to" follow up the status of cerr:cnons and. appeals to initial
anocamons is ‘due in large part 1;9 ‘insufficient staff to track corrections and appeals -
.‘_‘ wh(c;h aa;n};auy come from m inc! eaémg percentage of over 4, 600 schools partxcxpatxng

.M‘ 1\im jhé ‘gram. System tra.ckmg procedures for correctmns subrmtted for reproccss-”'

¢
)

.
»e
.

‘-

\\ cﬁecks ior the. FISAP. Howevcr, only 13 of these edxts relate to the apphcanon N

4o mg (e ., mg reports) and prompt resolution of allocanons for "hold" institutions are

support“‘fcllow-up procedures whxch are contractor responsibilities. Each of these
aréas atfécts the fQUahty and mtegmy of the ﬂSAP process and is another aspect of
OS?A cencem. T ms report dealsina hmsted fanner with these: areas. o

po‘rtzon of the FISAP In addition, these edxts are restrxcted pnmanly to internal.-
arxthmetxc a.nd consxstency tests. o . ]

The edit checks recommended in this report Include several additiomal internal
‘edits:  Also recommended are cross-year edits checks and cras;—datg source ._edi§s '

- -

checks using Pell and HEGIS data.” | | o T

FJAdamentax Design Principles |
4 | | - .

The deveiopment of the series of edit checks enumerated in the Mewmg'
ssections is based on sevgral prxnmples whxch focus on the inherent qualities of an
effective quahty control systemi for the application portien of FISAP and its
“relationship to the Campus-Based delivery system, particularly the capabilities of the

two main .actors, institutions, and ED. The principles embodied in our approach
. - . [ 8 . o - - - B . , - B e — ’* . e ,4 - JU
. include: : | : A . . § :
- ° & Comprehensiveness .

‘. Efficiency

~ e  Congruity | ‘ ' .
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' Verifiability o | .

Comprehensiveness as a design principle ensures that all meanmgful edxts wxll be
conducted and all possxble data sources .will be utilized. Efficiency has more
dimensions as a design prmmple. The {irst dimension consxdemt"\e capabzhty of the
~ system to discriminate between erronecus data and reasonable year to year changes.in - -
d‘data that often occur at institutions sub;ect 10 dynamxc mrcumstances, A system of _‘ |
edit checks must be able to xdennfy‘ large numbers of errors in a. systemanc rather
than random fashmn and to target error prone cases, L

The second dimension of the 'eificienc:y,"p'rinciple is the ability to-elicit cha‘ngek'- |
- in‘data eiements from institutions and to track and incorporate these changes into the
 processing .system expedxtxously Consequently, neither an mordmately farge number
of edits nor an unnecessarily large number of cases, as discussed above, should be
produced. Exther ecandxtxon would have adverse impacts on institutions and the ED
staff and.processor. : - L | o o .

i

- The ne/xt des;gn principle is congruity, which xmphes that the treatment assxgned'
relates dirpctly to the importance of the datd item and the rehabzhty of the data
sources and tolerance levels used in the edits. The last dengn prmc;ple is to maxzmxze
the number of edxts tha.t have dn'ec:tly venﬁabie information. _ e
\ f | - | T
Approach . . | .

L N

A two .staged approac.h to deveiopmgan effectwe set of ecﬁt checks is pr’oposed.
This apprgacth is proposed for two reasons. First, as our prior reports indicated, there ‘
is no clear ‘definition’ or determination ‘of what constitutes an error. Second, a
preliminary analysis of our data collection at institutions raised slgnifieant questions
about djrect comparabmty of certain types of companscn data. This would. suggest
- that more detailed’ analysxs is required. ' o o -
The first stage con‘:zsts of a thorough review of the current edits and the‘
application document in order to develop, evaluate, and recommend edit checks for
4'xmplementatxoh for this processing year. Potennal edits were also identified, but are
not recommended for xmpiementatxon this ye¢r. Rather they are recommended for
.iurthet; ana{ysxs and implementation during the next processing year. Initial tolerance

SR -,'Brf‘mf”'wzt
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e  Review processor's draft QC plan ' | -
o | Analyze otheﬁ' processing systems | 3 | | I
e Analyze propoSed edus and the apphcatxon document
o | Revxew edxts proposed in the QC plan, as well as omzssxons S,
‘Develop comprehensxve list of potennal edits
X Idennfy data sources '
e  Develop initial toierance‘s |

‘e ldentify edits to recommend for further analys:s and possxble 1mplementa-
tion durmg 198485 processxng year. .

The results of this’ phase are, presented in the next section. Briefly, the results
include additional internal edits not covered in the QC plan; internal or external data

sources for each of the 24 edzts deveioped' and a tolerance structure that is'sensitive

both to magmtude of the change in data elements and the rehabxhty of the data

sources used for compan.son.

The secood phlase of ‘the proposed approach has. two objectives and achieves these
through developmg an analysis plan and c:onductmg longer term analysis.” The fxrst of
these ob;ectxves is to refine the tolerance levels based on current processing year

periormance and cross year analysis. Measures of periormance could include the rate

L]

of edit failure, magrﬂtudes and frequencies of correctxons. .

. levels are recommended for this processing year. These were developed throughl )
qualitative analysis,.including analysis of edit tolerance structures and levels used in.
.other processing systems. First stage activities included the following:

“ig

The second objective concerns the collection and analysis of data with which to

assess the feasibility of edits proposed in the fouowmg section but not z'ecommended
tor xmplementanon ‘during this processing year. In addmon, analysis will be conducted
to xdentzfy additional edits or more elegant and efficient means of conductmg edns.
The approaches that-wil] be investigated include error prone selecnon and multi-level

edits. Multi-leve! edits could include sequencmg ‘edits so that an apphcaszm that fails .

an mmal edit would be subject o3 battery of other edits to attempt to deterrmne

: . -
s

« [7S Cnful .rurnﬁm
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.ally consistent with data coﬂected on the FISAP.

-~

_ whether the’ data are the result of legitimate changes in characterzsncs or actual

errors. The feasibility_ of multi-level treatment for edxt failures must also receive
careful attentxon. For mstance, small changes, even though they are suspected to be
in error can sxmpiy be flagged and prccess may conynue. However, errors of large
magmtudes or patterns may requxre putting an application on hold. S .

.\Ve prepbse to submit such an analysis plan in €0 to 90 days.

DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FISAP EDITS

_ ‘ g
The optxmum machme edmng system for . processing the' apphcanon portion of

the FISAP should perform three funcnons. The system first must ensure that data | N
reported on the: FISAP is .internally consistent. Checks should be made t3 make

‘certaina that'the respondent s arithmetic is correct, that all required entnes have been

made, and that the reiationshxps between data are logical. -Second, since mstxtutxons . N

| annuany submit the.FISAP, the edmng system should ensure the cross-year consist- '
ency of data. Most data elements on the FISAP should not change dramatically from.
:year-to-year. Inasmuch as the prior year FISAP filés can be considered "clean," they
§. should be considered as a good base for- evaluatmg values on the current year FISAP.
Finally, the optimum editing system‘shouid ensure the consistency of FISAP data with
. 6th¢"¢- higher education data collected by the Department.of Education. The Pell Gr’ant

Disbursement System and HEGIS, for instance, collect some data which are definitiop-
. J‘ ,Y’
v . . v ' | ﬁh
Figure | shows the 13 edit checks curreptly used on the apphcfmon pcmo of
the FISAP. As the figure shows, the current ‘edits address only the mte%ul
consistency of. FISAP data. such, the current editing systern is limited in the kind -
of errors and mconsxstencxe it can detect. A FISAP form, for example, may have
data which is mtemaﬂy consxstent-——and therefore, ;udged "clean" by the current
system--yet have errors which have a dxrect and possxbly sxgmfzcant impact on the

dxstrzbunon of Campus-Based aid.

3 ‘ o
’ oy

Experxence conducting manual validation of FISAPs from 275 sampled institu-

tions has suggested 24 specific edxt checks ‘that should be consxdered forgg:orporanon

in the FISAP apphcanon editing system. The 24 edits which are specmed in. Fxgure 2
vl BEST €5, LUUSE
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10.

L1,

12.

13,

R

- Institutions with expended .funds in the fiscal operations report year must

designate a request for funds for the upcoming award year on page 11, section A,

lines 1, 2, 3, 4, 0or 5.

\

Total expenditures on page‘ 11, line 13 must equal the sum of the individual ~

expenditures, in lines 10, 1], and 12.

4.

The NDSL .FEC request, page 11, section A, line 2 must be less than the NDSL

LOE.requc_st, page ll, section A, line 1.

L

When tuition revenue is on pagé 13, section E, line 15, column a, enroliment data

d.

must be entered on section G, line 36, column a, or lines 39 through 51, column

A

When tuition revenue is on pége 13, section E, line 15, column b, enroliment data

bu’

‘must be entered on section G, line 37, column b, or lines 39 through 51, column

.

Total dependent undei'g:‘aduate eligible aid applicants on page 13, section F, line

35, column a, must equal-the sum of lines 19 through 34, col

umn a.

Total dependent graduaté/professional eligible aid applicants on page 13, section '
F, line 35, coiuqn b must equal the sum of lines 19 through 34, %umn b.

Tétal- i_ndepentfent undergraduate éligi'ble aid:applications on page 13, seétion F, -
line 35, column ¢, must equal ';h’e sum of lines 19 through 3%, column c.

Total independent graduate/professional "éiigibie‘ aid applicants on page 13,

section F, line 35, column’d must equal the sum of lines 19 through 34, column d.
o§ “ Lo . . -

When total number of students is entered on page 13, éection’G, line 36, columns

a or b, there must be no entries in lines 39 through 51, columns a and b.

- When page 3, section G, has entries shown in lines 39 through 51, there must be

no entries shown in section F, lines 19 through 35, ¢olumns b and d, and in

section G, line 36, column b.

I

L4

Total ndn-traditional continuing students on page 13, section G, line 51, column a
must equal the sum of lines 39 through 50, column a.

»

Total non-traditional new starts on page 13, section G, line 51, column b must

equal the sum of lines 39 through 50, column b.
4

LN

“FIGURE 1

'DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT EDIT CHECKS
ON THE APPLICATION PORTION

OF THE FISAP
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4 .
A. INTERNAL CONSISTENCY CHECKS . | | . T
’ Section and
' T - Line Number > . '
Data Elements - References Test/Error Condition .
- 1o _ e Pell Grant Expenditures - g Ele | if Pell Grant expenditures were reported in E16 then ‘
' Ty . data for dependent or mdependent undergraduates must
e Undergraduate Dependent Applicants F35 - ~ be reported in F33., : .
e Undergraduate Independent Applicants . F35 -
2. . @ Undergraduate Dependent Applicants ) F35 . The sum of dependent and mdependent undergraduates o «
: o - B " reported in F35 must be less than or equal to the'under- -
e Undergraduate Independent Applicants - F35 : graduate enrollment reported in G36a or the sum of con- o
) R A B tmumg and new enrollment reperted in G3la and G51b.
¢ Undergraduate Enrollment -~ Traditional ) G36a ' . | , o
e . Continuing Enroliment--- Nontraditienal o GSla ’3
> o New Enroliment -- Nontraditional - - . G5lb - B o | T
. P . - . ' ‘ -
. : : v - | " . s .
3. e Graduate Dependent Applicants / F35.- The sum of dependent and independent graduates/profes-
_ S _ : sionals reported in F35 'must be less than or equal to i
e .Graduate Independent Applicants o 35 the graduatelprofessxonai em'ollment reported in G36b
e Graduate Enrollmert | . G36b
) *
» : ) i - AN - -
. | ) FIGURE 2 -
- | SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE : _ .
32 z . , CAMPUS-BASHD SYSTEM ' o | 33
. ) ) ‘ ' - . ,
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B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS

-
- | i | - Section and
A ) - ‘Line Number
Data Elements R : References
Institutional Grant Expenditures for "~ Ei8
Award Year 1977-78
! . . ]
Undergraduate Tuition and Fees : o~ El5a
. - . | * P -
‘ o g
'S ¥ ‘ 3
S -
/ | | T ‘
Graduate Tuition and Fees_ - } El5b
N
%
- . o FIGURE 2

a

-

/

*

L S ) -/\

A%  Test/Error Condmon e

Institutional r\ant expenditures must-equal correspond-—
ing data-frop last year's forni, " . : .

Nt

KR

’ Current year 1qra undergraduate tuitiqaand fees will
- be compared with,cotresponding data from last year'ss 31

form. The current year data must be within the follow--
“ing tolerances which vary according to the level of last
year's data' ‘ ‘

Levél of Last . Tolerance Ranges

Year's Data - for This Year's Data
'§$ 0 - § 499,999 + 60% of last year's data
500,000 - 999,999 + 50% of last year's data
1,000,000 - 9,999,999 + 40% of last year's data
10,000,0Q0 - 19,999,999 + 30% of last year's data

20,000,000 and above .+ 20% of last year's data

-

C&en& year total graduate tuition and fees when com-
pared with corresponding data from last year's form

must fall within the following tolerance ranges: |

™

Level of Last Tolerance Ranges

" Year's Data - {or This Year‘s"{)"ata
S T 0 - S 499,999 + 60% of last year's dala
500,000 -, . 999,999 <+ 50% of last year's data
.1,Q00,000 - 9,999,999 + 40% of last year's data .
10§oo 000 - 19,999,999 ° 7 30%of last year's data
20,000,0Q0 and above * 3 20% of last year's data

&

SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE

CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM
(Contmued)

34 | |
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B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Continued)
. | o | o Line Number - | ' - . -
Data Elemerits . : References - ' TestIErmt Condition
. o ’ '
4. Pell Grant Expenditures N ' El6 . ‘ Current year Pell Grant expenditures when compared ‘,
. ' N R - with correspondmg data from last year's form must fajl |
AN ‘ . N within the fouowmg tolerance ranges. .y
. ) Levelof Last ~ “ Tolerance Ranges -
Year'sData - for This Year'sData
. o $ "0 -% 99,999 - .60%of last year's data
_— : . R ‘ o A 100,000 - - - 499,999 ( + 30% of last year's data
A ~ - . | ' . . -°500,000 - 999,999 + 40% of last year's data
S o - | © 1,000,000~ - 4,999,999 3 30%of last year's data.

”

5,000,000 and above * 20% of last year's data A,

5.  State Grant Expenditures . - ElI7 " Current year state grant expenditures when compared

‘;: with corresponding data from last year's form must fall
: within the followmg tolerance ranges. '
' . - Levelof Last Tolerance Ranges
! ’ . | Year's Data - for This Y,car“fs Data
f . - ' . .
. $ 0 - 8% 99,999 + 60% of last year's dati,
g . , , y . 100,000 -~  .499,999 + 50% of last year's dat: _
. 300,000 - 999,999 .+ 40% of last year's dal:
‘ S _ ‘ - 1,000,000 - 4,999,999 + 30% of last year's dat;
; ;o | o 15,000,000 andabove . ¥20% of lastyear's dat:
- | N A . ’ a
_ FIGURE 2 . R
SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL ‘ Lo
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE " - —
' \ ' CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM S
‘\ BEST CG:P afx‘»";i!LASLE | |
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* B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Continued) - - .
Section and | | . )
- . Line Number : | o _—
" - Data Elements. _ .References o 7 Tcst/Error Condition
6. e Undgrgraduate Dependent Applicants "F35 | The sum of dependent and independent undergraduates for
$ C / : : ~ the current year when compared with corresponding data
¢ Undergraduate Independent Applicants ) F35 from last year's form must fall thhm the iollowmg )
: S ' . | | toierance ranges: :
, . I h i Levélof Last- - _ Tolerance Rangés
Year's Data , for This Year's Data -
4 . o - | o - | | 0 - 99 +60% of last year's data .
| - : T s 100 - - 499 + 50% of last year's data -
« e ' ' ' : o 500 - 999 ¥ 40%'of last year's data
- | : . : : - 1,000 - 4,999 + 30% of last year's data
' | ’ 5,000 andabove 1 20% of last year's data
= 7. e “VGraduate Dependent Applicants . b - F35 The sum of deépendent and independent graduates for the
' : _ ' LT ‘ _ current year when compared with corresponding data ‘
e Graduate Independent Applicants F35 from last year's form must fall within the followxng toi- /P‘

- erance ranges:

) ‘ ' o - ' Level of Last ' Tolerance Ranges -
Year's Data .o for This Year's Data
‘ . 0 e ’ 99 e 60% of last year's data )
' ) ' ' . . - 100 7~ 499 .+ 50% of last year's data
‘ ' . , , 500 - 999 + QO% of last year's data
‘ : | - o 1,000 - 4,999 30% of last year's data
N L, - . 5,000 andabove ’ + 20‘)6 of last year's data ’
' | " . ~ FIGURE2 . ‘
- SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL o )
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE ) . T . 39
CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM . -
(Continued) ‘
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B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Continued)

N ¥

-

Data Elements

Undergraduate Cnrollment -~ Traditional -

4

Graduate Enrollment

RSl

Y

p Se'cti’on and
Line Number
,Refgrencg:s ‘

G36a

G3eb

FIGURE 2

Test/ Error

Level of Laét

Year's Data ,

| 0o - 99
100 - - 499
500 - 999
1,000 - 4,999

5,000 and above ' -

Cmmditim

* Current year undergraduate enr.alkncnt when compared

. with corresponding data from last year's form must fall

within the following tolerance ranges: = |
. . : - ‘ i

. Tolerance Ranges
for This Year's Data

+ 60% of last year's data
+ 50% of last year's data
+40% of last year's data
¥ + 30% of last year's data
+ 2096 of last year's data

)
- .
Ad -
.

Current year graduate/protesssonal enrollment when’

~ compared with corresponding data from last y€ar's must -

fall within the followxng tolerance ranges:

t

| Level of Last

Yedr's Data

0 - 9
100 - 499
500 - 999
1,000 - . 4,999

SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL B
.. MACHINE EDITS FOR THE .

CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM

~ (Continued)

1Y

B‘:ST COPY £3AY

- 3,000 and above

-

Tolerance Ranges
" for This Year's Data

+ 60% of last year's data
+ 50% of last year's data .
+ 40% of last year's data
+ 30% of last year's data
o+ 2096 of last year's dara

U pBLE



. Data Elemez\ts

g

10. e Continuing Enroliment -- Nontraditional

A

€ ) <

e New Enrollment - Nontraditioﬁai

.

¢

71

I¥. e Total Undergraduate Tuition and Fees.
e Undergraduate Enrollment -- Traditional
. Continuing Enrollment -- Nontraditional

-

e New Enrollinent --c,Nontr.aditipnal"

2. e ,To* Graduate Tuition and Fees

— o Graduate Enrollment -

42

'BEST CCPY AVAILASLE
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B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Continued).
Section and

Line Number
.References

GSla "
‘Gslb

- Elj5a
G36a
Gsla |

G51b

El5b
- 'G36b

FIGURE 2

- .

SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE
CAMPUS—BASED SYSTEM
(Contmued)

P

- Test/Error CWitim .
The sum of continuing and new enrollment for the cur-
rent year when compared wx}h corresponding data from
last year's form anust fall within rhe !ouowmg tolerance '

 ranges: :
. S i .
Level of Last || Tolerance Ranges .
“\r'ear's.'Pata . ) for, 'l'lu; Year‘s l)ata :
. , |
. o " |
0 - 99 ) , 60% of last year's data
100 - 7 499 | «30% of last year's data
500 - . 999 f : + 3 40% of last year's data,
1,000 - - 4,999 + 30%.0f last year's data’
5,000 and above § + 20% of last year 5 ddta

A
R
| g

If total undergraduate tumon and fees increase by more

than 10% when compared with last year's data, undergrad
uate enronrnent in tradmonai institutions or the sum of
continuing and new enroument in nomradmonal scheols
must not decrease by 10% or more, ~ *

( : f

’.

_ If total graduate tuition and fees increase by more than

10% when compared with last year's data, graduate en-

- rollment must not decrease by 10% or more, ' A

LY

13
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14,

15,

l6.

' . CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM
. L {(Contipued) :

BEST CCPY fAILABLE

| ‘ ' ' T ] ‘
‘B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Continued)
- Section and
: Line Number
Data Elements - L References Test/Error Condition
-8 Total Undergraduate, Tuition and Fees El5a If total undergraduate tuition and fees decrease by ’
B R . , P more than 0% when compared with last year's data, \
¢ Undergraduate Enrollment -~ Traditional: © G36a undergraduate enrollment in traditional institutionsor &
, _ o ' B ' the sum of continuing and new enroliment in nontradi-
.o Continuing Enrollment -- Nontraditional G5la- tional schools must not increase by 10% or more.
. RNe‘w Enrolhgént -- Nontraditional - - G5lb N
s Total Graduate Tuition and Fees ' - ElSb if total graduate .tuition and fees decrease by more thén
N « - < . | . 10% when compared with last year's data, graduate enroli-
o Graduate Eorollment . . . G36b . ment must not increase by 10% or more. C
s Pell Grant-Expenditures o El6 I Pell G_faﬁt expenditures increase by 10% or more when
| ., - compared with last year's data, the sum of dependent
¢ Dependent Undergraduate Applicants F19 through F27 applicants with incomes below $26,999 and independent
‘ : wi'l't_xjncmncs From 50 - $26,999 ' R ~ applicants with incomes bel 8,992 must not decrease
' ‘ 3 : . by 10% or more. : . o '
e Independent Undergraduate Applicants F19 through F27 - I
: with Incoines From 50 - $8,999 S ,, : .
e Pell Grant Expenditures - El6 If Pell Grant expenditures decrease by 10% or more
' ) ‘ whén compared with last year's data, the sum of depen-
¢ Dependent Undergraduate Applicants F19 through F27 dent applicants with incomes below $26,999 and indepen-
with Incoines From $0 - $26,999° dent applicants with incomes below $8,999 must not
‘ ~ s ‘ increase by 10% or more.
¢ Independent Undergraduate Applicants - FI19 through F27 :
with income From $0 - $8,999  ° .
| . _ FIGURE 2 o ’
.. SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL T
44 ~ " MACHINE EDITS FOR THE \ . .
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,C. CONSISTENCY CHECKS WITH OTHER DATA BASES ’ s
- iSectionand .o | B - Q ‘ . 3
' Line Number . . : o i -
Data Elements - ., References P TestIError Condition
¢ Total Undergraduate Tuition and Fegs S "~ Elsa - The sum of total tmtxon and fees for undergnaduates and
- - ' . | ! - graduates must not dif fer by plus or minus 10% when com
e Total Graduate Tuition and Fees ' El5b - pared with comparable data op Part A, Lme 1 of HEGIS'
S . ‘ - s L quncxal Statistics Survey.
Pell Grant Expc;ndituces . - Elé -,  Pell Grant expenditures must not d:ffer by plus or minus
o N . : T .. - 10% when commpared against comparable data on the Peil
) = - - Grant Disbursement System s Universe File.
‘o Undergraduate Enroliment -- Traditional - G36a . The sum of unﬂergraduate and griduate enrollment must

S : , o . e S not differ by plus or minus 10% when compared with the .
e Graduate Enroliment ~ «  G36b -+ . sumoflines I, 10, 11, 15, 24, and 25 from columns 13
‘ = ' 'f ¥ and . l# of HEUS‘S Fall Enrollment Survey,

-~
X - :
ks {

If the- mstmmon is private, nonprofxt the ratm of under-
. . graduate enrollment to total undergraduate tuition and
e Total Undergraduate Tuition and Fees El5a fees must not differ by more than plus or minus 25% when
‘ compared with undergraduate tuition and fees reported on

* Type of Institution Al

‘o Undergraduate Enrollment ‘o " G36a ' HEGIS' institutional Characteristics Survey.
- : : : oo ’ S ‘ .
3 ‘Typé of Institution . o ’ Al " If the institution is private, nonprofit, the ratio of grad-
. ' ‘ : ., ' enrollment to total graduate tuition and fees must not
© o Total Graduate Tuition and Fees El5b - . differ by more than plus or minus 25% when compared ___
: A L. , , -+ with graduate tuition and fees reported on HEGIS® Insti-
. o Graduate Enrollment =~ - G36b . tutional Characteristics Survey. ' .
L | - FIGURE 2 .
o Y .. SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
. B . - - MACHINE EDITS FOR THE , ) : ] .
. ‘ ' - CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM ‘ - i .
| - . (Continued) | $
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| address an three edit check functions: additional internal con'sistency checks, cros-s-__

veai' cbmparisons, and comparisons with other h‘igheé education data files. Figure.z
| ‘ describes each of the preposed edxts, provides the data elements which each edit
addresses, and references the section and line number of the data element on the
| . form. As Figure 2 mdxcates, the pmposed edits address only those data items in
Sections E, F, and G on the. apphcatxn pomon of the FISAP which -are crxtxcal xn
g determmmg an institution's need for Campus-Based aid. - ‘ ‘

| KN | . |

Propose_d Internal Cormstenc{Cheds o

o . o . _—
) Thrie edits whxch would check to make‘ sure that the relatxonsl‘ups between
3 " certain data items are logical are proposed.. The fxrst edit would ensure that when Peil

‘Grant expenditures are reported in Section E, a fxgur__e for total undergraduate elxgxble
" aid applicants is also reported in Section F. The secand two edits would make sure
_ ‘hat the number of eligible aid applicants reported u{ Section F is less than or equal to
§ ‘the institution's total Fall enroilment reported in Section G. \ '

- - - . L -
o - . A . K .
. -

o  Recommendation | | | 3
‘We recommend that OSFA incorporate these three internal cons;stency checks\
into’ the FISAP® edmng system for the upcoming processxng year. The three edxts "
-address.Pell Grant expenditures, number of aid applicants, and total enroliment, three
data elements which our field work suggests. are among the most often misreported.
The three editsy by checking the consxstency of tHe three data elements, would

uncover misreporting that the current system is not capabie of identifying.

Proposed Cross-Year Consistency Checks
_ L ’ )

Sixteen edits "‘which check an iﬁstitution‘s Cross-year reporting consistency are
proposed. In the first edit, a cross-year comparison is made with not toieranc; |
provided. In the next 9 edits, a c:rmcal item is compared cross-year using a tolerance
range. If the values of the two items being compared fall within the tolerance range,
the item would not be considered. in error. The propose'd tolerance ranges are

, expressed as prcportxons of current year data to last year's'data. For example, if an
‘ﬁs Vsntutmn reported 80 for its undergraduate enroilment last year its tolerance would

*

’
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: ‘be plus or minus 60 percent. Its tolerance range for thxs year's data would be
; | ~ 32(80 - (.60 x 80} = 32) to 128 (80 + (.60 X 80) = 128). The tolerances vary depending

' on the amounts reported on last year's form. Ranges are broader for small amounts
and more restrzctwe for iarge amounts since ssgnxfxcantly more crcss-year variation
should be expected at small ms,ntunons | '

- Extensive quantxtatwe analyms of trends i FISAP repamng and the possxbie-
xmpact of various tolevance ranges on.«the frequency of edit failures was not possible
due to the limited scope of the task:. Instead, the proposed tolerasce ranges were
assigned based on exp‘erience doing manual Gross-year comparisons on 275 samples
FISAPs and cn a revxew of cross-year edits used by the HEGIS surveys, The HEGIS

" program has been usmg cross-year comparisons for several years and a3 a result has |
‘been able to ;onow trepds and refine the tolerance ranges it uses.

The final six cros;s-ye_ak consistency cheeks examine the reiationship of chénge in
two or ﬁwre data ‘elerhems. In four of the edits, changei in total tuition and fees’is
compared to change in total enroliment (e. 8 if total tuition and fees increase Dy more-
than 10 percent, then enronment should not decrease by more than 10 percent). In the
other two edits, change in total Pell Grant expenditures is compared to change in“the
total number of low income eligible aid applicants (e.g., if Pell Grant expenditures
increase by 10 percent or more, the number of low income .applicant's should not
decrease by 10 percent or more). A tolerance range of 10 percent has been used in
these comparischs since the relationship hetween the dyta elem"e:\ts is not perfeCt;
. For instance, it is possible for total Pell Grant e'xpenditu‘res'to rise and the number of
« low income applicants te drop due to an increase in tuition and fees or a changefin the

Family Contribution Schedule. Likewise, enrollment may drop and total tuition and

fees rise due to an agross-the-board increase in tuition.

s

Recommendationv
. | | ,
We recommend that OSFA incorporate the 16 cross-year checks on a test basis
during the upcoming year 'reé:ognizing that the proposed tolerance ranges were
developed throughiqualitatiye analytic methods and. that additional anéiysis will be
needed tQ reﬁne them. This analysis should be conducted on an ongoing basis in order
that this refinement continue and the tolerance not become outmoded.
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Pfoposed Con_sistency Checks With Other Data Bases

Five edits are proposed. which would compare critical data elements from the |

FISAP with data collected by HEGIS and the Peil Grant program. Tolerance ranges

are recommended for the comparxsons to account for the following two problems in

rd

vahdatmg FISAP data with Gther data sources:

) Ongomg changes to the Pell Umverse and HEGIS files. The figure for Pell

Grant expe ditures on the FISAP may not match what the Pell Universe

File co for either current authorization or net expenditures because
* | of an onging reconciliation -process. that continues for months after- the

award year. ~Also, as part of the editing process the HEGIS files are

revised over a peried of several months fo;iowxng the original submission of
» -the . HEGIS form. L .

. Definitional Differences. In two of the propcsed edxts, an average-tuition
= . : and fees figure would be calculated (total tujtion and ‘fees divided by
enrollment) and compared against a tuitioh and fees figure reported for
private institutions on HEGIS' Institutional Characteristics Survey.* That
survey, however, asks for the modal {most common) tuition and fees rather
than the campus-wxde average. Thus, a rather liberal tolerance of 25

percent is }&gested in making the comparison. '

N i
- . s IS
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' Recommendation o -

- We recommend that ways of overcoming the problems we identiﬁed in the

manual validation' of 275 sampied forms be expiere‘d before incorporating comparisons
“with outside data bases into the current editing system. These problems, m addition to
the two comparxson problems already noted, mclude.

) Difficulty .of Identifying Institutions.. The HEGIS and FISAP files have na
common identifier for the institution other than its name. HEGIS uses the
FICE code as the numenc xdennier for its institutions, while FISAP uses

, the entzty number.

€ .

*There is not. comparable data for total public institution tuition and fees on the
Institutional Characteristics Survey. Data is collected on that survey for in-state and
out-of-state tuition and fees for public institutions.. Without data on in-state and out-
of-state enroliments, it is xmpcssxbie to calculate a campus-wide average tuition and
fees figyre. | , '
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 Different .lzlepoftmg Units. The definition of a reporting unit is different

for FISAP, Pell, and HEGIS.. A multi-campus institution, for example, may -
file a single combmed report for FISAP and separate reports for Pen

Different Number of Repomng Umts. Not all institutions who fxie a FISAP AR

© file Pell and HEGIS reports. For example, there are many prcprxetary

sc:hoo!s who file the FXSAP form but not the HEGIS surveys.
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