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Introduction This report marks the completion of the 2008-8porting cycle and the fourth
year of the Division Ill Financial Aid Reporting &gram. The first portion examines findings
for all reporting institutions from each of the foreporting cycles. The second portion of the
report details the outcomes of the Division Il &neial Aid Committee’'s 2008-09 review
outcomes.

2005-06 through 2008-09 Findings and Review Cateri

With four years of data collected, findings cansoenmarized and presented and trends can be
analyzed. It is important to note that the sangke (i.e., total number of institutions) has
fluctuated across the four years. This is duedw 8chools entering the division and others
leaving.

Tablel: Sample Size.

Y ear N
2005-06 423
2006-07 432
2007-08 435
2008-09 441

Schools are required to submit financial aid daaNCAA Bylaw 15.4.1.1 in their second year
of the provisional membership process or the retflaation process. Since the data collection
is retrospective (a lag of one year) and in th& fpear of the process all schools are required to
adhere to the financial aid restrictions for newlyrolling students, the second year of the
provisional or reclassification process is the ¢agjpoint to begin collecting data.

There are certain limitations to the data that eemaghould be aware of. First, this program is
primarily focused on institutional gift aid, thesdretionary funds that a school can provide
students who attend their schools. Our calculatissed for this report do not include financial
aid from federal, state or private sources. Sectms awarding of student-financial aid is, in
many cases, not purely financial need driven. Aoa@id merit, past experiences or current
circumstances all may play a role in the deternnabf who receives institutional gift aid and
how much. Variables related to this type of infatimn were not collected as part of the
reporting program mainly due to lack of standartiaacross schools and the burden related to
collecting it. The findings that follow provide @nique window into student financial aid
packaging on Division Il membership campuses. Tinedings will not provide a
comprehensive picture due to the data limitatidms,provide a means by which the reader can
begin to compare financial aid packaging betweenlimg student-athletes and other students.
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There are four calculations that will be discussBdhe proportion of financial need that is met
by institutional gift aid; 2) the proportionalityifterence; 3) the variance estimate, and 4) the
sport review filter. These calculations, while yidhng the unique window mentioned above, are
used by the committee to establish the criteriagtierFinancial Aid Reporting Program’s review

process.

A. Proportion of Financial Need Met by Institutionaft@\id .

To assess equity in financial aid packaging fodsti-athletes and other students, the proportion
of financial need met by institutional gift aiddempared. A financial need value is provided by
the schools for each student and is calculatedubyracting the estimated family contribution
from the cost of attendance, employing either astitutional or federal methodology.
Institutional gift aid is defined as any monetampd the school has at its discretion to provide to
students as financial aid. Awarding of this gift may be based on any of a number of criteria,
including financial need, academic merit and leskigr experience, among others. All sources
of institutional gift aid are combined to provideeovalue for all institutional gift aid awarded to
each student. It is important to note that stugletio do not apply for financial aid or whose
estimated family contribution is greater than thustcof attendance are each assigned zero
financial need. At schools where non-need-bassititutional gift aid is provided, these students
may receive institutional gift aid. These studeate included in the calculation of this
proportion. Finally, those students who did nowvéhdinancial need and did not receive
institutional gift aid have been excluded from tagculation.

Table2: Average Financial Need (Dollars).

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Student-Athletes 14,826 15,200 16,187 17,136
Other Students 15,076 15,528 16,535 17,613
Difference -250 -328 -348 -A77

Table 3: Average Institutional Gift Aid (Dollars).

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Student-Athletes 7,805 8,240 8,807 9,207
Other Students 7,458 7,936 8,549 9,089
Difference 347 304 258 118




NCAA Division lll Financial Aid Reporting
Process: Findings and Review Results

May 4, 2009

Page No. 3

Table4: Proportion of Financial Need Met by Institutioi@ift Aid (Percentage).

2005-06  2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Student-Athletes 49.55 50.57 50.69 50.04
Other Students 45.90 46.92 47 .67 47 .47
Difference 3.65 3.65 3.02 2.57

An outlier based on the difference in the proporid financial need met by institutional gift aid
is used as one of the review criteria. An outisedefined as the value at or beyond the second
standard deviation from the mean. This reviewedoh was implemented beginning with the
2006-07 reporting cycle. Table 5 displays the aftifor an institution to be determined as an
outlier in each of the previous three years.

Table 5. Proportion of Financial Need Met by Institution&ift Aid Review Criteria
(Percentage).

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Review Criteria 22.35 20.34 19.28

Table6: Schools Reporting a Difference in Proportion ofafcial Need Met by Institutional
Gift Aid Greater than the Review Criteria.

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

n % n % n %
Overall 8 1.9 10 2.3 13 2.9
New Schools 8 100.0 8 80.0 7 53.8

The difference in the proportion of financial neeet by institutional gift aid has remained

relatively stable across the four reporting cycl@fiere has been limited variation in rank order
at the high end of the distribution resulting ighgi new schools to meet the review criteria in
2007-08 and another seven schools in 2008-09.

B. Proportionality Difference

The proportionality difference is a calculation siibmitted data elements that directly tests
compliance to NCAA Bylaw 15.4.1(d) that states, éTjercentage of the total dollar value of
institutionally administered grants awarded to stuehthletes shall be closely equivalent to the
percentage of student-athletes within the studemtlyd This calculation accounts for
institutionally administered gift aid only and doest control for varying costs of attendance
and/or financial need between student-athleteso#met students.
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Table7: Proportionality Difference (Percentage).

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Proportion Institutional Gift Aid for Student-Athles  22.15 21.78 22.25 22.37
Proportion Student-Athletes 20.83 20.61 20.92 21.31
Difference 1.32 117 1.33 1.06

An outlier based on the proportionality differeniseused as one of the review criteria. An
outlier is defined as the value at or beyond theisd standard deviation from the mean. This
review criterion was implemented beginning with #6-07 reporting cycle.

Table8: Proportion Difference Review Criteria (Percenjage

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
Review Criteria 7.42 8.78 8.45

Table9: Schools Reporting a Proportionality Differencee@er than the Review Criteria.

2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

n % n % n %
Overall 12 2.8 13 3.0 11 2.5
New Schools 12 1000 9 69.2 2 18.2

The proportionality difference has remained rekdiivstable across the four reporting cycles.
There has been limited variation in rank ordeihathigh end of the distribution resulting in nine
new schools to meet the review criteria in 200708 just two new schools in 2008-09.

C. Variance Estimate

The estimated variance is the result of a staisticodel that tests for the dollar impact of
student-athlete status—that is, a comparison dftutisnal financial aid received by student-
athletes versus institutional financial aid recdiv®y other students with similar need. These
estimated variances are reported with 95 percettistal confidence. Therefore, upper and
lower confidence boundaries are reported. To taledhe variance estimate as a proportion, the
lower confidence boundary in dollars is dividedthg average financial need of the student-
athletes at that institution. The financial aidmoittee has determined an acceptable variance
estimate to be positive four percent on the lowamiance estimate This value allows for the
minimization of false-positives and provides a oewble caseload for the committee. The group
is committed to an annual assessment of this miterWhen applied to the program’s review
process, if the lower confidence boundary of thdavae estimate exceeds four percent, the
institution is subject to a Level | review by theviBion Il Financial Aid Committee.
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In other words, when a student-athlete can exmentédeive four percent more institutional gift
aid, on average, than a non-student-athlete witilas need, the institution is subject to a Level
| Review.

Table 10: Median Lower Variance Estimate.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
% $ % $ % $ % $
Lower Estimate  -3.04 -410 -3.42 -509 -3.32 -500 -3.69 -578

Table 11: Lower Variance Estimates by Percentile Rank.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Percentile o $ % $ % $ % $
10" -15.52 -2,176 -17.12 -2,360 -15.77 -2,625 -15.68 -2,721
20" -10.63 -1,366 -9.70 -1,340 -9.93 -1,467 -10.76 -1,808

30" -6.82 -965 -6.79 946 -6.65 -1,018 -7.56 -1,290
40" 494 -627 -4.92 680 -4.73 -753 -5.36 -897
60" -1.56 -215 -2.00 250 -1.96 -300 -1.98 -303
70" 0.01 1 -0.16 -24 0.15 15 -.02 -2
8" 260 373 2.22 307 242 368 1.86 248
Q" 5.36 827 5.99 953 5.32 887 4.82 724

The lower variance estimate has remained relatistallgle across the four reporting cycles with a
fluctuation of less than one percentage pointa@ttiedian and less than two percentage points at
the 1¢" and 98 percentiles. The median lower variance estimatettfe 2008-09 reporting
cycle was -3.69 percent. Stated differently, iI0&09, enrolling student-athletes could expect
to receive 3.69 percent less in institutional gifi, on average, than a non-athlete with similar
financial need.

Table12: Schools Reporting a Lower Variance Estimate @reatan 4.00 Percent.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09
n % n % n % n %
Overall 59 13.9 62 144 63 14.5 55 12.5
New Schools 59 100.0 32 51.6 21 33.3 13 236

While the number of schools with a lower varianséineate above four percent on an annual
basis appears stable, the number of schools witliriance estimate above four percent for the
first time has dropped by 78 percent between 2@%a+d 2008-09. This lack of variation in

rank order is mostly due to the relative stabiiffhe metric as noted above, but is also impacted
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by the relative stability in campus-level packagipglicies and procedures as well as the
demographics of enrolling classes.

D. The Sport Review Filter

The filter adopted by the Financial Aid Committder implementation with the 2007-08
reporting cycle, begins with the identificationinflividual outliers within each institution. An
individual record is considered an outlier if itsha calculated residual (the difference between
the statistically predicted institutional gift amlvard based on financial need and the actual
institutional gift aid award) that is two or moréasdard deviations above the mean for all
students at the institution. At the institutiond® the student-athlete outlier cases are then
grouped by sport. It is then determined whetherdahare sufficient student-athlete outliers
within a given sport to trigger further review. €nact this filter, two conditions must be met.

1. Based on its overall cohort size, a team must meainimum threshold of outliers.

Overall Sport  Minimum Number
Group Size  of Outliers Required

1 Exempt
2 Exempt
3 2
4 2
5 2
6 2
7 2
8 2
9 and above 3

2. The sport group must meet the first condition ie#tonsecutive reporting cycles.
Over the two cycles this filter has been in plaites institutions have had a team meet the

criteria. Four were men’s ice hockey teams and was a football team. In each case, the
school was provided the opportunity to justify Hikation.

Division Ill Financial Aid Reporting Program Reviddrocess

The review process involves two stages of systemagsessment: 1) an assessment of each
school’s quantitative report based on submitted,datd 2) an assessment of the report as well
as narrative and quantitative information provideyl the school to justify any perceived
inequities in financial aid packaging that benefitident-athletes. If certain indicators in a
school’'s financial aid report have exceeded thabdished criteria, a Level | review of the
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case ensues. The central focus of this reviewrighie Financial Aid Committee to determine if
there is sufficient evidence to request a justifarafrom the school for any perceived inequities
that benefit student-athletes. If there is nofisight evidence of such inequities, no further
action is taken on the case. If the committeesfisfficient evidence to cause concern regarding
financial aid packaging for student-athletes, attemi justification is requested. The school is
provided a template to guide them through the ctatipn of the justification materials, but the
onus is on the school to provide ample evidenceniiigate the concerns identified by the
committee. The focus of this review is threefdljl:to assess the explanation provided by the
school for the issues identified; 2) to ensure #whool's policies and procedures for
administering student financial aid are free ofleitbs criterion and/or influence, and 3) to
ensure that policies and procedures that appear dfeathletics criteria are not providing a
financial aid benefit for student-athletes. EasWiew process is examined in detail below.

A. Level | Review Determinations

In the 2008-09 Level | Review, the Division Il Encial Aid Committee reviewed schools that
met at least one of the following criteria:

1. 2008-09 difference in the proportion of need met ibgtitutional gift aid between
student-athletes and other students that excee@dddpkrcent, considered a statistical
outlier.

2. 2008-09 proportionality test outcome that excee8l&dpercent, considered a statistical
outlier.

3. Three or more student-athlete statistical outli@ses in a single sport, or sports, were
identified for three consecutive years.

4. 2008-09 variance estimate above four percent.

5. No action was taken on the institution in the 20@7eporting process with conditions to
be reviewed at Level | in 2008-09.

6. Institution was referred to NCAA enforcement seegicduring the 2007-08 review
process with automatic review at Level | Reviev2@98-09.

Please note the three possible Level | Review om¢sothat result from a formal committee
vote: 1) no action; 2) no action with conditions,3) forward to Level Il review and request a
written justification.

For the 2008-09 reporting cycle, the committee anpnted an expedited review process for
schools that met at least one of the first threéera listed above, but had been reviewed in a
previous reporting cycle where no action had be&art. This expedited process did not include
schools that had received a Level | or Level llditional decision in the prior cycle or had been

referred to NCAA enforcement services through tleedl 1l review cycle. This process was

implemented as a case management tool for the civeenaind to minimize burden on the part of
affected schools.
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Table13: Level | Reviews.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09*

N % N % N % N %
Total Cases 431 -- 435 -- 438 -- 441 --
Cases Reviewed 59 13.7 89 205 95 21.7 73 16.6

[Note: 43 of the 73 schools were reviewed via tRpdflited Review Process, resulting in 16 of
the 43 forwarded to the full Level | Review. I, @6 cases were reviewed by the committee at
their full Level | Review session.]

Table 14: Level | Review Determinations.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

N % N % N % N %
No Action 2 3.4 23 25.8 64 67.4 48 65.8
No Action with Conditions 10 16.9 37 416 3 32 6 8.2
Level Il Referral 47 79.7 29 326 28 295 19 26.0

In conclusion, the Division Il Financial Aid Comttee has completed a Level | review of 137
unduplicated institutions, or approximately 31 petcof the Division Il membership. The
number of schools forwarded to a Level Il revievs lieclined in each of the reporting cycles
resulting in a 45 percent decrease in Level Il lkwagktover the four years of the program. The
significant number of cases categorized as No Actwth Conditions in the 2006-07 reporting
cycle was a result of a significant number of cdsa® the 2005-06 cycle that were referred to
NCAA enforcement services for violations found.r Bemmittee policy, an NCAA enforcement
services referral results in a No Action with Cdimtis decision in the subsequent reporting
cycle to allow the committee to monitor the impattany policy changes implemented as a
result of the NCAA enforcement services referral.

B. Level Il Reviews

Level Il reviews involve the careful assessmentth@d written justification provided by the
institution in response to issues raised by theamgral Aid Committee through the Level |
review. Written justification includes detailedsavers to questions concerning the school’s
policies and procedures for administering studerarnicial aid. It also includes full explanations
of various student sub-populations (e.g., transtemmmuter, non-traditional) that may be
disparately impacting the report due to a dispropoate number of non-athletes in these groups
and the fact that these groups commonly fall uiféerent financial aid packaging procedures
than the more traditional freshman enrollee. Olefar a justification to be successful the
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school must provide ample evidence to explain ¢gitimate causes for the elevated criteria, as
outlined above. Additionally, the committee mustdssured that the school is compliant with all
relevant financial aid bylaws pertaining to the sideration of athletics in packaging policies

and the role of athletics department personnédienptackaging process.

Table 15: Level Il Review Determinations.

2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

N % N % N % N %
No Action 19 404 24 82.8 15 53.6 11 57.9
No Action with Conditions 4 85 1 34 1 3.6 1 5.3
Enforcement Referral 24 51.1 4 13.8 12 428 7 36.8

Across the four years of the program, 104 undufdtta&ases (approximately 24 percent of the
Division Il membership) have been forwarded to thevel Il Review. The committee has
referred 44 institutions to NCAA enforcement seegidor processing of discovered violations.
Three institutions have been referred to NCAA ecdarent services on two occasions resulting
in the 47 total NCAA enforcement services referradged in Table 3 above.

C. Violations Discovered

Through the review process, the Division Il Finash@id Committee is charged with finding
NCAA Bylaw 15 violations. A list of the violatedylaws discovered across the four reporting
cycles includes:

1. 15.01.3 Institutional Financial Aid. A member itstion shall not award financial aid to
any student on the basis of athletics leadersbhiptya participation or performance.

2. 15.4.1 Consistent Financial Aid Package. The caipn of the financial aid package
offered to a student-athlete shall be consisterth wine established policy of the
institution’s financial aid office, regular collegaegency, office or committee for all
students.

3. 15.4.1 (a). A member institution shall not considg¢hletics ability, participation or
performance as a criterion in the formulation @& timancial aid package.

4. 15.4.1 (c). The financial aid package for a pattc student-athlete cannot be clearly
distinguishable from the general pattern of allafinial aid for all recipients at the
institution.

5. 15.4.1 (d). The percentage of the total dollaugadf institutionally administered grants
awarded to student-athletes shall be closely etpnvao the percentage of student-
athletes within the student body.

6. 15.4.5 Athletics Staff Involvement. Members of #ibletics staff of a member institution
shall not be permitted to arrange or modify tharficial aid package (as assembled by the
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financial aid officer or financial aid committeehdh are prohibited from serving as

members of member institutions’ financial aid cortte@s and from being involved in

any manner in the review of the institutional fioeh assistance to be awarded to a
student-athlete.

7. 15.4.6 Matrix-Rating System. In instances in whadmissions officers use a matrix-
rating system where, as part of the admissionsess)cfactors other than academic
ability are considered, once a decision is readoegerning admission, all consideration
of athletics ability, participation or performanséall be eliminated from any rating
system before the student-athlete’s applicatioreisewed by the financial aid office,
regular college agency, office or committee.

8. 15.4.7. Adjustments to Financial Aid Package. Atjents to the composition of the
financial aid package for a prospective studenietghmay be made after the initial
packaging for the student has been completed, gedvsuch adjustments fit within the
packaging guidelines for all of the institution’soppective students and there is no
athletics department involvement in the process.

Table 16:; Violations Discovered.

Violation 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 Total
Consideration of Athletics Participation 12 0 3 1 16
Consideration of Athletics Leadership 3 4 2 3 12
Unjustified Proportionality Difference 0 0 2 1 3
Unjustified Distinguishable Pattern of Awarding 1 0 1 1 3
Inadequate Justification Overall 0 0 1 0 1
Athletics Staff Involvement in Financial Aid 0 0 1 0 1
Multiple Violations 1 0 1 1 3
Total 17 4 11 7 39

[Note: Six institutions successfully appealed thmaRcial Aid Committee findings of a
violation. Five of those took place in the firgay of the reporting program, 2005-06, and one in
2007-08. This explains the difference between4ReNCAA enforcement services referrals
noted in Table 3 and the 39 violations discoverediable 4.]

The majority of violations discovered concern tlomsideration of athletics in non-need-based
institutional gift aid - most notably in leadershgpants - and as a component in the assessment
of high school extracurricular activities by admoss offices. The central conclusion to be
drawn from this information is that the Financiatt &Reporting Program has uncovered financial
violations at 39 schools, approximately nine petrcehthe division’s membership. These
schools do not fit a single profile. They rangeenrollment, athletics department size, cost and
financial resources, among other criteria.
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D. Sanctions

Sanctions for violations discovered through theorgpg program are determined by NCAA
enforcement services and the Division Il Committee Infractions. The Financial Aid
Committee does not determine sanctions. Uponredférom the Financial Aid Committee,
enforcement services and the Committee on Infrastwill categorize the violation as secondary
or major. A secondary violation can best be dbsdias isolated or inadvertent. A major
violation is defined as anything that cannot beegatized as secondary. To that end, the
sanctions associated with violations discoveredufih the program and deemed secondary have
been educative in nature. This was the recommmmd&dom the Financial Aid Committee at
the program’s inception in 2004 and upheld throtigh2007-08 reporting cycle. The sanctions
have included submission of detailed correctivéoagpertaining to the violations, a mandatory
education session tailored for the individual s¢haoad completion of an on-line financial aid
exam.

Throughout all four years of the reporting programd in place for coming years, sanctions
associated with a major violation are under themes of NCAA enforcement services and the
Committee on Infractions. Sanctions for major &imns may include a probationary period,
public reprimand or a post-season ban, among others

Beginning with the 2008-09 reporting cycle, the dfioial Aid Committee began to include

recommendations for sanctions associated with ithlations found through the review process.
These recommendations may include those cited alsvesanctions for major violations.

Education remains the foundation of any recommershetttions and those education-based
sanctions noted above remain as options for thenatiee. The impetus for this change in

policy was that the committee desired to reinfdgéaw 15 as a central tenet of the Division I

philosophy via punitive sanctions for violations.

Table17: Major and Secondary Violations.

Violation Category 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09  Total

Secondary 17 4 8 Pending 29
Major 0 0 3 (Pending) Pending 3
Total 17 4 11 Pending 32

[Note: At the time of this report, the seven cagem 2008-09 are being processed by NCAA
enforcement services and the three major violatcases from 2007-08 are being processed by
the Division Il Committee on Infractions.]

Two of the three major violation cases from 2007¢+@Borting cycle were the result of an
unjustified proportionality difference violation stiovered by the committee through the sport
filter discussed earlier in the report.
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