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' ANALYSIS OF ERROR ASSOCIATED WITH THE APPLICATION |
AND ALLOEATION ASPECTS OF THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS: . '
Rssén.rs FROM INITIAL DATA couacnon ]

t
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' . I

L0 mmomfcno&{ . LU ‘.
-

rAdvanced Technology is conducting a Txtlej IV, Quahty Control Study for the
Office of Student Financial Assxstanc:e (OSFA). Onetask in the study is an analysis of
error in the msfxtutxonal process of applymg for aid (the FISAP process).. This analysis

will use data ccliected in two ?phases' one at ED, and one at the msmutmns. This is
an interim report pre;entmg the results of the data ccuectxon acnvitxes that  took

place using rec\(rds avauable at the Department of Educanon (ED) pn;‘r to the

. 'msmutxonal data couecnon. ,This paper uses the error measures and analysis

LY
p,rocedures descnbed in, the, prekus report, "Analfses of Error Associated with the
Apph’/ ation and Allocation Aspects of the Campus-Based Programs," as a-base from
which to report on the analysxs of the data collected. .

Toom

-

RS - | | ‘
. The report has six sections. Sectzqn 2" :.s a descrxptxon of the FISAP and .

auocatzon process. Section 3 descnbes the types of error measures used and the types

of comparisons used for each data element Secncn 4 describes the date collection -
procedures that were used and the px:oblems that were assocxated "with those ™"
. procedures. Section 5 recaps the Kinds of ana.lyses that were performed and the .
results and hmnatxons of the analyses. The Iast section presents a summanqn of the

resujts. 3 '

‘ A % : v A X : -
2.0° FISAP PROCESS AND POTENTIAL ERRORS _ ’

~

. The purp‘o(ses of the FISAP are found in the two corhponents of the form. The.
Fxscal Opeérations 'Report presents an accounting of funds in the three*Campus-Based

programs. The institutions report how much money was recewed, how much was

spent, how it was' ‘'spent, and any changes in the status of thexr accounts. the_

) Application paft, the focus of this alysis, comtains infefmation needed to compu'te

- the Institution’s allocation'of funds. \The information includes:
- \ L]
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e number/*of. ehgmble financial aid apphcants by mcome level, . :
geady te/graduate status, and dependency status . |

- +

e : ‘e Thee ent by undergraduate/graduate status.of traditional instxtutxons
. . * sRgr of continuing and new studénts by month for those
” institutions with. n-tradmonal calendars . :

L X ‘Amo’uﬁt of tuition 3 fee revenue by undergraduate/graduate status

Y Amount of Peu funds expended

~
1 I ]

| e The amount of state and msmtmcnally administered grant funds expended.
v, ' . ”
. - . 'V%E . - : - ‘ ] - p ‘,; ) :
2.1 OVERVIEW OF THE F}PPLICA‘X"ION PROCESS AND PQ}'ENTIAL EZRRQ RORS

The process xs, on the face, relatwely simple. Thedata submxtted by mstxtunons e

. - is edxted at least thce by ED and is checked by: the institution. However, in '&ahty
. tbé pro;:ess is complex and has several pomts in it w‘here errors can' and do occur. 8
~» . These critical points in the process include:’ Y
VN : . ' ‘ ' . ~
* . L]
;_\ o A The compilation of mformatxon at the mstxtutxon ,
| 3 The actual filling out of the Apphcation pomon ef the FISAP | ~
A~y v . ‘ ’
e .Thedata entry of the mformanon at the contracfor site 5
) \ | - ‘I'he edxt checks conducted on the data by ED , B : R
N L ! '
/ o The sendmg to the msntutxon a report of the errors it has found .
) The correctmg/changmg of mformatxon at the mstzt«utmn ' -
N
‘e - The editing and updating of the new dasa submxtted by ms;xtutions
L. e The computatxon of the tentatxve and ﬁnal allocations. ¥
’ ' In addition, at various points in the overall process, the FISAP can be: e
i e  Lost
e  Misplaced - ' - o ,
e Not completely filled out by the institution. ~s
‘ B 7 . v
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thle these latter points are certamly causes of -concern for epsuring the smooth .

operation of the process, thig report is restrxcte;i to errors in the data elements on the
application and the processing, and not on the receipt controi and fumg procedures at
the institution or E.D. | o7

There are. many different types of errors- that can be made. Some are easily”
detected by computer edits such as anthmetxc mista.kes, others are nq so easily found
because there. is only one source for that partxcular piece of{‘intormatxon. The types of
errors that can occur. mclude- ) e :

w' . 1 . . ©
R . ]

L]
-

. Compiling the wrong dafa'fpr entry onto the FISAP

. A{ithmetié mistakes | o, > ] ‘ ,; ‘ _ -

e . Incorrect transcription of i_‘nf'ormat,ipn ohto the FISAP ,3

. Incorrect data entry - . A 7

, . . .

° Incomplete checking of data el_en?ents af the insti.tut‘xon , -

e  Incomplete edits | S R g
e Incorréct allocation algorithm. ) | B

Ly - | | R | Coe

The apphcatxgn requxres data from many scurces other than the financial a!d '

office. Compxhng the correct lnformanon requxres coordination between two or
more offices. Thzs could lead to mxsun nding of definitions, {ack of adequate
records, and so on. The ﬁgt{re the finamcial aid office receives may not be the
appropriate one, and the ﬁpancial aid administrétor would probably not check its

validity. _ . . | T SN

L )
*

, . 2

¢ The application is complex to fill out even by the most knowledgeabie of aid
admmxstrators. Because t}{e definitions on the apphcatxon change periodically, and
because there are internal instructions, there is a good hance that transcription
errors and arithmetic errors could occur. Most of these shogld be detected. either by
the cqmputer edits at ED or through institutional review ofthe error report it receives

from ED. | o, | - _ \ . .
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Every data preparation centractpx\' is required to meet a certain leve] of
_ accuracy in its data eftry activity. Even meeting the contractual obligation still
P means that errors in data entry can oecurf These errors should be caught either by the
‘computer edits or by the institution. P - "
N . . . . A . e . ? ‘\

Perhaps the most d?iflcult types of efrors to :Cmd are tpose that are embedded
within the software of a comiputer. In the FISAP. process, the data that is submitted to
ED is subject to about 150 computer edits that test mamly for range of valoes anc_f‘v

VA internal consisteney. ‘Also, the institutional allocations are automatically ‘generated.
Both of the processes are complex to‘zperform; the software systems must be
‘ thbreughly tested. . R | i '
ln. \J - ' ' | .' o - - ' + '

" The next sectxon ‘goes: mto more detaxL about the errors fhat can occur and the

- . description of the err&' measures that are used in the analys:s. Not all types of . errqrs |

\ ‘are addressed in this mtenm report where the only information available at' ED was
revxewed and analyzed. The results of the on-site data collection, to be repcrted at a’
e T later date, will expand the anal 'xsxs and the-i wsges that can be addressed.

22 ALLQCA?ION ALGORITHM -
o2y J : )

-~ . " The form of each of msmunonal allocatmn funds is e%sentxaliy an algorxthm
. of subtrdcting mstlxunonal resources from institutional costs. “l'here are separ% |
frmulas for SEOG ang for CW-5 and NDSL because the former is 3 grant program and

. tbe latter are salf-help programs. The t\wo iormulas are: '

SEOG need = .75 x {(avg. tuition and “fees for undergraduates) + (avg.

P

i y expenditures - .25 x institutional expendxtures - - .
CW-S and NDSL need . = ((avg. tuition- and fges for undergraduafes,
_ . . . graduates) + (avg. living cost of undergraduates,
' : - graduates) x (number of undergraduate, gradu-
- ate aid applicants) - (aggregate family contri- -
- N . butxon)

o d

The components of the for[nulas are all sel}-expianatory except for the aggre-

éate family contribution. For each income category of ehgxble aid apphcants, a-

»

Cooe . X BLST Cr‘"V SALABLE

=4

living co ) x (the number of eligible aid applicants) -
' aggregate family contribution, - Pell expenditures -~ state -

/
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\ * ' \
. N . s . .
family contribution.amqunt is assigned. ‘l'h‘is amount differs across level.of enrollment.
and dependency status. To calculate the . aggregate family contribution for an—’

-

institution, the number of ellgxbl& aid applicants at each incofne level is multxphed by 7
thé average family. contrxbunon and. those products are then surhmed first across .
mcome groups and tben across Level of enroument and dependency statu& ’

” ‘ ~ .
e~ ~ The result of the§ cal tions is a need figure for SEOG and CW-S/NDSL. .
These amounts are then added acros i the states to obtaifl a total

allocatmn is based on this porportxon as well as_the propurtmn of’ an mstxtutxen's need v
to the total need for all schoo’ls natxonwxde. - o - - ‘ .
. y T T X - i
S 3.0 ERROR MEASURES, COMPARISONS, ANDANAL YSIS PROCEDURES -
, < : - ¥y T

In the previpus section we describe thé datd eléments and algo'rithms to allocate
| Campus-Based funds to mdzvxdual campuses. 'ﬁus section presents three description of |
J | .the types of analysis, measures, and comparisons to be perfzarm:d for the application

- ~° and auocatxon process. - , R - | B .

> !

- ¢ . i Cray

a

3.1 TYPES OF ERROR MEASURES

. . . ) ( ' . +
For any particular data element there are four possible error measures. It will
* " not be possible z:; utilize all four®rror measures for each data element.. These four

error measures :

!/ A S .. .
o  Likelihood of occurrence | | ’ . ’
" e :Severity, or size, or error . o L
' ¢ Need consequence ) ’
° Allocation 6onsequence.

These four measures are briefly defined in the following paragraphs, and are used in
. the summary fxgure to indicate the types of measures to be estimated for each de}a

. : element. p ' Lo

L]
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(schools) for which a difference between the "application” value and the "comparxson"
value occurs and ‘is greater than some tolerance. Estxmatxon of this type of error
measure is feasible for all data elements and companson values. ‘

A v <

- ~

Severxty or size of dxfference in error provxdes an estimate of the _seriousness of -

. dlﬁerem:es between appﬁcanon values and- companson values. These measures would

be reported asrthe average error or average difference between the two values. As

~ with the. occurrence hkehhood measure, severity can be esgimated for all data

elements and comparison values. ' -

. v
v ot
w

Need consequence. measures. estxrqated effects of data element errors bn the
measures of absojute aggregate ;eed caIculated for each \campus. This type of
measure will only be used for data elements for wluch the companson values represent
exact values. For example} it is possible to est;mate the need consequence of
dxfferences between reported enroliment and HEGIS enrollment; however, the compa-
rispn between the institutionally reported income dzstrzbunons and average income
dzstnbutxons would not support estimation Qf need tonsequence. o

o . 1 Lot

Aliocatioh consequerice is the next step after need sei;uen}:e and wouldfohly
include data ‘elements for whxch exact comparisons &'e supported Allocation
consequences may not follow thes same. patterrt as need consequences because of
varxou.s hold-harmless and maintenance-of-effort conmderatxons, and becausesof the

-

pattern of error across other scheols. Lo e /o - v

{.

‘ .
3.2 TYPES OF COMPARISONS v \

- . t »

- There are four types. of comparison values which will be used*in this analysis:

. ¢ | o -
. . .
- e Conceptually exact . ) . .a
) Cross-Year - - . ' ‘ e i

3  Internal Consistency |
e.  Cross-School. ,00 -

v -

Likehhooa of occurrence is simply the proportxon, or percentage, of caSes )

~

.
re
L4

)



' Brief desc:iptmns of these types of comp&rmons are presented in the fouwmg \
paragraphs. In Section 3 3 these gomparison types and the measure types are brought
together in a figure wmch summarxzes the plans ‘for analysis of errbrs associated with

S

“the app’hcatxon and allocation process- s )

. .- | ‘ , )
| Conceptuallf exact'conipariseris involve data ele;nents where an altemative. 'datg o
sdurce contains condeptuany-comparabie ‘Values for the FISAP data element. Exam- .
" ples wouid be undergraduate enroumenf and Pell expenditures. For daty’ lements -
whxch have conceputally exact values, it is posssble to utxhze au four types of error,
measures. . - : . . . j ‘ : X
Cfoss—Year'comparisms in‘volve valud$ from the October 1981 FIS‘}\P. Thése - ’
comparisens are not exactJ:ut wcuid be’ expec'ted to identify potentxal error when
cross-year changes exceed reasonable tolerances. We would assess the likelihood and

) | severity of cross-year d;fiercnces but would not estxmate need conseq ences or ’

LY

“allocation consequences.

4
s 4 v’
! ~ . ] N -

In‘l:ema.l Qonsxstency compansons would involve rtlatmnshxps between “data’
elements in the application section of the FISAP Typxca.uy, these co:npansons would
- involve }‘eported totals and calculated sums of\components. Likeﬁhood and severity
would be reported for all mternal consxstency comparisons. Whether* need and
eilocatxcn consequences are estxmahle needs to be decided on a cas y-Case ?asxs.

Cross-school comparxsons focus of whether or not the value reported by a scl{ool - " .
is thhm a reasopable range of what-was- reported by similar schools. It is an inexact
comparison but the distributions of these dxfferences may highlight data eiements
. -needmg corrective actions. Only severity oi cccurrence error measures wouid be
appropnate given the inexact nature of these types of companscns. ud s
| Ao ST | s |
‘3.3 DATA ELEMEN}'S, ERROR MEASURES, AND COMPARISONS o
. . .

) [}
Figure | summarizes the planned errgr measurement analysis. It contains a row

for each application ‘data ifem in the allocation process. ‘I'he entries m each row
mdéate either the type of error measure or the type of comparxson to be performed

- for each data element. - ‘ . .

.

i f\" I ‘A".‘!q n'\;r— :
) . ‘_ N . f
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. _ ERROR MEASURES f *___NATURE OF COMPARISONS -
T ‘ ’ : ‘ : ‘ X-Year . ' laternal  Occup. X-School
DATA'ELEMENT Occurrence  Severity . Need Allocation  FISAE HEGES  Pell.  Conslst.  Sucvey FISAP
. X . ' . : . “nt' 1
Malntenance of Effort R X . X " ,
— — ' : _ r ' it : e
.AUndergraduste Tultion & Fees X / X 9 ‘ ) X C " »
‘Geaduate Tultion & Fees . X X o T : ‘ ’ —
b v - - » o .
Pail Expendliures ) X X X X . X .
State Expenditures X 5 X Y X TR )
institutionsl Expenditures X X ) X _’ ,
*"M;raMto‘D@é)Mt Applicants | T X X X X X
" Graduats Dependent Applicants - X X . X - - _ x/ . X
. Undergraduate Independent Applicants | X X o X | {-\y X
Graduate Independent Applicants . X X X ' X x
- — e — - .
© Undergraduate Enrollment X N X X X . X
A # . j R - [ 2 4 -
Geaduste Encoliment L X - X X . X x/ ]
Continulng Envollment X X X “‘(.‘
New Encollment Y X X X X
' @
‘ (" FIGURE1 " R
. | , SUMMARY OF FISAP ANALYSES | /
“f‘ . \ S “.- T :\: : , ) ’-',‘ e~ .
\ . 10 2 |
Iy 7 ‘T * ) ‘
' Yo i . |
r‘- ‘



The fxgure hzghhghts the diversxty of analyses, the da:ca sourges used, and thexr

L‘ relationship. - In some cases, due to limitations of directly eomparabie dat'a, only
occurrence -and severity jmeasures of errcr can be constructed. In athe:s,.the analysxs
can pinpoint the eyentual effect on.an mstitutxon’s ailocatmn caused by an error ina

data item. . .. , ‘ | T PR ..
A 4 = e - ’ -‘ o ) - ¢ v N
3.4 CAUSAL--ANALY,SIS_ RN L R A
s - . ""‘\ : .o : . .

\
* There , two types of causal anaLxsxs planned in order t‘o assess potentxal causes

and to xden fy possxble corrective actions.

quesfion ‘will be’ whether or not the hkehhoad of* occurrenrze, severity. or size‘of .

differep es, and need or anocatxon consequegces differ> 'across -the characterlstzcs of
' th¢~s ools. Exxstence of!sxgm'xcant dxﬂere woul suggest.that the asso_cxaxed
mst}&utaopal ,characterxstms {or correlates.of that cha{athrisﬂc) caused the ertorf

) “o R ‘ . , } .
/ : ’ ' ) e : “ : '
/ “Institutional charactenstxcs to be mvestxgated as causes or correlates of error

»/would-include: e - )

- ’ ' . ‘ [
e - Typeof institution+ LT .
. ! . ' ‘ [ .
e Institutional control e L /t\
» Insntutxonai offxce responsible for,FISAP preparation ' .

) Method of preparatlon used

v

. sze of{nsntuticn o | C-

! ° ‘Use of QC prbcedures . - P o
. Q\aract%ristics of fIQa::cia: aid offize . o
- X( Size of Campus-Baced allocation )
.- . e Fsgieral program parthipation. . ; :*; Cnﬁ\, T AB
' | ' .
- . 9+, .

At*'



' .#.2 Qt_:alitative Methods of Ca\msal Analysis o B <.
Qur pmposed approach mvolves soliciting mformanon directly fror? the mstztu-‘
tion as to the causes of any errors we uncover-using the compansons and measures
~ discussed earlier. In order to optxmaﬂy utilize scarce resources, attcnnon will be
| focused on the “exact“ compansons. Por any d;fference discovered durmg our pre-
. visit data collecaon, we will ask the FAA to provide an explanatxon, rationalizanon,
\ etc. Thus at any school this set of questions will be taﬂored to ‘the lxst of errors
. dxscovered for that school. T o / - :

”

N

These c;pen-ended responses will be exammed by pro;ect analysts in 6rder to

»

~distill possxbk*g éauses of the errors and to suggagt corrective actions.”

- - .o~ ~ 5

40 DATA COLLECTION “PROCEDURES
The data collection act.wmes‘for anajyzing the FISAP are plz;nned in two s@
’ " The fxrst step utilizes the mfo;manon that is availabje at the Department in the fofm
' of program data or other files. The second step is to ask the instxtutxons dxrectty for
« the information they supphed on the FISAP. andﬁow they arrived at it. Usmg this
" %\ appteach, the first step o;t data collection could be done before the msntuuonaﬂte

visits. Any apparent errors discovered in the first step‘of data collection coyld then_
be explamed by the visit to the mstitutxon. This interim report is. confined to the
!‘

Yy “results of the first data collection. - _ - _ .
. T o

4.1 DATA COLLECTION PLAN . .

~.

» N » ¥ ’ : - .
The data couécﬁon activities were restricted to those sources that were readily
gvailable at ED." Figure 1 from the _previo;? section shows the data elements under

analysss and the types of analysis to be used. -Data from the following sources were
. { L} -

collected:

-

. r

) Pell Universe file A i ' | R

&

. 'ngher Educatxon General Informatxon Survey (HEGIS) Fali Enroument'
I survey

A
»

t

Y ) - HEGIS Financial Sfatistics survey
- ' e ~ r\rw fye

o o | D7ST 0n0Y 1L ABLE
-10- ' )

»



." ‘ , A R - ‘. .~ .
S . ‘ . ’ A\ ’
. ‘ < ) ‘
: K , . . W4 - . .
A 0ctober, 1981 FISAP. . ¢ . I
Postsecondary Schools with Occupatxonai ?rograms survey ' o S ‘
L - Audxts and program re‘ﬂews ‘ o o D ) | _-'
(- e Hard copy of the Qctober, 1932 ‘FISAP. | .
N ot cw vJ’ ) .‘ | | . ) ' > T R
- The data collection plan was *to gather the values f the relevant data xtems
' frdm each’ data source. " This was done, dependmg upon the kind of data, in the I
> following ways: .~ ¢~ . - > L
e . . g’ ' i ' - e - ) .
Lo . . . o
o Abstractmg from general mstxtutxonal files such as audi and -program .
- reviews 3 ¢ . ' | | : e o
L | ° E:?tractmg data from program files such as the Pell’ Unwerse and the two .
. - FISAPs - _ L e | . -
) . E.xt-ra i g data from institutional surveys such as the HEGIS a.nd the . '
Postsecondary Schools wrth Occupanonai Programs surveys. . .
Once all the data had been gathered, the values were entered onto summary data ,
~ sheets, as shovm in Figure 2. - . " . .
i ; o : , - -

' : ' « : . : *

. The summary data sheets contam all the' mformatxon necessary to perform the .
mmal stage of analysis. The data items of interest are fisted down the 1e£t-hand side ,
and the different sources of mforma'txon listed across the top. Each occurrence oi a

‘.4 - dataitem for which there is a comparable value was then emered in the appropnate

- “box. This was done for each of the 275 institutions in the sample.
42 IN-HOUSE DATA cor.x.s.crxor?&_ﬁ

The actual data collection procedures._are complex because of the multiple data.
sources being utilized and because of the varied methods of analysis. Methods of data
coﬂe%xon varied accordmg to the form in which the data are found. For instance, the - e —
Pell Universe ison a computerxzed file and updated perxodxca.lly so that form was the
most effxcient to use. The forms of the data we used are:. - : -

* A}

C 2 ° "Pell” Unrverse file - computenzed data file with one record for each

S mstxtutron .
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. HEGIS Fam Enmllment survey hard copy of the HEGIS form for. each
' 1nstxtutxon BT -

¢ : -

e . HEQIS Financial Statistics survey - harg copy of the HEGIS form

' e October 1981 FISAP computenzed data file wnh one record for each.

mstz:tutmn

Y ‘Postsecondary Schools with 0ccupatxona1‘ Programs survey - 5ook comtain-
- ing data on the schools in the survey

. , e Audits - partxally m folders and partially on rmcroﬁche with one folder or

piece of mxcrofxche for all the audits for that mstxtunan : .

Y T Program revxews mxcroﬁche with all program reviews on the rmcrofxche

e  October 1982 FISAP - both the computerxzad data file and the hard copies

]

from the ED mes. ‘ , %

§
o

The data collectxon went accordmg to the plan in mgst respects. In most cases,
the paper and mxcroﬁche files were in fairly good order and pasily access;ble. The

_computerized files were very easy to »work with. The majer probiem with the paper
files arg their bulkmess and the fact they contain far more than one year of data. '
~ Moreover, the paper- ﬁles are ddﬁcult to keep track of in spite of attempts to
maintain a record of when {iles are taken out. The purposes of the files differ across

the .various data files. As'a resuit, the Iev_el 'of knowledge of the files and the
accessibility varies. ST : I &r - '
’ *e : |

. The two major probléms with this data coliection were the gathering of the most
recent data, and correctly ;dentxfymg the “school we ‘wanted, The first problem is

- endemic in any program - because mformatxon is constantly updated. ' The second
problem has been a perennial one in- OSEA. | ' '

All of the data files we examined with the possible exception of the” Pell
Universe begins with a hard coﬁy form that is filled out, key entered, edited, and then
updated at least once. Since our#data collectxon examined both hard copy and
computerized mes, it would be difficult to determine where any errors exist. For

». example, the HEGIS Fall Enroﬂment survey is keyed, edited, and then ‘changed based
on additional data conectmn. A revision made by the schooi may ot may not be, found '

in the. hard - copy file; it may be directly keyed m.A Unfortunateiy, using the
computerized file may not be the most accurate b;e:._:ause revisions may be made'to the
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hard copy, but not keyed. ‘All of the data files used in this data collectron are sub;ect

to these potential errors.

- X f -

The pro,oiem of 'identiiyi'ng -the correct school is a complex one in this data
collection. - The problems .of OSFA a:re compounded by the fachk that our sample of
institutions is not as well deimed o5 we ‘ieeded. - The,identification problem has two S
components: ho common identifier across data files; and inconsistent reporting units
across data files.” The two types of problems overlap because while there may be a B .
common identifier . between two data {files, there is no guarantee that muln-campus
schools report in the same grouping across files. The Pell and Can‘ipus-Based programs

.y _have different identification numbers for the schools that partrcrpate in the respective ok

programs. ‘Our data collection, used the entity number (E IN) as a common rdentmer. 53,
For the other data fxles* we had to rely on the name of the-school as the primary =,

identifier. This caused problems when schools changed nanggs or when diffefent names -

are used for the different programs. This may have contrxbuted to some of. the o

problems discussed in the next section. In much the same way, schools report - . «

differently, to different offices of ED. The most common occurrence of this problem

is W§th' branch campuses and consortia of schools. There are no rules for definfng a |

reporting unit so any attempt to ‘idenﬁf);:o‘articu ool's information from different |
. data sources may be impossible. This, too,‘_ contributdd to the missing data problems.' -
4.3 PROBLEMS

A number of problems were encountered in this phase of the data coﬂe&tion. -

The two major types of problems mclude~ .

. @ &
) Mrssmg data elements, either the documents could not be found or the data ‘{f
element\wEs missing from the file : . R
o  The data values found in the different sources did not compare as closely
- to the definition used in the application and allocation process as was

‘Missing data occurred m two forms. In the first form, data elements were erther _

not aggregated in the same way in the alternauve source as on the FISAP, or the "

| particular data value was missing. This type of missing data occurred with the Pell-
Universe and HEGIS files because schools use different reporting units for different’

" BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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FISAP

FISAP

\ Ochp.-» E ‘
HEGIS . Survey

Pell ° Audit ‘Review  FISAP

LA
.+ K-School
FISAP_ |

]

Program X-Yéar

i DATA ELEMENT L
Maint. of Effort (ILD.9) .- -

Form

+—

4
,

|

* UG Tuition & Fees (ILE.15a).

Grad Tuition & Fees (ILE.15b)
. R : ' ’ S

.

peu‘S(u.E./x’n/, S

I
T .

| ‘StéteSCILEQ,li')' L

Institution $ (1LE.18)

- ', “UG DEP. Applicants (ILF.35a)

-~ N

* Grad Dep. Applicants (ILF.35b)er

-hT;

UG Ind. Applicants (IL.F.35¢c)

¢ Grad Ind. Applicants(IL.F.35d)

i

UG Enrollment (11.G.36a).

Grad Enroilrﬁeht (11.G.36b)

Continuing EﬁYoilment (1L.G.51a)

- New Enrollment (ILG.51b) .

"

-

-

+ Institution:

*

FIGURE 2
SUMMARY DATA SHEET

o
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programs. The second type of rmssmg data was where there were no documents or

trace of data. This happened pnman&y when we were examining the hard copxes of -
"documents for the data va!ues. This type of missxng data was found m ‘the hard copy

FISAP, HEGIS, a.udxts, and program reviews. -
‘l'he second major type of problem encountered in the data collectxon was where
the definitions of the data elements mthe alter“natwe sources do not match those used

on the FISAP. ‘l'hej'fect of thz.s is to dilute the power of the companson of the two

: values, and hence the effectiveness of the analysis, Some of the lack of directly

comparable dennmons were anticipated. The discdssion in "Section 3 identifes the

' data elements, such as tmtxon and fees, that. have ompa'x%le, bu#: not exactl&he |
same, defmxtion. There were three unanﬁcnpated definitional problems.

-

-
t

One unaoticipated pr-oblem with _definitions accurred: with the enrollment tigures

for nontraditional schools. The "proposed alternative data source finally agreed upon
was the Postsecondary Schools with, Occupational Programs survey. Other data

~ sources were investigated, in partmular the Vocational Education Data System (VEDS).
‘ However, it was the' opinion of the NCES staff responsible for the data that VEDS does

not collect the kind of data that is contained in the FISAP.. Mpreover, it was felt that
a number of schools in our sampie would not be found in VEDS. *

The Postsecondary Schools with OccupétionoI\Piograms ‘survey is a _bienniol
survey of schools that asks for basic identifying information about the schools, much in

the same way as the Institutionai Characteristics file of HEGIS. The survey collects

data on enrollment, cost of a.ttendance, and other types of similar mf,ormanon. The

problems with using this survey for the purpose of the 1982 FISAP analysis are first;
that the relevant survey is for 1980-81, and second, the headcount enroliment figure

from the survey cannot be directly compared because the FISAP asks for"a breakdown
of the number of new starts and continumg students by month. Initial attempts to

‘compare the headcount enroument from the surxey and a construgzed Kaverage" -
enrollment from the FISAP proved to be unreliable. It is unknown whether the fauurev;‘

to adequately compare the values was due to the incomparability of the data
defxmtxooiqthe one-year dxfference ‘between the data sources, or the inaccuracy of
either th SAP or the survey data. ‘

L | | .
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The second unantxc;pated problem was the cross-year companson of mstxtunonal
! expendxtures. The plan was to compare level of institutional expenditures r

between the October 1981 and Octolter 1982 FISAP. It was thought that the im
A ] expendxtures for the 1977-78 year would be reported-on the October 1931 FISAP as it o
is on the October 1982 FISAP. ’ﬂns, in effect, would be 3 dxrec;t companson since the Lo
-amouat for the L977-78 year shouid not change between the two years. However, the ’
bctober 1981 did not reqmre the amount of institutional expeﬁdxtures for the 197778
year, but rather the amount for the 1980-81 acgdemic year:

o The last unanticipated px"dblem .concerns the cross-year comparison of the
maintenance of effort. The October 1981 FISAP asks for the level of mstquuonal
expenditures for 1981-32 for institutions that partxcxpated in CW-S or SEOG. The

fEJ " .October 1981 FISAP reqmred all xnstxtut?ohs to s:ubmit ‘three years of mstxtuuonal"
expenditures. " This means that the only valid compa.nson is between the 1981-82
expendxture figure - and thes last year.cf the fhree-year average, the ISSD-SX expendi-
tures. : . —
LI b ) . o . . ‘~
The total effect ,0f the problems encountered in the initial stage of data o .
couec’non is to restrict the scope of the analysxs. By far, the major problem was the "
missing’ document and/or missing data. For. example, for 25 out of the 275 schools
. 'parnc .Danng in the Campus-Based programs, no hard~copy FISAPs couid be, found.‘
- 'There could be many reasons for this including ED staff review of .the FISAP without
placing an "OUT" card.in the folder, misfiled FISAPs, and so forth. Extraordinary
efforts to track down these 25 were not employed in order to minimize staff disruption

and because of the shortage of time to éomplete the data coue’c/:tion.

4.4 DATA COLLECTION AT THE INSTITUTION = - R A\
. o )
Once the pre-visif data collec\-;ion and analysis was corﬁpleted, a comprehensive- p
profile of the application data in the FISAP was constn.icted. This provides the
starting point for the data collection and analysis using data gathered at the
. institution. - | ‘ o S
. A, . » R
For, each occurrence of an apparent grror in the FISAP a form was prepared for
the mstxtunonal data collection. Figure | §shows the form that was used to record
' o 19 . ' |
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SYPPLEMENTAL FISAP QUESTIONS FOR

As part of the Campus-Based -Quality Qorftrd Study, Advanced Tmnolog'y-was \asked,

by the Departmemt of Education to compare the val
the FISAP-tp alternative sdurces of information.

ues on the application portion of «
- We found what appear to be

discrepancies in the following data items. Could you expldin the reason- for the

-apparent discrepancy and provide us.with any

‘ .

Data Item -

~ Tuition and fees .

pe

Pbﬁ fixpenditupgf

f

" * - UG Dependent . |

Grad. Dependent
- = UG Independent :
Grad. Independent.

.

UG gmcxnneht‘

Grad. Enroliment '

$

Explanation #1 (__. ) - )

supporting documentation. .

-f .

: Oifxe: Source

£
&

e

e |
-Explanation #2 ( ) -

W

e

Explanation #3 ( ) -

#

20/

" FIGURE 3

, )
s INSTITUTIONAL DATA COLLECTION SHEET
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information at the institution. - Whenever there was an exception xdentmed in the
~analysis, the FISAP value and the value from the altematxve sSodrce wére entered on |

the sheét along with the name oi the alternative sourge. The data collectors were

" instructed during their training ..to ask the xnsntutxon‘s financial aud admmxstrator

(FAA) asbout the apparent discrepancy, to explain how the discrepancy could have

occurred, and wha.t procedures the institution uses to generate the values for the -

FISAP. . , o L -

' #\

| The gathermg of mformtibn about.;he dxscrepancxes in the FISAP is an mt‘egral :
Jpart of the overall data collecnon effort at the institution. 'I'he information can be_ :

obtamed usmg a combmat{on of two actwmjes thedata conectors will performs

. Through the question’s ‘W the‘ FISAP in the Institution Questionnaire
. \ .
@ Through requests for do&:umentatma for those data eléments in ‘the -
‘ application.
- - - : NN ) 3

Both of these collection procedures will yield xnmrmetxen about the values of the.

items the institutions use in the apphcatxon as well as the prccedures and calculations

uséd to produce the information that goes into the\apphcatmn. Examples of some

- returned institutional questionnaires appear in Attgchment A"
. T . Y . : R ‘

|

The results of the institutional data collection will then'be tied back to the pre-
visit collecnon and analysis to give an in-depth lcok at the causes of errors in the

‘apphcatxon and what the magnitude of the impact is of those errors.

5.0 * RESULTS OF ANALYSIS .

‘ ) -

This section reports the results of examining the data collected at ED. Since the,

analyses are comprised entirely of comparisons, there is no specific plan of analysis
per se. Instead, i in the first part of the section there will be-a discussion of the general
guidelin€s that were followed whxle performing the comparisons. The second part of
this section wxl} give an overview of the results of the analysis. - oy

. 13
= ‘ o
4
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I'METHQD_OFANALYSIS"' ’ X |

~ .

Once:‘ the data had been c:o!lected and entered onto the summary data sheet, ‘the

con;pansons of values began. Sectxon 3.dentified the exact comparisons of data

elements that can be made, and wmch comparisans are only appyoximate. Thé exact

comparxsons are self-explanatory frcm an analysis point “of vxew. In the approxxmate_ ‘

£

comparisons, the method,jpced becomes’ ;mportant.\

.; ‘_.

~ ~ . [
: ) R
A number of rules of thumb were used in e com%isons:

; -

<

3 —. ’ )
RN P&' each data element for which there is an hpproxzmate companson
across two data sources for the same year, ne error was reported if the

values were within®10. percent of each other

° For each data eIement for which there is a cross-year compa:xson, no error
-was reported if the values were thhm 10 percent of each other

. ‘An error was reported if there was a difference between the value on the
FISAP data file and the hard copy FISAP

. . e
. If either the enroliment or tuition and fee ré,venues incteased and the other
SR decr€ased by a signficant amount, and error was reported

‘e I the enrollment mcreased and the otal number of eligible aid apphcants

-

decreased sxgnmcantly, an error was :eported.

3

”~ .

These rules were used as g@xdelmes in doing the compansons. In some cases, whether
or ndt to report an error was purely a judgment call. The cross-year comparisons are

parncularly difficult because they are one-time snapshots of a difference. No trend )

analysis was developed that would make the evaluation of a change in value easier.
| ' : ' \ L . i . '
5.3 - RESULTS '

The in-house data collection uncovered numerods error on the application portion
of the FISAP for a significant nun(ber of institutions in the sample. In total, 83 errors
at 33 institutions were found. Figure 4 shows the frequency of the errors By type of
error. Enroliment errors dommate ‘the kind of errors made. Over two-thxrds of all
errors are enrollment errors.. The next highest is tumon and fees error with twelve

occurrences and then eligible applicant incomes thh eight. The number of errors

‘exceeds the number of schools because about 7 percent of the institutions made more

than one error. The types of errors are self-expianitory except for the tuition and

1]
-
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OCCURENCES ‘OF ERRSR ON THE
APPLICATION PORTION OF. THE FISAP
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fees/enroliment error. ‘This error occurred six tynes- Thgerr'ér is a combinanon of
*the change in tution and fees and .enrollment. If, fof mstance, tuition and fee reverjue.
~ increases suhstantxally while, enrollment .drops, the school was flagged as {mg in
grror. It would be 1mpossxble to det«e\mme which ane,,xs in error so the combination
Vas defined as an error. FU » T -
. - j

 The schoois that made errors on ‘the apphcatmn come from all sectors ‘of
postsecondary educanon. Fxgure.S shows the dxstnbunon of the 83 schiools by type and
control. Also presentd in Figure J is the distribution of schools who participated in the

Campus-Based programs in 1983-84. As°can be seen, it is not the proprietary schools

- who dispropornonately\make errors. Instead, the public institutions ‘tend to make

more than their share of errors. This meote:\txaUy disturbing: sivm the fact that
LRy

public schcols -recejve such a large propornon of the funds. Attachment B shows the

list of institutions that commxtted errorT. A . ’ Tt

One mtenestmg xtem of note from the frequency of .errors is the relltwely few
number of mstxtutxons that committed more than one error, As, mentioned abgve, only

.about 7 percent of ‘the institutiaps had two or more errors. This tends to run counter

to our hypothesis that there are some schools that make errors all the way through the
applicanon. Instead, most schools made one error.. Figure 6 shows th‘ six schools that
made more than one error. This list excludes those institltions that committed the
tmtion and fees/enrcnment error a.nd only mcludes those with unrelated errors. Fxgure
6 shows that, like all th; instxt\:tms makmg errors, those with multxple errors come

' 'from different sectors of postseccndary educition.

¢ ~ 4 N
The high frequency of enrollment,erro:} could be due to one or both of the
following reasons: i X

&

- The c%mparxson was exact and there was no roqm for discretion over small
1 differences ¥ s
; .

® The enrollment fxgures typically do not comeh;am ‘the fmancxal aid office, 3 |

but from the regxstrar or other administrative office, thus increasing the
chance of error.

v ‘ -

The Pell expendxtures values are also virtually exact compausons, bu usuany the

~.amount of Pell expenditures is maintained by the financial aid offi re is less

chance for error. Moreover, the Pell amount can be taken dzrectly from the Progress °
/

i

_ , R -21.
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TYPE .  INSTITUTIONS -
AND conmowr‘\gxgimnons ~ IN CAMPUS- i
___INSTITUTIONS _ ERRORS ~ BASED PROGRAMS . |
Public University % (30%) 41%. (10%) ‘ |
o N VI
Public 4-Year e 2 % € R -
. i » o . 9 ) [ « , ‘ y | ‘
/ Public 2-Year . -. ﬁlf 19 (23) 800 (19) —_—
Private University . o 10 (12) - 587 (14%) - ’
: : - e -
Private b-Year Cwoan 699 (16) N
‘Private 2-Year , 2 @2y 198 1 (5)
Proprietary - ' A (&) 1,473 (34)- .
_ | e P
TOTAL. - 83 (100%) 4,264 (100%)
LB -~ | -
. .
\ . - o
] FIGURE 5 o
INSTITUTIONS WITH ERRORS BY
~  TYPE AND CONTROL
«-"J K .
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' SCHOOL ARSI ERRORS .
§ i ' t e . a K : "
§ . % st. Joseph's College (Private'4-Yehr) " Tuition and fees, enroilxpent '
[ * ~ s Coa. -
‘: . : j ’ Pel|; enroliment -~ )
V / - | L
' College (Public 2-Year) Pell, enroliment .
f ’ Tuition and fees, enrollment "
o p ’ ‘ )

.‘\
- ]

R © 'SUNY:New-Paitz (Public University) ~ Pell, enrcliment  ° - »
'.,'-' - - N . '

~

FIGURE 6

SCHOOLS WITH MORE THAN
. ONE'ERROR
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Repcrt whxle a number of the’ enroliment ixgures must be summed off of the HEGIS
fd'm. y - “ "]t' o . Y u.‘ "‘_j. /: .

. ‘,..',. o

, - ;.;‘ Two pomts should be made*conc;er:n'mg the Pell a.nd enroﬂment compansons.

” Fxrst, ‘the Pell comparisons allowed a lpercent tolerance before being declared in
\ errer. Thxs allawance was made because many schools' expenditures ‘do_not- match
' what the Peu Umverse contzuns for either current authcnza;xon or net expendxtures.‘
This is due to the Qngomg ‘reconciliation process that continues for months after the..
award year. These ad;patments are usually very minor and would account for the small
dxscrepancxes.‘_ T £ '

.n‘v’ . CI -

L}

- SR, ' P : : '
Secc)nd, many schools seem to have filled in their-total enroximent ixgures for
, graduates and undergraduates directly off the HEGIS form. The total enroliment
;-,1.;.' fxgur‘es from the“HEGIS include unclassxﬁed students. As a result. there really is no |
| " discrepancy .that could be rectified by the msntutxonal data- couectxon. Thxs problem
:s snll an error. This error occurred in 46 schools. In addxtxon, there were a
“ sxgnifxca.nt number of schools fcr whom the original HEGIS enroliment matches the
' amgunt on the FISAP, but for some reason, the HEGIS enrollment figure was changed. |
" The reasons- for changes in HEGIS have to do with editing processes that also *take |
place over several months. The ;.mpact of both of these d;screpancxes, unclassxhed
- students and changes on HEGIS, is minor as a percentage of total enroliment. .

£ 5.3 ANALYSIS PROBLEMS

to

~ The results section mdxcates a number &f problems that were encountered in the
] : analysxs. The major ones are: L | : o AN |

. Missing docu.ment,s_ and data

- | e Lack of specificity on audits and program reviews

Y
e 'Unexplamed changesmﬂﬁy figures . ‘ -
- . Documentatxon of changes between the hard copy FISAP and the FISAP

. data {ile. -

s .

-

The rrussing documents and data problems were. dxscussed m the previous secnon.
Thxs problem is by far the most significant one restricting the analysm. Besides the

Ay ’,

- 24~
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. unexpiamed changes of the HEGIS va.lues.

missing FISAPs, there were 27 instances-whére titere was no MEGIS and 9 cases where
an amount for Pell could not.be found. As ‘mentioned earlier, the definition of a
reporting unit is different ‘across types of reporting. Therefore, even’though a

particular school filed a FISAP, there xs no certainty that, usmg “that partxcular ,

school's xdenmxcatzon number, it wﬂl show up on either the ‘Pell Universe or the

'HEGIS.. In addition, many proprietary schools do not file a HEGIS. The frequency of

missing HEGIS forms include only those schools that provided undergraduate and

graduate enroliment on the FISAP, however, so there is no double-counting of missiiig

forms. o T s

The audits and any program reviews pertaining to the 1981-82 year revealed very :

few schools with problems on their FISAPs. Only five of the 275 schools had program

reviews relating to activities in that year.  Of those, there was little or no specmc .

mention made of the application portich of the FISAP. Any problems that did occur
had to do with accountmg for expenditures of Campus-Based funds. In the case of
audits; 15 out of the*275 were not found. In part, this was due to the rmcrohc}uug

process under way in the Audit Branch. ~Of the 260 audits reviewed, 10 audits were . -
- found to have FISAP exceptions. n;e majority of the aud.»rexcepnons had to do with

the maintenance of effort ngures. In one school, the enroliment ﬁ.gure.s (531 rather
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than 538 undezjgraduates),_ as well as the income grid of eligible aid _applicants were ,‘

found to be inaccurate. In two cases, the schools were under a general mvesuga'tmn

for their administration of all student aid funds. In ail cases, ;hete was little or no
specmcxty of what exac:tly was the probfem. ,

-
' .

- . -

- .

Al

In éeveral cases there was a problem with Changing values on the HEGIS form.
Wheh mspectmg the HEGIS file, there were occurrences of HEGIS figures bemg

ﬁmanuany changed from what was ongmally entered on the form by the institution. In
‘most cases, the value on the FISAP matches the original value on the HEGIS. If there

were changes made on the HEGIS, they .were not reﬂect’éd on the FISAP. This

situation brings to light an analytical issue: Does an error occur if the FISAP value
does not match the corrected HEGIS value? Since the editing of the HEGIS may be © 7

subsequent to -the allocation of funds, is the institution in error? . ‘fﬁe reasons for
changing HEGIS values are numerous but focus around cross-year edits, arithmetic
errors, and so forth. The data collection for this analysis took into account ar.thmetxc
errors and entered only the correct value. However, there remained a nqmber of

‘ ﬁ -25-
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-~ The error reports that are returned to the institution for their review and

correction do not always reflect all of the changes made to the FISAP file. There-

were seven occurrences of discrepancies between the FISAP data file value and the
\rM the FISAP form. It Q unclear, at this point, however, whether the

- discrepancy arose. out of the Key entry error or from a subfnitted change from the
institution. In all cases, ‘theré were no error reports containing the changed valqe_s. -

The results of the m-house data coliectm showed that about 30 percent of the

school in our sample committed one or more errors on the apphcatmn portion of the

FISAP. The majority of the errors are the enroliment hgures that are supposed to

come from the HEGIS Fall Enrolh'nent survey. Contrary toa priori assumptions, the
schools who comrmtted error" are not concentrated in the proprietary sector, and
schools do not tend to make many mistakes if they make one on the application.

’_ Instead, a dxspropornonate number of public schools make errors althcsughzr all types of
schools made errors. Also, very few schools made more than one. error on the |

application, and of those who do, they make no more than two errors. p

[N

Pex*haps more xmportant than the numenc results are the discoverxes made a.bout
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the data sources used. Sections 4 and 5 have documented the problems encountered -

when doing the data conectxon and analyszs. In parncular, the following pgpblems

were found: .

. Missing documents — FISAPs, audits, qnd program reviews

® Difficulty oI xdentxfymg mstxtutmns ne common 1dentmer other than
namge, dxfference; in reporting units \ _

‘e - Accuracy of the data - all data seem to, be continuany updated resulting in
- possible differences in different versions of the same data file.

Alf three of these problems limit the dccuracy and usefulness of this analysis because -

“thefe may not exist a "best value" for a partxcular data element on the apphcatxon. In-

a larger sense, the existence of these problems: may be an indication that any attempt

to validate ap'pucatxon data with other data must start one step back. Instead,of B

" attacking the problem of how to validate the application, the eth'er‘_da.fa must first be

. )
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cleaned up and then linked in some way to the Campus-Based System with a commeon
. . identifier. Only then can one begin to validate data. ‘ '

‘ .

L , B B ‘ _ K
In terms of validating the data elements o the application, the following steps
should be taken: - ‘

= - ®  Restrict the current edits In the system to internal consistency and cross- i
: Co year FISAP data. " The current edits are good, but they dp not go far
- _ enough. Since the last year's FISAP is "clean" it should be used to evaluate
‘ ~ the values on the ‘curremt year's FISAP. This should be the first step of
using other data files in the editing and updating process. : b
- N .

®  Begin to expand the use of other data files in Cross-checking when they are =
© ' determined to the*"clean.® The Pell Universe file is a current.file thatis =~
) _ ‘very accurate. It could be very useful for cross~-checking. In the absence e
* ) .0of a very "clean" file, tolerances could be estabﬁsh:? within the system to .
- : ‘allow minor discrepancies.to pass. In this analysis, onz percent tolerance | 3
E " ¢ - was allowed for Pell. About 3 percent of the institutions still had errors - -
that exceeded this tolerance. If an exact match had been used, about 10

. ¢ ‘

F. : percent of the institutions would have been flagged. .

oy ® Work with thg devélopers of other data files to determine the validity of T A
e ‘their data for purposes of validation. The editing cycles of a data file such T g
& : - as HEGIS may coincide with that of FISAP. If so, then an alternative needs =
{ 1o be found.~It could be a cross-year HEGIS or something else. =~

. - ®  Be creative with the kind of edits that are used. In this analysis, the PR

N T % combination of tuitiom and fees and enroliment was used as an error, .
ol measure. Others could be developed to check and cross-check the data in'® -
'izi- - many different ways. : ' N 3&{" :

L : N . o 3 f‘ L&

+ *The number of ‘errors in the application data requires that .somé??stéps! for.
validating the data be planned. This analysis is a first step in that plannin‘gf:mcess

because it has identified the kinds of .problem's one would meet in trying totuse data - 3
for validation purposes. ' | ’ , ‘
/ ' - . ‘ ' . . . , \ ‘
‘\ - ™
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As part of the ‘Campu‘s-Ba‘sed Qué.lity Eontrol Study, Advanced Technology was asked

by the Department of Education to compare the values on the application portion of - - \ '
the FISAP to alternative sources of information. We found what appear.to be .

discrepancies in. the following data items. Could’ you explain the.reason for the .
-, apparent discrepancy and provide us with any supportin entation, . - ,‘
: Data Item - ___FISAP q° ) Other Source - .o
Tuition and fees . ‘ . . o
. Y . : o _ ) T - . i
Peli‘ExPenditﬁres N - ) ' o i | | .
. e | . . ¢ . P . ‘ '
i L
= UG Dependent - _
- Grad. Dependent s : ‘ - L
- UG Independent- . =~ S ! |
- Grad. Independent - S ‘ .
S LAY . . * - V\ . A -'
'+ UG Enrollment o L, S . ‘ . ,
- - lo7E , SB2  HEGS
3 ‘.Grad. Enroliment o | i A . "4’? 4‘- |
Exp'lanaﬁm #1( Y- .. Fisap Ada.i'q_. wems -wken _n‘-puom
- Pt 1982 TIndes fnraﬂmeat.S»‘-g:}:fs#-:u ¢ Sepstlbigrs.. / |
_Ins of- Fatl .§] ~u o -. Seati7 98¢,
. - L p . Log
. Explanation #2 ( Y- oL S 2 rx-x FireL £, 725
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SUPPLEMENTAL FISAP QUESTIONS FOR

Eégz;éc glélfs "m ’ . ' . l
As part of the Campus-Based Quality Control Study, Advanced Technology was asked
by the Department of Education to compare the values on the application portion of
thé FISAP to alternative sources of information.'. We found what appear’ to be
~ discrepancies in the following data items. Could you explain the reason/or the =
- . apparent discrepancy and provide us with any supporting documentation. ' L
Dataltem =~ FISAP 7 _ Other Source
Tuition and fees’. | | . T | -0
. K ‘ . ) . [ [ &
S Pell Expenditures | , | |
. . X l}*_‘ -, ‘. - - ) ‘ | . .~ - ' Y _“t
) | ini:ome grid o - \ .
| L ouc Dependent . | N N A
-~ Grad. Dependent ' o , - ) |
- UG Independent N ) - A
- Grad. Independent | . S . :
UGEnrollment - * . gdss - SIS (A6
. Grad. Enm‘ib'n;nt - L ‘ ' ‘ ,) ‘ 3 - o
Explanation #1(____)- - Lalormafon ‘Submdled 4o beers
indiegred an ewenme onollment and  dau_ swplimet. '\;NS
2 pime Ak == é U, . Dedual bﬁoﬂ, elodn = : R
o _Evenine SiaL - Day "3 .. Tewml = 79397
,wa'q'(?c\(\'w)a;\*&ctﬂd /ot WS St e WMEbis- X ‘
. , - : oy
- Explanation #2 ( ) - \ ‘ ‘ - ’ o
T
~ . . o‘ . ) e : _ " ‘ - P o - w:"v
Explanation #3 ( e - . » . — S
— u - . '
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the FISAP to alternpative sources ¢f information. We found what appear. ta Be'

. _discrepa.ﬁc;;e'"s"in the following data ftems. Could you explain the reason for the
‘apparent ixscrepancy and provide us with any supporting documentagion. : '
. . P . . - } * R

1

_C . Dataltém < L FISAP - - Other Source
. Tuition and fees =~ . : '

E_’éll‘Expendit\ives : " | o | ‘ .

—

UG Dependent .+ ’ : =
Grad. Deperdent S L
UG Independent

-Grad. Independent

e

UG Enrollment . - h

.Grad."Enrenment .
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. As part of the Campus-Based Quality Control Study, Advanced Fechnology wasjasked -
by the Department of Education to compase the values on the application portion of
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As part of the Camp us-Based Quahty Contrdl tudy, Advanced T cchnolegy was asked
by the Department oi Education to compare the values on the application portion of
., thp FISAP to alternative sources of informatitn. We found what appear to be
discrepancies in the following data items.. Could you explain the.reason fcr the
.apparent discrepancy and provxde us thh any supporting documentatxon. : .
Data Item ' | | - FISAP _ o _ﬁ@er Source
Tuition and fees | - Vo ' , - -
Pell Expenditures .. R B ‘ ﬁ e
. Income grid v
. - UG Dependent S i )
- - Grad. Dependent ’
- UG Independent ‘ S
- Grad. Independent , T .
o UG Enrollment =~ | PR o
‘t S : f604’ﬁ : ‘ . 33 (#e6s) .
- Grvad.'Enzjolhnent | - L
' Explanatan #1( _ -
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SUPPLEMENTAL FISAP QUESTIONS FOR

_MMW'FA . .
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. «
As part oi the Campus-Based Quahty Cantrol Study, Advanced chhnology was a.sked
by the Department of Education to ¢ompare the values on the application portion of
the FISAP to alternative sources of infoermation. We found what appear to be

discrepancies -in the following data items. - Could “you explain the reason for the " -

apparent dxscrepancy and provide us with any supporting documentationa { 4
Data Item B . 7 FISAP. | . Other Source | L
' t . " o . |
Tmtxon and iees | S ‘ | .
Pell EXpenditures ' -
I . ) ;S -
.Income gl"id S " : ) - | v L | . ..ﬂ;.
- UG Dependcnt . | | |
- Grad. Dependent , . ' o . o - _ -
- UG Independent - ke P R , b
- Grad. Independent S , . |
uG Enrollment ) . ) B 9708 - . 'qqyj{{;f%fsj c
Grad. Enroi!ment
Explanation #1 . 2)(]_@&_5;‘ Scjz&o/ QAL ma‘éo(goa -
" Can'e evpuay msgg.eggugg; _DOLUMINTATION SHOWS DI g,_c_gégr
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A | x .
Explanation #3(_____)- . ,,

36"



O

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

£

X | A | .. . , . . . | - .,
L e
o a “1 "'”,&‘ -
5 ‘.,;‘ *‘* .
- L
-« . ’
> . - ’ ’ ‘
‘ . ) . -
- - . ¢

ne

Y

E
. . -



»

§

SCHOOL ‘ a

" George Wallace Community College

Canada College

Chaffey College | y
Merritt College | '
Skyhne College IS
University of San Diego -

Coloradé State University

' Southern Connecticut State Collége\:
" Georgetown-Unjiversity.

Florida State Umverszty

_Indian River Commumty Coﬂege
Miami-Dade Community College

Palm Beach Community Col{ege
A.bany Junior College
Albany State Callege

‘Mercer University

Bau State Umvers;ty
Indxana State University
Valparaiso Un;vg_rsxt_y \
St. Mary's Cbﬂege

Delita School of ’Businéss

Louisiana College

Louisiana State Unjversity A&M
Nicholis State College
Bentley College
Boston University,
Emmanue! College
Fitchburg State College
SUNY A&T o
SUNY - Stony Brook

Kent State University

'\.

_ Draughbn'rﬁéﬁo& of Business

Rogue Community College
Gannoon University o
Pennsylvanja State Universi't;r

&

" Inver Hills Community Collgge

38
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New England Conservatory o - Music " .
Newberry Junior College | L e
Wheelock College ‘ ’ ' ‘

Coppin State College’

- “5t. Joseph's College \ ' Y

Michigan State Umversxty

" Moorheadv“Sté‘tle College .
Solthwest State College ‘
E Un.{versxty of Minnesata - Duluth
. . 'Ur_uversztx of N?;nnesota Morris
Missouri Western State College
Delta State College 3
Mississippi College o _ e
Campben Umvers:ty \
\Cleveland Techmca.t Institute _
North Carohna Central Uniyersity ' . '._
‘Sacred Heart Coliege K
FranklinPierce Callege - T

_ .
Atlantic Community College

Ramapo College of New Jersey
Rutgers, State University of New Jersey
Trenton State College

New Mexico State University

Bard College

Boricua College

Daemen College

_Suffolk Community College
SUNY - New Paltz

Heidelberg College .=~ - s
Xavier University ' ‘
Hillsdale Free will College

Bucks Community College

Mercyhurst College

| Shippei:\usbﬂrg University

\' '
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SCHOOL

University of Pennsylvania

Furman Univer;ity

Rutledge College

Tennessee State University A
Texas State Technical College
Bennington College ~ :

University of chonsm - Milwaukee

S .
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Anderson College - \ s

Greenville Tzchnwca‘glege
University of Set®h lina

. Laredo Junior Collegé

Virginia Commonweaith University

University of Washington =~ . -
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