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~INTRODUCTION | - .

»
- -

As' part of the Title IV Quality Conttoi Pro;ect, Advanced Techn,olog)’, Inc.

© conducted two rounds of data. collection re}ated to errot in the apphcatron And
‘allocation proccsses of the Campus-Based. pmgrams. The fxrst data collection

" occurred at the Department g Education and exa.n&ned several data sources to

xden’nfy dxscrepancxes in FISAP reported datal Over 80 such dzscrepancxes

' enroliment, tuition and fees, and Pell expencﬁture data were discovered. The following-

¥ . . .
»  FISAP data were examined: . T : .. s
\ . . ' \ ty - ’ \
’ _ . . &
.. ‘» Maintenagée of effort ?. o
P J o ) . L%
R o _, Undergraduate tuition apd fees" . o .
* e o A - &-/ " =
~e  Graduate tUjtion and fees . -
A (" L - v ¢
: . Pell expghditures o
| . e’ State expenditures ) )
~ ~ ) T, 0 '_ . = N -
: ¢  Institutional expenditures
[ Undergraduate dependent applicants
. . } [y ' . s - ) v . .
- vf' ‘e Graduate dependent apphcants - ’ .
e, Undergraduate mdependent apphcants
° Grachate mdependent applicants ) P
e Undergraduate enr&liment - *
Y : .
., Graduate enrollment °
« -o°  Continuing education : . )

. New eynronn'gent'
The institutions whose -FISAP's contained one or more discrepancies were

selected for ),supplnmentarv data collection during the ?sutunonal site visits, Data
discrepancies were prescnted to institutional staff and staff were gsked to. explam or
demonstrate that these dzscrepanczes were corrected. Over haif of the dxscrepanc:es
identified were ‘resolved. Table | indicates the types and frequency of remaining

discrepancies. , . ) : - -
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| TABLE L - . LT ‘ A
ERRORS ASSOCIATED WITH THE o '
APPLICATION PORTION OF THI FISAP: - ‘ o
| . . ' ' ‘ & - . - -
= , " ad Q‘ - - " ’
SELECTED STATISTICS o~ : ) ’ ~
< - - ) - . L ¥ N . N .
w ~ ™ - N ‘ - * :
- - , )
+ ' . .
. Y ~ j . ‘. v . :
- - K [N . R ‘ . -
« . LS L TN °
. - ) . A TS N . . - ‘. N - e
' Responses Received | Comparisons . Discrepancies Resolved * Discrepancies Not Resolved:
<« Nuuber of o . 1 R . . : 7 . . 1
Discrepancies ' - - - T S, a ’
, Kdentified v , ‘ : Cross- JCross- - . ‘ <L o
Discrepancy ftem for Review ¢ | . Nudber Percesit Source © Year : Numbet' N Percentage 1 Number 3~ Percentage
- e ) —x T ' "~ - L I— - -
Encollmem?- : 60 53+ 38.3% 6 . ) T2 53% WY gy %
. P 3 . N . .; . .
¢ - ) . ) - - - * ~ - . .
Tuition and Fees ' H 3 ) 100 3 5 P 62.5 h . 3.3
. ) . .
. . M : , . L] P}
| Peil igq»cndimres e b, 7 - 6 M - N 3 4 3 7100 0 ’ o -
- L B L ) -~ i .
L T - N = w L Al
- Eligible Applicant - R . . , ' . N . ’ '
Incomie L B (4 75 « 0 [ 5 L XN i 16.6
s 3 x " = ' ¥
TOTAL B D § n 2.3 6 1 ol 58.6 29, i
. ! ‘ . rg
\ , .
, R ¢ ~ v - ‘ . \
- B . ' . - + s *
o 1 and ‘
101 83 institutiwis identified for itein discrepandy-resolution, 61 provided information on 70 discrepancies. . .
20f totat envollinent discrepancies, all but three were generated by comparisosis to HEGIS, ' ' : . . , .
- IThe ewollment discrepancy for one institulion was both cross-source and cross-year. [t was counted as two separate errors, but with one resolution. '
. . {,f . . . . ) , ‘ -
¢ ! : ‘ . .
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The remaining dxscrepancxes wfll be analyzed in &rder to produce the fouowmg

four error measures: - 1 ' SR ‘ -
e Likelihood of occurrence /- : , o
) Severity, or size, of error - .
L} . § [
ot e . Need consequence” , - o
_ ' ' R
) Allocation’consequence *
A P ¢
- - LS , " ‘ A
These four mieasures are briefly defineixj the following paragraphs.

- rd
: *

kaehhood of occurrence is the propcrtxon, or percentage, ,pf mstztutxons for
which an unexpiamed dxfference exzsts between the application value and the

companson value. Table l provxdes results of the data collection for this error
measure. A : -

— d . ' . - ~
Severity or size of difference in error provides an estimate of the serfiousness of
.dxfferences between application values and comparison values. These 'neasures are

reported as the average error or average difference between the twe vajues. -

-

.

Need consequence measures estimated effects of data element errors on the
measures of absolute aggregate need calculated for each campus. This typepof
meas ﬂ is used for"\data elements for which the comparison values represent exac*
values, mciudmg HEGIS enrcllment and tuition and Pell expenditures. For exampie, it
is possxb‘le t6 estimate the need consequence of dxfferences between: reported

-

enrol ment and HEGIS enrollment.

~*  Allocation consequence measures estimated effects of need changes on Campus-

. Based program allocations. Allocation consequences may not follow the same pattern

as need consequences because of various hoidf})armless considerations.

PROPOSED ANALYSIS

-

The major objective of the last portion of Stage I FISAP analysis ;is the

/ .
=-smr;atxon cf the impact of data discrepancies on ailcca ions to institutions with
B . .

|
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reMzining discrepancies as well as 'a'prcgéam-)'vide estimagion of this impact. The
genera! approach to the-ren%aining analysis consists of the following steps:

.’ s : r ‘
X - Nt ' -
. ® Obtain institutional allocation worksheets from E.D ‘ ‘.
S ~- ‘ rt o ‘
) Idennf)ﬂ xnsntutxons thh data dxscrepancxés ' :
. . L PN ) -
o Recomputeginstitsgional need for these institutions by substituting discrel
pant data using the prescribed need formula e e
‘ - : e,
e, Recor_npute institution recq'mputed need figures, taking:
into account holdvharmiess provisi T S
' . ¥
‘ L I .Estxmate the order pf magmtude direction of 'changes in national
- .. allocations. : : .
. . b . . . ‘ ’
- . h - . ) t
FISAP|Institutional ‘Allocations o N
* - - - .. ' ‘ . .' £ . - " -
The allocation of Campus-Based funds to postsecondary institutions is a fénction

»;

of three factors: a conditional guarantee and institutional need for iunds relative to -

other institutions thhm the respective state and all institutions natxonaﬂy The

-conditional guarantee (fer the majority of nstitutions {other than instifutions for the

first or second year) is equal to CW-S and SEOG _gxp}ﬁ%ures for the 1979-80 award

vear. For NDSL this amount equals 90 percent of the greater of expenditures in tre

orior award year or clrrent year multiplied by its utilization rate for loan funds.

Instititional need for funds for Campus-Bdsed programs is based on an algorithm that
sustracts institutional resources from c ’ .The two formulas ’fpr f_he three Campus-
Sased programs are: SR _ .

, ‘ v : N

S SEOG mstitutxonai need = .75 x ((avg. tuition, and fees for undergraduates) +

. (avg. living cost)) x (the number of eligible aid appli-

‘ ' ‘ - cants) - aggregate family contribution - Pell expendi-~
$ o tures - state. expenditures -,25 X mstxtunonai expen-
P . ditures ‘ ‘ "
-‘ ' ) , ’ ’

-

L.

, ' .
€W-S and NDSL institutional need = ((avg. tuition and fees for ungérgraduates,
’ | : | graduates) « (avg. living co§3d of under-.
& graduates, graduates) x (number of under-

- graduate, graduate aid applicants) - (aggre-
gate family conmbunon)

(4

¢
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The compdnents of the formulas are all 5eif-e>£p1anatcfy éxéept for the iggre;
gate family contribution. For each xncome category of* eligible aid applicants, a s
famxly eontribution amount is assxgned by ED.. This amdunt dxff‘ers by type of
em‘oilment (undergraduate or graduate) and dependerﬁcv status. To calculare the
' aggregate family contribution for an mstxtutmn, the number of eligible aid apphcants '
at each income leve} is mumphed by the average family contribution and those
products are then summed first across, mcome groups and then by type of enroliment

.and dependency status. ‘ -y - » ‘e

- -
-
[N -’ )

< o “This need computation then drives the calculation of the two other,components,
- of the institutional allocation: the msntunon' "natlonal fair ‘share" and "state faxr
share" increases. The mstztutxon s nanonai fair share mc:-ease is computed as the ratio
of the institution's SEOG ¢ 5e self heip need to the sum of computed need for all
institutions nationwide r}:/ultxphed by the. progrqm funds avaxlabie for the national
increase. The state fax:/' share increase is computed sxmﬂarly by multiplying the ratio
of the institution's SEOG or self Help . need to the sum of computed rieed for all

“institutions within .tt}e state by the fuhds available for the state fair share xncrgase.

14
LY

© ANALYTIC PROCEDURES. - = - L ,
- i The pri ary' focus of the proposed ‘analysis 'is the estimatior of changes to tﬁe
Ln.atxona.l an ‘state faxr share aﬂocatmns for institutions whose FISAP contamed
' unexplamed dxscrepam:xes. ‘We propose, this focus because many.mstxtunons recexve a.-
.. | substant/ral portion of Campus-Based funds for one br more programs based through the
*the copiditional guarantees which are not affected by errors we assessed. Regulamork
statg/thgﬁ institutions’ will receive such a guarantee "unless~it suffers a substantial

. / .
decline in enrollment." . et

l

- ¢ The recomputatxon of, naﬁonal and state fair share allocatfons

rsy,uxres two
( * steps. First, institutional need for each program must be 'recomputed This mvoi\fés
_ substituting the most reliable data for disgrepant items in the need algorithm. For

A -
- . A

instance, the correct enroliment data from HEGIS will be s%uted for data reported ’

| : — O ‘ | |
[ . . . . .
& ~ > .
¢

lThe SEQG allocation afgorithm does not contain a state increase for pontmumg
Year (C.Y.) funds. . :

y 0 , | , .
] ‘ ‘ -. .. 5_ . r | ~Ca -
v \ ' -\ ) - . ’ . . 8 1Y < _
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- 'on\‘the FgSAP, gﬁ cases, where _discrepan&ies remain. This recalculatéd geed will then
ba used to estimate changes in institutjonal allocations and will result in.»ps"timations

oI the need consequence of data discrepancies. - p -
we - . ) « . . . N
- . . < :
Our apprcach to' the estimation of changes to allocations, the second step, .

requires the use of the worksheets that accompany ED notices to institutions of
aiiocanon of: program funds, These forms are expected to contain ythe individual
. T cc'mponents of the anocatxons whxch we will adjust. to estimate allcca% changes.' )

T-xus, the avaxiabmty of these worksheets is crucial to the analysxs and constitutes the

srnplest means of gathermg necessary data. .

If worksheets are unavailable for’ any msmutzons, partxculariy those wzth‘
" remaining dxscrepancxes for which we wm estimate changes to a.llocatmns, they cannot
. _.' be included in the analysxs. ‘Clearly, if the number of mstxtutzons for whxch worksheets

' are unavailable is high Jand sufficient data cannot be easxly obtamed, the current-

apamach and croposed an‘alysxs may have to be abandoned. S - ' B
;SUéing these worksheets, changes to the national fair fshare_‘ increase will Be’
- : ’ . - . - "o ‘ -
estimated by multiplying the ratio of ‘recalculated need to reported need by the
. amount of the national fair share increase. This will result in the estimated increase
or decrfease in the national fair shar:e_: caused by thc Use of more reliable data.
A simiiar procedure will be useg for the state fair share increase. T e ratio used
' ; above will he mult:phed by the state fair shar€ increase to obtain the recombuted.
state fair share incfease. This is slightly dxfferent fcr SESG since there is no C.Y. .
state fazr share mcrease and therefore ‘the state mcrease only includes LY. funds.
F 3 I'4 . '

The recomputed national a’nd sfate fair sharfe increases for each omg::am will-de

» added. td the condxtronal guarantee amount for the respective’ programs. The result
wil be an estzmatxon’ of the. recomputed Campus—&ased allocations for institutions

with remaining dxscrepanc:es.

. "
[

'.‘Q__

, D The final step in the propocsed analysxs will be developing a natxpn‘al estimate’ of
. ~’*mcﬂs in inskitutional ailocatmns. Becduse of the nature of the thle Iv Qualny

3
R - Zonirol sample, the sum of the student sampling weights at each msmunon wxif allow
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us td Use the changes in mstxtutxonal allocation xo esnmate national changes.
Similarly, ‘the sum o§ these samphng wejghts at eachr msntuncn muitiplied by the
institution's Campus-Based allocation summed across alk sampled msntutxons will

b

equal program totais for allocations. - AR

Cay

R % .- ' .
‘ | . "
¢

“

recomputed allocation from the original allogation. to obtain the &gerence. This
difference will be muitiplied by - the sum of the student sampling® wexihts at that
-institution. The sum of this amount _acress all xnstxtuncns thh remaxmng dxscrepan-
cies 'will constitute the natxonal estxmate of changes in Campus-Based allocation due
to these das,crepanmes. . v ‘ o
", It should be hoted that the ifidividual discrepancies could have little or no effect
' on allocations under certain cix;cums.tances. For instance, it is ‘plausible that the state
fair share couid be zero, since the amount available within states for distribution as
- state filn share increases_is sg[nputed by subtractmg “the sum of the cond tional -
guarar}tees from the the state’ allotment. Thus, if the state incredse is zero, small
changes in insfitutional need will have a. minimal effect on institutional allocations-
within that, state since only tpe national increase could be affected by recalculation.
Consequently, it is possxbie that what appear to be fairly large’ changes in reported
apphcatmn data, such as enronment, could cause only small changes in allocations. °

* -

Error Profiles

¢

-

( .

‘A\n"o_bjectiv'e of the proposed analysis is' the 'develepment of a profile for
discrepanc':ies. Developing such a profile can take two discrete focuses. The first is to
focus on .institutions. The analysis related to this focus would use statistical
”techmques to dz}scmbe the variation in the occurrence of particular types of ergor by
key mstztunonal characteristics such as size, type and control “or adminstratjon
procedures. The results of this anaiysss would iend xtself 1§ seleétxon C'xterza for
increased edit chegks or gﬁata verification. , y

i

L

1)
[N

Another focus xs on the data discrepancy itself and the causes of these errors.

This “focus. would use descriptive telshniques to identify the magnitude of and most’
krequem causes of error through explanations ‘provi‘ded by institutional staff and would
lend itself to the deve!opme’nf of edit"chiecks and corrective actions. ' . .

-

- . < ’

In order to . estxmate nat;onat changes in aiiocations, we will subtract. the SR

.

4



Our'abxhty to-conduct’an anaiysxs, partzcularly for the first focus, is const'azned
by the number of unresolved dxscrepancxes (29). Reanstxcally, onlv Unresolved

ehrcnment dxscrepanc;es (24) can be analyzed to any degree. However, even cmss-.

~abulatmg these dxscrepancms by type and controlk resultmg in £2 cells, could produce
unreiiable rgsults without bsing addmonai procedures, since one or more cells could be

empty.” Even mcluding all types of error in an error/no error variable only margmally o

im proves this analysis. Cor)sequently, we are limited by our data to sxmple descriptive,
stat.stzcal analysis and all but eliminates the first focus as a meamngful analysis. .

[3

. - o N . y
_ , ‘ TZ\e second focus, aithough still limited by the data, hoids more promxse,»r
'aa"ncularly because the data couected about the causes of error is what richer
since staff explajned the reasons for discrepancies. This . data will [end: it 194 to-a
combination of qualitative and“quantxtatzve analyses, Therefore, we propose to
- analvze the® reasons for the ogcurrence of FISAP dxscrepanczes and to reco d
‘ correciive actions to ehmmate these dxscrepancxes. .. PR ; \7“
2 . B . . . : . < ;.
Data Needs _ o : E U
- ~ The following data are needed to conduct the, p*poseq ahalyses:
— c _ . ' . \ . ‘ . \'
) e  -Allocation worksheets for all sampled msntutions I s |
) e  EFCs for the need xtyome grid g - ' RS

L) Cost of attendance deveioped by ED

.
.

- We have already requested that we receive. copies of the worksheets., The
remaining data will be required before we can prokged with the analysis.
' * * { -

-
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