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Advanced Technology has conducted, various analyses a.ssocxated mth the Fiscal -

Qperations Report and &pphcanori to Partxquate (FISAP) Jin the Campus- -Based
student aid programs. These analyses are part of the Title IV Quahty Controi%gudy
that will assess for the Division of Quahty ékssurance (DQA), Offise of Student

Finahcial Assistance”(OSFA) the quality of dehvery of Campus- )ed student aid fundsf
~to students enrolied at institutions participating in the three Campus-Based programs. -

*

* The fxrst actmty of the FISAP anaiyst mvolved data. c:ouecnon at the Deparr-

ment of Education (ED). Advanced\,echnoidgy data collectors conducted a series of

-

manual edits for the 275 mstxt\k ons partxqpatmg in the Campus-Based programs that |

 were sampied ior the Spring‘ 1984 Title IV Quality Control data collection.

Y

These edits included cross—year comparisons of FISAP data ele'nents and cross- .

data source comparxs’dns with the Pell Grant stbursment Svstem file and Higher
Educanon General Inforgat;on, Survey (HEGIS) files. Institutions that were found to
have discrepancies in FISAP data elements were identified for further data retrieval.
Tha results of this first activity are coﬁtauned ina report entxtled “Analysxs of Errer

Assocxat.ed with the Apphcanon and Allocation Aspects of the Campus- Based ?ro-d

'.\.

grams: Results from Initia] Collectian," submitted to DQA in May 1984.
" The second agtivity consis\ed of a supplemental FISAP. data collection conducted
during. the Title IV data collectian at those xr’sntuncns identified through the manual

- edits described above. Fxpancxal aid administrators and registrars were asked to

resolve extant dxscrepancxes. These data are still being analyzed and a report wxli be

e

produced in _the next several months. . : R

The focus of thxs repart zs '?he recommendatxon of edits that can be performed en
the apphcanon portion of the FISAP by the orocessor inciuding recommended initial
tolerances for these edit checks. However, smce these tolerances have been
developed through quahtatxve analytic- methods and since data are cursently unavail-
able with which to estabhsh tolerances through quantative methods, the report also
proposes a longer-term approach to assessxng the efhcacy of recommended edit
checks, the adequacy of recammended toierances This approach also includes
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.'de'veloping a ‘data gatherin é. anaivszs plan for analyzing the validity of potentxal

edits and reasonable tolerances for these edits.

Background and Nature of‘tl'ge Problem

The ‘application and funding process “for the three. Campus-Basedj progré.ms, a

Conege Work-Study (CW-S), National Direct Student Loan (NDSL), and Supplemental

' Educanonal Opportunity Grants (SEQG) is c[omplex, nme-consummg, and potenna.uy

error prone. Campus-Based student fmancxal aid funds are allocated to participating

- ‘mstxtutxons in each state.by a process in wmch the overall financial need of students
at one ehgxbie mstxtutxon is- compared io the need of .students attending other |

applicant 'institutions in that state and in the nation as a whole. For both the NDSL

~ and CW-3 progrgms, an ifstitution receives an allocation ‘computed in three ‘general

stages from data filed by institutions on the application portion of the FISAP:

‘ €. B
"~ (1) ~ A conditional guarantee

(a3 A state mcrease based on its fair share" oi the state appornonment

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

. - .
f . ‘ .
. v

For SEOG, the ailogét-ion. is-computed in four general stages ffor previous 'p'rogram _

LN

participants): . SN

(i) A conditional guarantee

(2) An mxtxa} year (IY) state increase based on its "fajr share" of the state's I'Y
\ppomonment ) |
: .
(3} An IY national increase based on ms “fair share" of the national IY portion
e + of the SEQG appropriation _

(4) A continuing year (CY) national increase based on dts "fair share" of the
national CY portion of the SEQG appropnatmn.

. _ | _ Vi

Through meore than a decade of evolution the at‘tempts to mcrcase the vahdxty of

appiication forms and ensure more accurate and more equitable distribution of funds

| have comphcated the applicatxon as weu as apphcanon processing. The potennal for

errors by the institutions and the processmg system has also increased. ‘This increase
in complexity and resultant increases ;n the opportunity for error, combined with an
* : A ’ .

. - , | .
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mcreasmg number of parnczpatmg institutions (currently over K 000), have caused a
‘good deal of attentxon to be focused on FISAP processing by OSFA and others.

This report focuses on one area that continues fo receive at'tennon, namely, the
,accuracy of data submitted by institutions on the appi{canon pornon of the FISAP

~ These data are critical since they determine, to a degree, the institutions' funding
level for each of the Campus-Based programs.

“Application Processing

-
.
»

- A major area of OSFA concern relates to the computerized processing of the

FISAP by the contractor which produces an institution's initial allocation. _The '

| allocatxon is based -on the funding formula, current reguianons, and the program
,approprxatxons. ) Last-mmute changes to regulatxons and deiays in recexvmg the
appropnatxons resub: in last-minute modifications to program modules in \he process-
ing system. Edit checks must be modified 10 accomodate these changes, potentxa.liy

A

resultmg in processing delays. While such m@ﬁf;camons cannot be controlled, they
must be considered in developing an approach to systematic application edit checks.

L] t

£

~

Ideally, institutions would like to know in* January how much money will bé

-

avazlable to award to students for the follomng academic- (year. In recent years many.

mstxtutxons have not received a final allocanon befare

part this defay has.been ¢aused, by the last:mmute patur

% and detays in the funding process. However, when considering a comprehensive system
of edit checks, care must be taken in order not to overburden a large number of"‘ .
institutions with error messages and correction requests which would slow corrections’
and processing fequired to produce the final allocation. Such edits can quzckly reaqh

the point of dlmxmshmg return.
Follow-up Procedures
! . r - 1Y
Oncc schools have received error messages noting specxfxc line items on the
rISAP which failed to pass system edit checks, :t is their responsxbth make the
necessary corrections and forward the corrected items to OSFA for feprocessing.
Although certain uncorrected items will trigger a flag in the system and the institution

Lding aid to students. In’
g ﬁe changds r}Bted above "

s
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- . will be put on*"hold," other ccfrectiqﬁ failures go through the system and still permit
an institution to receive an initial award. In some cases that initial allocation is- m
error and the msntunon( unknewmgiy awards funds it is not entitled to award.
’ Inabxmy of OSFA to follow.up the status of corrections ~and-appeals to mmal
allccatxons is -due in large pardto insufficient stalf to track corrections and appeals
A whxch annually come from an increasing percentage of over &, 000 schcols parncxpanng
" in the program. System tracking procedures for correctmns submitted for reprocess-

ing (e.g., aging reports) and- prompt resolution of allogftions for "hold" institutions are
support follow-up procedures which are .contractor re;mibumes. Each of these

areas affects the quality and integrity of the FISAP process and is another’aspect of
OSFA concern. This report deals in a limited manper 4ith these areas,’

' GENERAL APPROACH TO DEVELOPING EDIT CHECKS

BN

The Campus-Based processor's draft quality control 'plan‘ identifies 109 edit
checks. for the FISAP. However, only 13 of these ‘sdiis relate to the applxcatxon
portion of the FISAP. f In addition, these edits are restricted prxmaniy to mtemal

arithmetic and consxstency tests. -

. . ¢

Ll

i

The edit checks recommended in this report mclude several addmonai internal
edits. Also recommended are cross-year edits checks and cross~data source edits
checks using Pell and HEGIS data.
Fundamental Design Principles

-

£ The development - of the series -of edit ¢hecks enumerated in theﬁfoﬂowing
sections is based on. several principles which focus on the inherent qualities of an
effective qualitys control system for the application portion of FISAP and its
relationship to the Campus-BasAed delivery system,‘partiéulariy the capabilitigs of the
). Main actc;rs, institutions, and ED. The principles embodied in our approach

e Comprehensiveness
. Efﬁciency
. Congruity’

- "
- v - ~

L

t
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e Verifiability I | S

Comprehensiveness as a design princigle ensures that all meaningful edits will be

' - conducted and all possible data sourdes wil} be utilized, " Efficiency has more

dzmensxons as a/éesxgn principle. The fifst dimension considers the capability of the
system to discriminate between erroneous datg and reasonable year toc yeat changes'in
data that often occur at institutions subject to dynamic cxr&.‘umstances. A.system of
- edit checks must be “able to xdent;%y h.rge no
- than random fashion and to target error prone cases.

bers of errors in a systematic rather

The second. dimension of the efﬁciehcy principle is the a
in data eiements from mstxtunons and to track and mcorporate these changes into the
processmg system expedmously Coonsequently, neither an mordmately large number
of edits nor an unnecessarily large number of cases, as dxscussed-qbove, should be
produced. Either condifcion would have adverse impacts on institutions and the ED
staff and'protc:essqg | | ‘ | B . : L ..

- i
The next design principle is congrmt‘y, which 1mphes tﬁat the treatment assigned

relates dxrecﬂy to the importance of ®he data item- and the rehabmty of the data
scurces and tolerance levels used in the edits. The last design principle is to maximize .

-

the number of edits that have directly verifiable information. -
A
Approach ' . ‘ . \/ o o -

f

A ;wo staged approach to&deve&opmg an effectzve set of edit checks is proposed

This approach is proposed for. two reasons. First, as ou&,pnor reports ;@dlcated, there'

is ro .clear definition or determmat:on of what corfstitutes-an error. Second, a
prefiminary analysxs ot our data collection at msntunons raied significant questions

about direct -comparabxhty d certain types of comparison data. Tfus w8uld sdggest _

: . Lt . ¥
that more detailed analygis is required.

o

. The first stage consists.of a thorough review of the current edits and the

appixcanon document in order to develop, evaluate, and. recammend edit hecks for

zmpiementatxon for this processmg year. Potennaledxts were aiso xdentm%ut are

not recommended iQr meiementanon this year.” Rather they are recommended for

~-further analysis and 1mp1ementatmn durmg the pext processmg year, [nitial tolerance
)

*
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\lev‘eis are recommended for this processing year. These ‘were developed through
qualitative ana.lyé‘fxs, incfudfng analysis of edit tolgrance structurés and levels used in
oth@‘r,proceésing systems. First stage activities included the following: '

¢ . e T “ - - E \
R , 't - . \ . -
: . o Review processor's draft QC plan A - '
° Analjrze éfher brocessi\systems
'Y Analyze proposed edxts and tite apphcatxon document

\ ~ ' <
° . Review edzts prcposed in the QC pian, as well a,s omissions

-
®

" Develop comprehenswjtst of potenfial edits . S

Identify data sources

- : . < . LT .

* Develo'p initial tolerances

Identxfy edits to ;gcommend for furthe analyszs and possxble implementa-
tion durmg 198‘:»85 processmg year. f

. S o | " o ¢
‘ The results of this phase are presented in the fAext sectxon. Brxeﬂy, the results‘ '
include additional internal edits not covered in the QC plan; internal or external data
/" . sources for each of the 24 edit developed and a tQIerance structure that is sensitive ‘
ce both to magmtude of the c:h ge in data eiements and the rehabxh&of the data
sources used for comparison. .
7 - o : : .

" The second phase of the proposed appréachhés two ob}e)ctives and achieves these
through davelopmg an analysis plan and conducting longer ;e;m analysis. T he first of .
these pb;ectwes is to refine the tolerance levels based on current processing year . |

performance and cross year analysis. Measures of performance tould include the rate

© of edit faslure, magnitudes and frequencxes of corrections. '
. . —— o . ' v

- " The second objective concerns the collectibn and analysis of data with which-to

. assess the{feasibﬁity of edits proposed in the following section but not recomwmended
for implerpentation during this p;ocess:ing year. In addition,’analysis will be conducted
to identify additional edits or more elegant and efficient means of conducting edis.
¢ The épproaches that will be investigated include ergar prone selection and multi-level
 edits. Multi-level qdits could include sequencirg eg:t\s /so that an appligiatiog that fails

an initial edit would be subject to a battery/of other\ edits to attempt to determine

Pl

8.
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wheth_er the -dataz‘\ are the-result of legitimate changes in characteristics or actual
errors. The feas‘xﬁility of multi-level treatment for edit failures must also receive

- .

A}

.

careful attention. For instance, small changes, even though they are suspected to be

in error can simply‘be.ﬂagged and process may continue. However, errors of large

magnitudes or patterns may require putting an applicatien onhold. ~ ° ¢

We propose 1o submit such an analysis pian‘ in 60 to 90 days.

. o : - s
DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL FISAP EDITS '

- The optimum machine edit'mg'sysrem for processing the application peortion of
the FISAP should perform three functions. The system first must ensure that data
repo?ted on the FISAP is intemaﬂy consistent.. 'Chee};s should be made tS make

~ certain.hat the respondent's arithmetic is correct, that all required entries have been

o

made), and that the felationships between data are logical. ‘Second, since instisutions

A

~ annua.lly submiit the FISAP, the ednmg 3ystem should ensure the cross-year consist-

“ency of data. Most data elements on “the FISAP should not change dramatically from
year-to-year.. Inasmdch as the prior year FISAP files can be considered "clean," they

H ) . . v :
. shculd be considered as a good base for evaluating values on the current year FISAP.

Finally, the optimum editing systém 'sheuld ensure the consistency of .FISAP data with
other higher educatxoﬁ data collected by the Department of Education. The Pell Grant

stbursement System and HEGIS, fof instance, coliect some data which are definition-
ally consistent with data collected on the FISAP. /

Figure 1 shows the 13 edit checks cu}reptly' used on.the application portion of

‘the FISAP. As the figure shéws,_ the ‘current edits address ‘o_nly the internal

consistency -QfAFISAP data. As such, t(he current editing system is limited in the kind
of errors and inconsistencies it can detect. A FISAP form, for exampie, may have
data which is, m\tem&uy ccnszstent-and therefore, ;udged "clean" by the turrent

’ systemr-yet have ' -errors wmch have a direct and possibly significant 1mpact on the

distribution of Cam us-Based aid.

- . [

<
' .
L

Expenence congucting manual validation of FISAPs from 275 sampled institu-
tions has suggesth 2# spemfnq edit checks that should be considered for mcorporanon
in the FISAP apphcatx n editing system.* The 24 edits which are specified in Fxgure 2
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"s
L. Institutions with expended funds in the fiscal operatxdns report year, must
- designate a request for funds for the upcommg award yeag on page.ll, sectxdn A,
lines 1, 2, 3, &, or 5.

-

. 2. Total" expenditures on page 1l, line 13 must equal the sum of the mdmdual
expenditures in lines 10, 11, and I2. . (
3. The NDSL FCC request, page 11, section A, line 2 must be less than the NDSL )
LOE request, page 11, section A, hne .
4. When tuition revenue is on page 13, section E, line 15, column a, enroilment data
‘ " must be entered on section G, line 36, column a,sr bnes 39 through 51, column.
' a. . | :

5.  When tuition revenue is on page 13, section E, hne 15, column b enroliment data
‘ must be entered on section G, line 37, column b, or lines. 39 through 51, column

bo 4 .‘\ ) “\

v 6.  Total dependent undergraduate eligible aid applicants on page 13, section F, line
35, column a, must equal the sum of lines 19 through-34, colymna.  ~
7.  Totalk dependent graduate/professmnal eligible axd applicants on page 13, section-
' F, line 35, calumn b must equal the.sum of lines 19 through 34, column b.

T | | /

_ 8.  Total mdependent undergraduate eligible 312‘ applications on page 13, section F,
¢ . line 35, column ¢, must equal the sum of line¥ 19 through 34, column c.

9. Total independent gfaduate[professional eligible aid applicants on page 13,
- section F, line 35, column d must equal th§sum-of lines 19 through 34, column d.

10. © When total number of students is ‘entered on page 13, sedtion G, line 36, columns
aorb, there must be no entries in lines 39 through 51, coiumns a and b.

* ll.  When page 13, section G, has entries shown in lines 39 through 51, there must be
no entries 8hown in section F, lines 19 through 35, c:olumns b and d, and in
section G, line 36, column.b. .

-~ . {

12, Total non-traditional continuing students on page 13, section G, iéne 51, columna

- - must equa.l the sum of lines 39 through 50, column a.
) 13, Total non-tradmonal new starts on page 13, section G, line 51, column b must °
(W : equal the sum of lines 39 through 50, column b. . '
t
' )
FIGURE 1
| DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT EDIY CHECKS
'\ ON THE APPLICATION PORTION

. OF THE FISAP

P
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A.  INTERNAL CONSISTENCY CHECKS

Data Elemenis

- “
L]

e Pell Grant Expenditures
- " .

e Undergraduate Dependent Applicants i

» Undergraduate Independent Apblicantﬁ

" ® Undergraduate Dependent Applicants

. . , ‘
] ldndergraduat.e !nd@endc\ant ‘\pph;ants

e Undergradtate Enrollment -2 Traditional

e Continuing Enroliment -- Nontraditional

e New Enrollment -- Nontraditional

e Graduate Dependent Applicants

e Graduate Independent Applicants

e Graduate Enrollinent

11

Secson and
Line Number
.References

El6

F35 -

F35 \

F35
F35
L G36a
GSla . | .

G51b

"F35

G36b

FIGURE 2

SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE
CAMPUS—BASEDS’(‘STEM

-
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Test/Error Condition

%

“

L

If Pell Grant expenditures were reported in E16 then

. data for dependent or independent undergraduatcs must
be reported in F35. .

The sum of dependent and independent undergradudtes
‘ reported in F35 must be less than or equal to the under-

graduate enrollment reported in G36a or the sum of,gon-

tinuing and new enroilment reported in G5la and GS]h.

F35 | | The sunuéf dependent apd independent graduates/profes-
- sionals reported in E35 must be less than or equal to
the graduate/professional enrollinent reported in G36b.

-

7

&
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'B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY.CHECKS . . R N

s . . . Sectionand . | .
- . o . . . Line Number S ‘ A B _ ‘ -
. e ;;, ., L . " - References - " Test/Error (‘ondxtxon, S
Ry " Institutional L.rant Expendxtures (or 3 “ - Elg - - lnsnmgonal grant expenditures must equal cqrrespond-
. > Award Year 1977 78 I R T ing data from last year's form. g
2; ; ;Unﬁefgraduate Tmtxon and E-ees . .7 Elsa - Cu;rent year total undergrq'duat'e tuitionand fees wijl
oo IR ~~§ o : -_ : | - “be compared with corresponding data freom last year's . -
Sl e R T N . form. The.current year data must be within the*{ollow- -
' I f v - . / : - - - ing tolerances which vary accordmg to the kvel of last -
. L , L, . ‘ . ' ' year's'data; - | S
. . ' . o . ) ’ o - . . . -~ B o . - ' Q ' .'*
. L i L e e Lével ofLast .+ 3 Tolegance Ranges
N - *‘ . . : Year‘s Data - ._ for Thts Year's Data
e S 8 - § 499,999 4 60% of last year's data
| - vy ' T - 500, 000 - .- 999, 1999 1 50% of.last year's'data
S R O S ©+ 1,p00,000 - .9,939,_999 + 40% of last year!s data
. U ’ o . _ - 10,000,000 < 19,999,999 =+ 30% of last year‘s data
o s - Lo : o 20,009,‘-000 and _abd\{e - ,"\- + 20% of last years data -
3. Graduate Tuit d Fees L : ElSb Curreiit ycar total graduate tuition and fees when com-
. , : . ‘ . pared with corresponding data from last year's form
y . ; must fall within the fouowmg tolerance ranges. _ .
- ¥ _ . . : Level of l.ast Nt ance Ranges
: B Vot Year's Data 1 Tlus Year's Data
: ;
. . 0 - $ 499,999 -+ 60% oi last year's data -
T e : . . T )’t'm 000 - 999,999 - ;% 50% of last year's data
_ f ‘ , ~ 4 l 000,000 - 9,999,999 . 4+ 40% of last year's data
b . : ‘ . 10,000,000 ~ 19,999,999 + 30% of last year's data
o . | _20,000,000 arlw.d‘abo“ve , i 20% of last year's data
. _ FIGURE 2 ' | |
o * 'SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
- ' MACHINE EDITS FOR THE ' .
- Y - ' CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM . : : A -
135 ‘ , _ | (Continued) L ' 14 N
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. ‘ ] Section and * o o
. . S A ..., Line Number . .
* (R ~ Data Elem . - . References ~ v Test/Error Conqnionf
. . . ) ) ‘ . . . .‘ B
§ - Pell Grant Expenditures r~ " o El6 ~ . Current year Pell Grant expendxtures when compdred
: \ , ' . PR , i . - with corresponding data from last.year's form mus! fall
: | o . o " ~ . within the followmg tolerance rangcs. R
o ) " . | e | ' " Levelof Last j + Tolerance Ranges
S S o, By | -, BEAA Ygar'sData ~ ° °  for This Year’s Data
| ‘! < : S : $ . 0 - § 99,99‘? R 50% of last year's data
' L | 3 - 100,000 - 499,999 + 50% of last year's ddta -
- e | o | ' | 500,000 - 999,999 3+ 40% of last year's data
‘o 3 1,000,000 - - 4,999,999 . 3 30% of last year’s data
5,000,000 and above ) i + 20% of Ia.it year s dala
| ‘\,. %.  State Grant Expenditures , . ElL7 L " Current year state grant expenditures when compared
C - ' . B o e with corresponding data from last year's form must, fall’
- o within the following folerance ranges: - .
. . ) | Lével of Last‘ ~ Tolerance Ranges \
A ' g / . : » Year's Data . Jor This Year's Data 4
: o t * %a.l‘ .
- . | , 5 0 99,999 ° ' + 60% of last yeSPs: dma ‘
' o 100,000 \99 999 * ¥ 50% of last year's daia
' o ‘ 500,000 - 999,999 + 40% of last year's data
. .o 1,000,000 - #,999,999 : + 30% of last year's data”
' - “ : 5,000,000 and above -'+ 20% of last year 5 data
. . ; ‘
: FIGURE 2
' SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL ‘ o e L
" MACHINE EDITS FOR THE ' - B B B
15 . | CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM s L i
4 & | (Contumed) o , ‘ 4 , v
; | o %o
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. Undergra'duat_e: Independent Applicants

Data Elements

‘@' Graduate Dependent Applicants

-@ Graduate i}xdependent Applicants

s

)

.o Undergraduate Dependent Applicants

- -
PP

B. CROS::-JYEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Contmued) -
&

Set.non and
Line Number | ) ,
) Réferences i g Test/Error Condition
PR35
© F35
’ ‘ O I tolerance ranges: .
¢ ' 'lf "
' , "Level of Last
’ s Year's Bata
» ) ,-.7'()7__- » 99
Nt v 100~ - - 499
. 500 - ' 999
1:006“ “1999,
5‘,000 apd above
., + ]
F35
F35
erance ranges: ‘
r Level of Last
Year's Data
. - 0 - 99
100 - 499 -
500 - - 999 .
1,000 -~ 4,999
5,000 QQ above -
FIGURE 2
SPECIF lCATIONS FOR ADDITION_AL ‘
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE '
Cf\MPUS—-BASED SYSTEM
(Continued)
N , . ;

P 'Bs's‘r.:oopv_AvAsLABLE

¢ - Y

>

it

T he sum of dependent and mde'ﬁendent undergraduates for
the current year when compared with corresponding data. -
“fram last year's*form must fallwithin the following

£
Tolerance Ranges
“for This Year's Ef‘ta

-
.

4 60% of last ycar's data .-

0% of last year's da

30% of last year's data
"+ 20‘)6 of last year's data

’

& The sum of dependent and mdependent graduates for. thr;
current year when compared with corresponding data ~
from last year's form must fall within.the fouowx tol-

Tolerance Ranges -
for This Year's Data-

¥ .5096 of ldst year's ﬂxf:
d -

+ 60% of last year's data

1+ 30% of last year's data®

"+ #0% of last year's data*

+.30% of last year's data —

+ 2096 of last year's dafa

v f
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; ‘ | : | l :
B. ° CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY ‘CHECKS (Contihued) = o - BEST COPY AVAILABLE
- . : - a \ ' R .
~ .' _ ) : Sectlon and . » ) & .
x | Line Number | s | e
| Data Elements "o ' References ¢ | Test/Error Condition a
': » - ' ' . ] . - & .
Undergraduate Enrollment -- Traditional . G36a Current year undergr%lduate enrollment wiien compared

*with corresponding data from last year's form must fall
within the foilowmg tolerance ranges. \

) - L S » | v .
\ , o _ ‘ . o Level of Last Tolerance Ranges |
. e _ o . Year's Data - for This-Year's Data
' o ‘ ) ) :
. v, : T .0 - - .99 +.60% of last years data
L S ‘ P S =100 - -, 499 + 50% of last year's data
’ . .. ' S 500 -~ 999 + 40% of. last year's data
< - " ‘ ‘ 1,000 - - 4,999 + 30% of last year's data - -
: o L _ | 5,000 and above - 2096 of last year's dam“ B
Graduate Enrollment ' . | G3eb . Current year graduate/professional enroliment when.
- S - compared with corresponding data from last year's must
. ~ _.  fall within the following tolerance ranges: .
N : ' f ‘ , . Levelof Last Tolerance Ranges
! \ : Year's Data . for This Year's Data
’ . ¢ . ' ‘
) : ‘ ‘ . o - 99 +'60% of last year's data
- ' 100 - 499 + 50% of last year's data |
, ~ 500 - 999 + 40%.of last year's data
; ' . 1,000 - 4,999 *  7.30% of last ycars data
‘ - | . 5,000 andabove . '+ 20%of last xear s data
o ) « . . ¢ ,.?: ’ ‘ .
- -FIGURE 2 | |
SRECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL : T,
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE ' ' .
. ‘ ) : o ‘o CAMPL{S—BASED SYSTEM - - . < o
1 ' B - (Continued) i :

4
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B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY CHECKS (Continued) _BEST COPY.AVAILABLE
. | A : ' Section and )
’ ) " - ~~+ " Line Number. - S
* Data Elements | - ~ References * o /' Test/Error Condition
“ v ' . - . . - . . ) . ’ . “ ] .
10; e Continuing Enrollment -- Nontraditional . G5la ‘ Th’é sum of continuing and new enrollment for the cur- -
- . T : . - rent year whemcompared with corresponding data from
. e New Enrollment ---Nontraditional ' * - Gslb . last.year's form must fall within the following tolerapce
- , U . o _ ranges: i o
o | , | ‘ L . LevelofLast . = Tolerance Ranges
' - ‘ Year's Data * for This YT‘S Data
. . _ ‘ ;P .- - )_ 0 - .99 + 60% of last year's data
; ’ _ . L . - : 100 - C 499 w1 50% of last year's data
~ p . : . ST .o ) 500 - 999 + 40% of last year's data
el T ‘ i 1,000 -~ 4,999 . +30% of last year's data
. ~ . ‘ e 5,000 _and above + 20% of last year's data
. . - : _ » - v - : ¢ . .
= 1l. e Total Undergraduate Tuition and Fees Elp If total undergraduate tuition and fees increase by more
) . : ' ~ than 10% when compared with last year's data, undergrad-
e Undergraduate Enrollment -- Traditional G36a . uate enrollment in traditional institutions or the sum of
\-‘ ‘ - '. continuing and new enrollment in nontraditional schools
-~ - & Continuing Enroliment -- Nontraditional ‘ ‘ G5la , must not decrease by 10% or more. ' '
v - . i . . . %
. . ) . ’ ' _
* o New Enrollinent -- Nontraditional : G51lb ' ‘
» ‘ ° . 3 ) ) -
* 12. o Total Graduate Tuition and Fees ' El5b . If total graduate tuition and fees increase by more than
: _ o . S ) _ 10% when compared with last year's data, graduate en-
¢ Graduate Enrollinent C - G36b rollment must not decrease by 10% or more. .
A} -~ | | |
¢ R f .
A ‘ :
L v - FIGURE 2

SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE
: CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM
. © (Continued)
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B. CROSS-YEAR CONSISTENCY C ECKS (Continued) ’ . BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
. > © Sectionand - :
- - ' . Line Number S : »
_ Data Elements - ° " 'References - - Test/Error Condition .
13. e Total Undergraduate Tuitign and Fees Elba’ i toiél‘undé'rgraduate tuition and fees decrease by R
! . . . . . more than 10% when compared with last year's data,
. @ ~ Undergraduate Enrollment ~> Traditio 1 . G36a undergraduate -enrollment in traditional institutions or
: - S . ‘ ¢ T . the sum,of continuing and new enrollment in nontradi-
e Continuing Enrollment -- Nontraditional -G5la . tional schools'must not increase by 10% oy more.. ;" ,
~ : : AR . x : , ' : N
e New Enrollment -- Nontraditional e *GSlb . .
- P a '
. 14 e Total Graduate Tuig®nand Fees ' | Eisb ' . If total graduate tuition and feés decrease.by more than |
R ‘ : : | 10% when compared with last year's data, graduate enroll-
¢ Graduate Enrollment Lo~ . G36b ment-must not increase by 10% or more.. . .
' _ ) b ' A._' ) ) _' S K ) : , \ ' Ay
15. e #pell Grant Expenditures . . Ele _ If Pell Grant expenditures increase by 10% or more when -
& . | . S + compared with last year’s data, the sum of dependent
. e Dependent Undergraduate Applicants ~  F19 through F27 . applicants with incomes below $26,999 and independent
. with Incomes From $0 -'$26,999 , - . applicants with incomes below 38,999 must rfot decrease
‘ | : o . : . by 10% or more. | ) -
e Independent Undergraduate Applicants 7 FI9 tk‘\rough F27 . 2
with Incomes From 50 - 38,999 - .
. ’ | . : | - ‘, ‘- . . , 1) . :
16.* e ~Pell Grant Expenditures ', ~ - Elé6 : If Pell Grant expenditures decrease by 10% or more
‘ . 3 R ‘ o when compared with last year's data, the sum of depen-
s Dependent Unde??cs:ate Applicants - . . FI19 tgough F27 ) dent applicants with incomes below §26,999 and indepen-,
with Incoines From %0 - $26,999 : ; ~ dent applicants with incomes below 58,999 must not B

- . _ v - D : increase by 10% or more.
o Independent Undergraduate Applicarits * Fl9 through F27 | ' ’ Lo

with Income From $0 - $8,999 . . Ll
| | ,  FIGURE2 S '
v SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL - |
o ~©© MACHINE EDITS FOR THE :
~ 23 , o - CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM
' | .o ~ {Continued)
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C. CONSISTENCY CHECKS WITH OTHER DATA BASES - BEST COPY AVAILABLE
) | .
. - ~ Section and _ DI : )
¢ . | ' Line Number ' ’ : .

Data Elémehts_ ,/‘Wnces o ,Test/Error' Coiidition .' '

I. e Total Undergraduate Tuition and Fees Elba The sum of tota} tuition and fees for undergraduates and
- . ' s graduates must not differ by plus or minus 10% when com-

- @ Total Graduate Tuition and Fees ) Ei5b pared with comparable data on Parg A, Line | of HEGIS' 3
- _ _ . ‘Financial Statistics Survey. _ T

¢ . . Pell Grant esgenditures must not differ by plus or minus \
10% when compared against comparable data on the Pell|
Grant Disbursement System's Universe File. ~

2. Pell Grant Expenditures . o

. ~ .
. - 4

3. e Undergraduate Enrollment -- Traditional, . G36a " The sum of undergraduate and graduate enrollment must .
: : ' o _ Lo not differ by plus or minus 10% n compared with the
e Gradugte Enrollment” o _ G36b' sum of lines 1, 10, 11, 15, 24, and 45 from column;gl) '
_ | : . : - - . and 14 of HEGIS's Fall Enrollment ‘.E_urvey.‘ | )
c\_ 4. e Type of Institution . . ) Al . If the institutipn is private, nonprofit, the ratio of under-
. - o . T graduate enroliment to total undergraduate tuition and
e Total Undergraduate Tuition and Fees El5a fees must not differ by more than plus or minus 25% when
s ' compared with undergraduate tuition and fees reported on
e Undergraduate Enroliment’ ' : - G36a’ -HEGIS' Institutional Characteristics Survey. ’
. ‘. ‘ . .
5.7 e Type of Institution , A4 If the institution is private, nonprofit, the ratio of grad-
: ’ . o enrollment to total graduate tuition and fees must not
e Total Graduate Tuition and Fees ’ El5b L. differ by more than plus or minus 25% when compared . *
i ‘ e | with graduate tuition and fees reported on HEGIS' Insti-
¢ Graduate Enrollment o ' G36b " tutional Characteristics Survey. | .
L & " FIGURE 2
' ‘ SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
MACHINE EDITS FOR THE
CAMPUS-BASED SYSTEM :
s * (Continued) . | -
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. Proposed Cross-Year ConsistencyChecks = o - )

ST e h U BEST GOPY AVAILABLE
CTer M T T 5 - B 4
aﬁdress alL three em check funcmons: addrtronal internal conmstency chedés Cross-
year comparxsons, and comparrsons wr.h other higher education data files. Figure 2 .
descrrbes each of - the proposed edn:s, provides the data elements which each edit
~addresses, and references the ‘section and line number of the data element on the
form.' As Fxgure 2 mdrcares, the proposed edits address only those data items in °
Sectzons E, F, and G on the- application portion of the FISAP. which are crrtxcal in
de;erm_mmg an trtutmn s need for Ca.mpus-Ba.sed aide .~ 4 N

proposedxmei-na;c:onsistencycxaedcs | . B

~ " b
.

. Fhree edrts wmch would check to ‘make sure that the elanonsmps between' '

certain dataitems are logical are proposed. Tbe first edit would ensure that when Pell
" Grant expendnures are reported in Sectjon E, a figure for total undergraduate eligible-

| aid applicants is also reported in Section F. The second two. edits wouid make sure |

that the number of eligible aid applicants reported in Section F is less thar) or equal to
the institutionys total Fall enrollment reported in Section G. Cf/ y
Recommendation

Y ’ a—-—

We recommend that OSFA mcorporate these three mterna.l consistency cheqks'
into rhe FISAP edmng system for the upcommg processmg year. Thé three edits

. address Pell Grant expendxtures, number of aid applrcams, and total enroliment, three

data eiements which our field work suggests are among the most often’ mxsreported.
The three edits, by .checking the conszstency of the three data elements, would
uncover misreporting that the current system is not c;apable of rdennfyzr}g;

Sixteen' edits which check an in§titution's cross-year reporting tonsistency are
pro3osed In the first edxt, a cross-year comparison is made wrth not tolerance

provxded. In the next 9 edrts, a crmcal item is compared cross-year usxng a ‘wler ance' S

range. If the values of the two_ items bexng compared fall thhm the tolerance range,
‘the item would pot- be considered” in error. 'I'he proposed tolerance ranges are |
expressed as proportions of current year data to iast year's data. .For example, if an
mstxtunon reported 80 for its undergraduate enrollment last year its tolerance would

’

. _‘ -7 0%

LN
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-

/m? plus or minus 60 -percent, Its tolerance range for this year's data would ‘be
32 (80 - (.60 x 80) = 32) to 128 (80 + (.60 x 80} = 128). The tolerances vary depending . "

.on the amounts reported on last year's form. Ranges are broader for small amounts. -
‘and more restrictive- for large amounts since sxgmfxcantly more cross-year variation
. should be expected at small mstttutmns. )

&,

' Extensive' quantitative ahaiysis of trends in FISAP reporting and the possible:
" impact of vamous tolerance ranges on the frequency of edit failures was not possxble SRS
- due to the umxted scope of the task.. Instead, the proposed tolerance ranges were |
a assigned, based on experience doing manual cross-yea.r comparisons on 275 sampies
| FISAPS and on.a revxew of cross-year edits used by the HEGIS surveys. The HEGIS
' program has been using cross-year compapisons for several years and as a r¥sult has , -‘

been able to follow trends and refme the tolerance ranges it uses. R o .7,’:

S The final six cross;year consiétency cﬁe’cks examine the relatidnéhip of chahge in
two or more data elements. In four of the edits, change in total tumon and fees is e
| L compared to change in total enrollment (e. g i total tuition and fees increase by more
« © . than 10 percent, the enmnment should not decrease by more than 10 pucent) In the
| ~ otheg<two edits, change in total Pell Grant expendxtures is compared to change in the
| ‘ total nurhber of Jow income eligible aid appticants (e.g., if Pell Grant expend.ltures
\ o ~increase by 10 percent or more, the number of low income apphcants should not .

decrease by FO- percent or more). A tolerance range of 10 percent has been used in

T A

. these companson& since ‘the relatxonshxp between the data elements is not perfect. '
For instance, it is possxble for totaJ Pell Grant expenditures to rise and the number of

IR LIS

fow income apphcants to drop due to an increase in tuition and fees or a change in the
Famxiy Contrxbut’:on Schedule. kaewxse, enrollment may drop and totai tuition and
fees rise due to an across-the board mcrease in tuition,

R‘ecommendatiom L . . - L

We recommend that OSFA ihcorporate the 16 cross-year checks on a test basis’

during the upcommg\ year recogmzmg that the proposed tolerance ranges were ,

‘develcped through quahtatxve analytic methods and that ‘additional analysis will be g

needed to refine them. This analysis $hould be conducted on an ongoing basis in order o
that this refinement continue and the tolerance not become outnioded.

} —t
RS . . . ~
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. Préposed Consistency Checks With Other Data Bases

Five ‘edits are propesed which would compare critical data elements from the

F,LS?\P with data collected by HEGIS and the Pgll Grant program. Tolerance ranges
are,rec'ommended'for'the comparisons to account for the follpwing two problems in
validating FISAP data with other data sources:. | o

-

¢  Ongoing.changes o the Pell Universe and HEGIS files. The figure for Peil
Grant expenditures on the FISAP may not match what the Pell Universe
File contains for either current authorization-or net expenditures because
- of an onging reconciliation process that continues for months after the
~award year. Also, as part of the editing process the HEGIS files are
revised over a period of several months following the original submission of

the HEGIS form. o " | ST

e - Definitional Differences. In two of the proposed edits, an average tuition -

and- fees figure would be calculated (total tuition and fees divided by’
enrollment) .and compared against a tuition and fees figure reported for
private institutions on HEGIS' Institutional Characteristics Survey.* That

' survey, however, asks for the modal {(most common) tuition and fees rather

than the campus-wide average. Thus, a rather liberal tolerance of 25
percent is sugge’,sted in making the' comparison. co '
f . . : “

Recommendation . - C

I
L]

ma&hual validatjon of 275 sampled forms be éxplored before incorporating comparisons

- with outside data bases into the current editing system. These problems, in addition to_

the two comparison problems already noted, include:

~

. ‘ | : o
® Difficulty of Identifying Institutions. The HEGIS and FISAP files have no
common identifie$ for the institution other than its name. HEGIS uses the ~
FICE code as the numeric identifer for its institutions; while FISAP uses
the entity number. . T ’ \ :

- ‘ £
i ot

«

e

*There is not comparable data for total public institution tuition ‘and fees on the™

Institutional Characteristics Survey.™Data is collected on that survey for in-state and-

‘out-of-state tuition and fees for public institutions. Without data on in-state and out-
of-state enrailments, it is impossible to calculate a campus-wide average tuition and

fees figgge. . | | ) Sl
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We recommend that ways of overcoming the problems we identified in the
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‘ . . “ | ' - | - aets
° Different ﬁeportir{g Units. The definition of a r.e;ﬁorting unit is different R
. for FISAP, Pell, and HEGIS. A multi-campus institution, for example, may o
' file a single combined report for FISAP and separate reports for Peil.
e Different Number of Reporting Units. Not all institutions, who file a‘FISAP
- - file Pell and HEGIS reports. For example, therg are mapy proprietary
schools whe jﬂe the FISAP form but not the HEGIS surveys. .
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