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Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

Highlights

Annual customer satisfaction surveys of institutions are one component
of an overall evaluation of the Federal Direct Loan Program conducted
by Macro International Inc. (Macro) under contract to the U.S.
Department of Education (ED). These surveys are designed to
determine the level of institutional satisfaction with the Federal Direct
Loan and Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) Programs.

This report is based on nationally representative samples of FFEL
schools and schools that began participating in the Direct Loan Program
during the 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97 academic years.
Approximately 2,200 institutions completed surveys between May and
August of 1997, for an overall response rate of 82 percent. The same
sample responded to our 1995 and 1996 surveys, and selected
comparative findings are presented in this report.

Objective

The objective of this survey is to provide comparisons of institutional
satisfaction and experiences with each program, including reported

e Quality and ease of loan program administration
e  Satisfaction with communications and support from the
Department of Education and other service providers (i.e., lenders

and guarantee agencies).

Differences in institutional experiences were also examined over time
and by several key institutional characteristics. '

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

This is the third
annual report of
customer satisfaction
with the Federal
Direct Loan and
Federal Family
Education Loan
(FFEL) Programs.

' Wherever comparative findings are presented in the text, only statistically significant differences are discussed.
If an insignificant difference is mentioned, the reader will be alerted that the difference is not statistically significant.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Findings

In the 1996-97 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions FFEL institutions

were generally satisfied with their respective loan programs, with only indicated (tll nich

6 percent of institutions expressing any dissatisfaction.? However as significantly higher
level of overall

shown in Figure le FFEL insti'tutions, indicated a signiﬁcant_ly higher satisfaction with
level of overall satisfaction with their loan program than did Direct their loan program
Loan institutions (82% for FFEL schools versus 64% for Direct Loan than did Direct Loan
schools).’ institutions.

Figure H1
Overall Satisfaction With Loan Programs
Direct Loan Schools and FFEL Schools
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As shown in Figure H2, the difference in satisfaction between the two
loan programs appears to have been influenced by the lower level of
satisfaction reported by the second-year Direct Loan schools, where
only 62 percent were satisfied, compared with 69 percent of first-year
Direct Loan schools and 70 percent of third-year Direct Loan schools.

For the purposes of this report, the term satisfied refers to those institutions that expressed their satisfaction as
either a 1 or a2 on ascale of 1 to 5, where 1 was very satisfied and 5 was very dissatisfied.

* Because of errors induced by rounding, the summing together of numbers in tables may not always produce the
value given in the text. In these rare instances, the number in the text represents the correctly rounded sum.
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Figure H2
Overall Satisfaction With Loan Programs
Direct Loan Schools
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When comparing the 1996 and 1997 surveys, the proportion of satisfied Between 1996 and
Direct Loan schools fell significantly from 83 percent during the 1997, the proportion
1995-96 academic year to 64 percent in the 1996-97 academic year.* of satisfied Direct
This drop in satisfaction was confirmed by the responses to the relative gz:l:'lnifihlfozs 9
satisfaction question in the 1997 survey. That is, when Direct Loan percen tag: points.
schools were asked how this year’s satisfaction compared to last year,

.. However, third-year
both first-year and second-year schools indicated that, on balance, they schools felt that they

were slightly less satisfied this year. However, third-year schools felt were significantly
that they were significantly better off this year in the Direct Loan better off this year in
Program than last year, when they participated in the FFEL Program. the Direct Loan

Program than last
year, when they
participated in the
FFEL Program.

* This drop is satisfaction may have been caused by the significant difficulties, beginning in spring 1997, as the
Department transitioned the Direct Loan origination contract from CDSI/AFSA to EDS, coinciding with the time that
the 1996-97 institutional survey was in the field.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

The recent drop in satisfaction among Direct Loan schools follows the
decline that began when overall satisfaction declined significantly from
89 percent during the 1994-95 academic year to 83 percent during the
1995-96 academic year. This 3-year decline in satisfaction among
Direct Loan schools was confirmed by an analysis of the individual
cohorts themselves, where satisfaction among the first-year Direct Loan
schools fell between the 1994-95 and 1996-97 academic years, just as
satisfaction fell among the second-year Direct Loan schools between
1995-96 and 1996-97.

Among the FFEL schools, satisfaction increased slightly, from
79 percent in 1995-96 to 82 percent in 1996-97, although the increase
was not statistically significant. However, between the 1994-95 and
1996-97 academic years, satisfaction did increase among FFEL schools,
increasing from 68 percent in 1994-95 to 82 percent in 1996-97.

Among all institutions, 78 percent were satisfied with the loan programs
during the 1996-97 academic year, compared with 80 percent in
1995-96 and 68 percent in 1994-95. Although there were no
differences in overall satisfaction between the 1995-96 and 1996-97
academic years, both years represented a significant improvement over
the institutional satisfaction expressed during the 1994-95 academic
year, suggesting that competition between the Direct Loan and FFEL
Programs has increased overall institutional satisfaction with the loan
programs.

During the 1996-97 academic year, 61 percent of Direct Loan
institutions participated fully in the Direct Loan Program, while 39
percent of the schools offered loans through both the Direct Loan and
FFEL Programs. As shown in Exhibit H1, those schools participating
fully in the Direct Loan Program were more satisfied with the Direct
Loan Program than were those schools phasing in the program (73%
versus 48%). In a similar manner, schools participating fully in the
FFEL Program were more satisfied with the FFEL Program than were
schools participating in both programs (82% versus 68%).

Over the last 3 years,
satisfaction among
Direct Loan schools
has fallen
significantly, from
89 percent in
academic year
199495 to 64
percent in academic
year 1996-97.
However, over the
same time period,
satisfaction among
FFEL schools has
risen significantly,
Jrom 68 percent in
academic year
199495 to 82
percent in academic
year 1996-97.

Schools participating
fully in Direct
Lending were more
satisfied with the
Direct Loan
Program than those
schools phasing in
the program, while
schools participating
fully in the FFEL
Program were more
satisfied with the
FFEL Program than
were schools
participating in both
programs.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

v
i3



Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

Exhibit H1
Overall Satisfaction With Loan Programs by Level of Participation
(in percentages)

FFEL Satisfaction DL Satisfaction
Level of Satisfaction 100% Mixed 100% Mixed
Very Satisfied 37 31 32 12
2 46 37 4 37
3 14 25 19 34
4 3 5 6 15
Very Dissatisfied 1 2 2 3

During the 1996-97 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL D“:;”g the 199 6;9 7
institutions reported that loan program administration required a ?vce‘:ee':';'i: ?rrt,eil ere
moderate amount of work or effort. Furthermore, there were no P

. ) ) differences in the
differences between Direct Loan and FFEL schools in the level of ease of program

administrative effort, nor were there any differences among the three administration
cohorts of Direct Loan schools. However, as shown in Exhibit H2, over between Direct Loan
the last 3 academic years schools reported that the FFEL Program has and FFEL

become easier to administer, while the Direct Loan Program was harder institutions.

to administer in 1996-97 than during either the 1994-95 or 1995-96 ~ However, over the

academic years. last 3 years the
FFEL Program has

become easier to
administer, while the
Direct Loan
Program was harder
to administer in

Exhibit H2
Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration
Institutions Rating Level of Effort as Very Easy or Relatively Easy
(in percentages)

1996-97 than during
Direct Loan EFEL either the 1994-95
Level of Effort 199495 | 199596 | 1996-97 | 198495 | 1985-95 | 1996-97 or 1995796
i academic years.
Very or Relatively Easy 61 60 47 29 36 a1

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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There were no significant differences during the 1996-97 academic year
between Direct Loan and FFEL schools in the level of effort required
for loan program administration. However, since the Direct Loan
Program began in 1994-95, participating institutions have become less
satisfied with answering general questions about loans and financial aid,
counseling borrowers while in school, processing loan origination
records, processing promissory notes, requesting and receiving loan
funds, and reconciling/monitoring and reporting finances. On the other
hand, since 1994-95, FFEL institutions have become more satisfied
with keeping up with regulations, answering general questions about
loans and financial aid, counseling borrowers while in school,
processing loan applications, requesting and receiving loan funds,
disbursing loan funds, refunding excess loan funds to borrowers,
reconciling/monitoring, and reporting finances, and helping students
with their loans after they leave school.

When Direct Loan schools were asked to indicate the overall level of
change in work load because of the implementation of Direct Lending,
63 percent indicated that their overall work load had increased,
21 percent said there had been no change, and 16 percent said their
work load had decreased. The administrative functions most frequently
cited as increasing institutional work load were reconciliation (reported
by 75% of Direct Loan schools), training of financial aid staff (73%),
providing cash management (61%), processing of loan applications and
creation of origination records (54%), and keeping records and
reporting (53%).

During the 1996-97 academic year, Direct Loan institutions were
generally satisfied with the materials and training provided by the
Department of Education, although they felt the materials were more
useful than they were timely. However, FFEL schools were more likely
to rate the materials and training provided by guarantee agencies and
lenders as more timely and useful than those received from the
Department of Education. When the responses from FFEL and Direct
Loan schools on the materials and training provided to both programs
by the Department of Education were compared, Direct Loan schools
were more likely in all cases to rate the materials and training as both
useful and timely.

When Direct Loan
schools were asked
to indicate the
overall change in
work load due to the
implementation of
Direct Lending,

63 percent indicated
that their overall
work load had
increased.

During the 1996-97
academic year,
Direct Loan
institutions were
generally satisfied
with the materials
and training
provided by the
Department of
Education, although
they felt the
materials were more
useful than timely.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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When responses from the 1995-96 academic year were compared, it
was seen that Direct Loan institutions in 1996-97 reported a decline in
satisfaction with both the timeliness and usefulness of ED-provided
information and support. In fact, Direct Loan institutions were more
satisfied during the previous academic year with every type of
information and support provided by the ED. In a similar manner,
FFEL institutions also experienced a decline in satisfaction between the
1995-96 and 1996-97 academic years with both the timeliness and
usefulness of not only the ED-provided material, but also material
provided by lenders and guarantors.

Among those schools first implementing the Direct Loan Program in
1996-97, a majority of institutions (56%) were satisfied with ED’s
responsiveness to their reported problems. However, a longitudinal
comparison reveals a continued decline in satisfaction among those
institutions first implementing the program, from 87 percent in 1994-89
to 79 percent in 1995-96, to 56 percent during 1996-97.

When compared
with the 1995-96
academic year, both
Direct Loan and
FFEL institutions in
1996-97 reported a
decline in
satisfaction with
both the timeliness
and usefulness of
ED-provided
information and
support.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Survex of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

Introduction

Annual customer satisfaction surveys of institutions participating in the Title IV loan programs are
one component of an overall evaluation of the Federal Direct Loan Program conducted by Macro
International Inc. (Macro) under contract to the U.S. Department of Education (ED). These surveys
are designed to determine the level of institutional satisfaction with the Federal Direct Loan and
Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) Programs. The objective of these surveys is to provide
comparisons of institutional satisfaction and experiences with each program, including

. Overall quality and perceived ease of loan program administration
. Satisfaction with communications and support from the Department of Education and other
service providers (i.e., lenders and guarantee agencies).

In addition to the areas of investigation listed above, changes in institutional experiences with
aspects of loan program administration were reviewed over time for schools participating in the
Direct Loan and FFEL Programs. This review was accomplished by comparing the responses of
institutions participating in our 1995 and 1996 surveys with those of institutions responding to our
1997 institutional survey. Differences were also examined by several key institutional characteristics
to determine if they were related to overall institutional satisfaction. For all institutions, differences
in satisfaction were examined by

. Institutional type and control
. Loan volume

. Financial Aid Office structure
. Computer system.

For Direct Loan institutions, differences in satisfaction were also examined by
. Cohort level

. Software configuration
. Origination level.

For FFEL institutions, differences in satisfaction were also examined by

. Decisions regarding participation in the Direct Loan Program
. Number of lenders

. Number of guarantee agencies

. Current use of Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT).

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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The 1997 institutional survey was conducted using a mail survey methodology with computer-
assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) followup; institutions also had the option of completing the
questionnaire on the World-Wide Web. Data collection for the survey began on May 16, 1997, and
continued through August 20, 1997. Extensive telephone and mail followup procedures were
implemented in an effort to achieve the highest possible response rate.

The overall survey response rate was 82 percent, based on 2,212 responses from 2,714 eligible
institutions. The response rate was 88 percent for first-year Direct Loan schools, 80 percent for
second-year Direct Loan schools, 66 percent for third-year Direct Loan schools, and 82 percent for
FFEL schools.! Detailed tables illustrating the number and percent of responses for each question,
including response rates by institutional type and control and loan volume are included in the
Technical Appendices in Volume Two.

Cross-tabs for the survey data were produced through the Statistical Analysis System (SAS), and
significance tests were conducted using Westvar.? Whenever comparative findings between the
Direct Loan and FFEL Programs are presented, tests for programmatic differences are done at the
5 percent level of significance after controlling for differences in both type and control and size
among institutions participating in the two programs. As a result, any observed differences can be
attributed to actual programmatic differences, rather than differences in the composition of schools
participating in the two programs. However, whenever within-program comparisons were made
(e.g., among the cohorts of Direct Loan schools), differences in both type and control and size were
not controlled for since all institutions in the Direct Loan Program operate under the same set of
rules.’ For the interested reader, a complete description of the data processing and analysis can be
found in the Survey Methodology section of the Technical Appendices in Volume Two.

The Technical Appendices in Volume Two also include

. The weighted data tables

. Weighted and unweighted frequencies

. A detailed description of the data collection methodology

. The survey instruments.

This volume of the report summarizes the findings of the 1997 survey.

' Throughout both volumes of the report, first-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan
Program in 1994-95, second-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program in 1995-96,
and third-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program in 1996-97.

2 Westvar was used instead of SAS, since Westvar automatically takes into account the sampling design and
survey weights.

> Wherever comparative findings are presented in the text, only statistically significant differences are discussed.
If an insignificant difference is mentioned, the reader will be alerted that the difference is not statistically significant.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Overall Institutional Satisfaction With the Federal Student Loan

Programs

Current Satisfaction

In the 1996-97 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions were generally satisfied with
their respective loan programs, with only 6 percent of institutions expressing any dissatisfaction. *
However, as shown in Figure 1 (and in Table 1-1 found in the technical appendices®), FFEL
institutions indicated a significantly higher level of overall satisfaction with their loan program than
did Direct Loan institutions (82% for FFEL schools versus 64% for Direct Loan schools).®

Percent of Responses

Figure 1
Overall Satisfaction With Loan Programs
Direct Loan Schools and FFEL Schools
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* For the purposes of this report, the term satisfied refers to those institutions that expressed their satisfaction as a
1 ora2 onascale of 1 to 5, where 1 was very satisfied and 5 was very dissatisfied.

5 All tables referenced are found in the technical appendices in Volume II.

¢ Because of errors induced by rounding, the summing together of numbers in tables may not always produce the
value given in the text. In these rare instances, the number in the text represents the correctly rounded sum.
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Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

The difference in satisfaction between the two loan programs appears to have been influenced by the
lower level of satisfaction reported by the second-year Direct Loan schools, where only 62 percent
were satisfied, compared with 69 percent of first-year Direct Loan schools and 70 percent of third-
year Direct Loan schools (Figure 2).

Figure 2
Overall Satisfaction With Loan Programs
Direct Loan Schools
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Current Satisfaction by Selected Institutional Characteristics

In addition to examining institutional satisfaction levels by program and cohort, differences in
satisfaction were also examined by several key institutional characteristics. Among all schools, there
were no differences in satisfaction by loan volume, financial aid office structure, or type of computer
system used, although differences did exist by type and control. As shown in Exhibit 1 (and Table
1-2), 4-year private institutions were significantly more likely to be satisfied with their loan program
than were proprietary institutions (82% versus 73%).

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
4

HE &N E &N A E A R S IR BN oG R R B D B G e
-
]
:




Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

Exhibit 1
Overall Satisfaction by Institutional Type and Control
(in percentages)

Level of Institutional Type and Control
Satisfaction 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private | 2-Year Private | Proprietary
Very Satisfied 37 34 34 34 32
2 42 44 48 46 41
3 17 19 13 16 19
4 3 4 4 3 6
Very Dissatisfied 2 1 1 1 2

Among FFEL institutions, there were no differences in satisfaction by loan volume, number of
guarantee agencies used, or by current use of EFT, although there were differences in satisfaction
by the number of lenders and an institution’s plans for participation in the Direct Loan Program.
Specifically, those schools that applied for participation in Year 4 of the Direct Loan Program and
whose application was either pending or accepted, and those schools that had their application for
Direct Loan Program participation rejected exhibited the lowest satisfaction with the FFEL Program,
followed by those schools either planning on applying to the Direct Loan Program or currently
participating in both programs (Table 1-3). In terms of the number of lenders, those schools with
three to five lenders expressed the highest level of satisfaction, followed by schools with 11 to 20
lenders (Table 1-4).

Among Direct Loan institutions, there were no differences in satisfaction by either cohort level, loan
volume, origination level, or software configuration.

Current Satisfaction Compared to Previous Satisfaction

When comparing the 1996 and 1997 surveys, the proportion of satisfied Direct Loan schools fell
significantly, from 83 percent during the 1995-96 academic year to 64 percent in the 1996-97
academic year (see Table 1-5).” This drop in satisfaction was confirmed by the responses to the
relative satisfaction question in the 1997 survey. As shown in Exhibit 2 (and Table 1-6), when
Direct Loan schools were asked how this year’s satisfaction compared to last year’s, both first-year .
and second-year schools indicated that, on balance, they were slightly less satisfied this year, while

7 This drop in satisfaction may have been caused by the significant difficulties, beginning in spring 1997, as the
Department transitioned the Direct Loan origination contract from CDSI/AFSA to EDS, coinciding with the time that
the 1996-97 institutional survey was in the field.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

third-year schools felt that they were significantly better off this year in the Direct Loan Program
than last year when they participated in the FFEL Program.

Exhibit 2
Relative Satisfaction by Direct Loan Cohort
(in percentages)

Direct Loan Program Participation

Level of Satisfaction 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr.
Increased 21 28 38
Remained the Same 49 38 57
Decreased 30 34 5

As shown in Figure 3, the recent drop in satisfaction among Direct Loan schools (from 83% during
the 1995-96 academic year to 64% during the 1996-97 academic year) follows the decline in
institutional satisfaction that began during the second survey year (from 89% during the 1994-95
academic year to 83% during the 1995-96 academic year). This 3-year decline in satisfaction among
Direct Loan schools was confirmed by an analysis of the individual cohorts themselves, where

 satisfaction among the first-year Direct Loan schools fell between the 1994-95 and 1996-97

academic years, just as satisfaction fell among the second-year Direct Loan schools between
1995-96 and 1996-97.

Among the FFEL schools, satisfaction increased slightly from 79 percent in 1995-96 to 82 percent
in 1996-97, although the increase was not statistically significant. However, between the 1994-95
and 1996-97 academic years, satisfaction did increase among FFEL schools, increasing from 68
percent in 1994-95 to 82 percent in 1996-97.

Among all institutions, 78 percent were satisfied with the loan programs during the 1996-97
academic year, compared with 80 percent in 1995-96 and 68 percent in 1994-95. Although there
were no differences in overall satisfaction between the 1995-96 and 1996-97 academic years, both
years represent a significant improvement over the institutional satisfaction expressed during the
1994-95 academic year, suggesting that competition between the Direct Loan and FFEL Programs
has increased overall institutional satisfaction with the loan programs (Table 1-8).
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Figure 3
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutional Satisfaction
From 1994-95 to 1996-97
(in percentages)
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Satisfaction of Schools That Originated Loans in Both Programs

During the 1996-97 academic year, 61 percent of Direct Loan institutions participated fully in the
Direct Loan Program, originating Direct Loans exclusively. A smaller group, 39 percent, also
originated loans in the FFEL Program.

Among institutions participating in both programs, there were significant differences observed in
FFEL and Direct Loan satisfaction. As shown in Exhibit 3 (and Table 1-9), schools participating
fully in the Direct Loan Program were more satisfied with the Direct Loan Program than those
schools phasing in the program (73% versus 48%), and in terms of FFEL satisfaction, those schools
participating fully in the FFEL Program were more satisfied with the FFEL Program than were
schools participating in both program (82% versus 68%) (Tables 1-10 and 1-11).

A majority of schools administering both programs reported that students’ access to loans, ease of
administration of the FFEL Program, service from loan servicers and collections agencies, and
service from third-party servicers have remained unchanged in their administration of the FFEL
Program. Schools also reported that services from banks and guarantee agencies had improved since
the introduction of Direct Loans, with 56 percent of schools citing an improvement and only 2
percent saying that services had worsened.
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Exhibit 3

Overall Satisfaction With Loan Program by Level of Participation
(in percentages)

FFEL Satisfaction DL Satisfaction
Level of Satisfaction | 100% Mixed 100% Mixed
Very Satisfied 37 31 32 12
2 46 37 41 37
3 14 25 19 34
4 3 5 6 15
Very Dissatisfied 1 2 2 3

Important Attributes of the Loan Programs

Consistent with the results of both the 1995 and 1996 institutional surveys, the ability to serve
borrowers well was the most frequently mentioned attribute of the loan programs, mentioned by
77 percent of all institutions. The next two most frequently mentioned attributes among all schools
were the predictability of loan funds (54%) and the flexibility of loan repayment options (44 %).

When comparing the loan programs, Direct Loan schools were more likely than FFEL schools to list
the flexibility of loan repayment options as an attribute (61% versus 38%), while FFEL schools were
more likely than Direct Loan schools to list the following as attributes (Tables 1-12 and 1-13):

. Ability to serve borrowers well (78% versus 73%)

. Predictability of loan funds (56% versus 45%)

. Viability of the program (38% versus 28%)

. Cost-effective administration of program (30% versus 20%).

There were no differences among the three cohorts of Direct Loan schools.

Areas of Unmet Expectations in the Loan Programs

Among all institutions, simplicity of administration was the most frequently mentioned area of
unmet expectation, with 23 percent of all institutions listing this area, followed by the cost-
effectiveness of the program (15%), and the flexibility of loan repayment options (8%). All of the
other choices were mentioned by less than 5 percent of institutions, suggesting that institutions were
generally pleased with the loan programs.
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When comparing the loan programs, Direct Loan schools were more likely than FFEL schools to list
the following as areas of unmet expectations:

. Simplicity of loan program administration (32% versus 20%)
. Cost-effectiveness of the program (21% versus 12%)

. Viability of the program (6% versus 2%)

. Predictability of loan funds (8% versus 4%).

FFEL schools were more likely than Direct Loan schools to list the flexibility of loan repayment
options as an area of unmet expectation (9% versus 3%) (Tables 1-14 and 1-15).

Among the three cohorts of Direct Loan schools, there were several significant differences. For
example, second-year schools were more likely than both first-year and third-year schools to mention
borrowers’ being well served as an area of unmet expectation, while second-year schools were more
likely than first-year schools to mention simplicity of administration as a concern. In terms of
program viability, second-year schools were more likely than third-year schools to express this area
of unmet expectation, while both first- and second-year schools were more likely to mention the
predictability of loan funds than were third-year schools. The area of cost-effectiveness was more
of a concern to second-year schools than to either first- or third-year schools, while the flexibility
of loan repayment options was listed as an area of unmet expectation more frequently by second-year

schools than by third-year schools (Table 1-14).

Recommendations for Improving the Loan Programs

In the 1997 survey, Direct Loan schools were given an open-ended opportunity to comment on any
aspect of the Direct Loan Program. Their comments fell largely into two groups—correcting
problems with the Loan Origination Center (LOC) (mentioned by 43% of respondents) and
improving software and technical support (mentioned by 18% of respondents).®

When Direct Loan institutions were asked what specific recommendations they would give to the
Department of Education on how to improve its administration of the Direct Loan Program, the most

frequently volunteered recommendations were

. Better/more LOC representatives (7%)

. Improve customer service of Montgomery servicer (7%)

. Improve overall performance of Montgomery servicer (general) (6%)

. Improve ED Express/software quality, functions, or documentation (6%)
. Improve reconciliation process (6%)

. Expand training locally (6%).

For a complete listing of responses, readers are referred to Appendix C of Volume 2.
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FFEL institutions offered more varied recommendations. When asked what specific
recommendations they would give to the Department of Education or loan servicers on how to
improve the administration of the FFEL Program, institutions volunteered the following
recommendations most frequently:

. Simplify regulations (6%)

. Need clear/regular communications with students (4%)
. Don’t penalize schools for student defaults (4%)

. Revise application forms/use FAFSA (3%).
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Administration of the Direct Loan and FFEL Programs

Institutional Satisfaction With Loan Program Administration

During the 1996-97 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions reported that loan
program administration required a moderate amount of work or effort. Furthermore, there were no
differences in effort between Direct Loan and FFEL schools, nor were there any differences among
the three cohorts of Direct Loan schools. However, as shown in Exhibit 4 (and Table 2-2), over the
last 3 academic years schools reported that the FFEL Program has become easier to administer, while
the Direct Loan Program was harder to administer in 1996-97 than during either the 1994-95 or
1995-96 academic years.

Exhibit 4
Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration
Institutions Rating Level of Effort as Very Easy or Relatively Easy
(in percentages)

Direct Loan FFEL
Level of Effort 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
Very or Relatively Easy 61 60 47 29 36 41

As shown in Exhibit 5 (and in Table 2-3), institutions in both the Direct Loan and FFEL Programs
indicated that they were generally satisfied with the activities involved in administering their
respective loan programs.” For example, at least nine out of every 10 institutions said they were
satisfied with the following activities:

. Answering general questions about loans and financial aid (96%)
o Counseling borrowers while in schools (95%)
. Requesting and receiving loan funds (94%)

o Disbursing loan funds (91%).

At least eight out of every 10 institutions were satisfied with the following activities:

. Keeping up with regulations (89%)

o Refunding excess loan funds to borrowers (88%)
J Helping students with loans after they left school (85%)
. Reconciling/monitoring and reporting finances (82%).

® Although most of the administrative activities listed in our survey were common to both loan programs, some of
them were program specific, so that comparisons for all activities were not possible.
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The only administrative activity receiving a satisfaction rating lower than 80 percent was
recordkeeping and reporting of student information, for which 76 percent of all institutions reported
that they were satisfied.

However, in a comparison of the responses from Direct Loan and FFEL institutions, Direct Loan
schools were more satisfied than FFEL schools in

. Keeping up with regulations (93% versus 88%)
. Refunding excess loan funds to borrowers (91% versus 87%)
. Helping students with loans after they left school (89% versus 83%) (Table 2-3).

FFEL schools were more satisfied than Direct Loan schools with
. Requesting and receiving loan funds (96% versus 91%)

. Reconciling/monitoring and reporting finances (89% versus 60%)
. Recordkeeping and reporting student information (77% versus 71%) (Table 2-3).

Since the Direct Loan Program began in 1994-95, participating institutions have become less
satisfied with

. Answering general questions about loans and financial aid
. Counseling borrowers while in school

. Processing loan origination records

. Processing promissory notes

. Requesting and receiving loan funds

. Reconciling/monitoring and reporting finances.

FFEL institutions have become more satisfied with

. Keeping up with regulations

. Answering general questions about loans and financial aid
. Counseling borrowers while in school

. Processing loan applications

. Requesting and receiving loan funds

. Disbursing loan funds

. Refunding excess loan funds to borrowers

. Reconciling/monitoring and reporting finances

. Helping students with their loans after they left school (Table 2-4).
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Exhibit 5
Satisfaction With Loan Program Administration Activities
(in percentages)

Loan Program Participation

Types of Activities DL FFEL ALL
Keeping Up With Regulations 93 88 89
freverng Serer Ouestors oot | o s
Counseling Borrowers While in School 96 95 95
Processing Origination Records 88 NA NA
Processing Promissory Notes 82 NA NA
Requesting and Receiving Loan Funds 89 96 94
Disbursing of Loan Funds 93 90 91
gs:::x;r:gs; Excess Loan Funds to 90 87 88
aR:ccj:oRer)I:)arttli(r)]g/FlnanC|al Monitoring 62 89 82
ek espr ard eporig o r w 7
il B s :

Level of Change in Resources Required To Administer the Loan Programs

As shown in Exhibit 6 (and in Table 2-5), when schools were asked if there had been a change in the
resources needed for the delivery of financial aid between the 1995-96 and 199697 academic years,
Direct Loan schools were more likely than FFEL schools to have reported increases in the

. Number of permanent or temporary staff related to financial aid (21% versus 16%)
. Number of staff used for technical support (29% versus 14%)

. Number of hours current staff work (45% versus 34%)

. Resources required for equipment and computers (68% versus 50%)

. Resources required for supplies (52% versus 34%)

. Funds for training (43% versus 21%)

. Funds for staff travel (42% versus 21%)

. Resources required for the development and modification of computer programs and
procedures (73% versus 57%).
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When the Direct Loan schools were examined for changes over time, several significant differences
emerged. For example, schools participating in the Direct Loan Program in 1995-96 were more
likely to have had a smaller increase in the number of permanent or temporary staff positions than
Direct Loan schools did in 1996-97, and they were also more likely to have had smaller increases
in the number of hours staff worked and smaller increases in the amount spent on supplies than
Direct Loan schools had in 1996-97. However, Direct Loan schools in 1996-97, as well as those
in 1995-96, were more likely to have seen smaller increases in funds for staff travel than were those
schools participating during the 1994-95 academic year (Table 2-6).

Differences also emerged among Direct Loan schools by type and control (Table 2-7). In general,
proprietary schools were more likely to have had smaller increases than several other types of
schools in the

. Number of permanent or temporary staff

. Number of staff used for technical support

. Number of hours worked by current staff

. Spending on equipment and computers

. Supplies

. Funds for staff travel

. Development and modification of computer programs and procedures.
Exhibit 6

Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid
(in percentages)

A Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan FFEL
Types of Resources Increase | Same | Decrease | Increase | Same Decrease
kel B B B o N
gsgi\::srsog f:if Positions in Accounting or 11 87 2 11 85 3
gzpr)r;l:)enr of Staff Used for Technical 29 68 2 14 82 4
Number of Hours Current Staff Work 45 49 7 34 63 4
Equipment/Computers 68 30 1 50 49 1
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 52 42 6 34 62 5
Funds for Training 43 54 3 21 75 4
Funds for Staff Trave! 42 56 2 21 73 5
el B B B e I
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When the FFEL schools were examined for changes over time, significant differences also emerged.
In terms of the number of permanent or temporary staff positions, the hours current staff work and
the amount spent on supplies, FFEL schools in both 1995-96 and 1996-97 experienced smaller
increases than did those schools participating in the FFEL Program in 1994-95. However, those
schools participating in the FFEL Program in 1994-95 experienced smaller increases in equipment
and computer purchases, as well as in funds spent on the development and modification of computer
programs and procedures, than did FFEL schools in 1996-97. Finally, FFEL schools in 1995-96
were more likely to have had smaller increases in funds for training and staff travel than they had
in either 1994-95 or 1996-97 (Table 2-6).

Among the FFEL schools, differences also existed by type and control (Table 2-8). In general, 2-
year public institutions had smaller increases than did several other types of schools in the

. Number of permanent or temporary staff positions

. Number of staff positions in the accounting or business office

. Number of staff used for technical support

. Number of hours worked by current staff

. Spending on equipment and computers

. Funds for training

. Funds for staff travel

. Development and modification of computer programs and procedures.

Level of Change in Work Load Resulting From Implementation of the Direct
Loan Program

When Direct Loan schools were asked to indicate the overall level of change in work load due to the
implementation of Direct Lending, 63 percent indicated that their overall work load had increased,
21 percent said there had been no change, and 16 percent said their work load had decreased. As
shown in Exhibit 7, the administrative functions most frequently cited as increasing institutional
work load were

. Reconciliation (reported by 75% of Direct Loan schools)

. Training of financial aid staff (73%)

. Cash management (61%)

. Processing of loan applications and creation of origination records (54%)
. Recordkeeping and reporting (53%) (Table 2-9).

When the overall level of change in work load was examined by the Direct Loan cohort, significant
differences emerged. For example, both the second-year and third-year Direct Loan schools
experienced a greater increase in work load than did the first-year Direct Loan schools (64% and
73%, respectively, reported an increase versus 44%). In fact, when broken out into the various
administrative functions, third-year Direct Loan schools experienced more work than first-year
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Direct Loan schools in training financial aid staff (79% versus 64%) and requesting and receiving
loan funds (44% versus 38%), while second-year Direct Loan schools experienced more work than
first-year Direct Loan schools in training financial aid staff (73% versus 64%), counseling borrowers
(59% versus 24%), and cash management (64% versus 46%). Third-year Direct Loan schools
experienced more work in requesting and receiving loan funds (44% versus 38%) than did second-
year Direct Loan schools (Table 2-10).

Exhibit 7
Changes in Work Load Resulting From Implementation of the Direct Loan Program
(in percentages)

| All Direct Loan Institutions
Administrative Function Decrease Same Increase

Overall Level of Change in Work 16 21 63

Load

Training Financial Aid Staff 3 25 73

Counseling Borrowers on Direct 3 61 35

Loan Program

Processing Loan Applications

Creating Origination Records 20 26 >4

Verifying Enrollment 7 69 25

Advising Students on Status of 16 57 27

Loans

Requesting an.d Recewmg Loan 2 40 38

Funds by Institution

Disbursing Loan Funds to Students 27 44 29

Recordkeeping and Reporting 14 33 53

Providing Cash Management 13 26 61

Handling Reconciliation 6 19 75

An examination by type and control also yielded several significant differences. For example, 4-year
public institutions experienced less of an increase in work load than did all other types of
institutions. In terms of specific administrative functions, 2-year public schools were more likely

to have experienced an increase in work load related to '

. Training financial aid staff

. Counseling borrowers

. Processing loan applications/creating origination records
. Verifying enrollment

. Advising students
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. Disbursing loan funds to students

. Requesting and receiving loan funds

. Providing recordkeeping and reporting
. Handling cash management

than were several other types of schools (Table 2-11).

Of those Direct Loan schools indicating a change in administrative work load, 78 percent felt that
the change was permanent, while 22 percent felt it was temporary. Among these schools there were
strong cohort effects—first-year Direct Loan schools were the most likely to view the changes as
permanent, followed by third-year, and then second-year Direct Loan schools (Table 2-12).
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Communications and Support From the U.S. Department of
Education, Lenders, and Guarantee Agencies

Materials and Training Provided by the U.S. Department of Education

During the 1996-97 academic year, Direct Loan schools were asked to rate the timeliness and
usefulness of 14 types of materials and training provided by the Department of Education or its
servicer. With the exception of the timeliness of loan reconciliation support, a majority of
institutions reported satisfaction with the timeliness and usefulness of all ED-provided services and
materials. As shown in Exhibit 8 (and Table 3-1), Direct Loan schools felt that the materials and
training provided were more useful than timely, with ratings for usefulness ranging from 51 to 90
percent, while the ratings for timeliness ranged from 41 to 83 percent.

Exhibit 8
Direct Loan Satisfaction With Materials and Training
Provided by the Department of Education
(in percentages)

ED-Provided Materials/Training Timeliness Usefulness
Information onﬁect Loan Rules and Regulations 73 80
Telephone Support for Policy and Administrative Guidance 57 69
Direct Loan Users Guide 63 67
In-Person Assistance 57 66
Borrower Counseling Materials 69 86
Training Materials for Counselors 66 75
Entrance/Exit Counseling Videos 72 73
Preprinting Promissory Notes 83 90
Reconciliation Guide 57 59
Consolidation Booklet 61 69
Loan Origination Support 57 65
Loan Reconciliation Support 41 52
Training and Technical Support 54 62
Software for Administration or Reporting Functions 54 56
Videoconferences 52 51
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Usefulness and Timeliness of Materials and Training Provided by ED

Most useful

. Preprinted promissory notes (90%)

. Borrower counseling materials (86%)

J Information on Direct Loan rules and regulations (80%)

Least useful

J Videoconferences (51%)

. Loan reconciliation support (52%)
. Software (56%)

Most timely
. Preprinted promissory notes (83%)

. Information on Direct Loan rules and regulations (73%)
. Entrance and exit counseling videos (72%)

Least timely

. Loan reconciliation support (41%)

. Videoconferences (52%)

. Training and technical support (54%)

During the 1996-97 academic year, FFEL institutions were also asked to rate the timeliness and
usefulness of several types of materials and training provided by the Department of Education,
lenders, and guarantee agencies. As shown in Exhibit 9 (and Table 3-2), FFEL schools were more
likely to rate the materials and training provided by guarantee agencies and lenders as more timely
and useful than those received from ED for all five areas listed. In addition, FFEL institutions
preferred the telephone support, training sessions, and software provided by their guarantors over
materials and training provided by their lenders; however, FFEL institutions gave lenders the highest
timeliness and usefulness marks for counseling materials used for borrowers.
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Exhibit 9
FFEL Satisfaction With Materials and Training
Provided by ED/Lender/Guarantee Agencies
(in percentages)

Timeliness Usefuiness

Agency-Prov_ided Materiails and Training ED Lender GA ED Lender GA
Informa?ion on FFEL Program Rules and 56 74 80 66 79 82
Regulations
Te[ephone Support for Policy or Administrative 47 79 82 57 81 83
Guidance
Borrower Counseling Materials 56 81 79 58 82 80
Training Sessions 54 68 75 61 73 77
Softwgre for Administrative or Reporting 47 67 72 50 73 75
Functions

When Direct Loan and FFEL schools’ ratings on ED-provided materials and training common to
both programs were compared, Direct Loan schools were more likely in all cases to rate the materials
and training received as both useful and timely. As shown in Exhibit 10 (and Table 3-3), Direct
Loan schools felt that the information on program rules and regulations, telephone support for policy

“or administrative guidance, borrower counseling materials, and software were more useful and

timely than did the FFEL schools.

Compared with the 1995-96 academic year, Direct Loan institutions in 1996-97 reported a
significant decrease in satisfaction with both the timeliness and usefulness of ED-provided
information and support. Institutions were more satisfied during the 1995-96 academic year with
every type of provided material and training (Table 3-4).'

FFEL institutions also experienced a decrease in satisfaction with the timeliness and usefulness of
information and support from lenders and guarantors between the 1995-96 and 1996-97 academic
years. Like Direct Loan schools, FFEL institutions also reported a decrease in satisfaction with ED-
provided materials and training; however, satisfaction improved with the information on FFEL
Program rules and regulations (Tables 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7).

' The only exception to this satisfaction was the insignificant decline in satisfaction with the usefulness of
entrance and exit videos. Software for administration and reporting functions was not included in the 1996 survey.
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Exhibit 10
Direct Loan Versus FFEL Satisfaction With
ED-Provided Materials and Training
(in percentages)

Timeliness Usefulness

ED-Provided Materials and Training DL FFEL DL FFEL
Information on Program Rules and Regulations 73 56 80 66
Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 57 47 69 57
Borrower Counseling Materials 69 56 86 58
Software for Administrative or Reporting Functions 55 47 55 47

Frequency of Communications With Servicers Regarding Loan Repayment and
Consolidation

Direct Loan institutions reported that they most frequently referred borrowers to the LOC for
consolidation information and materials and were most likely to refer borrowers to the servicer for
loan repayment information and materials. Furthermore, institutions indicated that they sometimes
contacted the LOC to obtain consolidation forms and information, intervene at the request of
borrowers, contact the servicer for repayment forms and information, and intervene at the request
of borrowers (Table 3-8). There were no significant differences found between the Direct Loan
cohorts regarding the frequency of this type of communication.

Related frequencies of occurrence were reported by FFEL institutions, which most frequently
referred borrowers to servicers for both consolidation and repayment information and materials. In
addition, FFEL schools reported they sometimes contacted servicers to obtain consolidation and
repayment forms and information and to intervene at the request of borrowers (Table 3-8).

When the frequencies of communications for Direct Loan and FFEL schools were compared, FFEL
schools reported that they were more likely to contact servicers for loan repayment forms and
information and to refer borrowers to the servicers for loan repayment information and materials.
These results are consistent with the 1995-96 academic year findings; FFEL schools have more
interaction because they have more loans in repayment. There were no significant differences
between the loan programs on the frequencies of communications on consolidation issues.
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Satisfaction With Communications With Servicers Regarding Loan
Repayment and Consolidation

When asked about their satisfaction with the communications with servicers regarding loan
consolidation, FFEL schools were more satisfied than Direct Loan schools in general and second-
year Direct Loan schools in particular. Regarding both in-school and out-of-school consolidation,
65 percent of Direct Loan schools were satisfied with communications with their servicer, compared
with 74 and 75 percent of FFEL schools. FFEL schools were also more satisfied than second-year
Direct Loan institutions on repayment communications. As shown in Exhibit 11 (and Table 3-9),
85 percent of FFEL schools expressed satisfaction regarding loan repayment communications,
compared with 74 percent of all Direct Loan schools and 71 percent of second-year schools. There
were no significant differences between current and prior Direct Loan satisfaction on
communications with servicers.

Among the Direct Loan institutions, proprietary schools were more satisfied with in-school and out-
of-school consolidation communications than were schools in the public sector; proprietary schools
were also more satisfied with loan repayment communications than were 2-year public schools.
Among the Direct Loan cohorts, third-year schools were more satisfied with in-school consolidation
communications than were second-year institutions (Table 3-10).

Exhibit 11
Satisfaction With Communications With Servicers
(in percentages)

Loan Program Pértlcipation
Direct Loan
Type of Communications 1stYr. | 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined| FFEL | Al
Loan Repayment 72 71 87 74 85 82
In-Schoo! Consolidation 63 62 86 65 74 71
Out-of-School Consolidation 56 64 78 65 75 72

Satisfaction With the Department of Education’s Loan Repayment and
Consolidation Guidelines

Direct Loan schools were asked to rate the timeliness and clarity of the Department of Education’s
regulations on loan repayment options, including the standard, income-contingent, extended, and
graduated repayment plans. A majority of institutions reported satisfaction with the timeliness and
clarity of all ED-provided regulations, with satisfaction ratings for timeliness ranging from 75 to
78 percent, while the ratings for clarity ranged from 66 to 75 percent (Table 3-11).
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Direct Loan schools were also asked to rate the timeliness and clarity of the Department of
Education’s consolidation guidelines. Institutions reported lower satisfaction with the timeliness and
clarity of all ED-provided guidelines, with satisfaction ratings for timeliness ranging from 54 to
57 percent, while the ratings for clarity ranged from 51 to 53 percent (Table 3-12). There were no
significant differences found between Direct Loan cohorts.

Compared with the 1995-96 academic year, 1996-97 Direct Loan schools reported a decline in
satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of all of the loan repayment regulations, with the
exception of their satisfaction with the clarity of the income-contingent repayment plan (Table 3-11).
Regarding satisfaction with consolidation guidelines, the only intertemporal change was a decline
in satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of out-of-school Direct Loan consolidation guidelines
(Table 3-12).

For the timeliness and usefulness of loan repayment regulations, 2-year private institutions were less
satisfied with the ED-provided regulations on the income-contingent repayment plan, the extended
repayment plan, and the graduated repayment plan. For the timeliness and usefulness of loan
consolidation guidelines, 2-year public institutions were less satisfied than were 4-year public
institutions and those in the private sector (Table 3-13).

Contact With the Department of Education’s Regional Offices

~ A large majority, 72 percent of Direct Loan institutions, reported contact with a client account

manager at their regional office. A majority of schools also indicated that the contacts were initiated
by both the institution and the regional office (66%). Most institutions characterized the amount of
interaction between the client account managers and their school as moderate, with 53 percent
reporting some interaction, 24 percent reporting extensive interaction, and 23 percent very little
interaction.

As shown in Exhibit 12 (and Table 3-14), Direct Loan schools judged their contacts with the
Department of Education’s Regional Office as slightly more useful than timely, with ratings for
usefulness ranging from 56 to 86 percent, and ratings for timeliness ranging from 55 to 79 percent.
The most useful and timely types of contact with ED’s Regional Offices, as well as the least useful
and timely types of contact, are presented below:

Most useful

. Requests for ED-provided material (86%)

. Entrance and exit counseling issues (81%)

. Training received at the Regional Office (81%)

Least useful

. Computer-related reconciliation issues (56%)
. Accounting-related reconciliation issues (57%)
. Questions and issues regarding computer system design or implementation (64 %)
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Most timely

. Requests for ED-provided material (79%)

. Training received at the Regional Office (75%)
. Questions regarding Direct Loan policy (74%)

Least timely

. Computer-related reconciliation issues (55%)
. Accounting-related reconciliation issues (57%)
. Questions and issues regarding computer system design or implementation (63%).

First-year Direct Loan institutions appear to be the most satisfied with contacts with the regional
office. This cohort reported higher levels of satisfaction than did second-year schools on the
timeliness of entrance- and exit-counseling issues, questions regarding loan origination, computer-
related reconciliation issues, and accounting-related reconciliation issues. First-year Direct Loan
schools also reported higher satisfaction with the timeliness of training/guidance delivered by
account managers at their institution than did second- or third-year institutions. Third-year schools
expressed greater satisfaction than did second-year schools with the timeliness of training received
at their regional office. Furthermore, second-year institutions were less satisfied than first-year
institutions with the usefulness of training received at regional office, computer-related reconciliation
issues, and accounting-related reconciliation issues (Table 3-14).
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Exhibit 12
Direct Loan Satisfaction With ED Regional Office Contact
(in percentages)

l Timeliness Usefulness
Type of Contact 1st Yr. | 2nd Yr.| 3rd Yr.| Combined | 1st Yr. | 2nd Yr. | 3rd Yr. | Combined
l Tralr_ung Rec.elved at the 80 20 95 75 90 78 9% 81
Regional Office
Training/Guidance Delivered 88 62 52 64 88 66 52 67
l by Account Managers
Questiong Regarding Direct 87 72 73 74 87 77 83 79
Loan Policy
l Entrance/Exit Counseling 92 68 85 73 90 78 90 81
Issues
Requgsts for ED-Provided 88 75 89 79 94 84 89 86
Materials
l Questions/Issues Regarding
Computer Systems Design or 75 59 81 63 72 62 71 64
Implementation
l Questlor?s,./lss.ues Regarding 87 67 80 71 81 67 82 70
Loan Origination
Questions/lssues Regarding
Disbursement and/or
l Refunding of Excess Funds to 80 67 7 70 & 70 87 73
Borrowers
Computer-Related 69 52 62 55 72 52 66 56
Reconciliation Issues
Accounting-Related 74 52 72 57 68 52 74 57
Reconciliation Issues
. Inquiries Requesting
Appropriate Sources of 84 67 80 71 83 72 76 74
Contact for Specific
l Questions
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Direct Loan Implementation Issues

Ease of Implementation Processes

Among third-year Direct Loan schools, the ease of implementation varied considerably among the
different activities and processes, with “easy to set up” ratings ranging from 9 to 56 percent. As
shown in Exhibit 13 (and Table 4-1), a majority of institutions reported that developing procedures
and materials to counsel borrowers was easy; 56 percent of respondents rated this as easy. This
process was also judged easiest in the 1995-96 academic year. The development of loan
disbursement procedures (48%) was also rated as more easy than moderate or difficult. However,
a majority of third-year institutions reported that all other implementation processes required a
moderate level of effort.

Difficulty ratings for implementation processes ranged from 1 to 20 percent. Processes with the
highest difficulty ratings were developing reconciliation procedures (20%), processing loan
applications and ensuring loan origination (18%), and internal recordkeeping procedures for
reporting to the Direct Loan system (15%).

As found in the 1995-96 academic year, all nine startup activities were judged as either requiring
a small or moderate level of effort. Schools implementing the Direct Loan Program in 1995-96 (the
second-year schools) and schools implementing the program in 1996-97 identified the same
processes as being the most easy or the most difficult.

Factors Influencing the Decision To Phase in or Switch Exclusively to the
Direct Loan Program

Most third-year institutions, 64 percent, elected to phase in Direct Lending, while 36 percent chose
to immediately offer only Direct Loans. In contrast, a majority of first-year and second-year
implementing institutions chose to switch exclusively to Direct Lending (72% during the 1994-95
academic year, and 59% during the 1995-96 academic year) (Table 4-2).

The difference in the decision to phase in or switch exclusively to the Direct Loan Program can be
explained by the composition of the third-year class—78 percent of which are proprietary schools.
Since this group of schools has historically been the least likely to switch exclusively to Direct
Lending, this factor helps explain why a majority of third-year institutions elected to phase in the
program.

Among those institutions electing to phase in the program, the three most important factors were
(Table 4-4)

. Desiring to keep graduate and professional students in the FFEL Program (73%)
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. Maintaining relationships with lenders and/or guarantors (66%)
. Not confusing borrowers who already had FFEL loans (61%).

This ordering of factors is similar to that of the second-year institutions in 1995-96, with the
exception of the preference to keep graduate and professional students in FFEL. This reason
increased from the fifth preference in 1995-96 to first in 1996-97 (Table 4-5).

Among those schools switching exclusively to Direct Lending, the most important factors were not
wanting (Table 4-6)

. The complexity of administering two programs simultaneously (79%)
. To administer the FFEL Program at all (55%)
. To confuse borrowers by offering two loan programs (53%).

In academic year 1995-96, second-year Direct Loan schools indicated similarly that the complexity
of two programs (81%) and not wanting to confuse borrowers (73%) were the most important
considerations in their decision to switch exclusively to Direct Lending (Table 4-7).

Satisfaction With the Department of Education’s Responsiveness to Problems
During Implementation

During their implementation of the Direct Loan Program, 56 percent of the third-year schools were
satisfied with the Department of Education’s responsiveness to their problems, while only 8 percent
expressed any dissatisfaction. The remainder of the schools (36%) were neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied with the Department’s responsiveness to problems during implementation (Table 4-8).

A longitudinal comparison of implementing institutions revealed that third-year Direct Loan schools
were less satisfied than first-year institutions in academic year 1994-95 (where almost 87%
expressed satisfaction) or second-year institutions in academic year 1995-96 (where 79% expressed
satisfaction) (Table 4-9).

Recommendations to Institutions That Will Implement in the Future

Direct Loan Institutions volunteered that available technical support and the necessary computer
hardware were most essential to the implementation process. Furthermore, 9 percent of third-year
institutions took the opportunity to advise other schools to participate in the program, since it
benefited both students and the school.
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When all Direct Loan schools were asked what the most important advice was that they would give
another institution that was preparing to implement the Direct Loan Program, the top open-ended
responses were''

. Have computer person on staff/technical suppoft available (14%)

. Ensure you have necessary computer hardware/equipment and configuration (9%)
. Get training for staff/attend workshops (6%)

. Plan ahead/start early (6%)

. Go ahead and do it (5%).

Schools Formerly Participating or Awaiting Participation in Direct Lending

Some responding institutions indicated that they had been selected to participate in Direct Lending
but had yet to originate any Direct Loans (4%). A smaller percentage of institutions reported that
they participated in Direct Lending during the 1994-95 or 1995-96 academic year but they no longer
originated Direct Loans (1%).

Institutions no longer originating Direct Loans were asked the open-ended question, “Please indicate
why your institution is no longer participating in the Direct Loan Program.” The most frequently
volunteered reasons were

. Too cumbersome/complex (27 %)
. Promissory note problems (27%)
. Electronic process problems (10%)

. Left because of problems with servicer (5%)
. School could not handle work load (4%).

"' This question was asked of all Direct Loan institutions, not just the third-year schools. A full listing of the
open-ended responses is provided in the Appendix.
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Guide to Interpreting the Tables

The tables presented in Appendix A represent the universe of tables referenced in the companion
piece to this document, the Volume One Summary Report. As a result, every table that appears in
this appendix can be found referenced somewhere in Volume One.

The tables themselves are of two types; those describing the 1996-97 academic year, and those
longitudinal tables summarizing the last three academic years. However, since the third-year
weights were modified slightly for our longitudinal analysis, several of the numbers presented in
the longitudinal tables for the 1996-97 academic year may differ slightly from numbers presented
in the 1996-97 tables. Although the differences are slight, interested readers are referred to the
survey methodology section in Appendix D of this volume.
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Table 1-1: Overall Level of Satisfaction by Loan Program
Academic Year 1996-97

L.oan Program Participation
Direct Loan
Level of 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined FFEL Al
Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 375 25.1 16.0 252 36.7 338
2 31.7 36.8 54.2 389 457 440
3 194 252 23.0 24.1 14.1 16.7
4 88 10.3 6.1 95 27 44
Very Dissatisfied 26 26 07 23 08 1.2
Table 1-2: Overall Level of Satisfaction by Institutional Type and Control
Combined Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97
ok Institutional Type and Control o ‘ |
Lével of 4-Year Public|[2-Year Public[4-Year Private]2-Year Private] Proprietary
Satisfaction. | (%) (%) (%) (%) %)
Very Satisfied 36.6 33.7 341 340 32.3
2 41.8 435 48.0 45.6 40.9
3 16.7 18.6 13.3 15.8 18.7
4 33 37 37 3.1 6.5
Very Dissatisfied 1.6 05 0.9 1.5 16
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Table 1-3: Overall FFEL Program Satisfaction
by Plans to Participate in the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1996-97

FFEL Institutions
Direct Loan Participation Plans
Level of Currently | Accepted But Did | Application Will | Application| Will Not
Satisfaction |Participating] Not Participate Pending Apply Rejected | Apply
Very Satisfied 311 36.2 7.3 236 11.02 37.9
2 383 453 39.1 36.5 3517 46.1
3 26.2 10.2 454 25.0 483 13.3
4 40 47 55 12.5 0.0 23
Very Dissatisfied 0.3 36 27 24 5.5 05 .

Table 1-4: Overall FFEL Program Satisfaction by Number of Lenders
Academic Year 1996-97

FFEL Institutions
, Number of Lenders _ _ o
:‘L'e’v'el"dngVSatisfaction 12 | 35 6-10 | 11-20 | 20+
Very Satisfied 362 | 388 | 330 | 424 | 277

2 300 | 453 | 483 | 409 | 516

3 19.1 14.0 148 13.8 132

4 3.4 1.2 3.5 2.0 7.5

Very Dissatisfied 2.3 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.0
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Table 1-5: Overall Satisfaction by Loan Program
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

; Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan

Academic Level of 1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. | Combined FFEL All

' Year Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) %
Very Satisfied | 606 60.6 %67 | 273
2 288 28.8 40.7 40.5
1994-95 3 6.7 NA NA 6.7 238 23.5

4 29 29 6.9 6.8

Very Dissatisfied 1.0 1.0 1.9 1.9
Very Satisfied 60.1 434 453 36.9 386
2 27.3 39.1 378 419 41.0

1995-96 3 6.1 12.3 NA 116 16.0 15.1

4 57 20 24 42 38

Very Dissatisfied 09 32 3.0 1.1 1.5

Very Satisfied 375 237 16.2 24.3 36.7 338

2 317 374 549 394 45.7 440

1996-97 3 194 257 226 245 14.1 16.7

4 8.8 10.6 5.5 9.5 27 44

Very Dissatisfied 2.7 26 0.7 24 0.8 1.2

Table 1-6: Current Versus Prior Satisfaction by Loan Program
Academic Year 1996-97

Loan Program Participation
, Direct Loan 1

Level of - 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined FFEL -} - All
Satisfaction - (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 1 (%)
Increased 21.4 28.2 38.3 28.9 32.2 31.3

‘Remained the
Same 48.8 37.7 56.6 42.0 64.1 58.4
Decreased 298 34.1 5.1 29.1 38 10.2

3
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Table 1-7: Current Versus Prior Satisfaction
by Institutional Type and Control
Academic Year 1996-97

Institutional Type and Control

Level of 4-Year Publicj2-Year Public| 4-Year Private | 2-Year Private| Proprietary
Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Increased 432 26.9 38.4 26.0 24.4

Decreased 15.4 7.2 10.2 4.1 12.0

Remained

the same 41.4 65.9 51.4 70.0 63.6

Table 1-8: Combined Loan Program Satisfaction
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

All Institutions
1994-95]1995-96|1996-97
L.evel of Satisfaction {%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 274 38.5 33.7
2 409 41.3 440
3 23.0 14.9 16.7
4 6.8 3.8 4.4
Very Dissatisfied 20 1.5 1.2
4 5 8




Table 1-9: Overall Satisfaction With Direct Loan and FFEL Program
by Level of Participation
Academic Year 1996-97

l, —_—
| FFEL Satisfaction DL Satisfaction
Level of
Satisfaction 100% Mixed 100% Mixed
_ (%) | (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 36.7 31.4 31.9 115
2 457 36.7 41.1 36.5
3 14.1 25.3 18.7 34.0
4 27 4.6 6.1 15.2
Very Dissatisfied 0.8 2.0 22 2.7

Table 1-10: Overall Satisfaction for Direct Loan Institutions Administering Both Programs
Academic Year 1996-97

Instituiions Administering Both Loan
' Programs
Direct Loan FFEL
Level of Satisfaction Satisfaction
Satisfaction (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 11.5 314
2 36.5 36.7
3 34.0 253
4 15.2 46
Very Dissatisfied 27 2.0
5



Table 1-11: Overall Satisfaction With FFEL
for Institutions Administering Both Programs
Academic Year 1996-97

i Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan Institutions Also Administering FFEL
Level of 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
Satisfaction (%) (%) (o) | (%)
Very Satisfied 26.4 29.3 276 28.5
2 20.9 34.8 537 38.4
3 463 29.7 10.8 26.4
4
6.5 33 6.5 45
Very Dissatisfied 0.0 29 13 2 1

Table 1-12: Perceived Attributes of the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1996-97

Direct Loan Institutions .

Most Irhportant Benefits 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. |Combined
_______ ofthe Direct Loan Program (%) (%) (%) (%)
Borrowers are served well through the Direct Loan
Program. 74.7 71.9 74.6 727
The Direct Loan Program is simple to administer. 46.9 39.7 46.8 M7
The Direct Loan Program is viable. 26.8 278 295 279
The availability of loan funds is predictable in the
Direct Loan Program. 35.3 46.6 453 44.9
The Direct Loan Program is cost-effective to
administer. 291 194 21.4 209
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial
to borrowers. 56.9 61.8 60.7 61.0

6




Table 1-13: Perceived Attributes of the FFEL Program
Academic Year 1996-97

FFEL Institutions |

Most Important Benefits of FFEL Program (%)
Borrowers are served well through the FFEL Program. 77.5
The FFEL Program is simple to administer. 429
The FFEL Program is viable. 37.9
The availability of loan funds is predictable in the FFEL Program. 55.8
The FFEL Program is cost-effective to administer. 30.1
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to borrowers. 38.2

Table 1-14: Perceived Limitations of the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1996-97

Direct Loan Institutions '
' 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. |Combined
Areas of Unmet Expectations (%) (%) (%) | (%)

Borrowers are served well through the Direct Loan T

Program. 4.1 9.2 14 7.3
The Direct Loan Program is simple to administer. 213 356 253 309
The Direct Loan Program is viable. 38 70 0.7 57

The availability of loan funds is predictable in the Direct
Loan Program. 115 8.7 0.7 7.8

The Direct Loan Program is cost-effective to administer.

115 253 109 21.3
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to
borrowers. 22 42 0.0 3.3
7
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Table 1-15: Perceived Limitations of the FFEL Program

Academic Year 1996-97

FFEL
Institutions

Areas of Unmet Expectations (%)
Borrowers are served well through the FFEL Program. 5.8
The FFEL Program is simple to administer. 19.8
The FFEL Program is viable. 21
The availability of loan funds is predictable in the FFEL Program. 38
The FFEL Program is cost-effective to administer. 12.3
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to borrowers. 9.5




Table 2-1: Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration
Academic Year 1996-97

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined FFEL All
Level of Effort (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Easy 20.9 9.3 11.9 1.2 6.8 79
Relatively Easy 417 36.0 397 373 33.9 348
Moderate Effort 16.0 28.8 269 26.9 30.8 29.8
Relatively Labor Intensive 121 18.3 215 18.1 238 223
Very Labor Intensive 9.3 7.5 0.0 6.6 4.8 5.2

Table 2-2: Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

Loan Program Participation ;
Direct Loan FFEL . = - |
_ 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
Level of Effort (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | (%)
Very Easy 16.9 14.0 10.7 6.4 7.4 6.7
Relatively Easy 439 45.7 36.8 23.1 28.9 33.9
Moderate Effort 246 254 275 36.6 30.6 30.8
Relatively Labor Intensive 9.0 126 18.3 27.0 28.0 238
Very Labor Intensive 56 23 6.7 6.9 51 4.8
9



Table 2-3: Satisfaction With Loan Program Administration Activities

Academic Year 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
s 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. [Combined| FFEL All
T of Activities o o 0 o

ypes (%) (%) (%) | (%) (%) (%)
Keeping Up With Regulations 97.7 91.5 97.9 93.3 87.9 89.2
Answering Gfenergl Qtfestlons About 95.6 936 96.8 94.3 96.7 9.1
Loans and Financial Aid
Counseling Borrowers While in School 96.8 96.1 96.8 96.3 95.0 95.4
Processing Origination Records 89.6 85.1 97.6 875 NA NA
Processing Promissory Notes 942 78.9 87.4 82.1 NA NA
Requesting and Receiving Loan 89.7 89.7 85.0 89.0 95.7 94.0
Funds
Disbursing of Loan Funds 91.2 924 97.3 93.1 90.3 91.0
Refunding Excess Loan Funds to 89.3 88.0 99.3 90.0 86.7 87.5
Borrowers
Reconcnllatl‘on/FlnanCIaI Monitoring 672 56.7 827 619 88.9 82 1
and Reporting
Recordkeeping and Reporting of
Student Information 737 69.9 79.9 719 77.2 75.8
Helping Students with Loans After
They Have Left School 90.6 87.9 96.9 89.5 82.8 845
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Table 2-4: Satisfaction with Loan Program Administration Activities

Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97

Loan Program Participation

ERIC

l Direct Loan FFEL
Level of 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97
I ! Activity Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Keeping up with regulations ) Very Satisfied 42.9 42.2 457 16.5 26.1 315
Somewhat Satisfied 50.9 50.8 476 43.0 56.0 56.3
Somewhat Dissatisfied 55 6.6 5.7 24.2 13.9 9.9
' Very Dissatisfied 0.8 0.4 1.1 16.4 4.0 2.3
Answering general questions Very Satisfied 68.1 66.6 57.1 421 49.7 559
about loans and financial aid Somewhat Satisfied 31.9 32.2 36.9 48.4 46.0 40.8
l Somewhat Dissatisfied 0.0 0.9 4.8 8.1 3.5 25
Very Dissatisfied 0.0 0.2 1.1 1.5 0.8 0.8
Counseling borrowers while in Very Satisfied 70.0 69.1 53.9 43.0 49.7 50.5
school Somewhat Satisfied 27.4 283 42.2 45.3 434 445
I Somewhat Dissatisfied 25 24 3.6 9.2 6.4 43
Very Dissatisfied 0.0 0.2 0.3 25 0.5 0.7
Processing origination records Very Satisfied 68.0 67.6 52.8
' Somewhat Satisfied 23.8 26.2 347 NA NA NA
Somewhat Dissatisfied 5.8 5.8 10.3
Very Dissatisfied 2.5 0.4 23
Processing promissory notes Very Satisfied 73.4 75.4 46.5
l Somewhat Satisfied 23.0 19.7 356 NA NA NA
Somewhat Dissatisfied 21 36 13.4
Very Dissatisfied 1.5 1.4 4.6
I Processing of loan application Very Satisfied 43.5 51.4 53.5
Somewhat Satisfied NA NA NA 422 41.9 39.8
Somewhat Dissatisfied 111 57 5.3
Very Dissatisfied 3.1 1.1 1.4
l Requesting and receiving loan Very Satisfied 83.1 68.1 58.3 447 54.7 59.5
funds Somewhat Satisfied 10.3 26.9 322 42.0 40.0 36.2
Somewhat Dissatisfied 4.5 27 6.7 10.5 4.4 3.6
l Very Dissatisfied 2.1 23 28 2.8 0.9 0.8
Disbursing of loan funds Very Satisfied 70.6 64.2 55.9 359 44.2 47.4
Somewhat Satisfied 171 29.7 37.3 457 44 .8 42.8
Somewhat Dissatisfied 8.8 4.4 5.0 14.5 9.2 8.4
l Very Dissatisfied 3.5 1.8 1.8 4.0 1.8 1.3
Refunding excess loan funds Very Satisfied 56.2 53.1 48.8 31.2 39.7 40.1
to borrowers Somewhat Satisfied 37.9 40.1 41.8 495 46.0 46.5
I Somewhat Dissatisfied 3.4 5.8 7.5 14.6 11.1 10.6
Very Dissatisfied 2.4 1.2 2.0 4.8 3.2 2.8
Reconciliation/financial Very Satisfied 393 35.8 16.5 240 32.0 33.8
monitoring and reporting Somewhat Satisfied 42.0 50.8 437 55.8 54.3 55.1
' Somewhat Dissatisfied 15.4 11.1 264 15.9 111 9.8
Very Dissatisfied 3.4 2.4 13.4 4.4 2.7 1.3
Recordkeeping and reporting Very Satisfied 35.6 24.4 21.3 25.2 28.0 259
l of student information Somewhat Satisfied 51.2 47.9 497 45.9 47.8 51.3
Somewhat Dissatisfied 4.5 22.9 22.0 21.4 19.5 17.6
Very Dissatisfied 8.8 4.8 7.0 7.5 4.8 5.3
Helping students with loans Very Satisfied 47.7 52.0 322 23.7 24,7 28.3
I after they have left school Somewhat Satisfied 427 38.2 57.0 494 50.7 54.4
Somewhat Dissatisfied 9.7 8.0 8.0 20.5 21.0 14.6
' Very Dissatisfied 0.0 1.8 29 6.3 3.6 2.7
11
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Table 2-5: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid

Academic Year 1996-97

Loan Program Participation

Direct Loan FFEL
Increase| Same |Decrease| Increase| Same [Decrease
Types of Resogrces (%) %) (%) (%) (%) %)

Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff
Positions Related to Financial Aid 214 738 4.8 157 786 55
Nunt\ber of Staff Positions in Accounting or 10.9 86.9 29 10.8 85.4 34
Business Office
Number of Staff Used for Technical 204 68.3 29 136 823 37
Support
Number of Hours Current Staff Work 448 486 6.6 341 62.6 41
Equipment/Computers 68.5 30.3 1.2 50.3 489 1.0
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 522 41.8 6.0 336 61.5 52
Funds for Training 42.8 54.1 32 21.0 75.0 38
Funds for Staff Travel 42.0 556 24 21.2 73.3 47
Development/Modification of Computer 725 26.2 13 56.8 414 17
Programs/Procedures
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Table 2-6: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid

Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan FFEL
1994-95{1995-96 {1996-97 | 1994-95 {1995-96{1996-97

Resource Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Number of Permanent or Significant Decrease 2.0 1.0 0.9 1.7 37 1.9
Temporary Staff Positions Small Decrease 41 49 3.7 3.1 37 3.8
Related to Financial Aid No Change 73.5 77.0 734 74.3 78.0 78.7
Small Increase 19.2 15.6 18.6 16.4 11.6 14.1

Significant Increase 1.2 1.5 3.3 44 3.0 1.5

Number of Staff Positions in Significant Decrease 1.0 0.4 0.0 1.1 14 0.6
Accounting or Business Office [Small Decrease 7.0 57 2.3 27 3.3 3.3
No Change 86.8 85.4 86.6 86.9 85.2 85.6

Small Increase 4.0 75 10.5 8.0 8.3 9.5

Significant Increase 1.2 1.1 0.6 1.3 1.8 1.1

Number of Staff Used for Significant Decrease 0.0 0.5 0.6 1.3 1.8 0.7
Technical Support Small Decrease 22 29 1.2 20 26 3.5
No Change 69.7 70.2 68.7 82.3 82.3 824
Small Increase 28.1 21.8 240 121 11.0 11.9

Significant Increase 0.0 4.5 5.6 2.3 2.3 1.5

Number of Hours Current Staff |Significant Decrease 3.8 1.8 1.5 16 0.8 0.2
Work Small Decrease 13.7 6.9 5.2 3.8 3.8 3.1
No Change 53.1 60.2 48.6 56.5 63.2 62.6
Small Increase 16.1 226 31.9 256 24.0 27.0

Significant Increase 13.3 8.5 12.8 12.5 8.2 7.1

Equipment/Computers Significant Decrease 1.0 0.4 0.9 09 (VK] 0.1
Small Decrease 2.0 1.2 03 | 18 1.3 0.8

No Change 13.7 341 293 51.9 46.4 49.0

Small Increase 51.7 34.2 371 31.2 339 356

Significant Increase 316 30.1 324 14.2 17.4 14.5

Supplies (postage, copying, Significant Decrease 3.7 1.3 0.9 1.6 12 0.3
etc.) Small Decrease 8.3 5.5 48 35 5.2 4.5
No Change 36.3 48.6 412 56.5 62.9 61.5
Small Increase 414 341 39.3 27.7 238 296

Significant Increase 10.2 10.5 13.9 10.8 6.9 4.2

Funds for Training Significant Decrease 1.0 0.4 0.6 24 2.5 1.4
Small Decrease 0.8 0.8 21 35 4.7 26
No Change 50.9 60.0 53.6 726 73.9 75.0
Small Increase 343 33.0 38.0 16.1 15.8 17.5

Significant Increase 13.1 5.8 5.7 5.5 32 3.5

Funds for Staff Travel Significant Decrease 12 11 06 2.9 36 2.0
Small Decrease 0.8 0.7 1.3 44 6.0 3.5
No Change 39.6 54.2 55.7 70.2 7.7 73.3
Small Increase 446 35.2 375 17.9 15.0 18.2

: Significant Increase 13.8 8.9 4.9 47 3.7 3.0
Development/Modification of Signiticant Decrease 1.2 1.1 0.6 15 1.1 0.6
Computer Programs/ Small Decrease 0.8 07 1.3 1.8 28 1.3
Procedures No Change 396 54.2 55.7 482 424 414
Small Increase 446 35.2 3756 325 35.0 40.8
Significant Increase 13.8 8.9 4.9 16.0 18.6 15.9
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Table 2-7: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid
by Institutional Type and Control for Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

Institutional Type and Control
4-Year| 2-Year| 4-Year | 2-Year P ieta
Materials/Training Provided Public | Public | Private | Private| ' P cary

by ED Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Number of permanent or temporary | Significant Decrease{ 2.0 0.0 26 0.0 0.0
staff positions related to financial aid 2 91 0.9 2.8 0.0 27
3 68.1 62.8 | 728 77.5 78.4
4 177 | 316 | 206 | 225 14.6

Significant Increase 3.1 4.7 1.1 0.0 4.3

Number of staff positions in Significant Decrease | 7.0 0.0 3.2 4.0 0.2
Accounting or Business Office 2 82.8 | 86.0 87.5 84.8 88.2
3 96 14.0 9.3 11.2 10.5

4 06 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1

Significant Increase 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Number of staff used for technical Significant Decrease | 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1
support 2 1.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.3
3 576 | 684 | 66.1 74.3 746
4 354 | 289 | 262 18.5 17.0

Significant Increase 5.0 2.7 6.4 7.3 6.0

Number of hours current staff work | Significant Decrease [ 4.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.1
2 13.1 0.9 7.1 7.3 1.8

3 40.7 | 454 38.1 36.6 58.1
4 27.0 | 282 35.4 348 33.3

Significant Increase | 14.6 25.5 18.9 21.3 5.7

Equipment/computers Significant Decrease [ 0.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.1
2 05 0.0 06 0.0 0.2
3 27.0 | 26.1 16.4 | 239 37.5

4 385 | 311 40.1 27.9 37.1

Significant Increase | 334 | 428 | 416 | 48.2 241

Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) Significant Decrease | 1.0 0.0 27 0.0 0.2
2 46 1.8 7.9 7.3 40
3 289 | 312 38.0 51.8 50.0
4 435 | 469 | 357 35.5 374

Significant Increase | 22.0 | 20.1 15.8 5.4 8.4

Funds for training Significant Decrease | 1.3 2.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
2 20 0.9 24 0.0 24
3 582 | 447 | 522 54.0 54.5

4 342 | 478 | 372 | 460 37.1

Significant Increase | 4.3 4.6 7.5 0.0 5.9

Funds for staff travel Significant Decrease | 1.3 2.0 0.6 0.0 0.0
2 1.0 0.9 24 0.0 1.1
3 546 | 417 | 515 | 605 61.3
4 382 | 351 37.7 39.5 37.6

Significant Increase | 4.9 20.2 7.7 0.0 0.0

Development/modification of Significant Decrease | 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 1.1
computer programs/procedures 2 1.5 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0
3 134 | 221 13.1 40.6 3741

4 399 | 453 | 442 38.8 43.1
Significant Increase | 45.2 32.6 40.1 20.6 18.7
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Table 2-8: Changes In Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid

by Institutional Type and Control for FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

institutional Type and Control

4-Year | 2-Year| 4-Year | 2-Year p et
Materials/Training Provided Public | Public | Private | Private| ' P cary

) by ED Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of permanent or temporary | Significant Decrease| 2.0 27 23 0.9 06
staff positions related to financial aid 2 4.8 27 44 34 3.2
3 777 | 853 | 753 87.6 78.0
4 15.0 7.8 16.1 6.3 17.5

Significant Increase | 0.6 1.4 2.0 1.8 0.7

Number of staff positions in Significant Decrease | 0.3 0.6 08 1.0 0.1
Accounting or Business Office 2 3.3 37 28 42 20
3 875 | 895 | 842 847 84.1
4 8.2 6.0 10.6 8.7 12.9

Significant Increase | 0.7 0.3 1.6 1.4 1.0

Number of staff used for technical Significant Decrease | 0.6 0.7 09 1.4 0.0
support 2 34 47 29 3.0 3.0
3 784 | 847 | 807 857 84.6
4 16.9 86 139 8.4 11.0

Significant Increase 0.6 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.4

Number of hours current staff work | Significant Decrease| 1.3 04 00 05 0.0
2 7.6 25 3.8 29 0.9

3 627 | 640 | 572 706 69.2
4 203 | 272 32.0 211 227

Significant Increase 8.1 5.9 7.0 49 7.3

Equipment/computers Significant Decrease | 0.0 00 03 00 0.1
2 1.3 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.1
3 46.7 | 57.2 | 434 53.6 55.0

4 412 | 344 | 354 28.3 31.9

Significant Increase | 10.8 74 19.9 17.2 12.9

Supplies (postage, copying, ect.) Significant Decrease | 1.0 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0
2 7.5 3.0 6.6 29 3.7

3 56.1 65.7 57.2 73.5 65.3

4 28.3 | 26.1 30.7 21.1 29.8

Significant Increase 7.1 4.4 5.5 24 1.1

Funds for training Significant Decrease | 2.0 25 06 2.1 1.2
2 4.7 3.7 2.2 27 0.6

3 75.8 | 794 | 735 78.6 74.5

4 142 | 114 | 206 14.8 19.9

_ Significant Increase | 3.4 3.0 3.1 1.8 3.7

Funds for staff travel Significant Decrease | 2.6 3.2 0.9 3.1 1.7
2 43 4.3 3.3 6.3 0.7
3 707 | 777 | 724 75.2 74.0

4 193 | 13.2 | 207 14.2 19.8

Significant Increase 3.1 1.6 2.8 1.3 3.7

Development/modification of Significant Decrease | 0.3 0.9 04 0.0 0.6
computer programs/procedures 2 2.3 2.2 0.8 1.9 0.2
3 36.6 | 496 | 340 50.1 54.1
4 411 38.7 | 427 33.9 344
Significant Increase | 19.7 8.6 22.1 14.0 10.6
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Table 2-9: Changes in Workload Resulting From Implementation
of the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1996-97

All Direct Loan Institutions
Administrative Function Decorease Same Increase
_ S (%) (%) (%)
Overall Level of Change in
Workload 16.2 20.8 63.0
Training Financial Aid Staff 27 247 72.6
Counseling Borrowers on Direct 33 61.2 355
Loan Program
Procgssmg _L(.)an.Appllcatlons 20.2 25.6 54 2
Creating Origination Records
Verifying Enrollment 6.7 68.6 247
Advising Students on Status of 15.8 56.7 274
Loans
Requesting apd Becelvmg Loan 218 40.0 38.2
Funds by Institution
Disbursing Loan Funds to 27 1 443 28.6
Students
Recordkeeping and Reporting 14.0 33.5 52.5
Cash Management 12.7 26.5 60.8
Reconciliation 6.0 18.9 75.0
1207
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Table 2-10: Changes in Workload Resulting From Implementation
of the Direct Loan Program by Direct Loan Cohort
Academic Year 1996-97

Loan Program Participation —}
Direct Loan 1st Yr. Direct Loan 2nd Yr. Direct Loan 3rd YT.
Decrease| Same | Increase|Decrease{ Same | Increase|Decrease| Same| Increase
Administrative Function o o o o o o o o
. (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Overall Level of Change in
. . . : 84 . . . .
Werkioad 235 32.8 437 174 1 64.2 47 26| 727
Training Financial Aid Staff 77 284 63.9 22 249 72.8 0.7 206 | 787
Counseling Borrowers on
Direct Loan Program 10.2 65.7 24.1 27 58.5 38.8 0.7 69.9 ] 295
Processing Loan
Applications Creating 235 334 431 21.5 21.5 57.0 11.7 380 | 504
Verifying Enrollment 125 65.9 21.5 6.7 66.7 26.7 26 79.2 18.2
Advising Studertts on 251 | 502 | 248 | 164 |545| 201 | 58 |721| 220
Status of Loans
Requesting and Receiving
Loan Funds by Institution 254 36.2 384 254 377 36.9 27 537 | 435
Disbursing LoanFundsto | o | 417 | 322 | 209 | 411 | 200 | 153 |613]| 235
Students
Recordkeeping and 200 | 352 | 448 | 150 | 311 | 538 | 47 |426| 527
Reporting
Cash Management 15.6 38.0 46.4 14.2 216 64.3 39 397 | 665
Reconciliation 59 26.7 67.5 6.5 16.1 774 40 259 700
1w 71 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table 2-11: Changes in Workload Resulting From Direct Loan Implementation
by Institutional Type and Control Academic Year 1996-97

Institutional Type and Control

4-Year | 2-Year | 4-Year | 2-Year Propri
Public | Public | Private | Private| ' oPncarY

Administrative Function Level of Change | (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Training Financial Aid staff Significant Decrease | 2.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Small Decrease 56 1.7 1.9 4.0 03
No Change 238 173 | 21.7 | 384 277

Small Increase 458 | 512 | 526 | 427 64.1

Significant Increase | 22.8 29.7 22.0 14.8 7.9

Counseling borrowers on Direct Loan |Significant Decrease | 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Program Small Decrease 6.5 1.7 44 0.0 1.3
No Change 46.1 537 | 597 | 587 703
Small Increase 354 | 239 | 319 | 333 25.2

Significant Increase 10.4 20.8 4.0 79 3.2

Processing loan applications/creating |Significant Decrease | 2.0 36 11.0 0.0 15
origination records Small Decrease 19.8 16.2 154 14.5 7.2
No Change 16.0 15.1 135 | 399 38.1

Small Increase 29 | 290 342 | 188 38.1
Significant Increase | 21.6 36.0 2569 | 26.8 15.3

Verifying enroliment Significant Decrease | 7.7 1.8 1.0 00 00
Small Decrease 12.5 48 74 0.0 0.5
No Change 596 | 541 628 | 675 78.6
Small Increase 126 | 346 | 201 246 15.9

Significant Increase 7.5 47 8.7 7.9 5.0

Advising students on status of loans [Significant Decrease | 15.6 54 838 00 03
Small Decrease 229 10.0 16.9 7.3 2.1
No Change 364 | 371 479 | 508 746
Small Increase 163 | 284 182 | 221 17.9

Significant Increase 9.8 19.1 9.2 19.8 5.1

Requesting and receiving loan Significant Decrease | 23.7 13.9 204 0.0 26
funds by institution Small Decrease 12.3 13.4 17.2 | 145 46
No Change 262 | 269 324 | 406 52.9
Small Increase 246 | 280 204 | 315 35.2

Significant Increase | 13.2 | 17.8 96 134 47

Disbursing loan funds to students Significant Decrease | 30.5 13.3 254 7.3 26
Small Decrease 16.3 171 12.1 127 11.2
No Change 295 | 247 327 | 348 61.3
Small Increase 142 | 238 185 | 200 18.3

Significant Increase | 106 | 21.1 11.3 | 2563 6.6

Recordkeeping and reporting Significant Decrease | 6.7 47 70 00 1.0
Small Decrease 17.8 120 10.6 0.0 6.9
No Change 29.3 18.0 320 | 417 39.3
Small Increase 326 | 315 335 | 409 333
Significant Increase | 13.6 | 33.8 170 | 173 19.5

Cash management Significant Decrease | 10.7 35 8.1 0.0 14
Small Decrease 13.4 11.3 12.3 0.0 27
No Change 20.6 12.7 25 | 270 344
Small Increase 370 | 461 337 | 515 38.7
SignificantIncrease | 183 | 26.3 234 | 216 22.9

Reconciliation Significant Decrease | 3.1 0.0 24 0.0 23
Small Decrease 4.1 55 54 0.0 28

No Change 10.3 46 9.8 33.0 30.1
Small Increase 402 | 434 | 411 19.2 39.5
Significant Increase 42.3 46.5 41.3 47.8 25.3
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Table 2-12: Temporary Versus Permanent Changes in Workload
Resulting From Implementation of the Direct Loan Program

Academic Year 1996-97

Direct Loan Institutions

1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
Change
g (%) (%) (%) (%)
Temporary 20.7 18.3 405 22.0
Permanent 79.3 81.7 59.5 78.0
19 .




Table 3-1: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
for Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1996-97

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions

| ED-Provided Materials/Training Tim((aol/il;ess Usei::/:;\ess
Information on Direct Loan Rules and Regulations 72.9 79.8
Telephone Support for Policy and Administrative Guidance 56.8 68.7
Direct Loan Users Guide 63.2 67.1
In-Person Assistance 57.5 65.8
Borrower Counseling Materials 69.1 85.8
Training Materials for Counselors 66.3 74.6
Entrance/Exit Counseling Videos 71.9 72.9
Pre-printing Promissory Notes 83.1 89.6
Reconciliation Guide 57.4 59.2
Consolidation Booklet 61.2 69.3
Loan Origination Support 57.0 64.6
Loan Reconciliation Support 41.0 51.8
Training and Technical Support 53.8 61.7
Software for Administration or Reporting Functions 53.9 55.9
Videoconferences 51.7 514
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Table 3-2: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED/Lender/Guarantee-Agency-Provided Materials and
Training for FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions

Timeliness Usefulness
. . .. ED Lender GA ED Lender GA
A -Pr
gency-Provided Materials and Training (%) (%) %) (%) %) (%)
Information on FFEL Program Rules and 563 | 738 | 798 | 661 | 786 | 822
Begulatlons
Telgphone Support for Policy or Administrative 473 78.7 823 575 814 834
Guidance
Borrower Counseling Materials 55.8 80.9 79.0 58.2 81.9 80.3
Training Sessions 54.3 68.1 747 60.9 726 77.3
Software for Administrative or Reporting 472 | 666 | 722 | 499 | 729 | 755
Functions

Table 3-3: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Loan Program Participation
Timeliness Usefulness
' . d Traini DL FFEL DL FFEL
ED-Provided Materials and Training (%) (%) (%) (%)
Information on Program Rules and Regulations 72.8 56.3 79.9 66.1
Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 57.0 47.3 68.9 57.5
Borrower Counseling Materials 68.7 55.8 85.8 58.2
Software for Administrative or Reporting Functions 54.5 47.2 54.5 47.2
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Table 3-4: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
for Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions

1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
ED-Provided Timeliness {Usefulness| Timeliness| Usefulness| Timeliness| Usefulness

Materials/Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Information on Direct Loan 87.9 92.9 86.2 86.9 69.8 793
Rules and Regulations
Telephone Support for
Policy and Administrative 89.7 95.8 85.9 89.3 56.8 67.4
Guidance
Direct Loan Users Guide 89.1 85.9 85.1 80.2 59.6 65.9
In-Person Assistance 93.3 956 85.9 88.2 55.4 66.8
Borrower Counseling 74.0 92.9 90.4 93.5 66.3 85.7
Materials
Training Materials for NA NA 90.3 87.0 62.9 72.3
Counselors
Entrance/Exit Counseling NA NA 877 742 68.3 68.3
Videos
Pre-printing Promissory 88.6 97.7 93.9 96.4 83.4 90.3
Notes
Reconciliation Guide NA NA 776 75.3 54.3 55.5
Consolidation Booklet NA NA 82.3 85.9 59.5 68.9
Loan Origination Support 93.3 96.6 924 90.1 53.3 61.6
Loan Reconciliation Support NA NA 81.8 83.3 38.5 48.4
Training and Technical NA NA 84.1 814 522 61.9
Support
Software for Admlqlstratlon NA NA NA NA 517 55.7
or Reporting Functions
Videoconferences NA NA 80.9 66.5 55.1 51.3
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Table 3-5: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
for FFEL Institutions

Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions
Timeliness Usefulness
. ., . . 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1994-95| 1995-96 | 1996-97

ED-Provided Materials and Training (%) (%) (%) %) %) (%)
IMomlon on FFEL Program Rules and 479 512 56.1 658 585 67.4
Regulations
Telgphone Support for Policy or Administrative 519 512 456 624 65.0 56.5
Guidance
Borrower Counseling Materials 65.7 63.3 542 684 68.2 57.8
Training Sessions 61.8 56.8 54.0 678 64.8 61.1
Software for Administrative or Reporting 686 | 530 | 460 | 697 | 679 | 492
Functions .

Table 3-6: Timeliness/Usefulness of Lender-Provided Materials and Training
for FFEL Institutions

Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions

Timeliness Usefulness .
T .| 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97
Lender-Provided Materials and Trainin
) AAETEN L o | e | e | e | e | A
IMoMnon on FFEL Program Rules and 828 845 738 843 844 79.2
Regulations
Telephone Support for Policy or
Administrative Guidance 85.3 89.0 794 86.3 88.1 82.0
Borrower Counseling Materials 89.0 885 82.1 88.5 88.2 82.8
Training Sessions 83.1 81.8 694 83.1 822 734
Soﬂwgre for Administrative or Reporting 876 79.7 685 85.9 785 742
Functions
5 77
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Table 3-7: Timeliness/Usefulness of Guarantee-Agency-Provided Materials and Training
for FFEL Institutions

Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions
Timeliness Usefulness
Guarantee-Agency Provided Materials and | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97
Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Information on FFEL Program Rules and 839 | 84 | 816 | 80 | 85 | 835
Regulations
Te{ephone Support for Policy or Administrative 854 88.4 83.0 87 1 89.4 839
Guidance
Borrower Counseling Materials 88.0 88.1 79.5 874 87.3 809
Training Sessions 84.4 86.1 75.9 84.1 839 780
Software for Administrative or Reporting 872 | 85 | 742 | 873 | 840 | 766
Functions

7 8
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Table 3-8: Frequency of Communications With Servicers
Regarding Loan Repayment and Consolidation
Academic Year 1996-97

Loan Consolidation/
Repayment Activities

Loan Program Participation

Direct Loan

FFEL

Frequently
(%)

Sometimes
(%)

Seldom
(%)

Never
(%)

Frequently

(%)

Sometimes
(%)

Seldom
(%)

Never
(%)

Refer borrower to
servicer for consolidation
information and/or
materials

410

374

12.7

9.0

32.2

46.6

16.9

42

Contact servicer directly
to obtain consolidation
forms/information

16.8

49.5

23.9

9.8

22.5

431

26.5

7.9

Intervene with servicer at
the request of borrowers
regarding consolidation
issues

13.6

313

11.2

16.9

40.1

334

96

Refer borrower to
servicer for repayment
information and/or
materials

43.0

35.7

14.9

6.4

48.4

422

8.3

11

Contact servicer directly
to obtain repayment
forms/information

251

41.3

258

7.8

36.4

450

15.8

2.8

Intervene with servicer at
the request of borrowers
regarding repayment

issues

18.3

425

30.3

8.7

264

438

255

44

25
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Table 3-9: Satisfaction With Communications With Servicers
Concerning Loan Repayment and Consolidation
Academic Year 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Communications Satisfactory)

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
1stYr. | 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. { Combined| FFEL All
Type of Communications (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Loan Repayment 721 714 87.5 73.9 846 81.8
In-School Consolidation 62.7 62.0 85.7 65.2 73.9 71.5
Out-of-School Consolidation 56.1 64.2 78.0 64.9 75.2 72.3

Table 3-10: Level of Satisfaction With ED/Servicer Communications
Regarding Loan Repayment and Consolidation by Institutional Type and Control
for Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

Institutional Type and Control
4-Year | 2-Year | 4-Year | 2-Year YP eta
Public | Public | Private | Private |~ roPAetary
Administrative Function |Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 29.1 15.8 37.2 31.3 347
2 386 306 30.8 57.6 45.1
Loan Repayment 3 237 536 28.1 1.1 17.8
4 6.9 0.0 2.8 0.0 2.3
Very Dissatisfied 1.7 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0
Very Satisfied 176 6.5 245 31.3 26.8
In-school Direct Loan 2 28.5 33.0 38.0 576 47.5
Consolidation 3 335 55.4 29.2 111 206
4 6.9 0.0 57 0.0 5.2
Very Dissatisfied 8.1 5.1 25 0.0 0.0
Very Satisfied 19.3 6.5 239 0.0 28.5
Out-of-school Direct Loan 2 30.3 30.7 35.2 839 47.3
Consolidation 3 292 30.9 30.1 16.1 19.5
4 97 2.0 6.4 0.0 29
Very Dissatisfied |: 11.5 299 4.4 0.0 1.8
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Table 3-11: Satisfaction With ED-Provided Repayment Regulations
for Direct Loan Schools
Academic Years 1995-96 and 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Regulations Either Timely or Clear)

Direct Loan Institutions
Timeliness Clarity
1995-96 1996-97 1995-96 1996-97
Type of Repayment

ypeoTTe T ) (%) (%)
Standard repayment plan 894 78.0 89.2 75.0
Income-contingent repayment 87.4 74.6 78.0 66.1
plan
Extended repayment plan 86.8 76.7 84.4 72.9
Graduated repayment plan 87.7 76.6 82.2 71.6

Table 3-12: Satisfaction With ED-Provided Consolidation Guidelines
for Direct Loan Schools
Academic Years 1995-96 and 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Regulations Either Timely or Clear)

f
Direct Loan Institutions
Timeliness Clarity
T of Consolidation 1995-96 1996-97 1995-96 1996-97
ype (%) (%) (%) (%)

In-school Direct Loan consolidation 62.2 536 63.7 525
Out-of-'sch'ool Direct Loan 707 53.2 695 513
consolidation

In-school FFEL consolidation 66.7 57.0 65.2 52.0
Out-of-school FFEL consolidation 67.2 55.7 65.1 527
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Table 3-13: Timeliness/Clarity of ED’s Loan Repayment and Consolidation Guidelines
by Institutional Type and Control for Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Clear)

Institutional Type and Control
Ratin 4-Year | 2-Year | 4-Year | 2-Year Proprietary |
ED-Provided Materials 9 Public | Public | Private| Private P y ;

B [Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Standard repayment plan Timeliness 73.0 83.1 75.6 35.2 82.7

Clarity 744 85.2 77.0 352 73.9
Income contingent repayment plan Timeliness 68.6 82.5 75.3 0.0 77.8

Clarity 65.7 79.9 75.6 0.0 60.7
Extended repayment plan Timeliness 72.7 82.5 75.3 0.0 80.2

Clarity 724 84.6 76.8 0.0 70.3
Graduated repayment plan Timeliness 73.0 82.5 75.3 0.0 79.9

Clarity 726 79.9 76.5 0.0 68.5
In-school Direct Loan consolidation Timeliness 52.2 375 55.2 455 58.8

Clarity 52.8 322 50.5 455 59.1
Out-of-school Direct Loan Timeliness | 522 | 397 | 572 | 263 56.1
consolidation

Clarity 52.3 296 54.2 26.3 55.1
In-school FFEL consolidation Timeliness 61.5 77.7 53.0 26.3 55.6

Clarity 58.3 534 43.4 26.3 54.7
Out-of-school FFEL consolidation Timeliness | 60.2 7.9 50.7 26.3 55.5

Clarity 60.2 534 458 26.3 53.8
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Table 3-14: Contact With ED Regional Office
by Direct Loan Cohort
Academic Year 1996-97
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Direct Loan Institutions

Timeliness Usefulness

1st Yr.| 2nd Yr. | 3rd Yr.| Combined | 1st Yr.| 2nd Yr.| 3rd Yr. | Combined

Type of Contact (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Training Received at the

Regional Office 80.1 70.0 94.7 74.9 896 | 777 89.7 81.0

Training/Guidance Delivered

by Account Managers at your| 87.7 61.8 52.1 64.2 876 | 66.0 52.1 67.4
Institution

Questions Regarding Direct | o0\ | 203 | 735 | 743 | 675 | 772 | 827 79.2
Loan Policy _

Entrance/Exit Counseling 924 | 675 | 847 | 728 | s896| 777 | 897 81.0
Issues

Requests for ED-Provided 883 | 749 | 804 | 786 | 945| 842 | 893 86.1
Materials

Questions/Issues Regarding
Computer Systems Designor | 74.9 58.7 81.4 63.2 722 61.5 70.7 63.8
Implementation

Questions/Issues Regarding
Loan Origination

Questions/Issues Regarding
Disbursement and/or
Refunding of Excess Funds to
Borrowers

Computer-Related
Reconciliation Issues

86.8 66.7 80.4 70.8 81.1 66.7 82.1 70.4

80.3 66.9 76.8 69.8 790 | 697 86.7 73.0

69.5 51.7 62.0 55.1 715 | 516 65.8 55.7

Accounting-Related
Reconciliation Issues
Inquiries Requesting
Appropriate Sources of
Contact for Specific
Questions

737 52.0 71.9 57.3 683 | 520 73.6 56.7

84.2 67.1 80.1 70.7 830 | 716 76.2 735

§3
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Table 4-1: Ease of Setting Up Implementation Processes
3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

Ease of Direct Loan Impiementation

Easy to Set Up | Moderate Effort to | Difficult to Set
‘el Process Set Up Process Up Process
rocesse

Activities and Processes %) (%) (%)
Installation of EDExpress Into your Institution's 326 556 18
Own Computer System
De\{e!opment anq Conduct of Internal Staff 19.6 705 9.8
Training on the Direct Loan Program
Development of Procedu'res/MatenaIs to 556 435 0.8
Counsel Borrowers on Direct Loans
Development of Institutional Procedures for
Processing Loan Applications and Ensuring 21.3 61.1 17.6
Loan Origination
Development of Promissory Note Review and 298 59 1 111
Transmittal Procedures
Development of Loan Disbursement
Procedures (e.g., crediting student accounts) 483 458 6.0
Development of internal Recordkeeping and
Procedures for Reporting to Direct Loan 11.2 73.8 15.0
| Svstem
Development of Institutional Cash
Management Procedures 202 8 8.0

I —

Deve oprper?t of Reconciliation Procedures at 86 715 19.9
Your Institution

Table 4-2: Decision to Phase In or Switch Exclusively to the Direct Loan Program
Implementing Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

Year of Direct Loan
Implementation
1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97
Level of Participation (%) (%) (%)
Phase-in 28.1 41.2 64.4
Switch Exclusively 719 58.8 356
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Table 4-3: Decision to Phase-In or Switch Exclusively to the Direct Loan Program
by Institutional Type and Control
3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1996-97

Institutional Type and Control
4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private | 2-Year Private| Proprietary
Level of Participation (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Phase-in 391 449 39.0 36.5 70.6
Switch Exclusively 60.9 55.1 61.0 63.5 29.4

Table 4-4: Factors Influencing the Decision to Phase In the Direct Loan Program
3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions
. ':AFac tors : . Somewhat “Notat All
Cel Very Important rtant Important
- ' - -Influencing Phase-In (%) Imp;;’) F;;)
Did Not Want to Confuse Borrowers Who Already had 61.1 24.8 141
FFEL Loans ) ) ’
Wanted to Delay Full Commitment Until the
Department of Education has Gained Experience 32.0 33.0 35.0
With the New Program
Wanted to Learn How to Implement the Program with
a Small Group Before Committing the Entire 544 312 14.4
Institution
Wanted to Maintain Relationships with Lender(s) 65.7 110 233
and/or Guarantor(s) ) ’ )
Wanted to Keep Graduate/Professional Students in
. 15.3 119
the FFEL Program 728
85




Table 4-5: Factors Influencing the Decision to Phase In the Direct Loan Program
Implementing Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97
(Institutions Rating Factor as Very Important)

Year of Direct Loan i
Implementation

| Factors 1994-95 | 1995-96| 1996-97
' Influencing Phase-In o (%) (%) (%) |
Did not want to confuse borrowers who already had FFEL loans 49.5 62.8 61.1

Wanted to delay full commitment until the Department of Education
has gained experience with the new program

Wanted to learn how to implement the program with a small group
before committing the entire institution

27.0 41.3 321

62.0 52.5 54.5

Wanted to maintain relationships with lender(s) and/or guarantor(s) 17.7 53.9 65.7

Wanted to keep graduate/professional students in the FFEL Program 11.4 18.7 72.8

Table 4-6: Factors Influencing the Decision to Offer Only Direct Loans
3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions
Factors Very Somewhat | Notat All
. . . Important | Important Important
‘Influencing Exclusive Direct anns (%) (%) o
Did Not Want to Confuse Borrowers by Offering 532 23.0 238
Two Loan Programs
Did Not Wapt the Complexity of Administering Two 28.9 118 94
Programs Simultaneously
Did Not Want to Continue to Administer the FFEL 54.7 428 04
Program
Wanted to Avoid Uncertainty Regarding the
Availability of Loan Funds Under FFEL 427 419 15.5

§6
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Table 4-7: Factors Influencing the Decision to Switch Exclusively
to the Direct Loan Program
Implementing Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97
(Institutions Rating Factor as Very Important)

Year of Direct Loan
Implementation

_ Factors 1994-95 | 1995-96| 1996-97
Influencing Exclusive Direct Loans (%) (%) (%)
0 0 0

Did not want to confuse borrowers by offering two loan programs. 70.9 73.7 53.2

Did not want the complexity of administering two programs simultaneously. | 88.8 82.4 789
Did not want to continue to administer the FFEL Program. 51.7 349 54.7

Wanted to avoid uncertainty regarding the availability of loan funds under

FFEL. 33.3 321 426

Table 4-8: Satisfaction With ED’s Responsiveness to Problems During the Implementation of the Direct
Loan Program
3rd-Year Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1996-97

Lt;vel of Satisfaction 3rd-Year Direct( ‘,L/;;:an Institutions
Very éétisﬁed 21.0
2 , 35.1
3 356
4 46
Very Dissatisfied 3.7
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Table 4-9: Satisfaction With ED’s Responsiveness to Problems During the Implementation of the Direct
Loan Program
Implementing Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97

Year of Direct Loan Implementation
1994-95 1995-96 1996-97
Level of Satisfaction (%) (%) (%)
B Very Satisfied 53.5 43.3 21.0
2 33.0 35.9 35.1
3 72 15.3 35.6
4 34 4.0 46
Very Dissatisfied 29 1.5 3.7
88
34.




Appendix B

Distribution of Responses and Response Rates
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' Distribution of Responses/Sample Representation (First Year Direct Loan Institutions)
l Initial Initial Respondent | Respondent | Response
Variable Sample Sample Sample Sample Rate
# (%) #) (%) (%)
' Institutional
type and
control:
I 4-year public 36 30.77 34 33.01 94.44
2-year public 10 8.55 9 8.74 90.00
' 4-year private 25 21.37 20 19.42 80.00
2-year private 6 5.13 6 5.83 100.00
l Proprietary 40 34.19 34 33.01 85.00
Loan volume:
I $1,000,000 or 30 25.64 30 29.13 100.00
less
I $1,000,001 to 42 35.90 34 33.01 80.95
$5,000,000
$5,000,001 to 9 7.69 8 7.77 88.89
l 10,000,000
10,000,001 to 15 12.82 12 11.65 80.00
20,000,000
I Over 21 17.95 19 18.45 90.48
20,000,000
1
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Distribution of Responses/Sample Representation (Second Year Direct Loan Institutions)

Initial Initial Respondent | Respondent | Response
Variable Sample Sample Sample Sample Rate
* (%) * *) %)
Institutional
type and
control:
4-year public 182 34.21 149 35.06 81.87
2-year public 74 13.91 62 14.59 83.78
4-year private 113 21.24 98 23.06 86.72
2-year private 17 3.20 11 2.59 64.71
Proprietary 146 27.44 105 24.71 71.92
Loan volume:
$1,000,000 or 111 20.86 93 21.88 83.78
less
$1,000,001 to 249 46.80 190 44.71 76.31
$5,000,000
$5,000,001 to 80 15.04 65 15.29 81.25
10,000,000
10,000,001 to 45 8.46 40 941 88.89
20,000,000
Over 47 8.83 37 8.71 78.72
20,000,000
I1
2



l Distribution of Responses/Sample Representation (Third Year Direct Loan Institutions)
I Initial Initial Respondent | Respondent | Response
Variable Sample Sample Sample Sample Rate
#) (%) (#) (%) (%)
' Institutional
type and
I control:
4-year public 13 14.77 11 18.97 84.62
2-year public 9 10.23 6 10.34 66.67
I 4-year private 10 11.36 7 12.07 70.00
2-year private 7 7.95 3 5.17 42.86
l Proprietary 49 55.68 31 53.45 63.27
I Loan volume:
$1,000,000 or 44 50.00 27 46.55 61.36
less
I $1,000,001 to 26 29.55 20 34.48 76.92
$5,000,000
$5,000,001 to 11 12.50 7 12.07 63.64
I 10,000,000
10,000,001 to 4 4.55 3 5.17 75.00
20,000,000
l Over 3 3.41 1 1.72 33.33
20,000,000
l 3
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Distribution of Responses/Sample Representation (FFEL Institutions)

Initial Initial Respondent | Respondent | Response
Variable Sample Sample Sample Sample Rate
@ (%) *) %) *)
Institutional
type and
control:
4-year public 328 16.59 288 17.71 87.80
2-year public 505 25.54 440 27.06 87.13
4-year private 547 27.67 449 27.61 82.08
2-year private 263 13.30 204 12.55 77.57
Proprietary 334 16.89 245 15.07 73.35
Loan volume:
$1,000,000 or 787 39.81 645 39.67 81.96
less
$1,000,001 to 723 36.57 595 36.59 82.30
$5,000,000
$5,000,001 to 233 11.79 194 11.93 83.26
10,000,000
10,000,001 to 151 7.64 123 7.56 81.47
20,000,000
Over 83 4.20 69 4.24 83.14
20,000,000
33
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Guide to Interpreting Survey Responses

Appendix C contains the unweighted and weighted survey questionnaire with the item responses.
The percentage of respondents who answered each possible response category is listed beside each
survey question. For example, if the response choices were “Easy” and “Difficult”, the percentage
of respondents who answered “Easy” to this item and the percentage of respondents who answered
“Difficult” to this item would be displayed after each response choice respectively.

The unweighted questionnaire is presented first, followed by the weighted. The unweighted data are
the exact distribution of responses from those surveyed, while the weighted data represents an
estimate of how the entire population would have responded had they all been asked. The tables
presented in Appendix A and referenced in Volume One are weighted so that generalizations to the
entire population of institutions are possible.

The first set of unweighted and weighted percentage scores refer to the total responses (T%). The
total responses include all of the respondents who answered each possible response category
including respondents who answered “Don’t Know” or “Refused” ( by “Don’t Know” we mean the
respondent failed to choose a given response choice and stated that they didn’t know the answer, and
by “Refused” we mean the respondent refused to answer the question at all). These figures provide
a gross response rate for each question.

The second set of unweighted and weighted percentage scores are based on valid responses only
(V%). These valid percentages are comprised of the respondents who chose one of the possible
response choices excluding “Don’t Know” or “Refused.” These figures provide a valid response rate
that incorporates only those respondents who chose an answer from the given response choices.
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Unweighted Questionnaire
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Identifying Information

CONFIDENTIALITY

Identities of institutions and names of individuals will be kept strictly confidential by Macro
International Inc. Identifying information will be used for followup purposes only. All
information-obtained from this survey will be presented to the Department of Education .in
aggregated form only.

In the spaces provided below, please enter the name, title, e-mail address, and telephone number of the person
completing this form, and the date on which the questionnaire was completed.

‘] Name:

Title:

Date:

E-mail Address:

Telephone Number:

If your address is different from the label on the front cover, please correct it in the space below.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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School Identification

1) Which of the following describes your institution in terms of participation in the Direct Loan and Federal
(ip1} Family Education Loan Programs during the 1996/1997 academic year? (Please check one response
only, and complete the sections of the questionnaire indicated by the arrow.)

Y%
70.9 Institution offers FFEL loans only. -
School has never participated inthe =~ cccceceeeeeee > Please complete Sections
Direct Loan Program. A,F, G, H, and K.
0.9 Institution currently offers FFEL loans
only. School participated in the Please complete Sections
Direct Loan Program in 1994/'1 ?95 or e > F,G,H, I, and K.
1995/1996, but no longer participates
in Direct Lending.
4.7 Institution began originating loans . Please complete Sections
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ ----=m=eeeeeu > A.C.D.E and K
year 1994/1995. (Year 1 School) ik Rt i
o .. Please also complete
............. >
Institution also originates FFEL loans. Sections F. G, and H.
18.9 Institution began originating loans —
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ —=rem-emmenmn > Please complete Sections
year 1995/1996. (Year 2 School) A,C,D,E;and K.
Institution also originates FFEL loans.  ------------- > Please als0"icomp2e(e
Sections F, -G, and H: ..
2.5 Institution began originating loans o o
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ ----------——- > Pl;a;; °g".‘g?§ ng;Exons__
year 1996/1997. (Year 3 School) \, B, C, D, E;and K.
Institution also originates FFEL loans.  ---------—--- > p lease:talsq cbmp'léte_'. :
Sections F;G, and-H. -
3.0 Institution has been selected for participation Please complete
in the Direct Loan Program; however, = -———mmceeeees > : g c m;; b
no Direct Loans have been originated. ection ”.
Institution also originates FFEL loans. = --------eeon- > Please also complete.
Sections F,'G,-and-H.
0.0 Institution does not currently participate ) molete.
in either the Direct Loan Program or the =~ ———-emeeeemmv > rlease corpp e f_’- ;
Federal Family Education Loan Program. Section:J only:
0.0 Schoolclosed. = e > Please completc:
Section J only..
)
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Section A—Background Information

A1) Which of the following best characterizes the current structure of the Financial Aid Office(s) at your
institution as it relates to processing loans? (Check only one response.)

%
70.6

11.6

16.7

07 07

A2) Please indicate the type of computer system currently used by your institution to administer student

The institution has a single campus, branch, or school; one office administers financial aid for the

entire institution.

Each campus, branch, or school within the institution is served by a separate Financial Aid

Office.

Multiple campuses, branches, or schools within the institution are served by a single Financial Aid V

Office.
Other (Specify):

financial aid. (Check only one response.)

Type of System Used
I%
7.0 Mainframe system only
39.0 Mainframe to personal computer (PC) with interface
18.1 Independent mainframe and personal computers (PCS)
29.2 Personal computers (PCS) only
2.0 No computer system used; all manual processing
0.7 Other (Specify):
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A3) What was your total dollar Stafford (subsidized and unsubsidized) and PLUS loan volume for the
1996/97 Federal Award Year?'

(Record separately for each of the applicable loan programs, and combined. Circle NA for “FFEL”
or “Direct Loan,” if the loan program was not offered at your institution during the 1995/96 academic

year.)
{A31} | FFEL $ NA
{a32) [ Direct Loan $ NA
{A33} Total $ NA

If you entered “zero” for your total dollar loan volume and you do not expect a change in
loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year, please skip to Section J of the
questionnaire.

A4) Do you expect a change in total loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year?

% V%

357 362 Yes

63.0 638 No
If “Yes” in A4

AS) If you expect a significant change in total loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year,
please indicate the expected level of change below.

Percentage increase % or Percentage decrease %
{AS1) {A52}

100

1Since the timing of our survey may have prevented institutions from providing accurate estimates of their
total loan volume, the means for these questions, A3 and A5, are suppressed.
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Section B—Initial Implementation of the Direct Loan Program
(For Year 3 Direct Loan Institutions)

B1) The following items describe various activities and processes necessary for the implementation and
startup of the Direct Loan Program. This question refers to the startup activities only; it does not cover
ongoing administration. This may be a question for which you want to consult other staff (such as the
Business or Bursar’s Office) involved in setting up the processes. Please rate the ease of setting up
these processes at your institution using the following scale. (Circle one rating for each activity.)

1 = Easy to set up process at my institution
2 = Moderate level of effort required to set up process
3 = Difficult to set up process at my institution
NA = Not applicable; did not implement this process or process was implemented by a third

party.

Ease of Implementation

Q
MC Unweighted Frequency Questionnaire

Easy to set up Moderate level] Difficult to Not
rocess of effort set up applicable
P required process PP
Activities and Processes T% V% T% V% T% V% T% V%
Installation of EDExpress into your institution's 207 214 466 482 | 52 54 241 250
own computer system
Development and conduct of internal staff 172 179 | 586 607 69 71 | 138 143
training on the Direct Loan Program
Development of procedt.:res/matenals to 500 527 397 418 17 18 34 36
counsel borrowers on Direct Loans
Development of institutional procedures for
processing loan applications and ensuring loan | 19.0 196 534 554 | 155 16.1 8.6 8.9
origination
Development of promissory note review and 259 268 | 448 464 | 86 89 172 179
transmittal procedures
Developmgpt of loan disbursement procedures 379 393 448 464 | 6.9 71 6.9 71
(e.g., crediting student accounts)
Development of internal recordkeeping and
procedures for reporting to Direct Loan System
(mc?ludes tracking u?formatlon on borrowers and 8.6 8.9 586 607 | 138 143 155 16.1
their loans both during and after enroliment
period, and communication about borrowers to
ED and its contractors)
Development of institutional cash management
procgdures (|.ncludes estimating ca;?ltal needs, 172 179 569 589 | 69 71 155  16.1
tracking receipt of funds, and reporting
cancellations or refunds)
Development of reconciliation procedures at 86 91 | 483 509|241 255| 138 145
your institution
Page 5




B2) Inthe space below, check whether you are offering both Direct Loans and FFEL in 1996/97, or offering
only Direct Loans. Then rate the items corresponding to that column only, as indicated by the arrow.

IF OFFERING BOTH DIRECT LOANS AND FFEL, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER THE COLUMN
BELOW

T% Y%

62.1 643 Yes

Rating

What factors influenced your decision to phase-
in the Direct Loan Program? Rate each item
| below regarding its influences or importance in
the overall decision, using the following scale:

1 2 3 NA
Very Somewhat Not at all Not
Important Important Important Applicable

T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Did not want to confuse borrowers who already had

FFEL loans. 385 41.7] 211 222|105 111 | 237 250

Wanted to delay full commitment until the
Department of Education has gained experience with] 26.3 27.8| 26.3 278 | 21.1 222 | 21.1 222
the new program.

Wanted to learn how to implement the program with

a small group before committing the entire institution. 474 5001158 1671105 111 21 222

Wanted to maintain relationships with lender(s)

474 500| 13.2 139|237 250]| 105 111
and/or guarantor(s).

Wanted to keep graduate/professional students in 53 59 | 26 29 26 29 | 789 882

the FFEL Program.
Other (Specify): 158 750 53 250| 00 00| 00 0.0
Q
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IF OFFERING ONLY DIRECT LOANS, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER THE COLUMN BELOW

T% Y%
345 357 Yes
Rating
What factors influenced your decision to

switch 100 percent to the Direct Loan 1 2 3 NA
Program? Rate each item below regarding its Very Somewhat Not atall Not

influences or importance in the overall Important Important Important Applicable

decision, using the following scale:
T% V% | T% V% T% V% T% V%

Did not want to confuse borrowers by offering two 591 650 | 182 200 136 15.0 0.0 0.0
loan programs.
Did not war.It the complexity of administering two 773 850 | 9.1 10.0 45 50 0.0 0.0
programs simultaneously.
Did not want to continue to administer the FFEL 455 500 | 364 400 45 50 45 50
Program.
Wanted to avoid uncertainty regarding the
availability of loan funds under FFEL. 227 250318 350 | 273 300 [ 91 100
Other (Specify): 182 800 4.5 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

B3) How satisfied are you with the Department of Education’s responsiveness to reported problems or
difficulties during the implementation of the Direct Loan Program? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1
being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level

of satisfaction.)
1 2 3 4 5 NA .
_ TR VA [ T% V| T% VA |[T% V% | T% Vh|T% V% O
Very Very
Satisfied 155 16.1| 345 357(31.0 321| 34 36| 86 89|34 36 Dissatisfied
Q
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Section C—Administration of the Direct Loan Program

Cl) How would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with each of the following activities involved
in administering the Direct Loan Program? (Circle only one rating for each activity. Circle NA for
activities that you have not yet had experience with in the Direct Loan Program.)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very NA
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatified
Activity ™ V% T™% V% T% V4 1 T% Ve | T V%,
Keeping up with regulations 452 462 | 461 470 541 52 12 12 0.3 0.3

Answering general questions about loans
and financial aid

561 567 | 367 377 3.2 3.3 1.5 16 | 07 07

Counseling borrowers while in school 520 534 399 410 31 3.2 05 05 1.9 19
Processing origination records 519 ©629| 336 343 84 8.5 24 24 1.9 1.9
Processing promissory notes 457 466 345 351 | 104 106 | 4.9 50 | 26 26
Requesting and receiving loan funds 580 ©594| 266 273 | 48 49 20 21 6.1 6.3

Disbursing of foan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting student { 527 538 | 314 321 43 44 14 14 8.2 8.4
signatures)

Refunding excess loan funds toborrowers | 433 44.3| 350 358 6.7 6.8 1.5 16 | 113 116

Recongiliationffinancial monitoring and
reporting

Recordkeeping and reporting of student
information (includes SSCRs, financial aid
transcripts, and updates to the Direct Loan
Servicing Center or NSLDS)

Helping students with loans after they have
left school

131 134 384 393| 270 276 | 137 140| 56 58

166 170| 466 477 | 212 217 75 77 | 58 59

259 266 490 5S02| 80 82 24 24 | 123 126

C2) How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer Direct Lending
on a day-to-day basis? (Check only one response.)

T Y%
92 94 Very easy to administer
384 392 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
249 254 A moderate amount of effort is required overall
18.4 18.8 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort
7.0 7.1 Very labor intensive to administer

104
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C3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution due to the implementation of the Direct Loan Program. Please indicate if increases or
decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1996/97 academic year for each type of resource.
This question refers only to changes that are a direct result of implementation of the Direct Loan
Program. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change

Significant Small Small Significant
No C
Decrease Decrease © Change Increase Increase
Resources T% V% T% V% T% V% T% V% T% V%

}\]Urﬁber o; permanent or
temporary staff positions related to] 1.2 1.2 4.4 4.5 69.3 709 ]| 196 201 3.2 3.3
financial aid
Number of staff positions in 38 38 |823 843|113 15| 03 03| 00 00
Accounting or Business Office
Number of staff used for technical | o3 53 | 10 10 | 647 660 268 274| 51 52
support
Number of hours current staff work] 1.9 1.9 6.8 7.0 459 470 | 290 29.7| 140 143
Equipment/computers 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 268 275 363 373| 333 342
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 0.9 0.9 4.3 44 384 395| 389 400 148 153
Funds for training 0.7 0.7 1.9 1.9 546 557 | 36.3 37.0 4.6 4.7
Funds for staff travel 0.7 0.7 1.2 1.2 539 551 | 369 376 53 5.4
Development/modification of 03 03| 07 07| 215 220| 416 425| 338 345
computer programs/procedures
Other (Specify): 1.0 79 { 101 776 0.2 1.3 1.7 13.2 0.0 0.0

C4) Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase, decrease,
or remain about the same during the 1996/97 academic year?

T% Y%
94 96
174 17.8
268 274
444 453

Increased

Decreased

Remained about the same
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C5)  For each of the specific administrative functions listed in the table below, please indicate the level of
change in workload (if any) resulting from implementation of the Direct Loan Program. (Circle one

rating for each administrative function.)

Level of Change in Workload

Significant Smali Small Significant
No Change
Decrease Decrease Increase Increase
Administrative Function T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Firsi, piease indicate the overall level of
change in workload at your institution due| 5.5 56 | 142 145|186 190]| 394 402 203 207
to implementation of Direct Loans.
Training Financial Aid staff 1.0 11 29 30 | 232 239|510 5251189 195
Counseling borrowers on Direct Loan 05 05|36 37|57 581|287 204 80 82
Program
Processing loan applications/creating
origination records 101 104 ;143 149|212 219)299 310|210 218
Verifying enroliment 32 34 | 63 6.5 |638 66.2| 169 175] 6.1 6.4
Advising students on status of loans 8.2 85 1140 145 468 483|179 185 99 102
Requesting and receiving loan funds by | 157 453 | 191 115|324 337|265 27.5| 104 108
institution
Disbursing loan funds to students 189 196 | 140 145 357 36.9{ 177 18.3| 104 108
Recordkeeping and reporting (includes
tracking information on borrowers and
their loans both during and after 51 53 | 118 122} 29.0 30.1] 328 34.0| 17.7 184
enroliment period, and communication
about borrowers to other organizations)
Cash management (includes 70 73|96 99 |222 231|372 387|201 210
cancellations/refunds)
Reconciliation 1.9 20 | 41 43 | 143 149|377 393| 37.7 393

C6) If you indicated an overall change in workload resulting from implementation of Direct Loans in
Question 5, please specify whether you think the change is temporary (i.e., will occur only during
the initial phase of the process) or permanent (i.e., will continue in the regular operation of the

Direct Loan Program).

T% V%

184 20.9 Temporary
69.8 79.1 Permanent
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C7) Please check the statements below that apply to your perception of staffing or workload changes
related to your institution’s implementation of the Direct Loan Program. (Check all that apply.)

T% Y%
572 63.4 Staff have been shifted to work on different financial aid functions.
43 47 Staff have been freed to work on other activities outside of financial aid.
1.5 1.7 Staff have been released to other departments or released from the institution.
32.6 36.2 Staff are working extra hours to accommodate the added activities.
169 18.8 Extra staff have been hired at the institution to accommodate the added activities.

C8) Which of the following describes the current software configuration used by your institution to
process Direct Loans? (Check all that apply.)

I% Y%

69.8 71.6 EDExpress software

24.1 24.7 Commercial software

15.0 15.4 Software developed internally
147 15.1 Other

C9) How satisfied are you with the software configuration used by your institution to process Direct
Loans as it relates to each of the following performance areas? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1
being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
, A |l - 5
Performance Area T% V% |T% V%|T% V% |T% V%| T% V%
Overall usefulness of software (i.e., the extent
to which it can adequately perform the 244 256|338 354|244 256194 98| 34 36

functions required)
Ease of integration and compatibility with your
previously existing system

23.9 254|266 28.3|23.0 245{13.7 145] 6.7 71

Processing efficiency (e.g., the ability to batch-

. 285 299|304 319|220 23.1( 94 99| 49 52
process or process multiple types of loans)

C10) Please indicate whether you are currently participating in the Direct Loan Program as an option one,
option two, or option three institution (as defined by the Department of Education). (Check only
one.)

T% Y%

11.4 11.9 Option 1/Partial Origination (formerly level two institution)
79.0 82.2 Option 2/Full Origination (formerly level one institution)

5.6 59 Option 3/Standard Originatioﬁ (formerly level three institution)

[
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(Direct Loan Institutions)

Section D—Information and Support from the Department of Education

DI1) Following is a list of Direct Loan Program information or support that you may have received from

the Department of Education or its servicer during the 1996/97 academic year. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by
circling the appropriate number), the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and

activities.

(Circle NA if you have not received the information/support from ED.)

Timeliness

3 4 5 NA
Material/T raining Provided bY| vo, voo | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% v |
Information on Direct Loan 29.4 30.0|381 389|206 211|633 65]22 23|12 12
Program rules and regulations
Telephone support for policy or| 5 54 21285 290|251 256|102 104| 48 49|53 54
administrative guidance
Direct Loan Users Guide 26.5 27.3|295 305|247 256 90 93| 41 42|29 30
In-person assistance 16.4 16.8|16.7 172|155 160| 56 58| 55 56375 386
Borrower counseling materials | 34.8 35.7|28.5 292|172 17.7| 90 93|60 61|19 1.9
Training materials for 271 281|273 283|196 203| 92 95|32 34101 104
counselors
Entrance/exit counseling 33.8 349|227 234(169 174 48 49| 46 48 |142 146
videos
Pre-printed promissory notes | 48.0 49.0]200 204| 90 92|24 24|20 21|164 168
Reconciliation guide 206 215|235 246|239 249| 96 100 38 39145 151
Consolidation booklet 225 234229 237|198 205|60 62|51 53201 209
Loan origination support 215 220|275 280(215 220|142 145|733 75|60 6.1
Loan reconciliation support | 13.3 13.8|19.5 20.1|23.0 238|174 180|119 123|116 12.0
Training and technical support | 21.7 222|256 262|275 28.1|121 124| 38 38|72 7.3
Software for administration or |\, 4 4o clo10 216|241 247| 80 82| 34 35237 244
reporting functions
Videoconferences 125 129|160 166|171 176| 43 44| 19 19 |451 466

Page 12
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D1b) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by circling the
appropriate number), the usefulness of the information/support in providing the instruction or
service needed by your institution.

(Circle NA if you have not received the information/support from ED.)

\ Usefulness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Material Training Provided by
ED

Information on Direct Loan
Program rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or
administrative guidance

Direct Loan Users Guide 340 350|276 2851232 239| 56 58|31 32|36 37

T% V% |{T% V% | T% V% | T% V%{T% V% |T% V%

38.1 392|377 388|154 158| 32 33|12 12|15 16

33.8 34.7128.0 288|177 182| 89 9132 33|56 58

In-person assistance 247 257157 16.3( 128 13.3| 3.2 34|41 4.2 |358 372

Borrower counseling materials | 54.3 55.71276 284) 92 95|27 2817 18|19 1.9

Training materials for
counselors
Entrance/exit counseling
videos

36.0 37.3|126.3 273|181 188| 38 39|20 21 (102 106

3656 36.8[20.3 2111123 127| 67 69|7.0 7.3 |147 152

Pre-printed promissory notes 58.5 602|147 151| 46 47|17 18|15 16 [16.2 16.7

Reconciliation guide 222 231|227 237|241 251| 80 84|39 4.1 [15.0 157
Consolidation booklet 299 31.0(227 236|179 186| 24 25|34 3.5]|20.0 207
Loan origination support 29.4 30.3[26.5 273|176 182|121 125| 51 53 |6.1 6.3

Loan reconciliation support 215 224|195 203|179 18.7|15.5 16.2|/10.2 10.7|11.3 11.7

Training and technical support | 31.2 32.2]|24.4 252|224 231| 89 92|31 32|70 7.2

Software for administration or

. - 220 2281188 195|215 223|178 8.1]31 32[232 241
reporting functions

Videoconferences 116 121|148 1551193 20.1| 34 36|24 25444 463

D2) Does your institution have any type of communication or interaction with the Department of
Education (or its servicer) regarding loan repayment and/or consolidation?

T% V%
534 551 Yes
435 449 No
(If you answered “no,” skip to Question D7.)
)
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If “Yes” in D2
D3) For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)
p— o .
i Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never
Consolidation Activities T% V% | T% V% T% V%| T% V%
Refer borrowers to loan originator
contractor for consolidation information | 43.8 451 | 380 39.1 9.9 102| 54 56
and/or materials
Contact loan originator contractor
directly to obtain forms/information 185 191 | 441 454 | 268 276| 7.7 79
Intervene with loan originator contractor 144 148 | 300 401 | 342 352| 96 99
at the request of borrowers
Other mteractlon‘wnt‘h loan originator 32 400| 35 44.0 13 160l 00 o0
contractor (Specify):
D4) For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)
Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never
Loan Repayment Activities T% V% T% V% | T% V% T%I - V%
Refer borrowers to loan originator
contractor for loan repayment information | 447 450 396 399 | 121 122| 29 29
and/or materials
Contact loan originator contractor directlyto] o35 535 | 425 428 | 265 267| 67 68
obtain forms/information
Intervene with loan originator contractor at 176 177 | 435 437|288 289| 96 96
the request of borrowers
Other mteractlon'wnt‘h loan originator 26 400 35 550 | 03 501 00 00
contractor (Specify):

D5) Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with the
Department of Education (or its servicer) concerning loan repayment and consolidation?
(Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for
not applicable, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

Very Very '
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
o 4 ‘5
Type of T™% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%
Communication ;
Loan repayment 272 277 | 348 355 | 281 287 | 4.2 4.2 1.0 1.0
In-school DirectLoan | 450 4721 307 321|204 308 70 74| 38 40
consolidation
Out-of-school Direct 176 183 | 313 327|265 277| 67 70| 86 90
Loan consolidation .
Q
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D6)

In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the

Department of Education’s loan repayment regulations. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please rate your level of
satisfaction with the guidelines provided for each of the following loan repayment options.)

Timeliness
1 2 3 4 5 NA

Loan RepaymentOptions | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% vo% | ™% v% | T% V% |
Standard repayment plan 374 376|323 325|188 190| 16 16|19 19| 73 74
'rz;‘;;’n‘:;cr:’t";gﬁe"t 33.9 342|297 300|214 216| 22 23|16 16102 103
Extended repayment plan 345 347307 309|195 196 22 23113 13 [112 113
Graduated repaymentplan | 33.2 334 323 325|185 186{ 29 29| 13 13 {112 113

Clarity -

1 2 3 4 5 " NA
Loan RepaymentOptions| T% V% | T% o | To% Vo | T% ve | % v % V%
Standard repayment plan | 409 413]29.7 30.0| 185 187] 22 23 1.9 19 | 58 58
'r:;‘;;"nzc:t";ilzge"t 326 329|275 277|249 252|35 35| 19 19|86 87
Extended repayment plan | 358 361|294 207|211 213| 16 16| 16 16| 96 97
Graduated repayment plan| 33.9 342|304 306|211 213|19 19| 19 19| 99 100
BEST COPY AVAILABLE 111
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D7) In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the
Department of Education’s consolidation guidelines. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please rate your level of
satisfaction with the guidelines issued for each of the following consolidation components.)

Timeliness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Type of Consolidation T% V% | T% V%|T% V% |T% V%| T% V%|T% V%

In-school Direct Loan
consolidation
Out-of-schooi Direct Loan
consolidation

179 182252 256|236 240| 61 62| 89 9.1]|166 16.9

185 188|268 273|249 253|164 65| 89 911238 13.0

In-school FFEL consolidation | 121 124182 186163 16.7] 3.2 33| 22 231|457 46.7

Out-of-school FFEL

s 128 131|185 19.0/176 180| 3.8 39| 22 23]/428 438
consolidation

Clarity

Type of Consolidation T% V% | T%h V% |{T% V% |T% V%] T% V%] T% V%

In-school Direct Loan
consolidation
Out-of-school Direct Loan
consolidation

16.9 17.3|259 265(262 268| 86 88| 48 4.9 |153 157

173 17.7]26.5 272(275 282| 96 98| 48 49 ]11.8 121

In-school FFEL consolidation | 11.2 11.6(16.9 175|188 195| 35 36| 26 26 [43.5 450

Out-of-school FFEL

R 121 126|179 185]188 195| 45 46| 26 26 |40.6 42.1
consolidation

D8) Has your institution had any contact with the Direct Loan client account managers in the
Department of Education’s Regional Office for your area?

Th V%
778 797 Yes
198 203 No
(If you answered “no,” skip to Section E.)
112
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If “Yes” in D8

D9) How would you describe the level of interaction between your institution and the Direct
Loan client account managers in the Regional Office? (Check only one response.)

% Y%

252 25.3 Extensive interaction
529 53.0 Some interaction
21.7 21.8 Very little interaction

D10) Were the contacts with the Direct Loan client account managers in the Regional Office
initiated by your institution, the Regional Office, or both? (Check only one response.)

T% V%

213 213 Institution

75 7.5 Regional Office

71.1 712 Both the institution and the Regional Office

113
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DI11) Following is a list of possible reasons for contact with the Department of Education’s
Regional Office. For each item:

a)  Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by
circling the appropriate number), the timeliness of the training/support you received in
meeting your needs.

(Circle NA if you have not received the listed training/support from the Regional Office)

Timeliness

Contact with the ED Regionai Office | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Training received at the Regional Office

(or at a designated facility) 309 311|263 26.4|16.0 16.1| 3.7 37| 04 04 ]|221 222

Training/guidance delivered by account

managers at your institution 213 215(162 164|112 113| 33 33| 04 04 |465 47.0

Questions regarding Direct Loan policy { 349 35.0( 314 315|162 163| 33 33| 02 02136 137

Entrance/exit counseling issues 184 188|134 136} 92 94| 22 22|02 02548 558

Requests for ED-provided materials 272 277|248 252|107 109} 33 33|13 13{309 315

Questions/issues regarding computer

. . . 211 214(18.9 192|162 165} 42 42| 20 2.0]36.2 36.7
systems design or implementation

Questions/issues regarding loan
origination

Questions/issues regarding
disbursement and/or refunding of 250 254|215 218132 134| 35 36|09 09344 350
excess funds to borrowers

261 263|263 265)151 152) 35 35| 04 04279 280

Computer-related reconciliation issues | 19.5 19.7|121.5 217|189 1911 94 95| 3.5 35|26.1 26.4

Accounting-related reconciliation issues| 16.4 16.6121.9 222|173 17.5| 61 6.2 3.3 3.3 ]33.8 341

Inquiries requesting appropriate
sources of contact for specific 331 333|246 247|149 150| 50 51| 13 131206 207
questions relating to the loan process
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D11b) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by
circling the appropriate number), the usefulness of the training/support you received in
meeting your needs.

(Circle NA if you have not recieved the listed training/support from the Regional Office)

Usefulness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Contact with the ED Regional Office] T% V% | T% V% | T% V% [ T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Training received at the Regional
Office (or at a designated facility)
Training/guidance delivered by
account managers at your institution

Questions regarding Direct Loan
policy
Entrance/exit counseling issues 241 251|105 109|181 8411 11] 00 0.0]524 544

355 361|263 267|114 116) 31 31| 00 0.0 ]221 225

26.1 267|143 146 96 99|22 22| 04 04452 462

412 418|279 282132 133| 29 29|07 0.7 (129 131

Requests for ED-provided materials | 35.5 36.7|221 22975 77|15 16| 02 0.2]30.0 31.0

Questions/issues regarding computer

. . . 239 244)171 175|123 126| 59 6.1 | 3.3 3.4 353 36.1
systems design or implementation

Questions/issues regarding loan
origination

Questions/issues regarding
disbursement and/or refunding of 28.3 29.11193 198|116 119| 35 36| 1.3 14333 34.2
excess funds to borrowers

Computer-related reconciliation issuesj 22.8 23.2| 19.1 194|158 160|103 105| 50 5.1 |25.4 258

309 31.3[206 208|149 151| 44 44| 09 09 ]27.2 275

Accounting-related reconciliation
issues

Inquiries requesting appropriate
sources of contact for specific 357 36.1/228 231|138 140| 46 47|18 181202 204
questions relating to the loan process

19.7 20.2|18.2 187|158 16.2] 7.0 7.2 | 48 49 [32.0 328
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Section E—Overall Impressions of the Direct Loan Program

El)

E2)

E3)

Please review the statements about the Direct Loan Program listed below. Then in the appropriate
column:

a)

b)

Indicate any statements that describe the most important attributes of the Direct Loan
Program for your institution. Please check up to three benefits.

Indicate any statements that describe areas of the Direct Loan Program where your

expectations were unmet. (Check all that apply.)

beneficial to borrowers.

i Most iImportant Unmet '
Benefits Expectations

Attribute of Direct Loan Program T% V% T% V%

Bf)rrowers are served well through the 71.3 76.0 84 97

Direct Loan Program.

The .D!rect Loan Program is simple to 406 455 312 352

administer.

The Direct Loan Program is viable. 28.2 31.4 6.0 7.0

The ava.nlablllty of loan funds is predictable 46.6 51.0 6.7 78

in the Direct Loan Program.

The Dnre.ct Loan Program is cost-effective 213 24.6 215 246

to administer.

The flexibility of loan repayment options is 56.7 617 29 34

1 2 3

4

5

T% V%

T% V%

T V%

T%

V% T%

V%

Very

Satisfied

25.3 25.9

372 382

23.7 243

8.2

84| 3.1

32| Ve

Dissatisfied

% Y%
28.8 295

Increased

31.1 31.8 Decreased
37.7 38.6 Remained the same

116

Please rate your general satisfaction with the Direct Loan Program up to this point. (Using a scale
of 1to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, circle your level of satisfaction.)

Compared to the 1995/96 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction this year with the
Federal Student Loan process increased, decreased, or remained the same?
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E4) What is the most important advice you would give another institution that was preparing to
implement the Direct Loan Program? (OE1}

14.9 Need computer person on staff/tech support available

Ensure you have necessary computer hardware/equipment & configuration
Plan ahead/start early

Get training for staff/attend workshops

Other

Do it

Need adequate staffing (general)

Get administrative support for computers/admin

Wait because of new servicer

Talk to other DL schools

School offices/administration needs to be willing to change & support program
Program benefits students/school

Prepare/train staff beforehand for system operations
Patience/flexibility needed

Anticipate time/money/resources for training & implementation
Expect problems/be diligent with Servicer

Think twice/don’t do it

Use an implementation team

Familiarize yourself with program beforehand

Expect problems and changes to software

Program easy to run

Learn reconciliation process

Organization is the key to success with DL

Test program/systems

Can’t answer/no comment

Coordinate implementation between all school offices

Takes time/resources to administer

Develop business process/procedures

Go 100% DL

Phase in slowly

Explore all options before going DL

Get all offices/staff involved

Be aware of LOC contracting situation (i.e., there will be a switch)
Use the Regional Office

Financial Aid Office will have greater workload

Questions ES and E6 are only for institutions that are still participating in FFELP. If you are
100% Direct Loan, please skip to Question E7.

ES)

Now that you are administering both programs, how satisfied are you with the FFEL
Program as it currently is operating? (Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very satisfied and
5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

T V% |Th VA|Th VA|Th VA{ThHh V%

IToxt Provided by ERI

Very Very
Satisfied 244 264|335 362|244 264| 80 861 23 25 Dissatisfied
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E6) For the following areas of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes in FFEL since
the introduction of the Direct Loan Program, using the following scale:

1 = Improved
2 = The same, no changes
3 = Worsened

DK/NA = Don’t Know/Not Applicable

Improved Same Worsened DK/NA

FFEL Program Administration | % V% | T% V% | T% V% T% V%

Student access to loans 23.3 253|659 716 11 1.2 17 1.9

Ease of administration of FFEL 36.4 395|534 58017 19 06 06

Service from banks/guarantee
agencies

Service from loan
servicers/collection agencies
Service from your third party or
privately contracted servicers

56.3 61.1]31.8 346f 23 25 1.7 19

409 444|426 46.3] 28 3.1 57 6.2

159 18.4(30.1 349) 06 07 | 398 461

E7) What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education on how to improve
the administration of the Direct Loan Program? (List up to two recommendations.) (OE2)

(d
&)

~

Other

Improve overall performance of Montgomery servicer (general)
Better LOC reps/More Staff

Improve customer service of Montgomery servicer

Improve reconciliation process

Improve ED Express/software quality, functions, or documentation
Expand training - local

Don’t change the Servicer/stay with one

Test software updates thoroughly before release

Conduct testing with LOC first - ensure they can do the job
Provide better technical support

Don’t change Servicer mid-year

Don’t change Servicer for wrong reasons (i.e., cost)

Go back to Utica

Better anticipate problems that come with Servicer switch - be proactive
Increase availability of school reps

Return phone calls

Release new software/publications early

Stop changing software as frequently

Extend contract period of Servicer so a switch is not frequently necessary
Expand software training (specific)

Can’t answer/no comment

Improve communication of regulations/changes

More timely fund availability

Change software to allow for correction of errors

Find another Servicer

CO—— === = DD WLWLWLWALLLNUNARNNINN—
oo —~—~an——woan—=—~h—OhgWLS
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Section F—Administration of the FFEL Program

F1) How would you rate your current level of satisfaction with each of the following activities involved
in administering the Federal Family Education Loan Program? (Circle only one rating for each
activity. Circle NA for activities that you have not yet had experience with in the Federal Family

F2)

Education Loan Program.)

they have left school

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very NA
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Activity T% V% | T% V% | T% V% T% V% | T% V%
Keeping up with regulations 322 326| 547 554 96 97 1.9 19 | 03 03
Answering general questions 564 573|391 396| 24 24 | 05 05|02 02
about loans and financial aid
Counseling borrowers while in | 45 8 495| 440 446| 43 43 | 06 06 |09 1.0
school
Processing of loan applications 521 528 39.8 403} 52 53 1.2 12 1 03 03
Requesting and receivingloan | o> 574 357 364 43 44 | 08 08 [13 13
funds
Disbursing loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and 440 446] 412 418| 9.0 9.1 14 1.5 29 3.0
getting student signatures)
Refunding excess loan fundsto | o5 5 3501 433 440| 106 108 | 20 20 |70 72
students
Reconciliation/financial 306 310|511 518| 95 96 | 10 1.0 | 64 65
monitoring and reporting
Recordkeeping and reporting of
student information (includes
SSCRs, finandial aid transcripts, 251 25.4| 482 489 17.7 18.0 4.3 4.4 3.3 33
and updates to NSLDS)
Helping students with loans after | . 5 56| 508 515|135 137 | 22 22 |69 7.0

How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer this program on a
day-to-day basis? (Check only one response. Ifyou are using EFT and manual processing, please
take both into account when answering.)

T% Y%
72 73
346 352
29.0 294
22.8 23.1
49 50

Very easy to administer
Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort

A moderate amount of effort is required overall
Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort

Very labor intensive to administer
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F3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution. Please indicate if increases or decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1996/97
academic year by circling one number for each type of resource. This question refers only to
changes that are a direct result of changes in the FFEL Program and that occurred or are budgeted to
occur in the 1996/97 Federal Award Year. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change :
|

Significant Smail Small Significant '
No Change
Decrease Decrease Increase Increase
Resource T% V% T% V% | T% V% | T% V%! T% V%

Number of perméhent or temporary

staff positions related to financial aid 1.7 1.7 43 43 |785 795] 129 13.0| 1.3 1.3

Number of staff positions in Accounting
or Business Office

Number of staff used for technical

0.6 0.6 32 332|847 862| 88 89 10 1.0

07 0.7 34 35806 819 123 125 1.3 1.4

support

Number of hours current staff work 04 0.4 3.8 38632 641|251 255| 59 6.0
Equipment/computers 0.1 0.1 08 08494 501|349 354| 133 135
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 0.5 0.5 49 50| 620 63.0| 269 27.3| 4.2 4.3
Funds for training 1.7 1.7 | 27 27| 749 761|162 165) 29 3.0
Funds for staff travel 23 23 | 35 36| 728 740|173 175 25 25

Development/modification of computer

0.5 0.5 16 16| 420 427} 388 39.5]| 153 155
programs/procedures

Other (Specify): 02 16.0| 01 80| 04 28.0| 0.7 48.0| 0.0 0.0

F4)  Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase, decrease,
or remain about the same during the 1996/97 academic year?

T V%

103 10.5 Increased

54 5.5 Decreased

364 37.1 Remained about the same

46.1 46.9 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

Q -
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F5) How many lenders do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check only
one response.)

% Y%

153 15.5 1-2lenders

32.3 32.7 3-5lenders

28.8 29.2 6-10 lenders

123 124 11-20 lenders

10.0 10.2 More than 20 lenders

F6) How many guarantee agencies do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check
only one response.)

T% Y%

37.5 38.1 1 guarantee agency

43.5 44.1 2-3 guarantee agencies

11.0 11.2 4-5 guarantee agencies

6.5 6.6 Morethan 5 guarantee agencies

F7)  Does your institution use electronic funds transfer (EFT) to administer the FFEL Program?

T% V%
471 477 Yes
51.6 523 No

(If you answered “no,” skip to Section G.)

If “Yes” in F7
F8) What percentage of your FFEL Program loans are processed through EFT?

843 %

121
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A ruiToxt provided by ER

Section G—Information and Support from the Department of Education,
Lenders, and Guarantee Agencies (FFEL Institutions)

G1) Following is a list of FFEL Program information or support that you may have received from the

Department of Education, your primary lender, or your primary guarantor during the 1996/97

academic year. For each item and each source of information or support:

Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and S being not at all timely, rate (by circling the

appropriate number) the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities.

Timeliness
3 4 NA

Materials/Training Provided | o vo, | 1o, voo | T% Vo |T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

by ED
Information on FFEL Program | ., 1 5, 51339 34.4|203 208| 95 07|22 23|13 13
rules and regulations
Telephone support for policy o} y¢ 7 47 0151 5 21| 24.4 24.8|11.4 16| 7.9 8.0[16.3 1656
administrative guidance
Borrower counseling materials { 20.9 21.3|22.0 224/ 21.3 21.8| 78 80| 48 49|21.1 216
Training sessions 19.1 19.5|29.0 29.5| 27.0 27.5(10.0 10.2] 3.2 32| 9.8 10.0
Software for administration or | 14 7 1491187 191|210 21.4| 80 82|55 56/33.1 338
renorting functions ) ]
Materials/Training Provided —

by Primary Lender (or

Servicer)
Information on FFEL Program ., o 3351306 312{17.2 17.5| 42 42| 14 1.4]11.9 124
rules and regulations
Telephone support for policy or| 4y 44 71274 27.0(13.3 135| 45 46| 19 20[102 103
administrative guidance
Borrower counseling materials | 45.8 46.6{26.6 27.1| 124 126] 31 31|16 16| 8.7 89
Training sessions 24.7 25.2]23.6 24.0/16.5 168) 44 45| 1.3 13276 28.2
Software for administration O | 54 5 51 11176 180|12.8 13.0] 38 39| 15 15[416 425
reporting functions N
Materials/Training Provided

by Primary Guarantor
Information on FFEL Program | 45 5 468(31.9 32.7[13.0 13.3] 33 34|13 14|24 24
rules and regulations
Telephone support for policy or| ,q 5 50 ol275 27.8[ 113 116/ 36 37|20 20|39 40
administrative guidance
Borrower counseling materials | 42.4 43.4|28.6 29.3113.9 143| 3.3 34|16 16|79 81
Training sessions 37.8 38.7/29.7 30.5/16.2 166 39 40|16 16|84 86
Software for administration of | oo ) 55 9213 21.8[12.4 127 36 37| 18 1.9]292 300
reporting functions
Page 26
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G1b) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful,
rate (by circling the appropriate number) the usefulness of the information/support.
By usefulness, we mean effectiveness in providing the instructions or services needed by your
institution.

Usefulness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Materials/Training Provided
| by ED

Information on FFEL Program
rules and regulations

T% V% | T% V% |T% V% |[T% V% | T% V% |T% V%

323 33.1|33.6 345|231 237| 57 58|15 15[14 14

Telephone support for policy

- : . 23.0 23.7|23.8 244|208 213|179 81|60 62158 16.2
or administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials| 25.1 25.9|20.1 20.8{19.5 201{ 6.9 7.1 | 47 4.9 |206 21.2

Training sessions 269 2761272 279235 241|172 74|27 28100 103

Software for administration or
reporting functions
Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Lender (or
Servicer)

159 16.4(163 168|194 200| 74 77|55 57325 335

Information on FFEL Program

rules and regulations 371 3811304 311|135 138) 35 36|11 1.1|119 122

Telephone support for policy

- : . 43.0 4411275 282|117 120| 39 40|16 16|99 102
or administrative guidance .

Borrower counseling materials| 48.1 49.3|25.1 2587110 11.31 30 31}17 18|85 88

Training sessions 282 29.0{225 23.1|139 143| 35 36|16 1.6 |276 28.4

Software for administration or
reporting functions
Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor (or
Servicer)

23.8 245|166 171|105 109| 3.3 34| 1.7 1.7 (412 424

Information on FFEL Program

. 496 51.11293 30.2(119 123| 29 30|09 09|24 25
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy

- . . " |51.9 53.5|26.0 26.8{109 11.3| 31 31|14 14|37 38
or administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials| 45.4 46.8(26.2 27.1|13.2 136| 31 32112 12|78 81

Training sessions 413 426|273 282|146 151| 38 40]13 14|85 838

Software for administration or

. . 33.1 34.3/184 19.1|109 113| 36 37|16 1.7]28.9 299
reporting functions
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G2) What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary lender?
58.4 %
G3) What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary guarantee agency?
86.2 %
G4) Does your institution have any type of communication or interaction with your FFEL servicer(s)
regarding loan repayment and/or consolidation?
T Vh
572 583 Yes
408 41.7 No
(If you answered “no,” skip to Section H.)
)
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If “Yes” in G4

GS5) For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom Never
1 2 3 4

Consolidation Activities T% V% | T% V% [ T% V% | T% V%
Refer borrowers to servicer(s) for | 44 o 335 | 447 482 [146 15.8| 26 2.8
Information and/or materials
Contact servicer(s) directly to 209 226|402 434|255 275| 60 65
obtain forms/information
Intervene with servicer(s) atthe | o, 4eo 1388 419 313 33.8| 69 75
request of borrowers
Other interaction with servicer(s) | ,3 357 | 23 387 |12 210/ 00 00
(Specify):

G6) For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom Never
1 2 3 4
Loan Repayment Activities T% V% | T% V% |T% V% | T% V%
P — - ————————
Refer borrowers toservice(s) for | 4q 499 398 413|76 79 | 09 1.0
information and/or materials
Contact servicer(s) directly to 342 355| 438 455|158 164 | 25 26
obtain forms/information
Intervene with servicer(s) at the
248 257 | 439 456|243 252 | 34 3.5
request of borrowers
Other interaction with servicer(s)
(Specify): 33 500f 27 44| 06 886 0.0 0.0

G7) Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with your FFEL
servicer concerning loan repayment and consolidation? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being
very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level
of satisfaction .)

T Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
5
Type of Communication | T% V% {T% V% |T% V% | T% V%| T% V%
Loan repayment 481 50.1 1435 453|139 1451 13 13] 05 0.5
In-school FFEL consolidation| 30.6 33.9 352 39.0|122.0 243} 1.5 16| 07 0.8
Out-of-school FFEL 334 369 364 402[229 253} 16 17| 10 12
consolidation

Q
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Section H—Overall Impressions of the Federal Family Education Loan
Program

H1) Please review the statements about the FFEL Program listed below. Then in the appropriate
column:

a) Indicate any statements that describe the most important attributes of the FFEL Program for
your institution. Please check up to three benefits.

b)  Indicate any statements that describe areas of the FFEL Program where your expectations
were unmet. (Check all that apply.)

Most Important Unmet

Benefits Expectations
Attribute of FFEL Program T% V% T% V%

Borrowers are served well through the 746 773 6.0 6.3

FFEL Program.

The 'Fi'=EL Program is simple to 385 399 | 204 211
administer.

The FFEL Program is viable. 39.3 407 | 2.2 2.3

The availability of loan funds is
predictable in the FFEL Program.

The FFEL Program is cost-effective to
administer.

The flexibility of loan repayment options
is beneficial to borrowers.

55.1 57.1 3.3 3.5

294 304 | 122 12.6

35.4 36.7 | 10.7 1.1

H2) Please rate your géneral satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program. (Using a
scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of
satisfaction.)

. e ey - e o

1 2 3 4 5

T% V% | T% VA|Th VA |{Th VA Th V%h

Very Very
Satisfied 35.0 36.1|44.3 456|14.2 146| 28 29| 08 09 Dissatisfied

H3) Compared to the 1995/96 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction with the Federal
student loan process increased, decreased, or remained the same?

% Y%
35.1 36.2 Increased

3.8 3.9 Decreased
58.1 59.9 Remained the same
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H4) Which of the following statements describes your status or plans for participation in the Direct Loan
Program? (Check only one response.)

T% V%

6.0 7.6 Currently participating in the Direct Loan Program

94 9.8 Accepted into Direct Loan Program, but did not participate

1.0 1.0 Applied for Year 4 of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted or pending
1.3 1.4 Will apply for Year 5 of the Direct Loan Program

0.4 0.5 Application for Direct Loan Program rejected
76.7 79.7 Not planning to apply for Direct Loan Program

127
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H5) What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education or loan servicers on
how to improve the administration of the FFEL Program? (List up to two recommendations.) {0E3)

%
14.4 Other
6.2  Simplify regulations

None

Need clear/regular communication to students
Reduce regulations

Revise application forms/Use FAFSA
Eliminate 3-day rule

Everything good

Regulations should be same for FFEL as DL
Change EFT procedures

ED regional staff and servicer customer service
Aid entrance/exit counseling

Change loan repayment options/procedures
Provide better/more timely materials
Improve training program

Don’t penalize schools for student default
Increase debt limit

Provide regulatory relief to schools with low default
Equal/improved support for FFEL as DL
Eliminate 30-day rule

Change loan proration procedures

Improve software/On-line service

Eliminate multiple disbursement for students >12 mos.
Improve SSCR reporting

Lower debt limit

Master prom note

Schools should be able to select lender

Give school control to deny loans
Change/eliminate fees

Simplify lender/balance info to borrowers
Communicate defaults better

Improve communication (general)

Common line processing

Reduce paperwork

Improve use of NSLDS

Timely Disbursements

Control buying and selling

FFEL/DL consolidation

Eliminate sub and unsub categories

Require credit checks

Administrative Cost Allowance

No pressure to leave FFEL

Provide incentives to students

OO e e e e e e e L e S RN NNRNNRNRNRNN NN WWWLWW
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Section I—Institution No Longer Participates in Direct Loan Program or No
Direct Loans Have Been Originated

I1) ~ When did your institution originally begin participating in the Direct Loan Program?

I% Y%

132 132  Academic year 1994/95
64.7 64.7 Academic year 1995/96
221 221 Academic year 1996/97

12)  When did your institution stop participating in the Direct Loan Program?

T% Y%

53 53 Academic year 1994/95
16.0 16.0 Academic year 1995/96
13.3 133 Academic year 1996/97

65.3 65.3 Still participating—institution currently participates in Direct Lending; however, no loans
have been originated

(If you answered “still participating,” skip to Section K.)

If you stopped participating in Direct Loan Program

13)  Please indicate (in the space below) why your institution is no longer participating in the
Direct Loan Program. {0E4}

%

25.0 Signed up but never started

16.7 Too Cumbersome/Complex

16.7 Year 4 School

16.7 Prom note problems

8.3  School could not handle workload

8.3  Electronic process problems

8.3  Left because of problems with Servicer

129
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Section J—Institution Does Not Currently Offer Federal Student Loans or
Indicated “Zero” Loan Volume:?

JI)  When did your institution last originate Federal student loans?
O¢13  Academic year 1995/96
(J¢2y Academic year: ___
{Jla}

U3y Institution has never participated in the Federal Student Loan Program. (If you answered
“never participated,” skip to the end.)

If you stopped originating Federal student loans

J2)  During the last year in which your institution originated Federal student loans, in which
program did you participate?

Oqy Direct Loan
O¢2y FFEL

O3y Both

130
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Section K—Survey Issues’

K1) Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? {0Es}

K2) Do you have suggestions on ways to improve future surveys or reduce their burden to you? (OEs}

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO FILL OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

3Open-ended responses in Section K were not assigned vlrlBhL codes.
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Weighted Questionnaire
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Identifying Information

CONFIDENTIALITY

Identities of institutions and names of individuals will be kept strictly confidential by Macro
International Inc. Identifying information will be used for followup purposes only. All

_ information obtained: from this survey w111 be presented to the Department of Educatlon in
aggregated form only :

In the spaces provided below, please enter the name, title, e-mail address, and telephone number of the
person completing this form, and the date on which the questionnaire was completed.

Name:

Title:

Date:

E-mail Address:

Telephone Number:

If your address is different from the label on the front cover, please correct it in the space below.

TTEVIIVAV Xd0D Isag
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School Identification

1) Which of the following describes your institution in terms of participation in the Direct Loan and
Federal Family Education Loan Programs during the 1996/1997 academic year? (Please check one
response only, and complete the sections of the questionnaire indicated by the arrow.)

%
70.1 Institution offers FFEL loans only. .
School has never participated inthe =~ ccccecemeeeee > | Please complete Sections
Direct Loan Program. A,F,G H,and K.
0.8 Institution currently offers FFEL loans
only. School participated in the Please complete Sections
Direct Loan Program in 1994/19950r = —-eemmmmmeea > F,G,H. 1 and K.
1995/1996, but no longer participates R
in Direct Lending.
3.2 Institution began originating loans Please complete Sections
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ -------=----- > A,C,D,E, andK
year 1994/1995. (Year 1 School) > i
L . .Please also.complete
Institution also originates FFEL | R — > ).comp
ASHHon ne oans Sections F, G, and H.
17.9 Institution began originating loans -
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ ---——-----——- > | Please complete Sections
year 1995/1996. (Year 2 School) A C D, E and K.
Institution also originates FFEL loans. = -------=----- > + Please.also complete
“Sections F, G, and‘H.
3.8 Institution began originating loans . -
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ -—--—--ee———- > P};ase comlgleée Sec.txonsﬁ.
year 1996/1997. (Year 3 School) ~A,B,C,D,E,andK.
o . - Please also complete
Institution also originates FFEL loans.  -----e------- > Sections F..G, and H.
4.0 Institution has been selected for participation 1 let
in the Direct Loan Program; however, = = ---cceeeeme > o casc complete
no Direct Loans have been originated. . Sectionl. .
Institution also originates FFEL loans.  -----e-ceeee- > g:j;‘;i:lgoém:f ;g;; -
0.0 Institution does not currently participate ) 1
in either the Direct Loan Program or the =~ -—ce-emeeeee- > case comp cte
Federal Family Education Loan Program. Section J only..
0.0 Schoolclosed. e > Please 'complete
Section J only.
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Section A—Background Information

A1) Which of the following best characterizes the current structure of the Financial Aid Office(s) at your

institution as it relates to processing loans? (Check only one response.)

T% Y%
736 739

95 96
159 16.0

06 06

A2) Please indicate the type of computer system currently used by your institution to administer student

The institution has a single campus, branch, or school; one office administers financial aid for the
entire institution.
Each campus, branch, or school within the institution is served by a separate Financial Aid Office.

Multiple campuses, branches, or schools within the institution are served by a single Financial Aid
Office.
Other (Specify):

financial aid. (Check only one response.)

Type of System Used
I% V%
57 60 Mainframe system only
31.3 330 Mainframe to personal computer (PC) with interface
16.1 17.0 Independent mainframe and personal computers (PCS)
38.3 404 Personal computers (PCS)only
2.5 2.7 No computersystemused; allmanual processing
0.9 1.0 Other (Specify):

Weighted Frequency Questionnaire



A3) What was your total dollar Stafford (subsidized and unsubsidized) and PLUS loan volume for the
1996/97 Federal Award Year?'

(Record separately for each of the applicable loan programs, and combined. Circle NA for “FFEL”
or “Direct Loan, " if the loan program was not offered at your institution during the 1995/96 academic

year.)
a3y (fFFEL $ NA
a32} || Direct Loan $ NA
33 [ Total $ NA

If you entered “zero” for your total dollar loan volume and you do not expect a change in
loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year, please skip to Section J of the
questionnaire.

A4) Do you expect a change in total loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year?

I% Y%

32.1 32.6 Yes
66.5 67.4 No
If “Yes” in A4

AS5) If you expect a significant change in total loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year,
please indicate the expected level of change below.

Percentage increase % or Percentage decrease %

136

'Since the timing of our survey may have prevented institutions from providing accurate estimates of their
total loan volume, the means for these questions, A3 and A5, are suppressed.
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Section B—Initial Implementation of the Direct Loan Program
(For Year 3 Direct Loan Institutions)

B1)

1 = Easy to-set up process at my institution
2 = Moderate level of effort required to set up process
3 = Difficult to set up process at my institution

NA = Not applicable; did not implement this process or process was implemented by a third

party.

The following items describe various activities and processes necessary for the implementation and
startup of the Direct Loan Program. This question refers to the startup activities only; it does not
cover ongoing administration. This may be a question for which you want to consult other staff (such
as the Business or Bursar’s Office) involved in setting up the processes. Please rate the ease of setting
up these processes at your institution using the following scale. (Circle one rating for each activity.)

Ease of Implementation

Easy to set up Moderate Difficuit to Not
level of effort set up .
process \ applicable
; required process

Activities and Processes T% V% T% V% T% V% | T% V%
nstallation of EDExpress into your 225 228|383 389 | 81 83 |207 301
institution's own computer system
Development and conduct of internal staff
training on the Direct Loan Program 15.3 155 | 552 559 7.7 7.8 |205 207
Developmentofprocedu'res/matenalsto 496 519 | 388 406| 07 08 6.4 6.7
counsel borrowers on Direct Loans
Development of institutional procedures for
processing loan applications and ensuring | 176 179 | 5056 512} 146 148 160 162
loan origination

t of i i

Development of promissory note review andl ,, 5 53 | 450 456 | 85 86 | 225 228
trans mittal procedures
Development of loan disbursement
procedures (e.g., crediting student 414 420 | 393 398 | 541 52 | 128 130
accounts)
Development of internal recordkeeping and
procedures for reporting to Direct Loan
System (includes tracking information on 84 85 | 553 560|112 114|238 241
borrowers and their loans both during and
after enroliment period, and communication
aboutborrowers to ED and its contractors)
Development of institutional cash
management procedures (includes
estimating capital needs, tracking receiptof| 15.1 153 | 538 545 | 6.0 6.1 | 238 241
funds, and reporting cancellations or
refunds)
Deve‘lopr‘ne.ntofreconcmatlonproceduresal 6.7 6.8 551 564 | 154 157|206 21.1
your institution

TIAVIIVAY Xd0D Isag
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B2)

In the space below, check whether you are offering both Direct Loans and FFEL in 1996/97, or
offering only Direct Loans. Then rate the items corresponding to that column only, as indicated by

the arrow.

IF OFFERING BOTH DIRECT LOANS AND FFEL, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER THE COLUMN BELOW

IT% Y%
64.5 654 Yes

Rating
What factors influenced your decision to phase 1 2 ;
in the Direct Loan Program? Rate eachitem Ver S hat Not 3 NA
below regarding its influences or importance in | ty t lomevtv at | otatall N_Ot
the overall decision, using the following scale: mportan mportan mportant | Applicable
T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% '
Did notwantto confuse borrowers who already 518 529|210 215 119 1221132 135
had FFEL loans.
Wanted to delay full commitment until the
Departmentof Education has gained experience | 262 268|270 275|287 293)|16.1 164
with the new program.
Wanted to learn how to implement the program
with a small group before committing the entire 446 4551255 261|118 120]16.1 164
institution.
Wanted to maintain relationships with lender(s) 618 630|103 105|219 223 | 40 4.4
and/or guarantor(s).
Wanted to keep graduate/professional students 6.0 6.5 13 14 10 11 |838 9141
in the FFEL Program.
Other (Specify): 102 63.7) 58 363|100 00 {00 00
138
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IF OFFERING ONLY DIRECT LOANS, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER THE COLUMN BELOW

T% V%
342 346 Yes
Rating
What factors influenced your decision to
switch 100 percent to the Direct Loan 1 2 3 NA
Program? Rate each item below regarding Very Somewhat Not at all Not
its influences or importance in the overall Important Important Important | Applicable
decision, using the following scale:
T% V% | T% Vb | T% V% T% V%
Did notwant to confuse borrowers by offering 512 532|222 230|230 238 00 0.0
two loan programs. | | | ' ' ' ' '
Did not want the complexity of administering 760 789|113 118 90 94 00 00
two programs simultaneously. ' ' ' ' ' ' ’ '
Did notwant to continue to administer the 478 496 | 374 388 | 2.1 292 90 94
FFEL Program.
Wanted to awoid uncertainty regarding the
382 397 (375 389 | 139 144 . .
awailability of loan funds under FFEL. 6.8 7.0
Other (Specify): 181 909 | 1.8 9.1 00 0. 0.0 0.0

B3) How satisfied are you with the Department of Education’s responsiveness to reported problems or
difficulties during the implementation of the Direct Loan Program? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1
being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level
of satisfaction.)

Very
Satisfied

2 4 5 . . NA |
T% V% | T% V%|T% V%|T% V%|T% V%|
Ve?y
194 197|324 328|329 333|42 43|34 34|64 65|
Dissatisfied

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Section C—Administration of the Direct Loan Program

C1l) How would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with each of the following activities involved
in administering the Direct Loan Program? (Circle only one rating for each activity. Circle NA for
activities that you have not yet had experience with in the Direct Loan Program.)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very NA
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatified

Activity T% V% |T% V% T% V% T% V% |T% V%
Keeping up with regulations 442 455| 459 472 | 55 57 1.0 1.1 06 06
Answering general questions about | 5,5 o6l 350 365| 46 '48 | 14 14 | 09 09
loans and financial aid
Counseling borrowers while in school 506 528 393 411 33 35 0.3 0.3 22 23
Processing origination records 496 510 328 337 | 96 9.9 22 22 | 31 32
Processing promissory notes 434 446 | 333 342 | 125 129 43 44 38 39
Requesting and receiving loan funds 525 544 289 300( 60 6.3 25 26 | 66 68
Disbursing offoan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting 500 514 | 331 340 45 46 16 16 8.1 83
student signatures)
Refunding excess loan funds to 412 424|350 360| 62 64 | 17 17 130 134
borrowers
Reconciliationfinandial monitoringand |\ o 1o 5| 394 406 | 237 244 | 120 124 | 70 72
reporting
Recordkeeping and reporting of student
information (includes SSCRs, financial
aid ranscripts, and updates to the 194 200 450 464 | 200 207 | 64 . 67 | 60 62
Direct Loan Senvcing Center or NSLDS)
Helping students withloans afierthey | 75 279 474 487 | 66 68 | 24 24 | 138 142

have left school

C2) How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer Direct Lending
on a day-to-day basis? (Check only one response.)

I%
10.5
35.8
266 274
177 182
6.5 6.7

Y%
10.8
36.9

Q

Very easy to administer
Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
A moderate amount of effort is required overall
Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of
Very labor intensive to admmister
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C3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution due to the implementation of the Direct Loan Program. Please indicate if increases or
decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1996/97 academic year for each type of resource.
This question refers only to changes that are a direct result of implementation of the Direct Loan
Program. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change

1
Significant Small Small Significant i
!

Decrease Decrease No Change Increase Increase
Resources T% V% | T% V% T% V% T% V% T% V%

Number of permanent or
temporary staff positions related| 0.9 09 3.6 37 | 7112 735} 180 186 3.2 3.3
to financial aid

Number of staff positions in
Accounting or Business Office
Number of staff used for
technical support

Number of hours current staff
work

22 22 [ 839 867 101 105} 06 06 00 00

06 06 | 11 12 | 667 688 | 232 239 54 5.5

1.5 1.5 | 50 52 | 471 486 | 309 319 123 127

Equipment/computers 09 09 0.3 03 | 283 294 | 358 3711} 311 322

Supplies (postage, copying, 08 09 | 46 47 | 398 413|379 393|134 138

etc.)
Funds for training 06 06 21 21 522 537 | 369 379 55 57
I Funds for staff travel 0.6 0.6 1.3 1.3 541 557 | 364 375 | 47 4.8

Development/modification of

08 08 | 06 06 | 2611 258 | 416 428 292 300
computer programs/procedures

Other (Specify): 0.8 6.1 93 734} 03 21 23 184 | 00 0.0

C4) Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase, decrease,
or remain about the same during the 1996/97 academic year?

T% Y%

8.8 9.1 Increased

11.2 11.5 Decreased

26.7 27.4 Remained about the same

50.5 51.9 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)
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C5)  For each of the specific administrative functions listed in the table below, please indicate the level of

change in workload (if any) resulting from implementation of the Direct Loan Program. (Circle one
rating for each administrative function.)

—

Level of Change in Workload

——

t
|

- Significant Small Small Significant |
i gnificant '
No Ch

, Decrease Decrease 0 hange Increase Increase
i Administrative Function T% V% | T% V% | T% V% ]| T% V% | T% V%
First, please indicate the overall level
of change in workload at your 38 39 |120 123|203 208|425 437|188 193
institution due to implementation of
Direct Loans. ]
l
Training Financial Aid staff 07 0.8 1.8 19 | 237 247|538 56.1|158 16.5
Counseling borrowers on DirectLoan | 4 o4 | 59 30 501 612|276 287 66 68
Program
Processing loan applications/creating | o, 5o 1419 1271240 256|306 327|204 215
origination records
Verifying enroliment 1.8 19 46 48 |655 686|176 184 | 6.0 6.3
Advising students on status ofloans 54 57 98 102545 567|179 187 84 8.8
R - — 3
equesting and receivingloanfunds |\ 18 f 9 100 (380 400|276 201 85 91
by institution
Disbursing loan funds to students 137 142|124 129|426 443|174 181|100 104
Recordkeeping and reporting
(includes tracking information on
borrowers and their loans bothduring | 50 34 | 95 403|319 335(316 332|184 193
and after enrollment period, and
communication about borrowers to
other organizations)

T
Cash management (includes 46 49 |74 78 |251 265(364 384213 224
cancellations/refunds)
Reconciliation 2.0 22 3.7 39 |179 189|377 399330 350

C6)

If you indicated an overall change in workload resulting from implementation of Direct Loans in

Question 5, please specify whether you think the change is temporary (i.e., will occur only during
the initial phase of the process) or permanent (i.e., will continue in the regular operation of the Direct

Loan Program).

T% Y%
19.2 22.0 Temporary
68.1 78.0 Permanent

Q
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C7

C8)

C9)

C10)

Please check the statements below that apply to your perception of staffing or workload changes
related to your institution’s implementation of the Direct Loan Program. (Check all that apply.)

T% V%
51.8 59.7 Staff have been shifted to work on different financial aid functions.
5.6 6.4 Staff have been freed to work on other activities outside of financial aid.
1.3 1.5 Staff have been released to other departments or released from the institution.
32.2 37.2 Staff are working extra hours to accommodate the added activities.
14.8 17.1 Extra staff have been hired at the institution to accommodate the added activities.

Which of the following describes the current software configuration used by your institution to
process Direct Loans? (Check all that apply.)

T% Y%

66.4 69.1 EDExpress software

20.1 20.9 Commercial software

10.5 11.0 Software developed internally
19.5 20.3 Other

How satisfied are you with the software configuration used by your institution to process Direct Loans
as it relates to each of the following performance areas? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

Very : Very
Satisfied | 2 3 4  |Dissatisfied
Performance Area ] T% V% T% V%|T% V%|T% V%| T% V%

Overall usefulness of software (i.e., the
extent to which it can adequately performthe | 24.7 26.5]|32.1 345|226 242|199 106| 39 4.2
functions required)

Ease ofintegration and compatibility with

. - 246 26.7(126.0 28.3|121.2 23.0|134 146| 66 7.2
your previously existing system

Processing efficiency (e.g., the ability to
batch- process or process multiple types of | 26.5 285|28.1 30.2|22.1 23.7|10.7 115| 56 6.0
loans)

Please indicate whether you are currently participating in the Direct Loan Program as an option one, .
option two, or option three institution (as defined by the Department of Education). (Check only one.)

T% V%

14.7 15.5 Option 1/Partial Origination (formerly level two institution)
72.3 76.5 Option 2/Full Origination (formerly level one mstitution)

7.6 8.0 Option 3/Standard Origination (formerly level three mstitution)
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Section D—Information and Support from the Department of Education
(Direct Loan Institutions)

D1) Following is a list of Direct Loan Program information or support that you may have received from
the Department of Education or its servicer during the 1996/97 academic year. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by circling
the appropriate number), the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities.

(Circle NA if you have not received the information/support from ED.)

Timeliness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Material/Training Provided
by ED
Information on Direct Loan
Program rules and 312 323(386 399188 195|/49 50|23 23|09 1.0
regulations
Telephone supportfor policy
or administrative guidance

T% V% | T% V%I T% V%{T% V% | T% V%| T% V%

262 268|256 262|254 26.0|10.7 109| 34 35|64 6.5

Direct Loan Users Guide 28.7 302|303 3171230 241{76 80|38 40}19 20

In-person assistance 18.8 194147 151|141 145| 53 55|53 55 |388 40.0

Borrower counseling 376 388279 289160 165|73 75|60 62|20 20

materials

Training materials for 321 336(248 26.0(180 189|77 81|32 34|95 99
counselors

Entrance/ext counseling 38.1 398216 226[150 157| 44 46|40 42125 131
videos

Pre-printed promissory 473 485(197 202| 95 98|18 19|23 23169 173
notes

Reconciliation guide 213 225{241 255/222 235(81 86|34 36154 163
Consolidation booklet 243 254222 231|198 206| 45 47|52 541199 207

Loan origination support 219 224|282 289(210 215|109 111]| 59 6.1 ]| 97 100

Loan reconciliation support [15.2 157177 183218 226149 154|105 109}165 17.1

Training and technical
support

Software for administration
or reporting functions

225 230|242 248|239 245|133 136| 29 3.0 (108 11.1

174 179210 216|221 228| 74 76|33 34 (260 267

Videoconferences 110 114135 139|181 188| 29 30|18 1.8 (492 510
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D1b) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by circling
the appropriate number), the usefulness of the information/support in providing the instruction
or service needed by your institution.

(Circle NA if you have not received the information/support from ED.)

Usefulness l

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Material Training Provided
; by ED
Information on Direct Loan
Program rules and 37.7 392|38.0 396|147 15326 27|19 2011 12
regulations »
Telephone support for policy
or administrative guidance

T% V% |T% V% | T% V% |{T% V%|T% V% |T% V%

355 36.7(264 273{175 18.1|80 83,27 2866 68

Direct Loan Users Guide 35.1 36.7|27.3 286|220 23.1|50 52135 37|26 27

In-person assistance 253 2641133 1391122 128]39 4.0|40 4.2 |36.9 386

Borrower counseling 554 571|262 271| 81 84|36 37|18 19|18 18

materials

Training materials for 400 419(243 255|167 175[32 34|20 21|92 96
counselors

Entrance/exit counseling 414 435(18.9 200|111 11655 5759 62 [122 129
videos

Pre-printed promissory 551 572|162 168| 54 56|16 17|13 13 |168 174
notes

Reconciliation guide 235 248[229 241|220 232(66 69|35 37 |164 17.3
Consolidation booklet 296 311|226 237{174 182[21 22|37 39 |200 210

Loan origination support 294 306(26.0 271|170 17794 98 (4.0 42 [102 106

Loan reconciliation support 229 24.1]18.3 19.2|158 166|136 143( 89 94 |158 166

Training and technical
support

Software for administration
or reporting functions

30.7 32.07122.2 23.1}206 21.5/100 104j22 23 |103 107

218 227|177 185|198 207{ 78 81|35 3.7 |25.1 26.2

Videoconferences 115 1211127 134|175 184|129 31124 26 |48.0 505

D2) - Does your institution have any type of communication or interaction with the Department of
Education (or its servicer) regarding loan repayment and/or consolidation?

T% Y%
48.9 50.7 Yes
47.6 49.3 No AT Bidp o e
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
(If you answered “no,” skip to Question D7.)
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If “Yes” in D2

D3)

occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of

Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never |

Consolidation Activities T% V% T% V% T% V% | T% V%
Refer borrowers to loan originator
contractor for consolidation information 372 410 | 340 374 | 115 127| 82 9.0
and/or materials
Contact loan originator contractor
directly to obtain forms/information 152 168 | 450 495 | 218 239 89 98
Intervene with loan originator contractor 123 136 | 400 440 | 284 313|102 112
at the request of borrowers
Otherlnteractlon.wnh loan originator 19 269 | 43 619 08 112| 00 o0
contractor (Specify):

D4) For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of occurrence at your

D5)

Q

institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never

Loan Repayment Activities T% V% | T V% | T% V% | T% v
Refer borrowers to loan originator
contractor for loan repayment 401 430 333 357 (139 149| 59 64
information and/or materials
Contactloan originator contractor directly
to obtain forms finformation 234 251 385 413|241 258|73 78
Intervene with loan originator contractor | 1, 3 155 | 396 425 (282 303| 84 87
atthe request ofborrowers
Other interaction with loan originator
contractor (Specify): 23 3741 37 59802 3100 00

Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with the Department of
Education (or its servicer) concerning loan repayment and consolidation? (Using a scale of 1 to 5,
with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your

level of satisfaction.)

Very Very |
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
1 5
Typo of T% V| T% V| T V| T% V6| T% Wb
{  Communication
]
Loan repayment 278 308|343 380|220 244| 29 32| 06 06
In-school DirectLoan | (oo 00 [ 316 358|233 264| 52 59 | 25 28
consolidation
OutofschoolDirect | (o0 o1 1323 365|209 237 | 44 49 | 62 71
Loan consolidation
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D6) In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the
Department of Education’s loan repayment regulations. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please rate your level of satisfaction
with the guidelines provided for each of the following loan repayment options.)

Timeliness

Loan RepaymentOptions | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | ™% V% | T% V%

Standard repaymentplan | 385 408|291 309|161 171115 16 |12 13 |78 83

Income-contingent

337 3581286 305|183 19418 19|09 10 [106 113
repaymentplan

Extended repaymentplan | 340 36.1 (292 310|164 174| 18 19 | 07 08 |120 127

Graduated repaymentplan| 31.8 338|302 320|158 168 22 23 | 07 0.8 {134 143

Clarity
, 1 2 . |..3 | 4 | 5 . | NA
LoanRepayment | -0 vo | 1o Vo | T%- V% | T% V%[ T% V% | T% V%

Options ' - __ : i
;t::dardrepayme"t 391 418|271 290186 199|199 21| 13 13|55 59
Income-contingent- 313 335|252 270|234 25041 44| 12 13|83 89
repaymentplan
El"ati"dedrepayme"t 342 366|270 289|202 216]14 15|10 11|97 103
Sr::”atedrepayme"t 315 337|274 2041204 21815 17| 12 13 (113 121
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D7) In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the
Department of Education’s consolidation guidelines. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please rate your level of satisfaction

with the guidelines issued for each of the following consolidation components.)

Timeliness .

9

1 2 3 4 5 NA |

Type of Consolidation | T% V% | T% V% |T% V% | T% v%| T% vo|T% v%l'

In-school Direct Loan 17.2 185|224 242|222 240|42 46|73 79193 208
consolidation

Outofschool Directloan 190 205|239 257(256 276|44 47|74 77 |127 137
consolidation

In-school FFEL 132 143 (152 165171 185|20 22|21 22 |426 462
consolidation

Out-of-school FFEL 143 156(155 168|189 205|24 26|21 22390423
consolidation

Clarity
1 2 3 4 5 NA

Type of Consolidation | T% V% | T% V% |T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% vo%

In-school Direct Loan 162 176(233 253 (238 259| 7.4 81 |39 43 (172 187
consolidation

Outofschool DirectLoan |1, 1 4571243 265[263 287|686 94|38 44 |115 126
consolidation

In-school FFEL 115 127|148 164 (184 203| 33 36|22 251403 445
consolidation

Out-of-school FFEL 129 142|157 173192 212| 38 42|22 25368 406
consolidation

D8) Has your institution had any contact with the Direct Loan client account managers in the Department
of Education’s Regional Office for your area?

T% Y%
70.0 71.7 Yes
27.7 28.3 No

(If you answered “no,” skip to Section E.)
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If “Yes” in D8

D9) How would you describe the level of interaction between your institution and the Direct
Loan client account managers in the Regional Office? (Check only one response.)

T% Y%

22.6 23.5 Extensive interaction
51.3 53.2 Some interaction
22.6 23.4 Very little interaction

D10) Were the contacts with the Direct Loan client account managers in the Regional Office initiated
by your institution, the Regional Office, or both? (Check only one response.)

T% V%

22.8 23.5 Institution

10.1 10.5 Regional Office

63.8 66.0 Both the mstitution and the Regional Office
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D11) Following is a list of possible reasons for contact with the Department of Education’s Regional Office.
For each item:

a)  Using ascale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by
circling the appropriate number), the timeliness of the training/support you received in
meeting your needs.

(Circle NA if you have not received the listed training/support from the Regional Office.)

Timeliness

Contact with the ED Regional Office | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%| T% V% | T% V% |

Training received atthe Regional

. . . 41149 . . . . . .
Office (or at a designated facility) 30.0 31.1)255 264 154 33 34|04 05225 233

Training/guidance delivered by

account managers at yourinsfitution 18.8 19.7|145 152|147 153 35 36| 05 0.5 |43.7 456

Questions regarding Direct Loan

) 325 337|274 284|178 18428 28|01 0.1 |16.0 166
policy

Entrance/exit counseling issues 176 1841137 143|90 93|26 27|01 0.1 |528 551

Requests for ED-provided materials |28.1 29.4 (260 27.1(105 110} 26 27|17 18269 281

Questions/issues regarding
computer systems design or 18.3 19.01204 21.2]|165 172|142 44|18 191|348 36.3
implementation
Questions/issues regarding loan
origination

Questions/issues regarding
disbursementand/or refunding of 227 237|214 2241147 154 30 32|13 1.4 326 340
excess funds to borrowers
Computer-related reconciliation
issues

Accounting-related reconciliation
issues

Inquiries requesting appropriate
sources of contact for specific
questions relating to the loan
process

227 235|261 27.0|164 17.0| 32 33|05 0.5 |276 286

16.8 1751212 22.1(183 19.1| 88 92|38 4.0 (270 282

149 155]208 216169 176| 58 6.1 ]38 4.0 |339 352

30.3 314|222 23.0|164 170( 45 47|09 09 {223 231
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D11b)

Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by

circling the appropriate number), the usefulness of the training/support you received in

meeting your needs.

(Circle NA if you have not received the listed training/support from the Regional Office.)

Usefulness

; NA
|

. Regi
| C°"ta°t“""c‘;2:fn eglonal | oy ves | T% V% | T% V| T% V% | T% V% | T% V%
Training received atthe Regional '
Office (or ata designated facility) 354 371237 2491107 11331 33|00 00 |224 235
Training/guidance delivered by
account managers at your 242 258|116 1241153 163| 16 18| 05 05 |406 43.3
institution
S;’::y”"s regarding DirectLoan | 4q, 414|245 257 {144 151| 19 20|04 05 |149 157
Entrance/ext counseling issues 242 259(101 108{ 75 80|15 16 ] 00 0.0 504 537
Requests for ED-provided 347 368[239 253(82 86|10 11|03 03]263 279
materials
Questions/issues regarding
computer systems design or 216 228|175 185127 134| 49 52|45 4.8 (335 354
implementation
Questionsfissues regardingloan |, 3 5911207 217(159 166| 38 39|08 08 |266 278
origination
Questions/fissues regarding
disbursementand/or refundingof |26.3 27.8{19.9 211|110 117| 44 46| 16 17 |31.3 331
exces s funds to borrowers
Computer-related reconciliation | 565 550 (182 192|148 156|111 117 51 5.4 |248 261
issues
Accounting-related reconciliation |15 1971474 185[149 158[ 75 79|52 55309 327
issues
Inquiries requesting appropriate
sources of contact for specific 33.0 345[216 225(140 146| 43 45|14 14 |215 224
questions relating to the loan
process
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Section E—Overall Impressions of the Direct Loan Program

El) Please review the statements about the Direct Loan Program listed below. Then in the appropriate
column:

a)

b)

Indicate any statements that describe the most important attributes of the Direct Loan Program
for your institution. Please check up to three benefits.

Indicate any statements that describe areas of the Direct Loan Program where your expectations

were unmet. (Check all that apply.)

Most
Unmet
Important Expectations
Benefits P
Attribute of Direct Loan Program T% V% T% V%

B<'>rrowers are served well through the 706 751 71 83
Direct Loan Program.
The .I3|.rect Loan Program is simple to 405 454 | 313 352
administer.
The Direct Loan Program is viable. 271 30.1 5.5 6.4
The availability of loan funds is
predictable in the Direct Loan Program. 436 480 | 76 8.8
The DII'.EC.Zt Loan Program is cost-effective 203 235 | 207 236
to administer.
The flexibility of loan repayment options is
beneficial to borrowers. 592 642 3.2 38

E2) Please rate your general satisfaction with the Direct Loan Program up to this point. (Using a scale
of 1to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, circle your level of satisfaction.)

1 2 3

4

5

T% V% T% V% | T% . V%

T% - V% | T%

V%

Satisfied

Very 1236 24.3138.3 39.4| 23.7 24.4

93 96

23 23

Very |

Dissatisfied

E3) Compared to the 1995/96 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction this year with the
Federal Student Loan process increased, decreased, or remained the same?

T%
272
28.8
40.8

Q

V%

28.1 Increased

29.8 Decreased

42.1 Remained the same
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E4) What is the most important advice you would give another institution that was preparing to implement
the Direct Loan Program? {OE1}

Y%

13.7 Need computer person on staff/tech support available

8.6  Ensure you have necessary computer hardware/equipment and configuration
6.1  Get training for staff/attend workshops

5.5 Plan ahead/start early

49 Doit

47  Other

4.4  Program benefits students/school

3.4  Think twice/don’t do it

Patience/flexibility needed

Talk to other DL schools

Need adequate staffing (general)

Wait because of new servicer

Organization is the key to success with DL

Prepare/train staff beforehand for system operations

Get administrative support for computers/admin

School offices/administration needs to be willing to change & support program
Can’t answer/no comment

Program easy to run

Expect problems/be diligent with Servicer

Learn reconciliation process

Expect problems and changes to software

Anticipate time/money/resources for training & implementation
Phase in slowly

Develop business process/procedures

Go 100% DL

Use an implementation team

Familiarize yourself with program beforehand

Takes time/resources to administer

Test program/systems

Coordinate implementation between all school offices

Be aware of LOC contracting situation (i.e., there will be a switch)
Explore all options before going DL

Use the Regional Office

Coordinate implementation between all school offices
Financial Aid Office will have greater workload

SO = = = D NNRRD DD DWW LW
NoobbLwbLhrrbrUbLboLLWERRLMOSDD -

eLeo
won o

Questions ES and E6 are only for institutions that are still participating in FFELP. If you are
100% Direct Loan, please skip to Question E7.

ES) Now that you are administering both programs, how satisfied are you with the FFEL
Program as it currently is operating? (Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very satisfied and
5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

1 2 3 4 5

T% VA | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Very Very
Satisfied 298 326|311 340|224 244| 52 57| 3.0 33 Dissatisfied

COPY AVAILABLE
BEST 153
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E6) For the following areas of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes in FFEL since the
introduction of the Direct Loan Program, using the following scale:

1 = Improved

2 = The same, no changes

3 = Worsened

DK/NA = Don’t’ Know/Not Applicable

Improved Same Worsened DK/NA

FFEL Program Administration | T% V% | T% V% {T% V% | T% V%

Student access to loans 204 22.7|66.1 736 1.5 1.7 1.8 2.0

Ease of administration of FFEL 36.2 4041|515 574| 08 08 1.3 14

Service from banks/guarantee

) 488 54.4|36.1 402} 21 2.3 2.8 3.1
agencies

Service from loan

: . . 372 414|441 491 34 37 5.2 5.8
servicers/collection agencies

Service from your third party or

) . 17.8 20.8|336 39.3] 1.3 1.5 | 328 384
privately contracted servicers

E7) What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education on how to improve
the administration of the Direct Loan Program? (List up to two recommendations.) (OE2)

%

17.8 Other

7.4  Better LOC reps/more staff

6.8  Improve customer service of Montgomery servicer

Improve overall performance of Montgomery servicer (general)
Improve ED Express/software quality, functions, or documentation
Improve reconciliation process

Expand training - local

Don’t change the Servicer/stay with one

Test software updates thoroughly before release

Provide better technical support

Go back to Utica

Can’t answer/no comment.

Conduct testing with LOC first - ensure they can do the job
Expand software training (specific)

Don’t change Servicers for wrong reasons (i.e., cost)

Better anticipate problems that come with Servicer switch - be proactive
Stop changing software as frequently

Don’t change Servicers mid-year

Increase availability of school reps

Return phone calls

More timely fund availability

Extend contract period of Servicer so a switch is not frequently necessary
Release new software/publications early

Improve communication of regulations/changes

Change software to allow for correction of errors

Find another Servicer

[
[\

COO— = NN WLLWLWLEA LWL LY
WhoohLibhuuibuawoohr hinoooooon 0w

Q
EMC Weighted Frequency Questionnaire Page 22

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Section F—Administration of the FFEL Program

F1) How would you rate your current level of satisfaction with each of the following activities involved
in administering the Federal Family Education Loan Program? (Circle only one rating for each
activity. Circle NA for activities that you have not yet had experience with in the Federal Family

F2)

Education Loan Program.)

Very Somewhat Somewhat >Very NA
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied

Activity" T% V% | T% V% | T% V% T% V% | T% V%
Keeping up with regulations 327 33.2| 542 551 9.0 9.1 2.0 2.1 04 04
Answering general questions | g g g5g| 402 409| 23 23 | 0.7 07 | 03 03
about loans and financial aid
Counseling borrowers while in | 4q 4 503| 428 436| 40 40 | 06 06 |15 15
school
Processing of loan applications 524 533|388 39.5| 5.2 53 1.3 13 | 06 06
Z‘;“‘j‘fs“"g andreceivingloan | 565 576|346 353| 45 46 | 09 09 |16 16
Disbursing loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and 458 46.5| 401 408| 8.3 8.4 1.4 14 | 28 28
getting student signatures)
Refunding excess loanfunds 1o | 353 3701 422 431| 94 95 | 23 24 | 78 80
Istudents
Reconciliation/financial 315 321|498 507| 85 87 | 12 12|72 73
monitoring and reporting
Recordkeeping and reporting of
Istudent information (includes
SSCRs, financial aid transcripts, 25.1 256] 484 492 | 16.7 17.0 46 47 | 35 36
and updates to NSLDS)
Helping students with loans after | ,,, {76 483 401| 130 132 | 24 25|76 77
they have left school

How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer this program on
a day-to-day basis? (Check only one response. If you are using EFT and manual processing, please
take both into account when answering.)

T% V%

84 86 Very easy to administer
34.1 34.7 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort

30.3 30.8 A moderate amount of effort is required overall

21.2 21.6 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort
4.2 4.3 Very labor intensive to administer

1535
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F3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your

institution. Please indicate if increases or decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1996/97
academic year by circling one number for each type of resource. This question refers only to changes
that are a direct result of changes in the FFEL Program and that occurred or are budgeted to occur in
the 1996/97 Federal Award Year. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change

Significant Small No Change Small Significant
Decrease Decrease Increase Increase

Resource T% V% T% V% | T% V% | T% V%] T% V%
Number of permanent or temporary '
staff positions related to financial aid 1.7 1.7 36 36784 79.7}] 134 136] 1.3 1.3
Number of staff positions in Accounting| 5 5 | 29 29840 857| 96 98| 10 10
or Business Office
Number of staff used for technical 06 06 | 33 34813 829|114 16| 13 13
support
Number of hours current staff work 0.3 03 29 291628 64.0] 255 26.0| 6.6 6.7
Equipment/computers 0.1 0.1 07 07502 512|334 340} 13.7 139
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 0.3 03 46 471618 629} 278 283| 3.7 3.8
Funds for training 1.5 1.5 23 231744 758 169 17.2] 3.1 3.2
Funds for staff travel 2.0 20 3.1 311726 741|176 18.0| 26 2.7
Development/modification of computer | o o o5 | 45 15| 442 452 375 384] 144 147
programs/procedures
Other (Specify): 03 185| 02 126| 04 248| 06 44.0| 0.0 0.0

or remain about the same during the 1996/97 academic year?

T% V%

9.1 9.2 Increased

4.7 4.8 Decreased

33.4 34.0 Remained about the same

50.9 51.9 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

156

F4)  Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase, decrease,
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F5) How many lenders do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check only one

response.)

T% V%

21.6 22.0 1-2 lenders

33.2 33.9 3-5 lenders

25.0 25.4 6-10 lenders

10.5 10.7 11-20 lenders

7.9 8.0 More than 20 lenders

F6) How many guarantee agencies do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check only
one response.)

T% V%
42.5 43.3 1 guarantee agency

40.5 41.3 2-3 guarantee agencies
9.4 9.6 4-5 guarantee agencies
5.6 5.7 More than 5 guarantee agencies

F7) Does your institution use electronic funds transfer (EFT) to administer the FFEL Program?

T% Y%

38.7 39.4 Yes

59.6 60.6 No
If “Yes” in F7

F8) What percentage of your FFEL Program loans are processed through EFT?
84.3 %

2157
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Section G—Information and Support from the Department of Education,
Lenders, and Guarantee Agencies (FFEL Institutions)

Gl1) Following is a list of FFEL Program information or support that you may have received from the
Department of Education, your primary lender, or your primary guarantor during the 1996/97
academic year. For each item and each source of information or support:

a) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by circling the
appropriate number) the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities.

Timeliness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Materials/Training Provided

by ED T% V% |T% V% |T% V%|[T% V% | T% V%|T% V%

Information on FFEL Program

. 23.4 23.8(33.3 34.0/128.8 294/ 87 89|24 24|14 15
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

L . . 18.0 18.4|21.1 21.5/23.3 23.8/11.3 11.5| 7.7 7.8|16.6 169
administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials | 22.0 22.6]22.5 23.0(21.7 222 7.3 75| 45 46196 20.1

Training sessions 20.0 20.5|127.7 28.3(26.7 272 94 96| 3.3 3.4]10.7 10.9

Software for administration or

reporting functions 124 126(186 19.0/206 21.1| 76 78| 49 5.0(33.8 345

Materials/Trainlng Provided
by Primary Lender (or
Servicer)

Information on FFEL Program

. 329 33.6{29.3 30.0{165 169| 44 45| 16 16|13.1 13.4
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

P . 40.2 41.1126.5 27.1(13.2 135/ 49 50| 21 2.1[11.0 112
administrative guidance -

Borrower counseling materials | 43.9 44.8(26.0 26.5| 122 12.4| 3.7 38| 1.7 17105 10.7

Training sessions 24.2 24.8(22.3 228|165 16.9| 48 49| 1.3 1.4 285 29.2

Software for administration or

reporting functions 19.4 19.9|16.0 164|123 126| 41 42] 16 1.6 [44.1 452

Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor

Information on FFEL Program

. 442 455|315 324|140 144| 35 36| 14 14|26 26
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

- . . 48.0 494|276 284|115 118135 36| 2.3 23|43 4.4
administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials | 42.2 43.4{282 29.0|/ 140 144| 34 35|17 18} 76 7.9

Training sessions 37.2 38.3|27.9 28.8/16.7 172} 40 41|19 19|95 97

Software for administration or
reporting functions

271 28.0/19.6 20.2(12.6 13.0/ 36 38| 1.7 1.7]32.3 333

o 158
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G1b) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by
circling the appropriate number) the usefulness of the information/support. By usefulness,
we mean the effectiveness in providing the instructions or services need by your institution.

Usefulness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

S
)
i

Materials/‘l‘;air;zigg Provided T% Ve lT% Voo |T% Voo |T% Vo |T% Vo |T% V%
y — =

Information on FFEL Program| ., 5 44 51355 332|239 246|55 57|17 18|15 15
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy

- - ) 236 24.4]1236 24.4|19.7 204/ 80 83|58 6.0]|16.0 16.6
or administrative guidance

Borrower counseling

. 256 2651206 21.3|1204 211|165 68|44 45(19.0 19.7
materials

Training sessions 26.8 27.6(26.3 27.11226 23377 80|28 29110.7 11.0

Software for administration or

reporting functions
tersals/Training Provided
by Primary Lender (or

| Servicer)

Information on FFEL Program
rules and regulations

16.2 16.8|16.1 16.6|18.7 194| 74 77| 5.0 5.2[33.0 34.2

36.2 37.4|29.2 30.1|13.3 13.7] 41 43|11 1.1]13.0 134

Telephone support for policy

- . . 42.4 438|26.1 27.0|121 125/ 40 41|16 1.6]|106 11.0
or administrative guidance

Borrower counseling

. 456 470|249 257|112 116/ 34 3516 1.7 |10.3 106
materials

Training sessions 27.2 28.2|21.8 226|13.8 143| 3.7 38| 1.6 1.7 |28.4 294

Software for administration or

. . 22.0 22.8|/155 16.1110.4 10.8| 3.5 3.7| 1.6 1.6 |43.5 45.1
reporting functions

Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor

Information on FFEL Program

. 484 50.2|28.7 298|13.0 134|128 29|10 11]25 26
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy

- - ) 50.9 52.8(25.9 26.9|11.0 14|29 3.0|16 17|41 4.3
or administrative guidance

Borrower counseling
materials

Training sessions 411 426(259 269|145 1561 39 40}15 16|95 9.8

455 47.21254 264|135 140|132 33|12 13|76 7.9

Software for administration or

. i 31.2 32.6(17.2 18.0(10.7 11.2} 36 37|14 15316 33.0
reporting functions
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G2) What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary lender?

584 %

G3) What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary guarantee agency?

86.2 %

G4) Does your institution have any type of communication or interaction with your FFEL servicer(s)
regarding loan repayment and/or consolidation?

T% V%
546 559 Yes
43.0 441 No

(If you answered “no,” skip to Section H.)

160
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If “Yes” in G4

GS) For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom Never
1 2 3 4

Consolidation Activities T% Vo | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%
Refer borrowers to servicer(s) for | oo 5 355 [ 427 466 |155 16.9| 39 4.2
Information and/or materials
Contact servicer(s) directlyto | o4 5 555 [ 304 431 |242 265| 72 7.9
obtain forms/information
Intervene with servicer(s) atthe | 455 169|367 401 (305 33.4| 88 96
request of borrowers
Other interaction with servicer(s) | 16 36 20 404 | 1.3 260/ 00 00
(Specify):

G6) For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

G7)

Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom Never
1 2 3 4
Loan Repa'y'men’t Activities ™% V% | T% V% |T% v | T% V%
Refer borrowers to service(s) for | 5 o 45 4| 405 422|790 83| 11 1.1
information and/or materials
Contact servicer(s) directly to 349 364|432 450|151 158 | 27 28
obtain forms/information
Intervene with servicer(s) atthe | on 3 25 4| 420 438|244 255| 42 44
request of borrowers
Other‘lnt(‘eractlonwnh servicer(s) 42 574| 25 341|06 85 0.0 0.0
(Specify):

Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with your FFEL
servicer concerning loan repayment and consolidation? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being
very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level

of satisfaction .)

Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
5
Type of Communication | T V% [ T% V% [T% V% | T% V%| T% V%
_
Loan repayment 497 522|424 445|149 156| 1.3 14| 07 07
In-school FFEL 312 350352 39.4[201 225| 16 18| 08 o9
consolidation
Out-of-school FFEL 339 37.0 362 405[207 232] 16 18| 10 1.1
consolidation .
Ty b
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Section H—Overall Impressions of the Federal Family Education Loan Program

HI1) Please review the statements about the FFEL Program listed below. Then in the appropriate column:

a) Indicate any statements that describe the most important attributes of the FFEL Program for
your institution. Please check up to three benefits.

b)  Indicate any statements that describe areas of the FFEL Program where your expectations were
unmet. (Check all that apply.)

Most Important Unmet
Benefits Expectations
Attribute of FFEL Program T% V% T% V%

Borrowers are served well through the 74.1 775 | 56 58

FFEL Program.

The fEEL Program is simple to 411 429 | 190 19.8
administer.

The FFEL Program is viable. 36.3 379 | 2.0 21

The availability of loan funds is
predictable in the FFEL Program.

The FFEL Program is cost-effective to
administer.

The flexibility of loan repayment
options is beneficial to borrowers.

633 558 | 3.6 3.8

288 301 | 11.8 123

365 382 | 91 9.5

H2) Please rate your general satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program. (Using a

scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of
satisfaction.)

1 2 3 4 5 ]
T% V% | T% V% |T% Vb |T% V% |T% V%
- ——————
Very Very
Satisfied |34 362|432 449(146 15128 29 /09 09| VOV

H3) Compared to the 1995/96 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction with the Federal student
loan process increased, decreased, or remained the same?

T% V%

31.4 32.7 Increased

4.0 4.2 Decreased

60.6 63.1 Remained the same
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H4) Which of the following statements describes your status or plans for participation in the Direct Loan
Program? (Check only one response.)

T% Y%

8.7 9.1 Currently participating in the Direct Loan Program

9.8 10.3 Accepted into Direct Loan Program, but did not participate

1.1 1.2 Applied for Year 4 of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted or pending
1.2 1.3 Will apply for Year S of the Direct Loan Program

0.6 0.6 Application for Direct Loan Program rejected

73.9 77.5 Not planning to apply for Direct Loan Program
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H5) What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education or loan servicers on
how to improve the administration of the FFEL Program? (List up to two recommendations.) {0E3)

kR

Other

Simplify regulations

None

Need clear/regular communication to students
Everything good

Don’t penalize schools for students default
Revise application forms/Use FAFSA
Provide better/more timely materials
Reduce regulations

Ed regional staff and servicer customer service
Aid entrance/exit counseling

Change EFT procedures

Change loan repayment options/procedures
Regulations should be same for FFEL as DL
Eliminate 3-day rule

Improve training program

Improve SSCR reporting

Increase debt limit

Provide regulatory relief to schools with low default
Equal/improved support for FFEL as DL
Lower debt limit

Change loan proration procedures

Give school control to deny loans

Eliminate 30-day rule

Improve software/On-line service

Reduce paperwork

Schools should be able to select lender
Eliminate multiple disbursement for students > 12 mos.
Master prom note

Control buying and selling

Simplify lender/balance info to borrowers
Communicate defaults better

Improve communication (general)

Improve use of NSLDS

Eliminate sub & unsub categories

Timely Disbursements

Common line processing

Require credit checks

Change/eliminate fees

FFEL/DL consolidation

Administrative Cost Allowance

No pressure to leave FFEL

Provide incentives to students

COOOOOOO it rmt ot ot ot et e = s s = DD DN NN NN WW A R VWG~
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Section I—Institution No Longer Participates in Direct Loan Program or No
Direct Loans Have Been Originated

I1)  When did your institution originally begin participating in the Direct Loan Program?

T% Y%

83 83 Academic year 1994/95
683 68.3 Academic year 1995/96
234 234 Academic year 1996/97

I12) When did your institution stop participating in the Direct Loan Program?

T% Y%

3.7 3.7 Academic year 1994/95

14.0 14.0 Academic year 1995/96

11.5 11.5 Academic year 1996/97

70.8 70.8 Still participatmg—institution currently participates in Direct Lending; however, no

loans have been origmated

If you stopped participating in Direct Loan Program

I3)  Please indicate (in the space below) why your institution is no longer participating in the
Direct Loan Program.  {0E4)

%

6.6 Too Cumbersome/Complex
6.6 Prom note problems

9.0 Signed up but never started

.6 Electronic process problems
8

9

3

oo

Year 4 school
Left because of problems with Servicer
School could not handle workload

B 000 =
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Section J—Institution Does Not Currently Offer Federal Student Loans or
Indicated “Zero” Loan Volume?

J1)  When did your institution last originate Federal student loans?

Ui1y Academic year 1995/96

O¢2) Academic year:
{J1a}

O¢3; Institution has never participated in the Federal Student Loan Program. (If you answered
“never participated,” skip to the end.)

If you stopped originating Federal student loans

J2)  During the last year in which your institution originated Federal student loans, in which
program did you participate?

O¢1y Direct Loan
O¢23 FFEL

O¢3; Both

166

*Institutions answering section J were deemed out-of-scope; therefore, their responses are suppressed.
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Section K—Survey Issues®

K1) Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? {0ES}

K2) Do you have suggestions on ways to improve future surveys or reduce their burden to you? {0E6}

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO FILL OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

167

3Open-ended responses in Section K were not assigned verbatim codes.
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Survey Methodology

Sample Design
The sample for the 1997 institutional survey was derived from two sources:

1) The 112 First Year Direct Loan institutional campuses, selected by the Department of
Education to achieve the mandated criteria for the first year of the program; and

2) The original sample of 3,059 FFELP institutions, randomly selected from a stratified
population of 5,720 schools in the FFELP sampling frame. This sample was stratified by
school type and control, and by school size (small or large, as indicated by loan volume). In
addition, HBCUs were included with certainty status. A complete description of the sample
design for the institutional survey is presented in the Sample Design Report for the
Institutional Survey (January 18, 1995).

Data Collection Methodology/Response Rate

The 1997 institutional survey was conducted using a mail survey methodology, with an option of
completing the questionnaire via the Worldwide Web. Data collection for the survey began on May
16, 1997 and continued through August 20, 1997. Extensive telephone and mail follow up
procedures were implemented in an effort to achieve the highest possible response rate.

The overall survey response rate was 82 percent, based on 2,212 responses from 2,714 eligible
institutions. The response rate was 88 percent for first-year Direct Loan schools, 80 percent for
second-year Direct Loan schools, 66 percent for third-year Direct Loan schools, and 82 percent for
FFEL schools. Detailed tables illustrating the number and percent of responses, the sample
distribution and representation, and the response rate by institutional type and control and loan
volume (for each of the four loan program types) are included in Appendix B.

Data Analysis

In order to obtain weights the institutions were classified by size, Type/Control, and first year
program status. In addition HBCU status was added to the classification for first year FFEL
institutions when HBCUs responded. This resulted in a total of twenty-seven strata. In each stratum
the institutions in the frame were classified into four categories:

1) Not in the initial sample

2) Respondent

3) Non-respondent, known to be in population
4) Not in population
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Then, for each stratum we calculated r= (n(2)+n(3))/(n(2)+n(3)+n(4)), where n(I) is the number of
institutions in the stratum in category 1. This was used to estimate the proportion of the N institutions
in the stratum that were actually in the population (i.e. active in one of the programs). The weight
for each institution in the stratum was then defined as the estimated population of the stratum divided
by the number of respondents from the stratum, or (fN)/n(2).

A jackknife technique was used to obtain variance estimates and confidence intervals for various
statistics. This was done because of the unequal weights found in the sample and the decision to use
replication weights. The process began with randomizing the order of the initial sample within each
stratum, and then dividing the sample into 200 groups. This was done by starting with the first
institution and putting it, and every subsequent institution, into a different group. After the first 200
were put into groups the next case was put into the same group as the first institution and the process
repeated. For each set of replication weights, a different group was treated as if it had not been in
the sample and the weights were readjusted. Some very small strata, with only one respondent, were
collapsed to avoid bias due to non-representation of the stratum in replication estimates.

For the 1996-97 analysis, cross-tabs were produced using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS), and
variance estimates and significance tests were conducted using the replication weights and the
statistical package Wesvar. Whenever comparative findings between the Direct Loan and FFEL
Programs are presented, tests for programmatic differences were done at the 5 percent level of
significance after controlling for differences in both type and control and size among institutions
participating in the same program. As a result, any observed differences can be attributed to actual
programmatic differences, rather than differences in the composition of schools participating in the
two programs.

Longitudinal Study

Since institutional surveys were administered in 1995, 1996, and 1997, intertemporal comparisons
were made among both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions. However, before any statistical tests were
conducted, institutions had to be weighted correctly for each year in which they responded. For each
of the three years, we used the most up-to-date information available on program participation,
resulting in a slightly different weighting methodology each year. Since the sample was drawn from
NSLDS, in the first year we assumed that every institution was in-scope, and the respondents were
simply weighed up to the population totals. In the second year, however, institutions were classified
as being either in-scope or out-of-scope based on their responses, and for those institutions not
responding, we used the percentage of out-of-scope responding institutions to estimate the number
of out-of-scope, non-responding institutions. In the third year, institutions in the initial sample were
classified as being in-scope or not using data from the NSLDS, subject to an override based on their
actual response. However, in the third year the percentage of unsampled institutions in scope was
still estimated.

The third year weights were modified slightly to accommodate the need to have the same strata for
all three years. As a result, some strata had to be collapsed. A jackknife procedure was then applied
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to the initial sample, and any institution dropped one year was dropped for all three years for each
weight. However, rather than recalculate the weights, the original weights were simply adjusted by
the stratum to the original sum of the weights. This procedure could miss some of the variance
accounted for by adjusting for the estimate of number of institutions in scope, but this should account
for a very small proportion of the total variance.

For the longitudinal analysis, cross-tabs were produced using SAS and significance tests were
conducted using Wesvar. As with the 1996-97 analysis, whenever comparative findings between the
Direct Loan and FFEL Program are presented, tests for programmatic differences were done at the
5 percent level of significance affer controlling for differences in both type and control and size
among institutions participating in the two programs. However, whenever within-program
comparisons were made (e.g., among the various cohorts of Direct Loan schools), differences in
both type and control and size were not controlled for since all institutions in a particular program
operate under the same set of rules.
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OMB Clearance No. 1880-0529
Expires: 4/25/98

Survey of Institutions Participating in the Federal Direct Loan and
Federal Family Education Loan Programs

Introduction

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) is currently administering two postsecondary loan programs for
students—the Federal Family Education Loan Program (FFELP) and the Federal Direct Loan Program. ED
has contracted Macro International Inc. to conduct an annual evaluation of these loan programs. The purpose
of this survey, which is one component of the overall evaluation, is to gather information about schools’
experiences with the administration of the FFEL Program, as well as their implementation and experiences
with the Direct Loan Program. This information will be used to help ED better understand the two programs
from the perspective of institutions such as yours as well as improve these programs in future years.

Instructions

This survey asks about your loan program experiences during the 1996/1997 academic year. We would like
the Financial Aid Director to be the key respondent. However, there may be some questions that will require
input from the Business Office or other offices involved with the loan programs.

This survey has been sent to your institution based on your Department of Education ID Number. Some
institutions may have multiple campuses, branches, or schools within an institution that are served by separate
Financial Aid Offices. If your institution is decentralized in this manner and these divisions operate under a
single Department of Education ID Number, you may need to consult with other Financial Aid Offices in
providing your answers or determining who should fill out the survey.

Please note that several sections of survey questions may not be applicable to your institution or specific
situation. If you are 100 percent Direct Loan or 100 percent FFELP, you will only complete portions of the
survey. Please carefully review and select from the response choices in the school identification section,
and only complete the sections indicated by the arrow. Then answer the questions in these sections to the
best of your ability. If you are uncertain about which sections to complete please contact us for clarification.

If your institution is a Year 4 Direct Loan School, please complete the survey with respect to your FFELP
experiences. You will be asked to provide information regarding your Direct Loan experiences in next year’s
survey.

If you have further questions regarding the survey, please contact Ms. Alison Meloy at Macro
International Inc., 1-800-294-0990, or Mr. Steven Zwillinger, U.S. Department of Education, Office of the
Under Secretary/Planning and Evaluation Service, 600 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, DC 20202,
(202) 401-1678. If you have specific questions regarding the electronic survey process, please call the
technical assistance line at 1-800-639-2030. The Web version of the survey will be available on May 28,
1997.

Our Thanks

We know how busy Financial Aid staff are and we are grateful for your cooperation. Again, please do not
hesitate to contact us with any questions or comments you may have.

To ensure that your questionnaire is received in time to be included in the survey results, please return it in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope or respond via the World Wide Web (www2.cfmc.com/ffel&dl) by June 6, 1997.

Please return paper surveys to:
Macro International Inc.
11785 Beltsville Drive
Calverton, MD 20705
ATTN: Alison Meloy

Phone: (301) 572-0200, Toll Free: (800) 294-0990
Fax: (301) 572-0999, E-mail Address: EDINST@MACROINT.COM
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Identifying Information

-I - -

In the spaces provided below, please enter the name, title, e-mail address, and telephone number of the person
completing this form, and the date on which the questionnaire was completed.

Name:

Title:

Date:

E-mail Address:

Telephone Number:

If your address is different from the label on the front cover, please correct it in the space below.
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School Identification

(ip1} Family Education Loan Programs during the 1996/1997 academic year? (Please check one response

1)  Which of the following describes your institution in terms of participation in the Direct Loan and Federal '
only, and complete the sections of the questionnaire indicated by the arrow.) '

Doy Isnsl:itult il? n offers FFI;:tI.‘ !OZ?S do'nlill; o Please complete Sections
chool has never participated in the =~ =----eeemee- : e
Direct Loan Program. _AF,G H, andK,

D{Z) Institution currently offers FFEL loans

only. School participated in the Please complete Sectlons
Direct Loan Program in 1994/1995or ~ —--—-eememee- > . F,G,;H,L,and K.
1995/1996, but no longer participates
in Direct Lending.

[J¢3) Institution began originating loans Please complete Sectlons
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ ------m-emmm- > A, C,D,E, and K.

year 1994/1995. (Year 1 School)

Please also’ complete

Institution also originates FFEL loans.  ------veeoe-- > “Sections F,:G; and H.".
Dm Institutign began originating loans Please complete Sectlons
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ =-----e-mmme- >

year 1995/1996. (Year 2 School)

Institution also originates FFEL loans.  ----e-------- >

D{S) Institution bégan originating loans
in the Direct Loan Program in academic =~ -------meeeu >
year 1996/1997. (Year 3 School)

Institution also originates FFEL loans.  -------eeeee- >

[ysy Institution has been selected for participation
in the Direct Loan Program; however, =~ ---oeeeeemees >
no Direct Loans have been originated.

Institution also originates FFEL loans.  --------ee--- >
U7y Institution does not currently participate " Please complete - -
in either the Direct Loan Program or the =~ —---m-eeeeee- > "7 Section Jonly.” | -

Federal Family Education Loan Program.

[(Jisy School closed. e S ,ifj-séct] ond only,




Section A—Background Information

Al)

A2)

A3)

Which of the following best characterizes the current structure of the Financial Aid Office(s) at your
institution as it relates to processing loans? (Check only one response.)

Oy The institution has a single campus, branch, or school; one office administers financial aid for the
entire institution.

O¢2) Each campus, branch, or school within the institution is served by a separate Financial Aid Office.

O¢3; Multiple campuses, branches, or schools within the institution are served by a single Financial Aid
Office.

Ot} Other (Specify):
{4} «m?r( pecify)

Please indicate the type of computer system currently used by your institution to administer student
financial aid. (Check only one response.)

Type of System Used

O¢1) Mainframe system only

O¢2) Mainframe to personal computer (PC) with interface
0O¢3) Independent mainframe and personal computers (PCS)
0O¢4) Personal computers (PCS) only

05y No computer system used; all manual processing

O¢6y Other (Specify):
{082}

What was your total dollar Stafford (subsidized and unsubsidized) and PLUS loan volume for the
1996/97 Federal Award Year?

(Record separately for each of the applicable loan programs, and combined. Circle NA for “FFEL”
or “Direct Loan,” if the loan program was not offered at your institution during the 1995/96 academic

year.)

(A3} FFEL $ NA
{A32)} | Direct Loan $ NA
{A33) || Total $ NA

If you entered “zero” for your total dollar loan volume and you do not expect a change in
loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year, please skip to Section J of the
questionnaire.




A4) Do you expect a change in total loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year?

O¢1y Yes

O¢2) No --------ememee- > (If you answered “no,” skip to the next applicable section. See page 3 to
review list of applicable sections.)

If “Yes” in A4

AS5) If you expect a significant change in total loan volume for the 1996/97 Federal Award Year,
please indicate the expected level of change below.

Percentage increase % or Percentage decrease %
{A51} {A52)
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Section B—Initial Implementation of the Direct Loan Program
(For Year 3 Direct Loan Institutions)

B1) The following items describe various activities and processes necessary for the implementation and
startup of the Direct Loan Program. This question refers to the startup activities only; it does not cover
ongoing administration. This may be a question for which you want to consult other staff (such as the
Business or Bursar’s Office) involved in setting up the processes. Please rate the ease of setting up
these processes at your institution using the following scale. (Circle one rating for each activity.)

{B11}

{B12)

{B13)

{B14}

{B15)

(B16)

{(B17}

(B18)

{B19)

1 = Easy to set up process at my institution
2 = Moderate level of effort required to set up process
3 = Difficult to set up process at my institution

NA = Not applicable; did not implement this process or process was implemented by a third

party.

.. Ease of implementation

S LT o '-5Eaéyto:3et-ubi'
- -Activities and Processes . .

" jprocess

| ‘Moderate - | - - S
‘Difficult to-set |-

{evel.of-effort ..

| . required.

up.process .|

Not applicable

Installation of EDExpress into your
institution’s own computer system

1

2

3

NA

Development and conduct of internal staff
training on the Direct Loan Program

NA

Development of procedures/materials to
counsel borrowers on Direct Loans

NA

Development of institutional procedures
for processing loan applications and
ensuring loan origination

NA

Development of promissory note review
and transmittal procedures

NA

Development of loan disbursement
procedures (e.g., crediting student
accounts)

NA

Development of internal recordkeeping
and procedures for reporting to Direct
Loan System (includes tracking
information on borrowers and their loans
both during and after enroliment period,
and communication about borrowers to ED
and its contractors)

NA

Development of institutional cash
management procedures (includes
estimating capital needs, tracking receipt
of funds, and reporting cancellations or
refunds)

NA

Development of reconciliation procedures
at your institution

NA
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B2) Inthespace below, check whether you are offering both Direct Loans and FFEL in 1996/97, or offering
only Direct Loans. Then rate the items corresponding to that column only, as indicated by the arrow.

{B2}

IF OFFERING BOTH DIRECT

LOANS AND FFEL, CHECK HERE Owm
AND ANSWER THIS COLUMN.

J

IF OFFERING ONLY DIRECT

LOANS, CHECK HERE AND
ANSWER THIS COLUMN.

J

O

What factors influenced your decisionto phase-in ~
the Direct Loan Program? - Rate each itembelow
regarding:its influences’ or importance.in:the‘overall
decision, using the following scale: . -

1 =Veryimportant
2'= Somewhat.important .
3 =Not atallimportant’
NA ='Not applicable ::-:

- ramine |

What factors influenced your decision to switch to
100:percent Direct Loan Program? Rate each item
below regarding its influences orimportance'in the

lfoverall decision, using the following scale:

1 ='Very important
2= Somewhat important
_3'=Not at all important
. NA = Not applicable

'RATING

{B2al}{| big not want to confuse borrowers who Did not want to confuse borrowers by
already had FFEL loans. offering two loan programs.
{B222}l wanted to delay full commitment until Did not want the complexity of
the Department of Education has gained administering two programs
experience with the new program. simultaneously.
{B233}ll wanted to learn how to implement the Did not want to continue to administer
program with a small group before the FFEL Program.
committing the entire institution.
{B2a4}l Wanted to maintain relationships with Wanted to avoid uncertainty regarding
lender(s) and/or guarantor(s). the availability of loan funds under
Bas FFEL.
¢ Hlwanted to keep graduate/professional
students in the FFEL Program.
B2a6 0S3 0S4
B26H tner (Specify): (083} Other (Specify): (054

{B2b1}

{B2b2}

{B2b3}

{B2b4}

{B2bS)

B3) How satisfied are you with the Department of Education’s responsiveness to reported problems or
difficulties during the implementation of the Direct Loan Program? (Using a scale of I to 5, with 1
being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level

of satisfaction.)

Very
Satisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

O nNa
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Section C—Administration of the Direct Loan Program

C1) How would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with each of the following activities involved in
administering the Direct Loan Program? (Circle only one rating for each activity. Circle NA for
activities that you have not yet had experience with in the Direct Loan Program.)

: | Very | Somewhat | Somewhat Very -
Activity _ 1 Satisfied | Satisfied | Dissatisfied .| Dissatisfie NA
cn Keeping up with regulations 1 2 3 4 NA
{12} Answering general questions about
loans and financial aid 1 2 3 4 NA
{13} Counseling borrowers while in 1 2 3 4 NA
school
{C14} Processing origination records 1 2 3 4 NA
{C15} Processing promissory notes 1 2 3 4 NA
{16} Requesting and receiving loan funds 1 2 3 4 NA
{17 Disbursing of loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting 1 2 3 4 NA
student signatures)
{C18} Refunding excess loan funds to
borrowers 1 2 3 4 NA
{C19} N . o
Reconcnha}non/fmancsal monitoring 1 2 3 4 NA
and reporting
(€10} Recordkeeping and reporting of
student information (includes
SSCRs, financial aid transcripts, 1 2 3 4 NA
and updates to the Direct Loan
Servicing Center or NSLDS)
cn Helping students with loans after 1 D 3 4 NA
they have left school

C2) How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer Direct Lending on
a day-to-day basis? (Check only one response.)

O{13 Very easy to administer

U2} Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort

0¢3) A moderate amount of effort is required overall

O{4) Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort
O¢s) Very labor intensive to administer

BEST COPY AVAIIABLE
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C3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution due to the implementation of the Direct Loan Program. Please indicate if increases or
decreaseshave occurred or will occur during the 1996/97 academic year for each type of resource. This

question refers only to changes that are a direct result of implementation of the Direct Loan Program.

(C31}

{C32)

{C33)

{C34)
{C35}
{C36)
{c3ny
{C38}
{C39}

{C310}

(Circle one rating for each resource.)

- ..Level of Change

. : e Significant Smali , Small . .Significant'

‘Resource - ‘Decrease | Decrease |No-Change| Increase | Increase
Number of permanent or temporary staff 1 2 3 4 5
positions related to financial aid
Number of staff positions in Accounting 1 5 3 4 5
or Business Office
Number of staff used for technical
support 1 2 3 4 5
Number of hours current staff work 1 2 3 4 5
Equipment/computers 1 2 3 4 5
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
Funds for training 1 2 3 4 5
Funds for staff travel 1 2 3 4 5
Development/modification of computer 1 2 3 4 5
programs/procedures

0SS

Other (Specify): 1055 1 2 3 4 5

C4) Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase, decrease, or
remain about the same during the 1996/97 academic year?

O¢1y Increased

O¢23 Decreased

(3} Remained about the same

09} Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)
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CS5) For each of the specific administrative functions listed in the table below, please indicate the level of
change in workload (if any) resulting from implementation of the Direct Loan Program. (Circle one
rating for each administrative function.)

Level of Change in Workload

K o o ':_j:SIgnlfica_nt ‘Small C . Small © | Significant
Administrative Function.  _ .° |- Decrease .| Decrease |No Change]| ‘Increase | Increase

Gl First, please indicate the overall level

of change in workload at your institution 1 2 3 4 5
due to implementation of Direct Loans.

{C52} ITraining Financial Aid staff 1 2 3 4 5
{C53} ; .
Counseling borrowers on Direct Loan 1 5 3 4 5
Program
(C54) Processing loan applications/creating 1 5 3 4 5
origination records
(C35) Verifying enrollment 1 2 3 4 5
{C56) Advising students on status of loans 1 2 3 4 5
(€51 |pe . .
questing and receiving loan funds by
institution 1 2 3 4 5
(C38) Disbursing loan funds to students 1 2 3 4 5
(C59) Recordkeeping and reporting (includes
tracking information on borrowers and
their loans both during and after 1 2 3 4 5
enrollment period, and communication
about borrowers to other organizations)
(G510} i Cash management (includes 1 5 3 4 5
cancellations/refunds)
{511}l Reconciliation 1 2 3 4 5

C6) If you indicated an overall change in workload resulting from implementation of Direct Loans in
Question 5, please specify whether you think the change is temporary (i.e., will occur only during the
initial phase of the process) or permanent (i.e., will continue in the regular operation of the Direct Loan
Program).

O¢1y Temporary
O¢2y Permanent

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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C7)

€y
(€72}
{C73}
{C74}
{C75)

C8)

{cs1}
{C82}
{C83}
{C84}

C9)

Please check the statements below that apply to your perception of staffing or workload changes related
to your institution’s implementation of the Direct Loan Program. (Check all that apply.)

{1y Staff have been shifted to work on different financial aid functions.

O{1} Staff have been freed to work on other activities outside of financial aid.

O¢13  Staff have been released to other departments or released from the institution.
O¢1y Staff are working extra hours to accommodate the added activities.

Uq¢1} Extra staff have been hired at the institution to accommodate the added activities.

Which of the following describes the current software configuration used by your institution to process
Direct Loans? (Check all that apply.)

O¢1y  EDExpress software

O¢1; Commercial software

O¢1y  Software developed internally

O¢1y  Other (Specify):
{06}

How satisfied are you with the software configuration used by your institution to process Direct Loans
as it relates to each of the following performance areas? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

Dissatisfied
K _5:5 RS
{C91} llOverall usefulness of software (i.e., the extent
to which it can adequately perform the 1 2 3 4 5
functions required)
{C92} [|Ease of integration and compatibility with your ’ > 3 4 5
previously existing system
{C93) I Processing efficiency (e.g., the ability to
batch- process or process multiple types of 1 2 3 4 5
loans

C10)

Please indicate whether you are currently participating in the Direct Loan Program as an option one,
option two, or option three institution (as defined by the Department of Education). (Check only one.)

O¢1y  Option 1/Partial Origination (formerly level two institution)
0¢2) Option 2/Full Origination (formerly level one institution)

03y Option 3/Standard Origination (formerly level three institution)
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Section D—Information and Support from the Department of Education

(Direct Loan Institutions)

D1) Following is a list of Direct Loan Program information or support that you may have received from the
Department of Education or its servicer during the 1996/97 academic year. For each item:

{Dlal}

(D1a2}

{D1a3)
{Dlad4}
{D1as}
{D1a6}
{D1a7}
{D1a8}
{D1a9)
{D1al0}
{Dlall})
{Dlal2)
{D1al3})
{Dlal4)

{Dlal5)

a)  Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by circling
the appropriate number), the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities.

b)  Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by circling
the appropriate number), the usefulness of the information/support in providing the instruction

or service needed by your institution.

(Circle NA if you have not received the information/support from ED.)

© - .. 'Materials/Training

‘Provided by ED | .

TN - ST
0 7 Timeliness © T

(b)

o ‘Usefulness -
s o copamons | 1 2 3 4 5 |1 2 3 4 5 m
adminishative guidance. |1 2 3 4 5 NAl1 2 3 4 5 NA
Direct Loan Users Guide 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
In-person assistance 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Borrower counseling materials 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ| 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Training materials for counselors 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ| 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Entrance/exit counseling videos 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Pre-printed promissory notes 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Reconciliation guide 1 2 3 4 5 NA| 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Consolidation booklet 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Loan origination support 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Loan reconciliation support 1 2 3 4 5 NA| 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Training and technical support 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
i‘g;‘:’;‘r:; for administration or 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ1 2 3 4 5 NA
Videoconferences 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 2 3 4 5 NA

{D1b1}

{D1b2}

{D1b3}
{D1b4}
{D1b5}
{D1b6}
{D1b7}
{D1b8})
{D1b9}
{D1b10}
{DIbl1}
{D1b12}
{D1b13}
{D1b14)

{D1b15)

D2) Does your institution have any type of communication or interaction with the Department of Education
(or its servicer) regarding loan repayment and/or consolidation?

Oy Yes
0Oy No

12
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If “Yes” in D2

D3)  For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Consolidation Activities | Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom Never

{D31}  lIRefer borrowers to loan originator
contractor for consolidation 1 2 3 4
information and/or materials

{D32}  jiContact loan originator contractor

directly to obtain forms/information ! 2 3 4
{D33}  llintervene with loan originator
contractor at the request of 1 2 3 4
borrowers
D34 087
1D34) Other interaction with loan 1057}
originator contractor (Specify): 1 2 3 4

D4)  For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating,)

_Loan Repayment:Activities - | Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom | .:-Never -

{D41}  [[Refer borrowers to loan originator
contractor for loan repayment 1 2 3 4
information and/or materials

{D42} | IContact loan originator contractor

directly to obtain forms/information 1 2 3 4
{D43}  [fIntervene with loan originator
contractor at the request of 1 2 3 4
borrowers
{D44} {0S8}
Other interaction with loan
originator contractor (Specify): 1 2 3 4

D5) Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with the Department
of Education (or its servicer) concerning loan repayment and consolidation? (Using a scale of
1to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA Jor not applicable, please
circle your level of satisfaction.)

'Iypéro Communication

{D51}  [ILoan repayment 1 2 3 4 5

{D52} In-school Direct Loan
consolidation

{Ds3} Out-of-school Direct Loan
consolidation
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D6)

(Déal}
(D622}

{D6a3)}
{D6ad)

D7)

{D7al}
{D7a2}

{D7a3}

{D7a4}

D8)

In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the Department
of Education’s loan repayment regulations. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and
5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please rate your level of satisfaction with the
guidelines provided for each of the following loan repayment options.)

° LoanRepayment | . (a) e ' ®

. Options - .. ] - . .. Timeliness . . ' . Clarity .0 = o
Standard repayment plan 1 2 3 4 5 NA|1 2 3 4 5 NA|{Dsbl}
Income-contingent 1 2 3 4 5 NAll 1 2 3 4 5 NA {D6b2}

repayment plan
Extended repayment plan 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA|| {D6b3}
Graduated repayment plan | 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ| 1 2 3 4 5 NA] {D6b4}

In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the Department
of Education’s consolidation guidelines. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5
being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please rate your level of satisfaction with the
guidelines issued for each of the following consolidation components.)

“Type of Con

In-school Direct Loan {D7bl1}
consolidation 12 3 4 5 NAJJ1 2 3 4 5 NA
Out-of-school Direct Loan {D7b2}
consolidation 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA
In-school FFEL {D7b3}

consolidation

Out-of-school FFEL

consolidation 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ1 2 3 4 5 NA|(D®Y

Has your institution had any contact with the Direct Loan client account managers in the Department
of Education’s Regional Office for your area?

01y Yes
023 No ----- > (Ifyou answered “no,” skip to Section E.)
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If “Yes” in D8

D9) How would you describe the level of interaction between your institution and the Direct
Loan client account managers in the Regional Office? (Check only one response.)

Oy Extensive interaction
J¢2} Some interaction
0¢3) Very little interaction

D10) Were the contacts with the Direct Loan client account managers in the Regional Office initiated
by your institution, the Regional Office, or both? (Check only one response.)

O¢1) Institution
0O¢2) Regional Office
UJ¢3} Both the institution and the Regional Office

D11) Following is a list of possible reasons for contact with the Department of Education’s Regional
Office. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by
circling the appropriate number), the timeliness of the training/support you received in
meeting your needs.

b)  Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by
circling the appropriate number), the usefulness of the training/support you received in
meeting your needs.

(Circle NA if you have not received the listed training/support from the Regional
Office.)

{D11al} |iTraining received at the Regional
Office (or at a designated facility) 1 2 3 4 5 NAjH 2 3 4 5 NA

{D1122} | Training/guidance delivered by
account managers at your institution

{D11b1}

{D11b2})

{D11a3}  Questions regarding Direct Loan policy| 1 2 3 4 5 NAJf1 2 3 4 5 NAJf(D1IDb3)

{Dl1ad} JIEntrance/exit counseling issues 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ| 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ{D11b4}

{Dl1a5} [lRequests for ED-provided materials 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 1 2 3 4 5 NA[{D11bS)

{D11a6} |lQuestions/issues regarding computer

systems design or implementation 1 2 3 4 5 NAJH 2 3 4 5 NAJ{DLIbG)

{D11a7} |[lQuestions/issues regarding loan
origination 1 2 3 4 5 NA[[1 2 3 4 5 NA|DY

{D11a8} |lQuestions/issues regarding
disbursement and/or refunding of 1 2 3 4 5 NA| 1 2 3 4 5 NA|{DI11b8}
excess funds to borrowers

{D11a9}  |IComputer-related reconciliationissues| 1 2 3 4 5 NAll1 2 3 4 5 NA[(p11bo}

{D11al10} {l Accounting-related reconciliation

issues 1 2 3 4 5 NAfl1 2 3 4 5 NA|(DIIDbIO)

{D11all} Hlinquiries requesting appropriate
sources of contact for specific 12 3 4 5 NAJ1t 2 3 4 5 NAl|mus
‘ questions relating to the loan process
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Section E—Overall Impressions of the Direct Loan Program
El) Please review the statements about the Direct Loan Program listed below. Then in the appropriate
column:

a)  Indicate any statements that describe the most important attributes of the Direct Loan Program
for your institution. Please check up to three benefits.

b)  Indicate any statements that describe areas of the Direct Loan Program where your expectations
were unmet. (Check all that apply.)

’ L e '[Most important|  ‘Unmet

Attribute of Direct Loan Program . ' “Benefits | Expectations:
Borrowers are served well through the Direct Loan Program. {Elal, Elbl1}
The Direct Loan Program is simple to administer. {Ela2, E1b2}
The Direct Loan Program is viable. {Ela3, E1b3}
The availability of loan funds is predictable in the Direct Loan (Elad, E1b4)
Program.
The Direct Loan Program is cost-effective to administer. {Ela5, E1b5}
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to (E136, E1b6}
borrowers.

E2) Please rate your general satisfaction with the Direct Loan Program up to this point. (Using a scale of
1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, circle your level of satisfaction.)

Very
Satisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

E3) Compared to the 1995/96 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction this year with the Federal
Student Loan process increased, decreased, or remained the same?

O¢13 Increased
{23 Decreased

(03} Remained the same
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E4) What is the most important advice you would give another institution that was preparing to implement

the Direct Loan Program? {OE1)

Questions E5 and E6 are only for institutions that are still participating in FFELP. If you are 100%
Direct Loan, please skip to Question E7.

E7)

ES) Now that you are administering both programs, how satisfied are you with the FFEL
Program as it currently is operating? (Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very satisfied and
5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 5 | pissatistied

E6)  Forthe following areas of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes in FFEL since
the introduction of the Direct Loan Program, using the following scale:

1 =Improved

2 = The same, no changes

3 = Worsened

DK/NA =Don’t Know/Not Applicable

{E61} || Student access to loans

{E62} {|Ease of administration of FFEL 1 2 3 DK/NA

{E63} || Service from banks/guarantee agencies 1 2 3 DK/NA

Service from loan servicers/collection
{E64) agencies 1 2 3 DK/NA

{E65) [|Service from your third party or privately
contracted servicers 1 2 3 DK/NA

What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education on how to improve
the administration of the Direct Loan Program? (List up to two recommendations.) {OE2)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Section F—Administration of the FFEL Program

F1) How would you rate your current level of satisfaction with each of the following activities involved in
administering the Federal Family Education Loan Program? (Circle only one rating for each activity.
Circle NA for activities that you have not yet had experience with in the Federal Family Education Loan

Program.)
e e o] o Nery t o | Somewhat | Somewhat Very. ~-f: -

P . Activity ¢ ‘Satisfled | "Satisfied |Dissatistied | Dissatisfied | NA_
{F11} ||IKeeping up with regulations 1 2 3 4 NA
{F12} }|Answering general questions about

loans and financial aid ! 2 3 4 NA
{F13} ||Counseling borrowers while in school 1 2 3 4 NA
{F14} ||Processing of loan applications 1 2 3 4 NA
{F15} |[Requesting and receiving loan funds 1 2 3 4 NA
{F16} ||Disbursing loan funds (including

preparing loan checks and getting 1 2 3 4 NA

student signatures)
{F17} ||Refunding excess loan funds to

students 1 2 3 4 NA
{F18} ||Reconciliation/financial monitoring

and reporting 1 2 3 4 NA
{F19} {|Recordkeeping and reporting of

student information (includes SSCRs, 1 2 3 4 NA

financial aid transcripts, and updates

to NSLDS)
{F110} ||Helping students with loans after they

have left school 1 2 3 4 NA

F2) How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer this program on a
day-to-day basis? (Check only one response. Ifyou are using EFT and manual processing, please take
both into account when answering.)

0O¢13 Very easy to administer

U2} Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort

0¢3) A moderate amount of effort is required overall

U4)  Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort
O¢sy  Very labor intensive to administer

BEST Copy AVAILABLE
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F3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution. Please indicate if increases or decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1996/97
academic year by circling one number for each type of resource. This question refers only to changes
that are a direct result of changes in the FFEL Program and that occurred or are budgeted to occur in the
1996/97 Federal Award Year. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change

‘Significant Small Small Significant
Resource ‘1 Decrease Decrease No Change Increase Increase

{F31} |INumber of permanent or
temporary staff positions related 1 2 3 4 5
to financial aid

{F32} {[Number of staff positions in 1 2 3 4 5
Accounting or Business Office
{F33} [[Number of staff used for technical 1 2 3 4 5
support
{F34} [[Number of hours current staff
work 1 2 3 4 5
{F35} ||Equipment/computers 1 2 3 4 5
{F36} [ISupplies (postage, copying, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5
{F37} ||Funds for training 1 2 3 4 5
{F38} [I[Funds for staff travel 1 2 3 4 5
{F39} |IDevelopment/modification of 1 2 3 4 5
computer programs/procedures

F310 089
(F3103 Other (Specify): #

F4) Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase, decrease, or
remain about the same during the 1996/97 academic year?

O 1y Increased

O 2} Decreased

O{3) Remained about the same

U4y Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

F5) How many lenders do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check only one
response.)

O ¢13 1-2 lenders

O (23 3-5 lenders
O3} 6-10 lenders BEST cop Y AVAILABLE

O ¢4} 11-20 lenders
O (s} More than 20 lenders
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F6) How many guarantee agencies do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check only
one response.)

O¢1y 1 guarantee agency

O¢2) 2-3 guarantee agencies

0¢3) 4-5 guarantee agencies

O¢a) More than 5 guarantee agencies

F7) Does your institution use electronic funds transfer (EFT) to administer the FFEL Program?

Oy Yes
0O¢2) NoO -==memmeeoeee- > (If you answered “no,” skip to Section G.)

If “Yes” in F7
F8) What percentage of your FFEL Program loans are processed through EFT?

%
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Section G—Information and Support from the Department of Education,
Lenders, and Guarantee Agencies (FFEL Institutions)

G1) Following is a list of FFEL Program information or support that you may have received from the
Department of Education, your primary lender, or your primary guarantor during the 1996/97 academic
year. For each item and each source of information or support:

a)  Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very timely and 5 being not at all timely, rate (by circling

the appropriate number) the timeliness of the information/support for your needs and activities.

b)  Using a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very useful and 5 being not at all useful, rate (by circling
the appropriate number) the usefulness of the information/support. By usefulness, we mean
effectiveness in providing the instructions or services needed by your institution.

(Circle NA if you have not received the information/support from the specified source.)

@) ()

4 Timeliness . [T 7 ‘usetulness

. ‘Materials/Training Provided .~ | = - * -
: . byED .7 E

{Glal} |l Information on FFEL Program rules

{G1b1}

and regulations 1 2 3 4 5 NA || 1 2 3 4 5 NA
{G1a2} [ Telephone support for policy or {G1b2}
administrative guidance 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ 2 3 4 5 NA
{G1a3} || Borrower counseling materials 1 2 3 4 5 NAY 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ {G1b3}
{Glad} Training sessions 1 2 3 4 5 NA | 1 2 3 4 5 NA|| {Glb4)
{Gla5} )| Software for administration or 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 {G1b5}

reEortingb functions NA
“{Materlals/Training Provided by’ '
~ “Primary-Lender ."
{or Servicer) "

{G1a6} {|Information on FFEL Program rules {G1b6}
and regulations 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ|1 2 3 4 5 nNA

{G1a7} [[Telephone support for policy or {G1b7}
administrative guidance 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA

{G1a8} || Borrower counseling materials 1 2 3 4 5 NA |1 2 3 4 5 NA|[(GIb8)

{G1a9} || Training sessions 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ|1 2 3 4 5 NAJ[GI9

{Glal0}]l Software for administration or {G1b10}

reporting functions
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G1) (Communications and Support, Continued)

Materials/Training Provided S (a) : (b)
by Primary Guarantor ' Timeliness" Usefulness
{Glall}]l Information on FFEL Program {Glbl1}
rules and regulations T2 3 4 5 NAjT 2 3 4 5 NA
{G1al2}{| Telephone support for policy or 1 2 3 4 5 NA {G1b12}

administrative guidance

{Glal3)|| Borrower counselingmaterials | 1 2 3 4 5 NAJl1 2 3 4 5 NA[{GIbI3)}

{Glal4}} Training sessions 1 2 3 4 5 NAJ| 2 3 4 5 NAJ| {Glbl4}

{GlalS}jl Software for administration or 1 > 3 4 5 NAI1 {G1b15}

reporting functions

G2) What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary lender?

%

G3) What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary guarantee agency?
%
G4) Does your institution have any type of communication or interaction with your FFEL servicer(s)
regarding loan repayment and/or consolidation?

O¢13 Yes
IR I R \\ [ J— > (If you answered “no,” skip to Section H.)
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If “Yes” in G4

G5) For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of
occurrence at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Consolidation Activities | Frequently | Sometime Seldom Never
Lo . | s
{G51} || Refer borrowers to servicer(s) for 1 2 3 4
Information and/or materials
{G52} || Contact servicer(s) directly to obtain 4 2 3 4
forms/information
{G53} ||Intervene with servicer(s) at the 1 2 3 4
request of borrowers
G54 0S10
(as4) Other interaction with servicer(s){ '
(Specify): 1 2 3 4

G6) Foreach of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of occurrence
at your institution. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

=

Loan'Repayment Activities _'j :Frequently - $ométlmes'§'. '.s_"eldpm-’:': "Never %
{G61} ||Refer borrowers to service(s) for 1 2 3 4
information and/or materials
{G62} ||Contact servicer(s) directly to obtain 1 2 3 4
forms/information
{G63} |lintervene with servicer(s) at the 1 2 3 4
request of borrowers
G64 0S11
taed) Other interaction with servicer(s){ )
(Specify): 1 2 3 4

G7) Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with your FFEL
servicer concerning loan repayment and consolidation? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being

very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level
of satisfaction .)

‘Dissatisfied

2= 1ype.
<= -Communication

2 3 5
{G71} ||Loan repayment 1 2 3 5
{G72} |lin-school FFEL consolidation 1 2 3 5
{G73} ||Out-of-school FFEL 1 2 3 5

consolidation
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Section H—Overall Impressions of the Federal Family Education Loan Program

H1) Please review the statements about the FFEL Program listed below. Then in the appropriate column:

a)  Indicate any statements that describe the most important attributes of the FFEL Program for your
institution. Please check up to three benefits.

b) Indicate any statements that describe areas of the FFEL Program where your expectations were
unmet. (Check all that apply.)

R o S . |Most:important Unmet
Attribute of FFEL Program : Benefits Expectations

Borrowers are served well through the FFEL Program. {Hlal, H1bl}
The FFEL Program is simple to administer. {Hla2,H1b2}
The FFEL Program is viable. {Hl1a3, H1b3}
The availability of loan funds is predictable in the FFEL (H1ad, HIb4)
Program.

The FFEL Program is cost-effective to administer. {Hla5, H1b5}
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to {H1a6, HIb6)
borrowers.

H2) Please rate your general satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program. (Using a scale

H3)

of 1 to S, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of
satisfaction.)

Very Very
Satisfied | ! 2 3 4 5 | Dissatisfied

Compared to the 1995/96 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction with the Federal student
loan process increased, decreased, or remained the same?

0 1) Increased
0O {2 Decreased
0O 3} Remained the same

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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H4)  Which of the following statements describes your status or plans for participation in the Direct Loan

H5)

Program? (Check only one response.)

Oy Currently participating in the Direct Loan Program

042) Accepted into Direct Loan Program, but did not participate

Oy Applied for Year 4 of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted or pending
Oay  Will apply for Year 5 of the Direct Loan Program

O¢sy Application for Direct Loan Program rejected

Ot} Not planning to apply for Direct Loan Program

What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education or loan servicers on
how to improve the administration of the FFEL Program? (List up to two recommendations. ) {OE3}
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Section I—Institution No Longer Participates in Direct Loan Program or No
Direct Loans Have Been Originated

I1) ~ When did your institution originally begin participating in the Direct Loan Program?

¢y Academic year 1994/95
O¢2y Academic year 1995/96

I2)  When did your institution stop participating in the Direct Loan Program?

O¢1y  Academic year 1994/95

0O¢2y Academic year 1995/96

0J3)  Still participating—institution currently participates in Direct Lending; however, no loans have
been originated (If you answered “still participating,” skip to Section K.)

If you stopped participating in Direct Loan Program

I3)  Please indicate (in the space below) why your institution is no longer participating in the
Direct Loan Program. {0E4}
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Section J—Institution Does Not Currently Offer Federal Student Loans or

N

Indicated “Zero” Loan Volume

When did your institution last originate Federal student loans?
¢y Academic year 1995/96

O¢; Academic year:
{J1a}

O3y Institution has never participated in the Federal Student Loan Program. (Ifyou answered “never
participated,” skip to the end.)

If you stopped originating Federal student loans

J2)  During the last year in which your institution originated Federal student loans, in which
program did you participate?

(Oqay  Direct Loan
O¢y FFEL

(¢33 Both

27




Section K—Survey Issues

K1) Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? (0Es)

K2) Do you have suggestions on ways to improve future surveys or reduce their burden to you? (OEs}

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO FILL OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.
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