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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. 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, 1996-97, and 1997-98
academic years. Approximately 2,250 institutions completed surveys between late January and
early May of 1998, for an overall response rate of 86 percent. The same sample responded to our
1995, 1996, and 1997 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

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

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

Findings
Overall Satisfaction

As shown in Exhibit H.1, during the 1997-98 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL
institutions were generally satisfied with their respective programs; with a full 81 percent of
institutions expressing satisfaction, 14 percent reporting neutral feelings, and only 5 percent
expressing any dissatisfaction.> This represents a statistically significant increase in satisfaction
from the previous academic year, where 78 percent of institutions expressed satisfaction with their
loan program, 16 percent were neutral, and 6 percent of institutions reported any dissatisfaction.

! For graphical presentations in the highlights, the corresponding 1997-98 Institutional Survey questions are
indicated in parentheses.

2 Whenever 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.

3 For the purposes of this report, the term “satisfied” refers to institutions that expressed their satisfaction as 1 or 2
on a scale of 1 to 5, while the term “dissatisfied” refers to institutions that expressed their satisfaction as 4 or 5,
where 1 meant “very satisfied” and 5 meant “very dissatisfied.”

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions

Q N
FRICz 1A% AVA Y990 T223 , .
_ BT

IToxt Provided by ERI



Highlights : '
%
Exhibit H.1

Overall Program Satisfaction—
All Institutions, Academic Years 1996-97 and 1997-98 v

- (in percentages)

R ~_ AllInstitutions " © ..
~ Levelof ~ Academic Year | Academic Year
Satisfaction 1996-97 " 1997-98

Satisfied 78 81
Neutral 16 14
Dissatisfied 6 5

However, as shown in Figure H1, FFEL institutions reported a significantly higher level of overall
satisfaction that Direct Loan institutions did (84% for FFEL schools versus 71% for Direct Loan
schools). The difference in satisfaction between the loan programs appears to have been
influenced by at least two things. First, FFEL schools were more likely than Direct Loan schools
to have reported that they were “very satisfied” with their loan program (39% versus 28%).
Second, as shown in Figure H2, schools in their second and third year of Direct Loan
participation were more likely to have reported lower levels of satisfaction (71% of both second-
year and third-year schools)* than first-year schools were (83%).°

Figure H1
Overall Satisfaction with Loan Program
Direct Loan (Q. K2) Schools and FFEL (Q. E2) Schools
(in percentages)

50

45

Very Satisfied Very Dissatisfied

* Because of errors induced by rounding, the summing together of numbers in the tables in the Appendix may not
always add up to the exact value given in the text.

* First-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program during the 1994-95 academic year,
second-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program during the 1995-96 academic year,
and third-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program during the 1996-97 academic
year.

@  Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Famil .Educa ion Loan Institutions
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Figure H2
Overall Satisfaction with Loan Program
Direct Loan Schools (Q. K2)
(in percentages)

50

40 1

(7]
(=]
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[
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Percent of Responses

10 +

04

1 2 _ 3 4 5
Very Satisfied - Very Dissatisfied

‘I:IFirst-Year mSecond-Year @ Third-Year |

When comparing the 1997 and 1998 surveys, the proportion of satisfied Direct Loan schools
increased significantly, from 64 percent during the 1996-97 academic year to 71 percent during
the 1997-98 academic year. This increase in satisfaction was confirmed by the responses to the
relative-satisfaction question in the 1998 survey. That is, when Direct Loan schools were asked
how this year’s satisfaction compared to last year’s, first-year, second-year, and third-year
schools indicated that on balance, they were more satisfied this year.

This recent increase in satisfaction among Direct Loan schools (from 64% during the 1996-97
academic year to 71% during the 1997-98 academic year) reverses a decline in satisfaction that
began during the 1995-96 academic year. As shown in Figure H3, over that 4-year period,
satisfaction among Direct Loan schools fell from a high of 89 percent in 1994-95 to 83 percent in
1995-96, and it continued to decline, to 64 percent in 1996-97, before increasing to 71 percent
during academic year 1997-98.

o Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
ERIC o i
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Figure H3
Direct Loan Institutional Satisfaction from
Academic Years 1994-95 to 1997-98
(in percentages)

100
89
90 |
83
g
80
£
g 7
g 701
g 64
. 604
50 + + t }
1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98

Time Period

Among the FFEL schools, satisfaction increased slightly, from 83 percent in 1996-97 to
84 percent in 1997-98, although the increase was not statistically significant. However (as
shown in Figure H4), since the introduction of Direct Loans, satisfaction has continued to
increase among FFEL schools, increasing from 68 percent during the 1994-95 academic year to
79 percent in 1995-96, and then to 83 percent in 1996-97, before rising to 84 percent in 1997-98.
As with the Direct Loan schools, the change in satisfaction over the last 2 years was confirmed
by their responses to the relative-satisfaction question—where, on balance, FFEL institutions
indicated that satisfaction had increased between the 1996-97 academic year and the 1997-98
academic year.

13
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Figure H4
FFEL Institutional Satisfaction from
Academic Years 1994-95 to 1997-98
(in percentages)
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Among all institutions, there was a statistically significantly 3 percent increase in satisfaction
between academic years 1996-97 and 1997-98. Specifically, 81 percent were satisfied with the
loan programs during the 1997-98 academic year, compared to 78 percent in 1996-97, 80 percent
in 1995-96, and 68 percent in 1994-95. '

During the 1997-98 academic year, 73 percent of Direct Loan institutions participated fully in
the Direct Loan Program, originating Direct Loans exclusively. A smaller group, 27 percent,
also originated loans in the FFEL Program. As shown in Exhibit H.2, those schools participating
fully in the Direct Loan Program were more satisfied with the Direct Loan Program than those
schools phasing in the program were (81% versus 51%). In a similar manner, schools
participating fully in the FFEL Program were more satisfied with the FFEL Program than
schools participating in both programs were (84% versus 72%). However, when overall
satisfaction levels were compared among those schools participating exclusively in either the
Direct Loan or FFEL Program, the differences in satisfaction narrowed significantly. For
example, while the difference in satisfaction among all schools was 13 percentage points (84%
for FFEL vs. 71% for Direct Loan), the difference in satisfaction for schools participating in only
one of the loan programs was only 3 percentage points (84% for FFEL vs. 81% for Direct Loan).

R 1 4
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Exhibit H.2
Overall Program Satisfaction—
Direct Loan (Q. K2) and FFEL (Q. E2) Institutions,
by Level of Participation
(in percentages)

FFEL Satisfaction DL Satisfaction
100% Mixed 100% Mixed
Level of Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 39 3 . 34 i6
2 45 39 47 35
3 13 22 13 26
4 1 5 5 17
Very Dissatisfied 1 0 2 6

Administration of the Loah Programs

During the 1997-98 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions reported that loan
administration required a moderate amount of work or effort. Furthermore, there were no
differences between Direct Loan and FFEL schools in the level of administrative effort, although
among the Direct Loan schools, first-year schools expended less effort than both second- and
third-year schools. However, as shown in Exhibit H.3, since the introduction of Direct Loans
during the 1994-95 academic year, the percentage of Direct Loan schools reporting that their
program was easy to administer has declined every year, while the percentage of FFEL schools
reporting that their program was easy to administer has increased every year. '

Exhibit H.3
Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration—
Direct Loan (Q. 12) and FFEL (Q. C2) Institutions
(Percentage of institutions rating activities as easy)

Direct Loan !nstitutions FFEL Institutions

1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

61 60 48 47 29 36 41 45

Since the Direct Loan Program began in 1994-95, Direct Loan institutions have become less
satisfied with reconciliation/financial monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping, and reporting of
student information. However, FFEL schools have become more satisfied since the introduction

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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of the Direct Loan Program 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 loans to students,
performing reconciliation/financial monitoring and reporting, and assisting out-of-school
borrowers—findings suggesting that competition between the loan programs has improved the
FFEL Program.

When Direct Loan schools were asked to indicate the overall level of change in workload due to
the implementation of the Direct Loan Program, 54 percent indicated that their overall workload
had increased, 31 percent said there had been no change, and 14 percent said that their workload
had decreased. The administrative functions most frequently cited by schools as increasing the
institutional workload were reconciliation (reported by 72% of Direct Loan schools), training
financial-aid staff (62%), cash management (58%), creating and transmitting origination records
(54%), recordkeeping and reporting (53%), and processing promissory notes (52%).

Information and Support From the Department of Education, the Loan
Origination Center, Servicers, Lenders, and Guaranty Agencies

During the 1997-98 academic year, Direct Loan schools were generally satisfied with the
materials and training provided by the Department of Education, although they felt that the
materials and training provided were more useful than timely. However, FFEL schools rated the
materials and training provided by both lenders and guaranty agencies as more timely and useful
than those received from the Department of Education. When the responses from the Direct
Loan and FFEL schools were compared for the Department of Education-provided materials and -
training common to both programs, Direct Loan schools were significantly more likely to rate
the materials and training received as both useful and timely.

When compared with the previous academic year, there was no change in the satisfaction levels
of Direct Loan institutions in 1997-98 in terms of the timeliness and usefulness of ED-provided
materials and training. In contrast, FFEL institutions experienced an increase in satisfaction with
ED-provided materials and training. Compared with the 1996-97 academic year, FFEL schools
reported greater satisfaction with the timeliness and usefulness of ED's telephone support,
borrower counseling materials, training sessions, and software, as well as with the timeliness of
ED's information on FFEL program rules and regulations.

When both Direct Loan and FFEL schools were asked about their satisfaction with servicer
communications concerning loan repayment and consolidation, FFEL schools were significantly
more satisfied than Direct Loan schools. For example, 74 percent of FFEL schools expressed
satisfaction regarding loan repayment communications, compared to 62 percent of Direct Loan
schools. Regarding both in-school and out-of-school consolidation, 60 percent of FFEL schools
were satisfied with communications from their servicer, compared to 48 and 44 percent of Direct
Loan schools, respectively. '

During the 1997-98 academic year, Direct Loan schools were generally satisfied with their
contacts with the Department of Education’s Regional Offices. When asked to rate the
timeliness and usefulness of their contact with the Regional Offices, the schools felt that the

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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assistance was slightly more useful than timely. The most useful types of contact were requests
for ED-provided material (80%), handling questions regarding Direct Loan Policy (79%), the
training received at the Regional Office (79%), and the training and guidance delivered by
account managers at institutions (79%). The least useful types of contact were reconciliation
issues (62%), questions and issues regarding computer systems design or implementation (64%),
and questions and issues regarding disbursement and/or refunding excess funds to borrowers
(68%).

Status and Changes in Loan Program Participation

When mixed-program schools were asked about their plans for continued participation in both
the Direct Loan and FFEL Programs, it turned out that most institutions are not simply
continuing to offer FFEL loans while transitioning into the Direct Loan program; rather, they see
administering both programs as a permanent arrangement. In fact, a majority of mixed-program
schools (62%) reported that they planned to continue to originate FFEL Staffords and FFEL
PLUS loans, while only 12 percent reported that they planned to switch exclusively to Direct
Loans at some point in the future. The remainder of institutions reported that they did not know
or were not sure about their future plans for dual participation (15%), planned to continue to
originate FFEL Staffords (7%), or planned to continue to originate FFEL PLUS (4%).
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Introduction

Purpose

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

i

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

In addition to the above areas of investigation, changes in institutional experiences with aspects
of loan program administration were reviewed over time for both Direct Loan and FFEL. This
was accomplished by comparing the responses of institutions participating in our 1995, 1996,
and 1997 surveys with the responses to our 1998 institutional survey.

Institutional Characteristics

Differences were also examined by several key institutional characteristics to determine whether
they were related to overall institutional satisfaction. In addition to program participation (Direct
Loan or FFEL), differences in satisfaction for all schools were examined by

Institutional type and control

Loan volume -

Financial-aid office structure

Computer system |

Exclusive or mixed-program participation
Software configuration.

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

Cohort level

Origination level

Length of delay of origination
Regional Office

Extent of Regional Office interaction.

-~ 18
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Similarly, for FFEL institutions, differences in satisfaction were also examined by

Decisions reémding participation in the Direct Loan Program
Number of lenders

Number of guaranty agencies

Current use of EFT.

Data Collection and Response Rates

The 1998 institutional survey was conducted by using a mail survey methodology with
computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) followup. Data collection for the survey
began on January 20, 1998, and continued through May 1, 1998. Extensive telephone, mail, fax,
and e-mail followup procedures were implemented in an effort to achieve the highest possible
response rate. '

The overall survey response rate was 86 percent, based on 2,256 responses from 2,611 eligible
institutions. The response rate was 88 percent for FFEL schools, 83 percent for Direct Loan
schools, 88 percent for first-year Direct Loan schools, 83 percent for second-year Direct Loan
schools, 77 percent for third-year Direct Loan schools, and 80 percent for fourth-year Direct
Loan schools.! Tables detailing the initial and responding sample percentages and counts, as
well as response rates by institutional type and control and institutional size, are included in
Technical Appendix A in Volume Two.

Survey Analysis

Cross-tabs for the survey data were produced by means of the Statistical Analysis System (SAS);
significance tests were conducted by means of WesVar.2 Whenever comparative findings for the
Direct Loan and FFEL Programs 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. 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 are
made (e.g., among the cohorts of Direct Loan schools), differences in both type and control and
size were not controlled for.> For the interested reader, a complete description of the data

! 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,
third-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program in 1996-97, and fourth-year Direct
Loan schools are-those that entered the Direct Loan Program in 1997-98.

? WesVar was used instead of SAS because the former automatically takes into account the sampling design and
survey weights,

3 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 was not statistically significant.
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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

All weighted cross-tabs referenced in Volume One, Appendix B
Weighted frequencies questionnaire, Appendix C

Unweighted frequencies questionnaire, Appendix D

A detailed description of the data collection methodology, Appendix E.

This volume of the report summarizes the findings of the 1998 survey. The weighted cross-tabs
discussed in this analysis are also presented in the appendix to Volume One.

Composition of Key Groups

To help provide some context for the analytical results that follow, the composition of key
groups in our sample is presented here in tabular form.’ The groups are defined by loan program
participation, Direct Loan cohort, institutional type and control, and exclusive versus mixed
program participation. Understanding the composition of these groups is essential to interpreting
the study findings.

In the 1997-98 survey, 73 percent (N=1650) of responding institutions originated FFEL loans
and 27 percent (N=606) originated Direct Loans.

Among the Direct Loan schools, most institutions were second-year schools. The cohort
composition in the responding sample was as follows: '

Exhibit Intro. A
Cohort Composition for Direct Loan Institutions—
Academic Year 1997-1998

~artlclpatlon In the Dlrect Loan Prograrm T

. Ynd Yr 3rd Yr
70% - 12% 3%
N=89 N=422 N=75 N=20

4 Although previous reports have included a section on implementation issues for the newest cohort of Direct Loan
schools (the fourth-year schools), in our sample there were fewer than the 30 required to produce statistically robust
estimates. As a result, cohort-specific responses for this group of schools are not presented in our reports.

5 The group composition information presented here represents the unweighted counts.
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Among all institutions as well as among FFEL institutions, the distribution of responding schools
in our sample (from largest to smallest) by type and control was as follows: 4-year public, 2-
year public, 4-year private, proprietary, and 2-year private institutions. Among Direct Loan
institutions there was a slightly different distribution, comprising more proprietary schools. The
distribution of responding Direct Loan schools in our sample was 4-year public, proprietary, 4-
year private, 2-year public, and 2-year private institutions.®

Exhibit Intro. B
Responding Institutions by Type and Control—
Academic Year 1997-1998

_ o Type and Control
Program ‘|  4.Year it 2Year 4-Year - 2-Year | Proprietary
Participation Public - ' ' B

V. Public - - Private |  * Private
) N) |(%). (N) (%) (N} | (%) (N): (%) (N)

Direct Loan | 34 % 207 15 % 92 21% 127 3% 18 27 % 162

FFEL 18 % 291 27% 448 29 % 472 12% 195 15% 224

All 22 % 498 24 % 540 27% 599 9% 213 18 % 406

Our final classification of schools contains those that originated loans exclusively in one
program and those that actively originated loans in both programs during the 1997-98 academic
year. The latter group of institutions is referred to as the “mixed-program” schools. The
composition of these schools in the responding sample was as follows:

Exhibit Intro. C
Composition of Program Participation
Mixed Program v. Exclusive Participation—
Academic Year 1997-1998

- Program Composition

Direct LoanOnly Mlxedi_:l-f_’rogram

nstitution | ) M) | &N | &N

Direct Loan NA NA 73% 440 27% 166

FFEL 91% 1650 NA NA 9% 166

All 73% 1650 | 20% 440 7% 166

§ Since only 18 of the 2-year private Direct Loan colleges in our sample responded to our survey, we were unable to
present the results of any statistical comparisons with this group due to small sample properties.
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Overall Satisfaction With the Federal Student Loan Programs

- Current Satisfaction

As shown in Exhibit 1.A, during the 1997-98 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL
institutions were generally satisfied with their respective programs; with a full 81 percent of
institutions expressing satisfaction, 14 percent reporting neutral feelings, and only 5 percent
expressing any dissatisfaction.” This represents a statistically significant increase in satisfaction
from the previous academic year, where 78 percent of institutions expressed satisfaction with their
loan program, 16 percent were neutral, and 6 percent of institutions reported any dissatisfaction.

Exhibit 1.A
Overall Program Satisfaction—
All Institutions, Academic Years 1996-97 and 1997-98
(in percentages)

Satisfaction
Satisfied 78

Neutral 16 14

Dissatisfied 6 5

However, as shown in Figure 1, FFEL institutions reported a significantly higher level of overall
satisfaction that Direct Loan institutions did (84% for FFEL schools versus 71% for Direct Loan
schools). The difference in satisfaction between the loan programs appears to have been
influenced by at least two things. First, FFEL schools were more likely than Direct Loan schools
to have reported that they were “very satisfied” with their loan program (39% versus 28%).
Second, as shown in Figure 2, schools in their second and third year of Direct Loan participation
were more likely to have reported lower levels of satisfaction (71% of both second-year and
third-year schools)8 than first-year schools were (83%).9

7 For the purposes of this report, the term “satisfied” refers to institutions that expressed their satisfaction as 1 or 2
on a scale of 1 to 5, while the term “dissatisfied” refers to institutions that expressed their satisfaction as 4 or 5,
where 1 meant “very satisfied” and 5 meant “very dissatisfied.”

% Because of errors induced by rounding, the summing together of numbers in the tables in the Appendix may not
always add up to the exact value given in the text. '

® First-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program during the 1994-95 academic year,
second-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program during the 1995-96 academic year,
and third-year Direct Loan schools are those that entered the Direct Loan Program during the 1996-97 academic
year.
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Figure 1
Overall Satisfaction with Loan Program
Direct Loan Schools and FFEL Schools
(in percentages)
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3
!
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-
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1 2 3 4 5
Very Satisfied Very Dissatisfied
[ ODirectLoan WFFEL |
Figure 2
Overall Satisfaction with Loan Program
Direct Loan Schools
(in percentages)
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Current Level of Satisfaction, by Selected Institutional Characteristics

In addition to examining institutional satisfaction levels by both program and cohort, differences in
overall satisfaction were also examined by several key institutional characteristics. Among all
schools, there were no differences in satisfaction by loan volume, but there were differences by
financial-aid office structure, type of computer system used, and institutional type and control.
Specifically, schools with a single financial-aid office serving a single campus, branch, or school
were more satisfied than schools with a separate financial-aid office serving each campus, branch, or
school within the institution (details in Table 1-2). In terms of the computer system used to
administer financial aid, schools with a mainframe-to-personal-computer with an interface were
more satisfied than schools using a personal computer only (details in Table 1-3). Finally, as shown
in Exhibit 1.B (and Table 1-4), both 4-year public and 4-year private institutions were more satisfied
than proprietary schools were.

Exhibit 1.B
Overall Satisfaction for All Institutions—
Direct Loan and FFEL Programs
(in percentages)

" Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

" Institutional Type and Control

Level of ._'4-Ylelar é-Ye_ar PubIIc ._4_.-_Y;E_a_r_l=_'ri\rate 2-Y;‘a.r:.l.=;rivate Proprietary
Satisfaction (%) AN T (%) VAT
Very Satisfied 39 733 _ KY S 38 36 '

2 45 ' 48 48 42 40
3 12 17 12 16 15
4 3 2 2 3 5
Very Dissatisfied 1 1 1 1 4

Among FFEL institutions, there were no differences in overall satisfaction by loan volume, financial-
aid office structure, number of guaranty agencies used, and use of electronic funds transfer.
However, there were differences by type and control, type of computer system used, software
configuration used to process loans, number of lenders used, and plans for participation in the Direct
Loan Program. For example, both 4-year public and 4-year private institutions were more satisfied
than proprietary schools, and 4-year private institutions were also more satisfied than 2-year public
schools (details in Table 1-5). In terms of the computer system used to administer financial aid,
schools with a mainframe-to-personal-computer with an interface were more satisfied than schools
using a personal computer only (details in Table 1-6), and schools using guaranty-agency software
were more satisfied than those using software developed in house (details in Table 1-7).!° In

1% Since some schools reported using more than one type of software at their institution, the statistical comparison
presented in this report is based on the responses of institutions that only used one type of software to process loans.
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addition, institutions dealing with between 11 and 20 lenders were more satisfied than those dealing
with only one or two lenders (details in Table 1-8). Finally, institutions participating in both loan
programs were significantly less satisfied than FFEL institutions with no plans to apply for Direct
Loan participation (details in Table 1-9).

Among Direct Loan institutions, there were no reported differences in overall satisfaction by
loan volume, type of computer system used, software configuration, Regional Office used, length
of delay of origination, and extent of contact with the Regional Office, although differences did
exist by type and control, cohort, level of origination, and financial-aid office structure. For
example, 4-year public institutions were more satisfied than 4-year private institutions (details in
Table 1-5), and first-year schools were more satisfied than second-year schools. In addition,
option 2 schools, which are full originators, were more satisfied than option 1 schools (Table 1-
10). Finally, schools with a single financial-aid office serving a single campus, branch, or school
were more satisfied than schools with a separate financial-aid office serving each campus,
branch, or school within the institution (details in Table 1-11).

Current Satisfaction Compared to Previous Satisfaction

In a comparison of the 1996-97 and the 1997-98 results, the proportion of satisfied Direct Loan
schools increased significantly, from 64 percent during the 1996-97 academic year to 71 percent
during the 1997-98 academic year (see Figure 3 and Table 1-12).!! This increase in satisfaction
was confirmed by the responses to the relative-satisfaction question in the 1996-97 academic year
survey. As shown in Exhibit 1.C (and Table 1-13), when Direct Loan schools were asked how this
year’s satisfaction compared to last year’s, first-year, second-year, and third-year schools indicated
that on balance, they were slightly more satisfied this year than they had been during the 1996-97
academic year. ‘

Exhibit 1.C
Current Versus Prior Satisfaction,
by Loan Program
(in percentages)
-1 Loan Prog"r:a:‘r:'ﬂ= Fé.:r.ﬂclpatloh'
I on e | A
C %) (%) < {%)
Increased 34 25 27
Remained the Same | 51 73 68
Decreased 15 3 6

' Because the weights developed for our longitudinal analysis differ slightly from the weights developed for each of
the survey years, the numbers presented in this table and others may differ slightly from the numbers presented for
the 1997-98 academic year.
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As shown in Figure 3, the recent increase in satisfaction among Direct Loan schools (from
64 percent during the 1996-97 academic year to 71 percent during the 1997-98 academic year)
reverses a decline in satisfaction that begin during the 1995-96 academic year. Over this four-
year period, satisfaction among Direct Loan schools fell from a high of 89 percent in 1994-95 to
83 percent in 1995-96, and it continued to decline, to 64 percent in 1996-97, before increasing to
71 percent in 1997-98 (details in Table 1-12).

Figure 3
Direct Loan Institutional Satisfaction from
Academic Years 1994-95 to 1997-98
(in percentages)

100
89
90 |
83

&
g 80 4
P 7
2
g 704
2 64
a

60 +

50 + + } }

1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98
Time Period

Over this time period, there were significant differences in the satisfaction levels of the various
Direct Loan cohorts. As described in previous reports, among the 104 first-year institutions,
satisfaction declined from 88 percent during the 1995-96 academic year to 74 percent during the
1996-97 academic year; among the second-year institutions, satisfaction declined significantly,
from 83 percent in 1995-96 to 60 percent in 1996-97, before increasing significantly to
71 percent in 1997-98 (details in Table 1-12).

Among the FFEL schools, satisfaction increased slightly, from 83 percent in 1996-97 to
84 percent in 1997-98, although the increase was not statistically significant (details in Table 1-
12). However, as shown in Figure 4, since the introduction of Direct Loans, satisfaction has
continued to increase among FFEL schools, increasing from 68 percent during the 1994-
95 academic year to 79 percent in 1995-96, and then to 83 percent in 1996-97, before rising to
84 percent in 1997-98. As with the Direct Loan schools, the change in satisfaction over the last
2 years was confirmed by their responses to the relative-satisfaction question—where, on
balance, FFEL institutions indicated that satisfaction had increased between the 1996-
97 academic year and the 1997-98 academic year.

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Among all institutions, there was a statistically significant 3 percent increase in satisfaction
between academic years 1996-97 and 1997-98. Specifically, 81 percent were satisfied with the
loan programs during the 1997-98 academic year, compared to 78 percent in 1996-97, 80 percent
in 1995-96, and 68 percent in 1994-95 (details in Table 1-12).

Figure 4
FFEL Institutional Satisfaction from
Academic Years 1994-95 to 1997-98
(in percentages)
100

90 +

79
80 1

70 +

Satisfaction Percentag

60 +

50 . , ; .
1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98

Time Period

Satisfaction of Schools That Originate Loans in Both Programs

During the 1997-98 academic year, 73 percent of Direct Loan institutions participated fully in
the Direct Loan Program, originating Direct Loans exclusively. A smaller group, 27 percent,
also originated loans in the FFEL Program.

Among institutions participating in both programs, significant differences were observed
between FFEL and Direct Loan satisfaction. As shown in Exhibit 1.D (and Table 1-14), overall
satisfaction levels for schools actively participating in both loan programs remains significantly
below the levels associated with schools participating in just one of the programs. For example,
among schools actively participating in both loan programs, 51 percent expressed satisfaction
with the Direct Loan Program, while 81 percent of those schools fully participating in the Direct
Loan Program expressed their satisfaction. . Similarly, while 72 percent of the schools
participating in both loan programs expressed their overall satisfaction with the FFEL Program,
84 percent of schools participating in just the FFEL Program expressed their overall satisfaction.
When the satisfaction levels for these schools were compared across programs, schools were
more satisfied with the FFEL Program (72%) than with the Direct Loan Program (51%).
However, when overall satisfaction levels were compared among those schools participating
exclusively in either the Direct Loan or FFEL Program, the differences in satisfaction narrowed
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significantly. For example, while the difference in satisfaction among all schools was 13
percentage points (84% for FFEL vs. 71% for Direct Loan), the difference in satisfaction for
schools participating in only one of the loan programs was only 3 percentage pomts (84% for
FFEL vs. 81% for Direct Loan).

Exhibit 1.D
Overall Program Satisfaction—
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

by Level of Participation
EL Satisfactlo L Satisfaction
. Mixed - |+~ Mixed
Level of Satisfa " (%) e (%)
Very Satisfied 3g 33 34 16
) 45 39 47 35
13 22 13 26
3
1 5 5 17
4
Very Dissatisfied 1 0 2 6

When compared with the responses from schools that participated in both loan programs during
the 1996-97 academic year, this year’s findings were strikingly similar. In fact, there were no
significant changes in the satisfaction levels of these schools in regard to the Direct Loan
Program, whereby last year 48 percent expressed satisfaction (compared to 51% this year).
However, there was a small but significant increase in the satisfaction level of these schools in
regard to the FFEL Program, whereby this year 72 percent expressed satisfaction, compared to
68 percent last year (details in Table 1-14).

When schools participating in both loan programs were asked whether there had been any
changes in the administration of the FFEL Program since the introduction of the Direct Loan
Program, on balance schools indicated that students’ access to loans, the ease of administering
the FFEL Program, service from banks and guaranty agencies, service from loan servicers and
collection agencies, and service from third-party or privately contracted servicers had improved
(details in Table 1-15). In fact, less than 2 percent of the respondents to the above questions
indicated that conditions had worsened, while between 28 and 66 percent of respondents reported
that these areas had improved (the rest of the respondents indicated that conditions had stayed
the same).

When compared with the responses from schools participating in both loan programs during the
1996-97 academic year, significant improvements have been reported in students’ access to loans
and in the service from banks and guaranty agencies. For example, the percentage of
respondents who indicated that access to loans had improved jumped from 23 percent to

Q Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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- 36 percenf, while the percentage of respondents who indicated that service from banks and
guaranty agencies had improved increased from 57 to 66 percent (details in Table 1-15).

Important Characteristics of the Loan Programs

When institutions were asked to agree or disagree with statements that might characterize their
loan program, the most frequently agreed upon characteristic was that the flexibility of loan
repayment options is beneficial to borrowers (95%), followed closely by the ability to serve
borrowers better (94%), the predictability of loan funds (91%), and the utilization of advanced
technologies in their loan program (91%). The characteristics agreed upon the least were the
simplicity of administration (74%), the cost—effectlveness of the program (84%), and the security
of the program (84%) (details in Table 1- -16).1?

In a comparison of the characteristics of their loan programs, Direct Loan schools were more
likely than FFEL schools to list the flexibility of loan repayment options as a characteristic of
their loan program (97% versus 94%), while FFEL schools were more likely than Direct Loan
schools to list the following as characteristics of their loan program (details in Tables 1-17 and 1-

18):

e Ability to serve borrowers well (96% versus 88%)

¢ Simplicity of administration (76% versus 65%)

e Viability of the program (89% versus 69%)

e Predictability of loan funds (93% versus 86%)

e Cost-effective administration of the program (87% versus 73%).

Among the three cohorts of Direct Loan schools, first-year schools were significantly more likely
than second-year schools to list many of the characteristics as features of the Direct Loan
Program (details in Table 1-17).

12 Although a variant of this questlon was asked in previous surveys, the wordmg this year was sufficiently different
~ so that mtertemporal comparisons for this question are not possible.
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Administration of the Loan Programs

Institutional Satisfaction With Loan Program Administration

During the 1997-98 academic year, both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions reported that loan
program administration on their campus required a moderate amount of work or effort (details in
Table 2-1). Although there were no differences in effort reported between Direct Loan and
FFEL schools, there were significant differences by type and control. For example, among
Direct Loan schools, 4-year institutions and proprietary schools expended less effort than 2-year
public colleges, while from a cohort perspective, first-year schools expended less effort than both
second- and third-year schools in administering the Direct Loan Program. In the FFEL Program,
4-year institutions and 2-year public colleges expended more effort in administering their loan
programs than proprietary schools did, and both 4-year and 2-year public institutions worked
harder than 2-year private colleges. Finally, 2-year public colleges expended more effort than 4-
year private institutions (details in Table 2-2).

As shown in Exhibit 2.A, since the introduction of Direct Loans during the 1994-95 academic
year, the percentage of Direct Loan schools reporting that their programs was easy to administer
has declined every year, while the percentage of FFEL schools reporting that their program was
easy to administer has increased every year.

Exhibit 2.A
Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration:
Institutions Rating Level of Effort as Very Easy or Relatively Easy— .
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
(in percentages)

oot Loan hatitaions ations %

95-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98
AREE] B S (%)

Level of Effort | 1994-95: 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1994-95'| 19
RRRITERR TR . Gl G ) N PR 0 M A 0 Rl i 0 15 L
S— ——

Very or

Relatively Easy 61 60 48

As shown in Exhibit 2.B (and in Table 2-4), 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 (97%)
Requesting and receiving loan funds (95%)

Counseling borrowers while in school (94%)

Processing loan applications (94%)

Disbursing loan funds (92%) -

Transmitting data (91%)

Keeping up with regulations (91%).

Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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At least eight out of every 10 institutions were satisfied with the following activities:

e Refunding excess loan funds to borrowers (89%)
e Assisting out-of-school borrowers (84%)
e Reconciliation/financial monitoring and reporting (80%).

The only administrative activity receiving a satisfaction rating lower than 80 percent was
recordkeeping and reporting of student information, which 75 percent of all institutions reported
being satisfied with. Interestingly enough, this was the only category last year to receive less
than 80 percent satisfaction (76%), suggesting that this area of loan program administration still
needs to be made easier for institutions.

Exhibit 2.B
Satisfaction With Loan Program Administration Activities, by Loan Program
(in percentages)

|+ Loan Program Pa.r_ticipatlon
R FFEL: | All
Types of Activities . .- | VO 0!
Keeping Up With Regulations 94 90 9
IAnswering General Questions
IAbout Loans and Financial 96 98 97
Aid
Counseling in-School 94 95
Borrowers
Processing Loan Applications 92 95
Requesting and Receiving 93 %6 95
Loan Funds
Disbursing of Loan Funds 94 91 92
Refunding Excess Loan
[Funds to Borrowers 89 89 89
Reconciliation/Financial
Monitoring and Reporting 54 89 80
[Transmitting Data 90 92 91
Recordkeeping and Reporting
of Student Information 72 76 75
IAssisting Out-of-School 85 84 84
Borrowers

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 (94% versus 90%)
and in disbursing loan funds (94% versus 91%). On the other hand, FFEL schools were more
satisfied than Direct Loan schools in reconciliation/financial monitoring and reporting (89%
versus 54%) and recordkeeping and reporting of student information (76% versus 72%).
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Among the various cohorts of Direct Loan schools, first-year schools were significantly more
satisfied with almost all activities than second-year schools were. However, since the Direct
Loan Program began in 1994-95, Direct Loan institutions have become less satisfied with
reconciliation/financial monitoring, reporting and recordkeeping, and reporting of student
information (details in Table 2-5).

Over this same time period, FFEL schools have become more satisfied with the following
activities:

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 loans to students
Reconciliation/financial monitoring and reporting
Assisting out-of-school borrowers.

Level of Change in the Resourcés Required to Administer the Loan
Programs

As shown in Exhibit 2.C (and in Table 2-6), when schools were asked whether there had been a
change in the resources needed for the delivery of financial aid between the 1996-97 and 1997-
98 academic years, Direct Loan schools were more likely than FFEL schools to have reported
increases in the

e Number of staff used for technical support (23% versus 13%)

e Number of hours spent developing/modifying computer programs or systems (55% versus
44%)

Spending on equipment and computers (61% versus 49%)

Spending on supplies (42% versus 31%)

Funds for training (36% versus 20%)

Funds for staff travel (38% versus 21%).
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Exhibit 2.C
Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of
Financial Aid—Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
(in percentages)

Loan‘ Program Partlcipatlon _
Direct Loan FFEL
Types of Resource§ ) Inc(n;:z)lse S&n’;e pecz:z)ase Inc(::?se S(a%n';e Dec:;:z)asei
horcemmetoere et |z o | e [ [ e [ s
oo | o [ [ [ [ e |
Number of Staff Used for Technical Supportf 23 75 2 13 83 4
Pomeer o oegmatoatios | s | @ [ 3 [ w [ = | 4
Number of Hours Current Staff Work 39 55 6 34 63 3
Equipment/Computers 61 37 1 49 50 2
ISupplies (postage, copying, etc.) 42 52 6 " 31 63 6
Funds for Training 36 61 4 20 75 5
Funds for Staff Travel 38 . 59 -4 21 74 6

Differences also emerged among Direct Loan schools by cohort and type and control. For
example, during the 1997-98 academic year, first-year schools were more likely to have reported
smaller increases than second-year schools in the number of hours worked by staff, spending on
supplies, and funds for training (details in Table 2-7). In terms of type and control, 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 developing and modifying computer programs and procedures
Number of hours worked by staff

Spending on computers and equipment

Spending on supplies

Funds for training

Funds for staff travel (details in Table 2-8).
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Differences also emerged among FFEL institutions by type and control (details in Table 2-9). In
general, 2-year public colleges were more likely to have had smaller increases than several other
types of schools in the

Number of permanent or temporary staff positions in the financial-aid office

Spending on equipment and computers '

Funds for training

Funds for staff travel

Spending on the development and modification of computer programs and procedures.

Level of Change in Workload Resulting From Administration of the
Direct Loan Program

When Direct Loan schools were asked to indicate the overall level of change in workload caused
by the implementation of the Direct Loan Program, 54 percent indicated that their overall
workload had increased, 31 percent said there had been no change, and 14 percent said their
workload had decreased (details in Table 2-10). As shown in Exhibit 2.D, the administrative
functions most frequently cited by schools as increasing institutional workload were

Reconciliation (reported by 72% of Direct Loan schools)
Training financial aid staff (62%)

Cash management (58%)

Creating and transmitting origination records (54%)
Recordkeeping and reporting (53%)

Processing promissory notes (52%)

An examination of workload changes by both cohort and type and control yielded several
significant differences. For example, both second-year and third-year Direct Loan schools
experienced a greater increase in overall workload than first-year schools did (58% and 53%
versus 32%). In terms of individual administrative functions, basically the same result holds—
for almost all of the administrative activities, first-year schools experienced a smaller increase in
~ workload than other Direct Loan schools did (details in Table 2-11). '
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Exhibit 2.D
Changes in Workload Resulting From Implementation

of the Direct Loan Program
.(in percentages)

e Al Direct Loan msmuuons g
Adminlst.-faltlve Funétlo‘h : :',sam,e:ii, =l -gglncmas” l
...... S )
Overall Level of Change in Workload 14 31 54
Training Financial Aid Staff 5 33 62
f_:::cr’\i::ing Borrowers on Direct 4 64 33
Processing Loan Applications 24 37 40
Processing Promissory Notes 17 _ 32 52
ICreating and Transmitting Origination 1 36 54
Records
Advising Borrowers on Status of Loans 19 50 31
Requesting and Receiving Loan Funds 22 45 33
Disbursing Loan Funds to Borrowers | 26 45 29
Recordkeeping and Reporting 1 36 l 53
Canceling and Changing Loans 20 37 44
iCash Management 9 34 58
Reconciliation 5 23 72

Significant differences also emerged by type and control for the Direct Loan schools. In terms of
overall workload, 4-year public universities experienced less of an increase in overall workload
than proprietary schools, 2-year public colleges, and 4-year private universities did (details in
Table 2-12). For the specific administrative functions, 2-year public colleges experienced a
greater increase in workload than most institutions for the following activities:

Training financial-aid staff

Counseling borrowers on Direct Lending
Processing loan applications

Processing promissory notes
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e Advising borrowers on the status of their loans
e Requesting and receiving loan funds
e Disbursing loan funds to borrowers.

Of the Direct Loan schools that indicated a change in administrative workload, 83 percent felt
that the change was permanent while 17 percent felt that it was temporary (details in Table 2-13).

When Direct Loan schools were asked specifically about staffing or workload changes within the
financial-aid office related to their institution’s participation in Direct Lending, many institutions
reported no change in staffing (48%). However, 20 percent of institutions reported that staff
either were released to other departments or had more time to work on other financial aid
functions; 33 percent reported hiring additional staff or having the current staff work extra hours.

Software Configuration and Satisfaction

When institutions were asked to describe their current software configurations, 66 percent of
Direct Loan institutions reported using EDExpress software, 21 percent used third-party
servicers’ software, 17 percent used commercial software, and 10 percent used software
developed in house.!* Among FFEL institutions, 45 percent reported using guaranty agencies’
software, 18 percent used third-party servicers’ software, 17 percent used commercial software,
16 percent used software developed in house, and 5 percent used lenders’ software.

As shown in Exhibit 2.E, among Direct Loan schools, there were significant differences in
software configurations by type and control (details in Table 2-14). For example, both 2-year
public and 4-year private colleges were more likely to use EDExpress than proprietary schools
and 4-year public universities, and 4-year private colleges were more likely to use EDExpress
than 2-year public colleges. For users of both commercial software and software developed in
house, 4-year institutions and 2-year public colleges were more likely to use their software than
proprietary schools, and both 4-year public and 2-year public colleges were more likely to use
their software than 4-year private colleges. As expected, proprietary schools were more likely to
use a third-party servicer’s software than 4-year institutions and 2-year public institutions were.

Among FFEL schools, there were also significant differences in software configurations by type
and control (details in Table 2-14). For example, 4-year institutions and 2-year public colleges
were more likely to use guaranty agencies’ software than proprietary schools, and 4-year
institutions were more likely than 2-year public colleges to use either guaranty agencies’ or
lender-provided software. For users of software developed in house, 4-year institutions and 2-
year public colleges were more likely to develop their own software than proprietary schools,
and 4-year public institutions were also more likely to develop their own software than 4-year
private and 2-year public colleges. As with Direct Loans, proprietary schools were more likely
to use third-party servicers’ software than 4-year institutions and 2-year public colleges, and 4-
year public institutions were more likely than 4-year private and 2-year public colleges to do so.
Finally, 4-year institutions and 2-year public colleges were more likely to use commercial

13 Since respondents were allowed to check more than one type of software, the totals do not add up to 100 percent.
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software than proprietary schools, and 4-year public institutions were more likely than 4-year

private and 2-year public colleges to do so.

Exhibit 2.E

Software Configuration for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions,

by Type and Control
(in percentages)

.. Institutional Type and Control .~ - i .

4-Year Public

2-Year 'Public

Proprietary

K RS _4-Year Private | 2-Year Private L. All
Prog - Software Configuration (%) (%) %) . (%) . %) © (%)
EDExpress software 55 74 90 89 56 66
Direct Commercial software 36 27 15 10 7 17
Loan Software developed in 27 17 7 0 2 10
house
Third-party servicer's 7 10 3 5 41 21
software
Guaranty-agency software 62 45 64 44 30 45
Lender software 6 3 6 3 4 5
FreL | Software developed in 37 18 16 17 10 16
house
Third-party servicer's 19 12 12 10 37 18
software
Commercial software 28 22 19 13 9 17

Among Direct Loan schools, 72 percent of EDExpress users and 65 percent of commercial-
software users expressed satisfaction with the overall usefulness of their software, compared to
72 percent of FFEL schools (details in Table 2-15).
compatibility of their software, 64 percent of FFEL users expressed their satisfaction, compared
to 57 percent of EDExpress users and 66 percent of schools using commercial software. Finally,
in terms of processing efficiency, 69 percent of FFEL schools, 70 percent of EDExpress users,

and 66 percent of commercial-software users expressed their satisfaction.

Loan Processing Issues

When institutional satisfaction with software among users was compared, FFEL schools were
more likely to have been satisfied with the ease of integration and compatibility of their
commercial software than Direct Loan schools using EDExpress were, and more satisfied with
the overall usefulness of their software than Direct Loan schools using commercial software

In terms of ease of integration and

were.
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When Direct Loan schools were asked whether they had frequently encountered any problems
with loan processing, '

e 26 percent reported problems with the transmission of records to or from the
Loan Origination Center

e 22 percent reported problems with interactions and communications with the
Loan Origination Center

e 21 percent reported system or software problems

e 20 percent reported promissory note problems

e 11 percent reported other problems.

When asked if these problems had any effect on operations,

32 percent reported problems or delays in reconciliation

27 percent reported problems or delays in booking loans

20 percent reported delayed receipt of funds

22 percent reported delayed disbursement of funds to borrowers.

Satisfaction With Activities and Processes of the PLUS Loan
Programs

During the 1997-98 academic year, 80 percent of Direct Loan and 79 percent of FFEL
institutions originated Parental Loans for Undergraduate Students (PLUS). When asked to
characterize the level of work or effort required to administer the program, 66 percent of
Direct Loan schools and 64 percent of FFEL schools reported that the programs were either
“very easy” or “relatively easy” to administer. For this question, there were no differences in
satisfaction by either program or cohort.

Schools were then asked to indicate their satisfaction with several activities associated with the
administration of PLUS loans (details in Table 2-16). Although 75 percent of Direct Loan
schools and 82 percent of FFEL schools expressed overall satisfaction with the administration of
the PLUS programs, the differences in overall satisfaction were not significant. However, FFEL
institutions were more satisfied than Direct Loan institutions with credit checks and reporting of
credit information (68% versus 56%), while Direct Loan institutions were more satisfied with
funds disbursement and refunding of excess loan funds (76% versus 74%).

Among the Direct Loan institutions, the only cohort-based difference was between first- and
second-year institutions, whereby first-year institutions were more satisfied than second-year
schools in terms of funds disbursement and refunding of excess loan funds (80% versus 75%).

o Survey of Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan Institutions
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Information and Support From the Department of Education,

the Loan Origination Center, Servicers, Lenders, and
Guaranty Agencies

Materials and Training Provided by the U.S. Department of Education,
Lenders, and Guaranty Agencies

During the 1997-98 academic year, Direct Loan schools were asked to rate the timeliness and
usefulness of 15 types of materials and training provided by the Department of Education (ED).
Just as during the 1996-97 academic year, a majority of Direct Loan institutions reported that
they were satisfied with the timeliness and usefulness of all ED-provided services and materials,
with the exception of the timeliness of the loan reconciliation support. As shown in Exhibit 3.A,
Direct Loan schools felt that the materials and training provided were more useful than timely,
with ratings for usefulness ranging from 50 to 88 percent, while the ratings for timeliness ranged
from 47 to 83 percent (details in Table 3-1).

The three most useful types of ED-provided materials and training were also rated the most
timely.

Most useful materials and training:

e Preprinted promissory notes (88%)

¢ Borrower counseling materials (83%)

¢ Information on Direct Loan rules and regulations (80%).

Most timely materials and training:

e Preprinted promissory notes (83%)

¢ Information on Direct Loan rules and regulations (77%)
¢ Borrower counseling materials (77%).

Similarly, two of the least useful types of ED-provided materials and training were also among
the least timely. '

Least useful materials and training;:

¢ Loan reconciliation support (50%)
e Videoconferences (55%)

e Reconciliation guide (58%).

Least timely materials and training;:

¢ Loan reconciliation support (47%)

e Reconciliation guide (56%)

¢ Training and technical support (59%).
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Exhibit 3.A
~ Timeliness and Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training—
Direct Loan Institutions
(Percentage of institutions rating activities either timely or useful)

' IractLoan

,'f' ; ! ] .'|'|m‘.e|in:e';$§ . . - Iness
S i (%)
ilnformation on Direct Loan Rules and Regulations 77 80
Telephone Support for Policy and Administrative Guidance 62 71

Direct Loan Users Guide - 68 67
lin-Person Assistance 62 68
Borrower Counseling Materials 77 63
IConsolidation Booklet . 65 71
Training Materials for Counselors 70 72
Entrance/Exit Counseling Videos 73 70
Pre-printed Promissory Notes 83 38
Reconciliation Guide 56 58

Loan Origination Support : 61 65

Loan Reconciliation Support 47 50
[Training and Technical Support 59 60
Software for Administration or Reporting Functions 63 65
Videoconferences ‘ 61 55

During the 1997-98 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 guaranty agencies. As shown in Exhibit 3.B, FFEL schools rated the materials and
training provided by both lenders and guaranty agencies as more timely and useful than those
received from the Department of Education in each of the five areas listed (details in Table 3-2).
These included information on FFEL Program rules and regulations, telephone support for policy
or administrative guidance, borrower counseling materials, training sessions, and software.
FFEL instititions also found that the materials provided by guaranty agencies were more useful
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and timely than those provided by lenders, in all areas except timeliness of borrower counseling

materials.
Exhibit 3.B
Timeliness and Usefulness of ED/Lender/Guaranty-Agency-
Provided Materials and Training—
FFEL Institutions
(Percentage of institutions rating activities either timely or useful)
. FFEL Institutions -\
- _ Timeliness : - "t Usefulness 7 ..
Agency-Provided Materials and Training ' ED | Lender | ° GA . ED._. i

: : (%)} (%) (%) (%)
Information on FFEL Program Rules and Regulations 64 75 82 72 77 83
Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 55 79 - 81 63 80 82
Borrower Counseling Materials 61 82 78 65 82 80
[Training Sessions 59 68 75 65 . 72 77
Software for Administrative or Reporting Functions 54 69 77 60 71 77

When the responses from the Direct Loan and FFEL schools were compared for the Department
of Education-provided materials and training common to both programs, Direct Loan schools
were significantly more likely to rate the materials and training received as both useful and
timely. As shown in Exhibit 3.C, Direct Loan schools felt that the information on program rules
and regulations, telephone support for policy or administrative guidance, and borrower
counseling materials were useful and timely more than the FFEL schools did, and that the ED-
provided software was more timely (details in Table 3-3). :

Compared with the previous academic year, there was no change in the satisfaction levels of
Direct Loan institutions in 1997-98 in terms of the timeliness and usefulness of ED-provided
materials and training. However, between the 1995-96 and 1996-97 academic years, there was a
significant decline in these satisfaction levels. As a result, Direct Loan institutions this year were
less satisfied with all types of ED-provided materials and training than during the 1995-
96 academic year (details in Table 3-4).
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Exhibit 3.C
Timeliness and Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training—
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
(Percentage of institutions rating activities either timely or useful)

' Loabr} Program P_artlclpatlon o
""" Timeliness -l Usefulness
o N - A
hnformation on Program Rules and Regulations 77 64 80 72
[Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 65 55 71 63
Borrower Counseling Materials 77 61 83 65
Software for Administrative or Reporting Functions 63 54 65 ‘60

In contrast, FFEL institutions experienced an increase in satisfaction with ED-provided materials
and training. Compared with the 1996-97 academic year, FFEL schools reported greater
satisfaction with the timeliness and usefulness of ED’s telephone support, borrower counseling
materials, training sessions, and software, as well as with the timeliness of ED’s information on
FFEL Program rules and regulations. FFEL schools were also significantly more satisfied with
ED’s materials and training than they had been in 1995-96 (details in Table 3-5). In terms of
institutional satisfaction with the materials and training provided by lenders and guaranty
agencies, there were no significant changes between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 academic years;
however, in all areas except guaranty-agency information, on FFEL Program rules and
regulations, FFEL institutions were less satisfied with lenders’ and guaranty agencies’ support in
1997-98 than they had been during the 1994-95 academic year (details in Table 3-6 and
Table 3-7).

Among Direct Loan institutions, there were some cohort differences in satisfaction with the
timeliness and usefulness of ED-provided materials and training. First-year schools were more
satisfied than second-year schools with the timeliness of the Direct Loan users guide (81%
versus 65%), the timeliness of the reconciliation guide (70% versus 54%), and the usefulness of
the information on Direct Loan Program rules and regulations (90% versus 80%). Third-year
Direct Loan schools were more satisfied than second-year schools with the usefulness of
telephone support for policy and administrative guidance (80% versus 70%) and the timeliness
of software for administrative or reporting functions (79% versus 58%). Finally, second-year
institutions were more satisfied than first-year institutions with entrance and exit counseling
videos (70% versus 56%) (details in Table 3-8).

In addition, Direct Loan schools that participated only in Direct Lending reported higher
satisfaction with several types of ED-provided materials than institutions that concurrently
participated in the FFEL Program did (details in Table 3-9). In terms of timeliness, exclusively
Direct Loan schools ranked the following items higher than mixed schools did: '
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Training and technical support (64% versus 49%)

Telephone support for policy and administrative guidance (70% versus 56%)
Direct Loan users guide (72% versus 58%)

Reconciliation guide (61% versus 47%)

Preprinted promissory notes (86% versus 76%).

Exclusively Direct Loan schools also ranked the following items higher than mixed schools did
in terms of the usefulness of the material provided:

Software for administration and reporting functions (70% versus 53%)
Videoconferences (58% versus 45%)

Reconciliation guide (61% versus 51%)

Preprinted promissory notes (90% versus 83%).

Satisfaction With Servicers and the Loan Origination Center

Satisfaction With Communications Regarding Loan Repayment and Consolidation

Institutions were asked about the frequency of their communications with their servicer or the
Loan Origination Center (LOC) regarding loan repayment and consolidation. Schools indicated
that they sometimes referred borrowers to the servicer or the LOC. In addition, they sometimes
directly contacted the servicer or the LOC regarding loan repayment or consolidation to obtain
forms/information or to intervene at the request of borrowers (details in Table 3-10).

When both Direct Loan and FFEL schools were asked about their satisfaction with their
communication with servicers or the LOC concerning loan repayment and consolidation,
FFEL schools were significantly more satisfied than Direct Loan schools. As shown in
Exhibit 3.D (and in Table 3-11), 74 percent of FFEL schools expressed satisfaction regarding
loan repayment communications, compared to 62 percent of Direct Loan schools. Regarding
both in-school and out-of-school consolidation, 60 percent of FFEL schools were satisfied with
communications from their servicer, compared to 48 and 44 percent of Direct Loan schools,
respectively.
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Exhibit 3.D
Satisfaction With Communications With Servicers Concerning
Loan Repayment and Consolidation, by Loan Program
(Percentage of institutions rating activity satisfactory)

" Type 6f Communications . . (?:)

e ———

Loan Repayment 62 74 7
In-School Consolidation 48 60 57
Out-of-S chool Consolidation 44 60 56

Although there were no significant differences in the satisfaction levels of Direct Loan schools
with servicer/LOC communications between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 academic years, Direct
Loan institutions were significantly less satisfied than during the 1995-96 academic year. During
the 1995-96 academic year, 75 percent of Direct Loan schools reported satisfaction with loan
repayment communications and 63 percent reported satisfaction with out-of-school
consolidation, while in 1997-98, 62 percent reported satisfaction with loan repayment
communications and 44 percent reported satisfaction with consolidation communications (details
in Table 3-12). '

Among FFEL schools, there was also a drop in satisfaction over time; but in this case the decline
was between 1996-97 and 1997-98. Over that time period, FFEL satisfaction with
communications on loan repayment declined from 85 percent to 73 percent, satisfaction with in-
school consolidation declined from 74 percent to 60 percent, and satisfaction with out-of-school
consolidation communications declined from 75 percent to 60 percent (details in Table 3-12).

Among Direct Loan institutions, there were differences by institutional type and control. For
example, proprietary schools were more satisfied with communications with the LOC regarding
in-school consolidation than 4-year private institutions were (details in Table 3-13).

There were also differences by type and control among the FFEL schools. Four-year public
schools were significantly more satisfied with their communications with their servicer regarding
loan repayment than smaller types of institutions—i.e., 2-year public and private schools and
proprietary institutions. Similarly, 4-year private schools reported higher satisfaction levels than
proprietary schools did. As for servicer communications regarding consolidation, 4-year public
schools were more satisfied than proprietary schools with both in-school and out-of-school FFEL
consolidation and more satisfied than 2-year public institutions with in-school FFEL
consolidation (details in Table 3-13).
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Overall Satisfaction With Servicers and the Loan Origination Center

Institutions were asked about their satisfaction with the communications and support they had
received during the 1997-98 academic year from their servicer. Direct Loan institutions were
also asked about their satisfaction with the LOC’s communications and support. Direct Loan
institutions reported slightly higher satisfaction with the level of communications and support

* from their loan servicer than from the Loan Origination Center. As shown in Exhibit 3.E,

63 percent of Direct Loan institutions were satisfied and 12 percent were dissatisfied with their
level of support from the loan servicer, while 60 percent of Direct Loan schools were satisfied
and 16 percent were dissatisfied with their support from the LOC (details in Table 3-14).

Exhibit 3.E
Satisfaction With Communications and Support
Received From ED Loan Origination Center and ED Loan Servicer—
Direct Loan Institutions
(in percentages)

Level of Satisfaction tutions
with Communications/ 3
Support. 'ED.Loan Servicer
Very Satisfied 25 22
2 35 41
3 25 25
4 12 10
Very Dissatisfied 4 2

In comparison, FFEL institutions were significantly more likely to report satisfaction with the
communications and support from their loan servicer, with 76 percent of FFEL schools
expressing satisfaction with their servicer, compared to 63 percent of Direct Loan schools
(details in Table 3-15). By type and control, 4-year public FFEL institutions reported greater
satisfaction than smaller types of institutions—i.e., 2-year public and private schools and
proprietary schools (details in Table 3-16).

Among the various cohorts of Direct Loan schools, there were no significant differences in
overall satisfaction with the servicer or the LOC. There were also no significant differences with
servicer or LOC satisfaction by type and control.

Finally, schools originating Direct Loans exclusively reported higher satisfaction with the LOC
than schools originating both FFEL and Direct Loans did (63% versus 52%), as was also the case
with Direct Loan servicer satisfaction (67% versus 55%) (details in Tables 3-17 and 3-18).
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Relative Satisfaction With Servicers and the Loan Origination Center

As shown in Exhibit 3.F (and Table 3-19), Direct Loan institutions reported, on balance, an
increase in their satisfaction with the LOC’s overall level of communications and support
between the 1996-97 and 1997-98 academic years (34% better, 24% worse, 42% about the
same). Direct Loan schools also reported, on balance, an increase in their satisfaction with the
servicer’s overall level of communications and support between the 1996-97 and 1997-
98 academic years (27% better, 12% worse, 61% about the same). However, FFEL institutions
were significantly more likely than Direct Loan institutions to report that on balance, their
satisfaction with their servicer’s overall level of communications and support had increased
between academic years 1996-97 and 1997-98 (30% better, 3% worse, 67% about the same)
(details in Table 3-20).

Exhibit 3.F
Overall Level of Communication and Support Provided,
by ED Loan Origination Center and Servicer—
Direct Loan Institutions
(in percentages)

_ ED Servicer

Level of
(%)

E"SuppértIComm’unication

S

ED Loan Origination Center | ,

Better than 1996-1997 34 27
About the Same 42 61
Morse than 1996-1997 24 12

Among Direct Loan institutions, there were no significant differences in relative satisfaction with
the servicer or the LOC by cohort or by type and control.

Interactions With the Loan Origination Center

Direct Loan schools were asked to indicate the two types of interactions with the Loan
Origination Center that they were most satisfied and least satisfied with. They were most likely
to chose loan origination (79%), followed by estimation and drawdown (33%) and.loan changes
and cancellations (27%), as the interactions they were most satisfied with. The institutions were
least satisfied with reconciliation (68%), SSCRs (36%), and—interestingly enough—Iloan
changes and cancellations (35%) (details in Table 3-21).
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Contacts With the Department of Education’s Regional Offices

Extent of Contact With Regional Offices

A large majority—74 percent—of Direct Loan institutions reported contact with a Client
Account Manager (CAM) in their Regional Office (Table 3-23). A majority of schools—
54 percent—also indicated that the contacts were initiated by both the institution and the
Regional Office (Table 3-24). Most institutions characterized the amount of interaction between
the CAMs and their school as moderate, with 53 percent reporting some interaction, 18 percent
reporting extensive interaction, and 29 percent reporting very little interaction (Table 3-25).

Direct Loan schools reported less interaction during 1997-98 than during the 1995-96 academic
year, when the Regional Office Account Manager System was created (details in Table 3-25).

Satisfaction With Contact With the Regional Offices

As shown in Exhibit 3.G, when Direct Loan schools were asked to rate the timeliness and
usefulness of their contact with the Department of Education’s Regional Offices, the schools felt
that the assistance was slightly more useful than timely, with ratings for usefulness ranging from
62 to 80 percent and ratings for timeliness ranging from 60 to 79 percent (Table 3-25).

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.
b}

Most useful types of contact:

Requests for ED-provided material (80%)

Handling questions regarding Direct Loan Policy (79%)

Training received at the Regional Office (79%)

Training and guidance delivered by account managers at institutions (79%).

Least useful types of contact:

e Reconciliation issues (62%)
® Questions and issues regarding computer systems design or implementation (64%)

¢ Questions and issues regarding disbursement and/or refunding excess funds to borrowers
(68%).

Most timely types of contact:

e Handling questions regarding Direct Loan policy (79%)
¢ Training received at the Regional Office (77%)
e Requests for ED-provided materials (77%).
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Least timely types of contact:

e Reconciliation issues (60%)

e Questions and issues regarding disbursement and/or refunding excess funds to borrowers
(69%) ’

e Questions and issues regarding computer systems design or implementation (69%).

Exhibit 3.G
Contact With ED Regional Office—
Direct Loan Institutions
(Percentage of institutions rating activities satisfactory)

Usefulness -
! PRI L%y
Training Received at the Regional Office( or at a
. o 77 79
designated facility)
Training/Guidance Delivered by Account Managers at '
-~ 76 79
your Institution
Handling Questions Regarding Direct Loan Policy 79 79
Entrance/Exit Counseling Issues A 72
Requests for ED-Provided Materials 77 80
Questions/Issues Regarding Computer Systems )
- 69 64
Design or Implementation
Questions/Issues Regarding Loan Origination 73 73
Questions/Issues Regarding Disbursement and/or 69 68
Refunding of Excess Funds to Borrowers
Reconciliation Issues 60 62
Client Account Manager's liaison with servicer, loan 76 71
originator contractor, or software contractor

Satisfaction With Client Account Managers

Direct Loan institutions were also asked how satisfied they were with their Regional Office’s
Client Account Manager’s knowledge of financial-aid policies and procedures. A full 77 percent
of schools were satisfied and only 4 percent were dissatisfied (details in Table 3-26).

To test for regional differences in institutional satisfaction with the financial-aid-related
knowledge of the CAMs, a pairwise strategy was used that allowed each Regional Office to be
compared with each of the other nine offices. Although there were few regional differences, the
Massachusetts region had higher-rated CAMs than New York, Pennsylvania, Georgia, or Illinois,
while the Kansas region had higher-rated CAMs than Pennsylvania or Georgia (details in
Table 3-27).
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Status and Changes in Loan Program Participation

Status and Changes in Current FFEL Schools’ Program Participation

FFEL Institutions’ Status or Plans for Participation in the Direct Loan Program

As shown in Exhibit 4.A, when FFEL institutions were asked about their status or plans for
participation in the Direct Loan Program, 74 percent reported that they had no plans to apply for
the Direct Loan Program, 9 percent were currently participating in the Direct Loan Program (the
mixed-program schools), 8 percent said they had been accepted into the Direct Loan Program but
later decided not to participate, and 5 percent reported that they had been selected for
participation in the program but had yet to originate a Direct Loan. The remaining schools either
formerly originated Direct Loans but no longer participate in the program (2%), will be applying
for Year 6 of the program (1%), have already applied for Year 5 of the program (<1%), or had
their application rejected (<1%) (details in Table 4-1).

. Exhibit 4.A
Future Status/Plans for Participation in the Direct Loan Program—
FFEL Institutions
(in percentages)

A o - | FFELInstitations

" Plans/Status for Participation in the Direct Loan Program (%)
ICurrentIy participating in the Direct Loan Program 9
institution originated Direct Loans in a previous academic year but 2
no longer participates
[institution has been selected for participation in the Direct Loan 5
Program but has yet to originate a Direct Loan

Was accepted into Direct Loan Program but chose not to participate 8
Applied for Year 5 of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted <9
or pending

Will be applying for Year 6 of the Direct Loan Program 1
Application for Direct Loan Program rejected <1
Not planning to apply for Direct Loan Program 74

There were no significant differences among FFEL schools in their status or their plans for
Direct Loan participation between academic years 1996-97 and 1997-98.

In terms of potential Direct Loan schools, proprietary schools were more likely than any other
type of institution to indicate that they had been selected for the Direct Loan Program but had yet
to originate any Direct Loans. In addition, 4-year public schools were more likely to be awaiting
origination than 2-year public or 4-year private institutions.
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Among those schools likely to remain in FFEL, 4-year public and proprietary schools were more
likely than 2-year public or 4-year private institutions to have been accepted into the Direct Loan
Program but to have later chosen not to participate. The institutions that were least likely to
indicate that they planned to apply for the Direct Loan Program were 2-year public and 4-year
private institutions (details in Table 4-2).

Schools Awaiting Origination in Direct Lending

All Direct Loan schools were asked whether or not they had delayed origination in order to plan
for implementation, affer they were selected for the program. A majority of the institutions—
88 percent—reported that they implemented Direct Lending directly after they were selected for
-participation, although some (10%) chose to delay origination for 1 year in order to have more
planning time. In contrast, only 1 percent of schools delayed origination for 2 years, and none
waited more than 2 years (see Volume Two, Appendix C, page 21).

During the 1997-98 academic year, 7 percent of FFEL schools had been selected  for
participation in Direct Lending but had yet to originate any Direct Loans. Of the schools
awaiting origination, most were selected for participation in 1995-96 (32%) or 1997-98 (27%).
Just 27 percent had been selected for participation in 1994-95 (see Volume Two, Appendix C,
page 19).

For the schools that had been selected for participation but had yet to originate any Direct Loans,
16 percent said they planned to start originating Direct Loans next year, in academic year 1998-
99; however, 84 percent said they were not sure or did not know when they would start
origination. No schools in this group indicated that they were planning to begin origination in
the 1999-2000 academic year (see Volume Two, Appendix C, page 19).

Schools Formerly Participating in Direct Lending

The 2 percent of FFEL institutions that formerly originated Direct Loans were asked the open-
ended question, “Please indicate why your institution is no longer }Jarticipating in the Direct
Loan Program.” The three most frequently volunteered reasons were!

e Too labor intensive/time consuming (43%)
e Problems with the LOC (13%)
e FFEL is better/improved (4%).

- Of the institutions no longer participating in Direct Lending, most were second-year schools.
Seventy-one percent began participating in 1995-96, 26 percent began in 1994-95, and 4 percent
began in 1996-97.

Most former Direct Loan institutions—79 percent—stopped participating. in 1996-97, a
timeframe that coincided with the transition to the new Loan Origination Center. Of the

' 22 institutions responded to this question.
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remaining former Direct Loan schools, 15 percent stopped in 1995-96 and 6 percent stopped in
1994-95 (see Volume Two, Appendix B, pages 19-20).

Participation in the PLUS Pfogram

Both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions participated in their respective PLUS programs at
similar levels. Specifically, 80 percent of Direct Loan schools and 78 percent of FFEL schools
indicated that they originated PLUS loans (details in Table 4-3 and Table 4-4).

Among Direct Loan schools, first-year institutions, more than second or third-year cohorts, were
most likely to participate in PLUS (91%). In addition, third-year institutions (84%) were more
likely to participate than second-year institutions (79%) (details in Table 4-3).

Identical type and control differences in PLUS participation emerged for both Direct Loan PLUS
and FFEL PLUS participation. By type and control, 4-year public institutions and proprietary
schools were more likely than 2-year schools to participate in their respective PLUS programs.
Also, 4-year private schools were more likely to participate in PLUS than 2-year public schools
(details in Table 4-4 and Table 4-5).

Reasons for Offering Direct Loans Exclusively or Offering Both Direct
and FFEL Loans

Factors Influencing the Decision to Offer Only Direct Loans

Among institutions that indicated that they were originating Direct Loans exclusively, the top
three reasons for offering only Direct Loans were as follows (details in Table 4-6):

* Did not want the complexity of administering two loan programs simultaneously (81%)-
* Did not want to confuse borrowers by offering two loan programs (71%)
* Did not want to continue to administer the FFEL Program (43%).

First-year Direct Loan schools were more likely than other Direct Loan institutions to rate “did
not want to continue to administer the FFEL Program” as a very important reason for offering
Direct Loans only.

Factors Influencing the Decision to Participate in Both Programs

Among institutions that indicated they were originating both Direct and FFEL loans, the top
three reasons for offering both types of loans were as follows (details in Table 4-7):

* . Did not want to confuse borrowers who already had FFEL loans (60%)
» Wanted to maintain relationships with lender(s) and/or guarantor(s) (58%)
e Wanted to keep graduate/professional students in the FFEL Program (45%).
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Status and Changes in Current Mixed-Program Schools’ Participation

Characteristics of Mixed-Program Schools

Mixed-program institutions—those simultaneously administering both the FFEL and Direct
Loan Programs—had several defining compositional characteristics.

Like all Direct Loan institutions, most-mixed program schools are in the second-year cohort
(details in Table 4-8). However, unlike all Direct Loan institutions, a majority of mixed-program
schools—64 percent—were proprietary institutions. Fifteen percent were 4-year private schools,
11 percent were 4-year public schools, 9 percent were 2-year public schools, and 1 percent were
2-year private schools (details in Table 4-9). This finding confirms the fact that proprietary
schools have historically been the least likely to switch to Direct Lending exclusively.

One possible reason mixed-program schools might be participating in FFEL would be to
originate FFEL PLUS; it appears, however, that mixed-program schools chose rather to originate
all four types of loans. A majority of mixed schools were originating both FFEL Staffords and
FFEL PLUS loans in 1997-98, in addition to originating Direct Loan Staffords and PLUS.

Specifically, 73 percent of mixed-program schools originated FFEL Staffords and PLUS,
21 percent originated just FFEL Staffords, and 6 percent originated just FFEL PLUS loans
(details in Table 4-7). Similarly, a majority of mixed schools—72 percent—were originating
both Direct Loan Staffords and PLUS, while 26 percent of mixed-program schools only
originated Direct Loan Staffords. Just 2 percent of mixed-program schools were participating in
Direct Lending because they were only administering the Direct Loan PLUS program (details in
Table 4-10).

Mixed-Program Participation Changes Over Time

Over the last two academic years, there was a slight increase in the number of Direct Loan
schools participating in the program exclusively, as opposed to the number of Direct Loan
schools still administering loans under the FFEL Program (details in Table 4-11). During the
1997-98 academic year, 73 percent of Direct Loan schools originated Direct Loans exclusively,
while 27 percent were mixed. During the 1996-97 academic year, 63 percent of Direct Loan
schools originated Direct Loans exclusively, while 37 percent originated both Direct and FFEL
loans.

Mixed-Program Schools’ Future Plans

As shown in Exhibit 4.B (and in Table 4-12), mixed-program schools were asked about their
plans for continued participation in both the Direct Loan and FFEL Programs. On the basis of
their responses, these institutions are not simply continuing to offer FFEL loans while
transitioning into the Direct Loan Program; rather, they see administering both programs as a
permanent condltlon In fgcg,/‘ .majority of mixed-program schools (62%) reported that they
planned to contiritie to‘ongmate FFEL ‘Staffords and FFEL PLUS loans, while only 12 percent
reported that they planned to switch exclusively to Direct Loans at some point in the future. The
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remainder of the institutions reported that they did not know or were not sure about their plans
for dual participation (15%), that they planned to continue to originate FFEL Staffords (7%), or
that they planned to continue to originate FFEL PLUS (5%).

Exhibit 4.B
Future Plans for Program Participation,
by Mixed-Program Institutions
by Type and Control
(in percentages)

Plan to continue to originate FFEL
Staffords and FFEL PLUS loans

Plan to continue to originate FFEL

PLUS only 20 17 7 0 0 5

Plan to continue to originate FFEL
Staffords only

Plan to switch to exclusively Direct

Loan some time in the future 20 3 _ 18 0 - 12

Don't Know/ Not Sure 27 1" 22 0 12 15

Among mixed-program proprietary schools, a full 79 percent reported they would continue
originating loans in both programs (details in Table 4-12).
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Recommendations for Improving the Loan Programs

Advice to the Department of Education and Loan Servicers

Both Direct Loan and FFEL schools were given an open-ended ?})portunity to list up to two

recommendations for improving their respective loan programs. Amoglg the Direct Loan
1

schools, the most frequently volunteered recommendations were as follows:
e Improve/simplify reconciliation (13%)

e Loan Origination Center (LOC) personnel must be better trained/more technical support
(11%)

Better/faster ED software (9%)

LOC customer services need improvement (7%)

Don’t change the LOC again (4%)

More onsite visits from ED/regional account managers (4%)

Among the FFEL schools, the responses were more varied. When the schools were asked what
specific recommendations they would give to the Department of Education or their loan servicers
to improve the administration of the FFEL Program, the following were the most frequently
volunteered responses:'’

Establish parity between the Direct Loan and FFEL Programs (5%)
Better/more conveniently located ED training (5%)

Simplify the loan application/combine with FAFSA (4%)
Improved software, Web/EDExpress (4%)

Repeal 3-day EFT disbursement (4%)

ED improved data, accuracy/dissemination (3%).

'* The responses to the open-ended questions in this and the next section can be found in the weighted-item
response-frequency questionnaire, Appendix C in Volume Two.

'8 Percentages given are of those answering the question. In all, 441 institutions responded.

17766 institutions responded to this question.
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Recommendations for Schools implementing the Direct Loan
Program

Direct Loan institutions were also given the opportunity to offer advice to institutions preparing
to implement the Direct Loan Program. In order of occurrence, the most frequently volunteered
responses were'®

e Get all available training/attend all workshops (15%)

Have adequate computer support/technician (10%)

Plan ahead (8%)

Be sure to have adequate staff (8%)

Be sure to have institutional and administrative support (6%)
Need to have adequate technology (6%).

¥ 358 institutions responded to this question.
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Table 1-1: Overall Level of Satisfaction by Loan Program

Academic Year 1997-88
LoanmProgram Participation
Direct Loan y

st | T | e | g [ ) T | .
Very Satisfied ' 412 282 67 | 283 39.0 36.3
2 418 425 436 429 453 447

3 89 186 162 169 13.1 14.1

4 59 76 105 85 13 3.1

Very Dissatisfied 22 31 29 34 13 1.8

Table 1- 2 : Overall Satisfaction for All Institutions

by Financial Aid Structure
Academic Year 1997-98
Financial Aid Office Structure | . Y 2 3 e Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied
single Financial Aid Office .
8 single campus, branch, or 373 431 15.2 2.8 1.8
' v
separate Financial Aid Office
each campus, branch, or 25.8 549 13.1 43 1.9
within the institution
374 462 10.8 37 1.9




Table 1- 3 : Overall Satisfaction for All Institutions

by Computer System
Academic Year 1997-98
very Very
Computer System Satisfied 2 3 4  |Dissatisfied
IMainﬂ-ame system only 33.0 41.8 1.2 3.0 1.0
inframe to personal computer

ith interface 374 47.2 1.5 34 0.6
Independent mainframe and

nal 5 520 12.3 29 04

IPersonal computers only 36.6 41.6 154 30 , 34

l"° computer system used; al 426 30.4 206 23 41

| processing

Table 1- 4: Overall Satisfaction for All institutions

Direct Loan and FFEL Programs *
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98
%
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary
Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 39.2 332 374 383 35.8
2 44.7 41.7 47.7 416 40.1
3 11.8 16.6 12,0 16.3 14.6
4 2.9 16 2.0 29 54
Pl
Very Dissatisfied 15 08 0.8 0.8 4.1
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Table 1-5: Overall Level of Satisfaction
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
by Institutional Type and Control

Academic Year 1997-98

—___——’_—_—.
' Direct Loan and FFEL-Institutions
Institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public | 2-YearPublic | 4-YearPrivate | 2-Year Private | Proprietary
‘Program | Satisfaction (%) (%) {%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 36.5 2.3 18.6 29.7 30.5
2 403 437 53.9 429 38.8
Direct .
Loan
3 15.7 26.0 17.5 171 14.5
4 5.0 6.2 7.1 6.4 1.7
Very Dissatisfied 25 1.7 29 38 46
Very Satisfied 41.1 35.1 41.2 391 38.9
2 479 484 46.5 415 40.9
FFEL 3 9.0 15.0 109 16.2 14.7
4 14 0.8 1.0 26 1.7
Very Dissatisfied 0.7 0.6 04 0.5 3.8
oo
3




Table 1- 6 : Overall Program Satisfaction for FFEL Institutions

by Computer System

Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
Level of Satistaction

manual processing

- Very Very
Computer System Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied

riainframe system only 43.9 38.5 16.4 1.2 0.0
tln:inframe to personal computer 30,1 87 10.8 12 03

ith interface ) ’ ) ’ '
Independent mainframe and 345 50.1 12.2 30 0.2
personal computers ) ) ) ) )
Personal computers only 38.3 416 16.2 1.6 2.3
No computer system used; ali 426 295 216 23 4

Table 1-7: Overall Program Satisfaction for FFEL Institutions by

. Software Configuration
Academic Year 1997-98

Jv 65
4

FFEL institutions
Level of Satisfaction
— Very Very
Current Software Configuration ‘Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
(Guaranty-agency software 38.8 49.7 10.2 1.2 0.2
Lender software 471 39.1 10.3 22 1.3
[Softeware developed in house R4 47.3 17.8 1.8 0.7
Third-party servicer's software 39.9 41.3 15.6 16 16
Commercial software 359 46.6 15.1 14 1.0
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Table 1- 8 : Overall FFEL Program Satisfaction
by Number of Lenders
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
‘Number of Lenders
Leve! of Satisfaction 1-2 35 610 11:20 20+
Very Satisfied 28 403 36.7 434 349
2 46.7 427 49.7 456 493
3 16.6 13.6 12.7 8.0 13.9
4 12 26 0.7 22 1.4
Very Dissatisfied 27 0.7 02 0.9 0.5
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Table 1-9 : Overall FFEL Program Satisfaction by Plans
to Participate in the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Participation Plans
Originated
Previously/ -| Selected/ | Accepted
Level of Currently :No Longer Yetto |ButDid-Not| Application Will Ap Application | Wil Not
Satisfaction *| Participating | Participates | Originate | Participate| Pending |- PY|  Rejected Apply
Very Satisfied 315 40.0 36.3 391 12,5 29.2 16.7 388
2 426 533 495 4ar7 25.0 375 66.7 469
3 216 6.7 11.0 8.0 375 333 0.0 126
4 37 0.0 22 1.3 25.0 0.0 0.0 1.3
Very
Dissatisfied 0.6 0.0 1.1 4.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.5
VU
v 67




Table 1-10: Level of Origination in
the Direct Loan Program
Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
r— Direct Loan Institutions
Level of Origination (%)
Option 1 24 8
Option 2 67.2
Option 3 8.0

Table 1-11 : Overall Direct Loan Program Satisfaction
by Financial Aid Structure
Academic Year 1997-98

nancial-Ald Office Structure Very . Very
F A“," Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
single Financial Aid Office
a single campus, branch, or 30.9 438 15.3 6.7 34
|
separate Financial Aid Office
each campus, branch, or 152 45.5 216 126 51
within the institution
single Financial Aid Office
rves muftipie campuses,
ches, or Schools within the 26.2 383 204 12.7 25
institution




Table 1-12: Overall Satisfaction by Loan Program
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, and 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan

Academic Level of 18t Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. | Combined FFEL All
Year Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 62.9 62.9 265 274

2 276 | 276 413 409

1994-95 3 63 NA NA 6.3 232. | 228
4 2.1 21 71 7.0

Very Dissatisfied 1.1 : 1.1 2.0 2.0

Very Satisfied 612 436 456 36.9 386

2 265 39.0 376 423 414

1995-96 3 6.0 122 NA 1.4 15.6 14.8
4 5.3 22 25 42 38

Very Dissatisfied 1.0 3.1 28 1.1 14

Very Satisfied 387 238 19.2 243 371 339
2 354 36.1 54.8 395 455 44.0

1996-97 3 16.0 2.7 19.3 243 14.0 16.5
4 6.4 108 6.1 9.5 27 44

Very Dissatisfied| 36 27 0.6 24 0.8 1.2

Very Satishied | 412 282 26.6 283 39.0 36.3

2 418 425 43.0 429 453 447

1997-98 3 8.9 186 16.2 16.3 13.1 14.1
4 5.9 76 10.5 8.5 1.3 3.1

Very Dissatisfied 22 31 2.9 34 1.3 1.8




Table 1-13: Current vs. Prior Satisfaction by Loan Program
Direct Loan and FFEL iInstitutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
. . 1styr. 2nd Yr. ard Yr. Combined FFEL All
Level of Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Increased 341 30.2 49.2 34.0 245 26.9
Remained the Same 479 53.6 429 51.0 72.9 67.5
Decreased 18.0 16.2 79 15.0 27 57
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Table 1-14: Overall Satisfaction with Direct Loan and
FFEL Program by Level of Participation
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Satisfaction DL Satisfaction
100% Mixed 100% Mixed
Level of Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 39.0 331 339 16.1
2 453 39.3 46.5 35.2
3 13.1 223 12.5 264
4 1.3 5.0 4.8 16.5
Very Dissatisfied 1.3 0.3 23 59
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Table 1-15: Changes in FFEL Participation Among
Direct Loan Institutions Administering Both Programs
Academic Years 1996-97, 1997-98

'ﬁ -
Direct Loan institutions

) Participating in FFEL

: Level 1996-97 1997-98
FFEL Program Administration | of Change (%) (%)
Student's access to loans Improved 231 36.4
Same 75.2 61.4
Worsened 17 2.3
Ease of administration of FFEL Improved 408 40.9
Same 8.3 56.8
Worsened 0.9 2.2
PServ‘uz from banks/guaranty improved 56.5 65.7
agencies Same 411 ) 335
‘ Worsened 23 0.8
Service from loan servicers/ improved 44.2 419
collection agencies Same 51.9 56.3
Worsened 39 1.9
IService from your third-party or  |improved 338 27.6
orivately contracted servicers Same 638 70.5
Worsened 2.3 1.9

11
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Table 1-16: Characteristics of the Direct Loan and FFEL Loan Programs
All institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan and FFEL institutions
Characteristics of the Direct Loan/ FFEL Loan Agree Disagree
Program (%) {%)
Borrowers are served weil through the loan program. 94.4 56
The loan program is simple to administer. 735 265
The loan program is secure. 839 16.1
The availability of loan funds is predictable in the loan
program. 91.4 8.6
i ive to administer.
[The loan program is cost-effective to administer 83.7 163
The loan program utilizes advanced technology. 905 05
[The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to
foorrowers. 84.8 . 52
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Table 1-17 : Characteristics of the D.irect Loan Program
By Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan institutions
1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
Characteristics of the DirectLoan| Agree | Disagree | Agree | Disagree [ Agree | Disagree | Agree | Disagree
Program (%) (%) (%) (A) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Borrowers are served well through 123 4
ihe Direct Loan Program. 954 46 87.7 2. 92. 7.6 88.4 116
The Direct Loan Program is smple 10| 265 | 215 | 639 36.1 645 | 355 64.9 35.1
dminister.
[The Direct Loan Program is secure. 76.0 24.0 66.3 3.7 76.7 23.3 69.1 309
[The availability of loan funds is
predictabie in the Direct Loan . 826 174 86.0 14.0 869 131 86.0 140
Program. )
[The Direct Loan Program is cost-
ve 1o administer. 84.0 16.0 70.7 203 80.8 19.2 733 267
Direct Loan Program utilizes '
technology. 85.8 1;2 884 116 90.9 9.1 89.0 11.0
[The flexibility of ioan repayment
ptions s benefiial to ‘ 100.0 0.0 96.8 32 96.6 34 g7.2 28

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Table 1-18 : Characteristics of the FFEL Program
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
Characteristics of the FFEL Loan Program .“(?,/:‘)’e D"‘(f/?)"e
|Borrowers are served well through the FFEL Program. 964 26
is simple t inister.
[The FFEL Program is simple to administer 76.4 236
[The FFEL Program is secure.
rogram i 88.7 1.3
[The availability of loan funds is predictable in the FFEL
Program. 93.2 6.8
The FFELProgram is cost-effective to administer.
rogram s cos mn 87.2 12.8
The FFEL Program utilizes advanced technology. 910 0.0
The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to
jporrowers. - 94.0 6.0

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 2-1: Level of Effort Associated with Loan Program Administration
by Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

’————-——_—_=————
Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
. 1stYr. | 2nd Yr. | 3rd Yr. | Combined| FFEL All
Level of Effort (%) (%) (%) (%) %) (%)
Very Easy 18.7 9.4 4.8 9.2 7.1 7.6
IRelatively Easy 459 354 416 376 374 374
“Moderate Effort 20.6 304 329 296 30.6 304
| Relatively Labor 114 | 160 | 196 16.5 209 | 198
intensive

"Very Labor intensive 34 8.6 1.2 7.2 4.0 48
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Table 2-2: Level of Effort Associated with Program Administration
Direct Loan and FFEL institutions
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutional Type and Control
4-Year Public| 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private|2-Year Private| Proprietary
Program Levet of Effort (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Easy 113 6.3 6.3 54 10.6
Direct Relatively Easy 43.9 253 39.8 351 37.2
L
%" IModerate Effort 24.1 26.0 325 19.2 325
Relatively Labor
Intensive 154 26.6 12.9 ] 26.1 15.2
Very Labor
intensive 54 15.7 84 14.3 4.5
Very Easy 5.1 54 44 106 121
Relatively Easy 36.1 321 4127 -38.0 1379
FFEL Moderate Effort 28.8 32.2 215 39 | - 339
Relatively Labor .
intensive 23.3 24.0 245 15.8 138
Very Labor
Intensive 6.6 6.3 24 48 22

Table 2-3: Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration
Institutions Rating Level of Effort as Very Easy or Relatively Easy
Direct Loan and FFEL institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98

FFEL institutions
1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 199798
Ch) (%) (k) (%)

lVery or .
| E | . X 29.0 364 40.7 445
Relatively y 60.7 59.9 47.6 46.7

'\j‘.' U’ k + 7

=J
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Table 2-4: Satisfaction with Loan Program Administration Activities
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

: Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
. o 4stY¥r. | 2nd Yr. | 3rd Yr. | Combined| FFEL All
Types:of Activities (%) %) (%) % | % (%)
Keeping Up With Regulations 979 93.7 95.9 93.6 90.4 91.2
swering General Questions '
out Loans and Financial 954 85.4 98.1 95.5 97.9 97.3
id
Counseling in-School 951 85.5 87.2 94.2 94.5 944
Borrowers
,,Pming Loan Applications 929 92.8 84.5 92.1 95.0 94.3
,Re"”es“"g and Receiving 975 922 947 926 957 ”| 949
Loan Funds
"Disbutsing of Loan Funds 974 93.1 99.3 84.1 809 91.7
Refunding Excess Loan 936 89.9 86.1 88.5 885 885
Funds to Borrowers
Recondiliation/Financial
onitoring and Reporting 66.0 51.7 57.2 54.2 88.7 80.0
ransmitting Data 842 89.2 93.1 89.9 91.9 914
Recordkeeping and Reporting
f Student Info ion 70.7 733 65.4 716 755 74.6
sisting Qut-0f-School
80 s . 833 84.1 86.0 84.8 84.3 844

78
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Table 2-5: Satisfaction with Loan Program Administration Activities
by Loan Program
Academic Years 1934-95, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Direct Loan Institutions FFEL Institutions
1994.85 1897-98 199495 | 1997-88
Types of Activities (%) (%) (%) (%)
Keeping Up With Regulations 93.4 93.6 58.9 90.4
jAnswering General Questions
Loans and Finandial Aid 97.0 95.5‘ 89.8 978
Counseling in-School Borrowers 94.6 84.2 87.3 84.5
Processing Loan Applications NA 92.1 849 95.0
Requesting and Receiving Loan 83.2 926 85.2 957
Funds
Disbursing Loan Funds 86.8 84.1 78.6 90.9
Refunding Excess Loan Funds to
% 81.7 88.5 733 88.5
Performing Recondiliation/Financial
onitoring and R ing 78.9 54.2 78.1 88.6
Transmitting Data NA 89.9 NA 91.9
Recordkeeping and Reporting of
Student In ion 409 71.6 69.5 75.5
JAssisting Out-of-School Borrowers 429 848 67.7 84.3
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Table 2-6: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid
for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan FFEL
T of Resources increase | Same |Decrease| increase | Same |Decrease
ypes (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of Permanent or Temporary
'Staﬂ Positions in the Financial Aid 207 728 64 139 80.8 5.3
Number of Permanent or Temporary
taff Positions in Accounting or 12.5 83.6 3.9 10.8 85.6 36
Business Office
";“"‘be' of Staff Used for Technical 231 | 745 | 24 127 | 834 | 40
upport
‘Number of Hours Developing/Modifying
Computer Programs or Systems 55.3 42.2 25 442 52.2 36
iNumber of Hours Cument StaffWork | 382 | 547 | 6. 39 | 630 | 31
IEquipment/Computers 61.4 374 12 48.6 498 1.6
[Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 42.0 520 6.0 30.8 63.3 5.9
Funds for Training 35.9 60.6 35 201 75.2 4.7
Funds for Staff Travel 375 58.8 37 20.5 73.8 57
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Table 2-7: Changes in Resources

Direct Loan Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

81

Direct Loan Institutions
1st Yr. 2nd Yr.
“Increase | -Same | Decrease | Increase Decrease
Types of Resources (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff ;
Pasitions in the Financial Aid Office 183 75.1 66 217 713 7.0
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff
Positions in unting or Busi Off 6.0 896 44 136 82.3 41
|Number of Staff Used for Technical Support 26 76.3 11 27 74.9 24
Number of Hours Developing/Modifying
Ic ¢ Prog orS 5833 423 4.4 54.0 437 23
Number of Hours Curment Staff Work 252 60.6 142 | 386 56.3 50
Equipment/Computers §3.1 469 0.0 61.5 376 09
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 315 53.1 154 44.1 823 36
|Funds for Training a7 67.8 45 356 60.7 37
Funds for Staff Trave! 30.1 66.4 35 3.9 59.0 4.0
3rd Yr. Combined
increase Same Decrease | Increase Same Decrease
Types of Resources 3 (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff .
'P e o o eporen 197 75.0 53 207 72.9 6.4
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff
Positions in unting or Busi Office 125 84.0 35 125 83.6 39
lNumber of Staff Used for Technical Support 284 68.1 35 231 74.5 24
Number of Hours Developing/Modifying 4 5
C " Prog or Systems 58.2 389 29 55.3 2.2 2.
lNurnber of Hours Current Staff Work 429 51.5 5.5 39.2 547 6.1
Equipment/Computers 64.8 31.7 35 614 374 1.2
I,Supplis (postage, copying, etc.) 417 48.2 10.1 420 52.0 6.0
Ithds for Training 37.0 60.1 29 35.9 60.6 35
IFunds for Staff Travel 39.5 576 29 375 58.8 37
20




Table 2-8: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid for
Direct Loan Institutions by Type and Contro!
Academic Year 1997-98

. Institutional Type and Control
4-Year 2-Year 4-Year 2-Year
Public Public Private Private Proprietary
Materials/Training Provided by ED _Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of permanent or temporary §ignifu=nt Decrease 3.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 2.3
staff positions related to financial aid 2 10.0 32 44 0.0 23
3 66.0 66.3 69.8 78.8 79.4
4 18.6 248 216 16.1 156
f Significant Increase 14 57 37 5.1 0.3
Number of permanent or Significant Decrease 1.9 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.2
emporary staff positions in 2 58 50 1.0 0.0 1.7
ccounting or Business Office 3 79.3 71.7 88.0 87.6 85.2
4 126 16.5 9.9 124 11.9
Significant Increase 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of staff used for technical Significant Decrease 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2
upport 2 24 1.7 1.5 0.0 1.4
l 3 66.3 65.0 716 66.2 83.3
4 26.0 293 226 222 12.8
Significant increase 4.3 4.0 4.3 11.5 1.3
‘Number of hours developing/ Significant Decrease 20 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.2
‘modifying computer programs/ 2 38 25 1.0 0.0 0.3
iprocedures 3 326 250 39.0 44.2 53.9
4 411 38.7 46.7 34.0 M4
Significant Increase 20.5 33.9 12.8 21.8 10.2
INumber of hours current staff work Significant Decrease 4.8 0.0 1.0 6.4 1.2
2 10.9 55 4.5 0.0 0.5
3 49.8 46.0 46.0 40.4 64.6
4 235 26,5 371 38.9 25.8
Significant increase 11.0 2.0 11.4 14.3 7.9
Equipment/computers Significant Decrease 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 0.0 25 0.0 0.0 1.4
3 39.9 259 33.0 27.1 422
4 398 4 37.2 4.8 41.3
Significant increase 18.8 37.2 29.9 38.0 15.0
-Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) Significant Decrease 23 08 1.9 0.0 26
) 2 7.6 48 34 6.4 1.9
3 40.8 42.7 445 57.1 63.5
4 311 325 36.3 225 285
Significant Increase 18.3 19.3 13.9 14.1 35
‘Funds for training Significant Decrease 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
2 34 25 0.5 0.0 26
3 58.0 49.2 66.2 65.2 624
4 29.1 26.6 271 284 29.8
Significant Increase 6.5 21.7 6.2 64 - 3.8
'Funds for staff travel Significant Decrease 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
2 4.3 25 0.5 0.0 26
3 54.7 40.3 61.8 59.8 65.0
4 31.0 313 319 220 26.9
Significant increase 7.0 259 57 18.2 4.1
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Table 2-9: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid
for FFEL Institutions by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Iinstitutional Type and Control

4-Year | Z-Year | &-vear 2-Year Proprietary
Public { Public | Private Private
Materials/Training Provided by ED Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of permanent or temporary Significant Decrease 29 1.7 0.8 1.4 0.3
Faﬂ positions related to financial aid 2 6.2 a0 a8 26 54
3 733 87.5 77.2 88.4 78.8
4 14.0 7.2 17.7 59 1.8
__Significant Increase 35 0.5 0.5 1.6 36
Number of permanent or temporary Significant Decrease 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.0 0.2
staff positions in the 2 35 17 29 44 . 37
IAccounting or Business Office 3 85.7 90.1 81.8 88.6 84.9
4 9.0 6.0 13.9 6.5 9.8
Significant increase 0.7 1.5 0.4 04 14
Number of staff used for technical Significant Decrease 14 1.2 0.7 04 0.0
upport 2 6.1 2.6 as 26 26
. 3 76.0 86.6 79.8 87.3 86.3
4 144 8.1 149 8.6 9.0
Significant Increase 2.1 1.6 0.9 1.0 2.1
INumber of hours developing/ Significant Decrease 1.8 0.3 1.2 0.5 0.2
ifying computer programs or 2 4.8 1.6 3.0 29 3.1
3 41.0 58.2 49.6 60.9 50.8
4 36.6 26.2 317 237 34.0
Significant increase 15.7 13.7 14.6 12.0 12.0
Number of hours current staff work Significant Decrease 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0
2 3.8 1.5 3.8 30 2.2
3 62.0 63.6 60.0 68.4 64.9
4 25.9 26.2 30.6 253 20
Significant Increase 7.7 8.1 5.2 33 10.0
FmTpmemleomputers Significant Decrease 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.0 0.7
2 11 11 0.4 0.0 26
3 49.4 §5.7 44.5 §3.7 48.2
4 40.2 27 43.2 33 334
Significant increase 9.3 10.4 11.2 14.0 14.1
ISupplies (postage, copying, etc.) Significant Decrease 1.7 0.1 0.9 04 1.0
2 7.0 3.0 7.5 5.5 32
3 57.4 65.6 60.2 704 64.8
4 251 278 25.9 19.6 26.9
. Significant Increase 8.8 35 5.5 4.1 4.1
|Funds for training Significant Decrease 1.5 14 0.5 1.5 03
2 5.6 6.0 3.0 53 1.5
3 78.1 77.9 743 75.9 721
4 127 13.7 17.8 16.2 19.7
Significant increase 2.1 1.0 44 1.1 6.4
Funds for staff travel Significant Decrease 1.8 26 1.5 26 0.5
2 7.3 5.6 3.0 5.2 22
3 76.4 76.1 72.9 75.5 70.8
4 13.4 14.5 194 16.7 20.0
Significant increase 1.1 1.3 33 0.0 6.6
Development/modification of Significant Decrease 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.5 0.9
jcomputer programs/procedures 2 39 2.0 16 14 17
-3 36.4 53.8 38.8 496 457
4 46.3 326 47.1 36.0 38.3
Significant Increase 134 11.3 11.5 12.5 13.4
22
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Table 2-10: Changes in Workload Resulting from
Implementation of the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

- All Direct Loan Institutions
. . . Decrease Same increase
Mmunkﬂhe Function (%) (%) (%)

Overall Level of Change in Workload 14.4 313 54.3
Training Financial Aid Staff 48 328 62.3
Couqseling Borrowers on Direct a9 635 127
lLending

Processing Loan Applications 23.8 36.5 398
Processing Promissory Notes 16.6 315 52.0
ICreating and Transmitting Origination

Records 10.8 355 53.6
JAdvising Borrowers on Status of Loans 18.6 504 . 31.0
[Requesting and Receiving Loan Funds 21.6 450 333
Disbursing Loan Funds to Borrowers 26.1 445 294
[Recordkeeping and Reporting 1.1 36.1 52.8
Canceling and Changing Loans 19.5 36.8 437
iCash Management 8.6 336 §7.7
Reconciliation 53 227 72.0
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Table 2-11: Changes in Workload Resulting from Implementation of the Direct Loan Program -
Direct Loan Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan institutions

Direct Loan 1st Yr.

Direct Loan 2nd Yr. Direct Loan 3rd Yr.
. . . Decrease | Same increase | Decrease Same increase | Decrease | Same increase

Administrative Function %) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) %) %)
Overall Level of Change in | 41 ¢ 37.3 32.1 12.7 299 575 10.5 36.7 52.8
\Workload
Training Financial Aid Staff|  15.3 37.9 468 41 33.5 62.4 36 29.8 66.6
Counseling Borowers on 14.1 64.9 21.0 34 63.9 326 0.0 627 37.3
Direct Lending
L’i'“?ss."‘g Loan 38.8 34.6 26.6 227 37.9 390.4 20.9 38.9 402

pplications
Processing Promissory 23.0 36.4 406 17.4 316 51.0 114 32.1 56.4
Notes
Creating and Transmitting 19.8 38.2 "42.0 10.5 36.0 53.6 7.4 37.8 54.9
Origination Records
AAdvising Borrowers on 30.2 44.0 '25.8 159 53.2 30.9 24.1 464 295
Status of Loans
Requesting and Receiving | o 477 232 21.3 433 35.5 19.9 53.3 26.8
Loan Funds
Disbursing Loan Funds to 36.5 425 21.1 234 46.0 30.6 31.9 40.3 27.8
Borrowers
Recordkeeping and 20.7 36.9 423 0.7 36.1 542 12.2 35.7 52.1
Reporting
Canceling and Changing 30.7 38.6 30.8 16.9 37.7 454 2.8 35.4 418
Loans
Cash Management 22.0 349 431 74 331 59.6 6.1 a5.6 58.3
Reconciliation 16.8 20.8 62.5 33 224 74.3 7.2 23.8 69.0
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Table 2-12: Changes in Workload Resulting From Implementation of the
Direct Loan Program
Direct Loan Institutions
by Type and Control

Academic Year 1997-98
- ] Direct Loan institutions
institutional Type and Control
4-Year 2-Year 4-Year 2-Yaar
Change-in ‘Public Public - Private Private Proprietary
Administrative Function Workload (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Overail Level of Change in Workioad Decrease 28.0 11.0 17.2 6.4 7.7
Same 230 235 266 28.9 40.2
Increase 49.1 65.5 56.2 64.7 52.1
[Training Financial Aid Staff Decrease 1"7 1.5 44 0.0 2.9
Same 238 26.5 29.6 245 412
Increase 64.5 72.0 66.0 75.5 55.9
Counseling Borrowers on Direct Lending Decrease 10.9 3.0 20 0.0 1.7
Same 574 50.0 72.8 68.5 66.0
Increase 3.7 47.0 25.2 315 323
Processing Loan Applications Decrease 40.1 27 30.1 18.2 131
Same 231 27.3 343 353 47.2
Increase 36.8 49.9 35.7 46.5 39.7
Processing Promissory Notes Decrease 239 12.0 216 135 12.0
Same 19.4 231 29.9 373 406
Increase 56.7 64.9 48.5 49.2 474
Creating and Transmitting Decrease 18.5 71 135 0.0 7.4
Origination Records Same 2.1 32.6 324 353 4.7
increase 85.4 60.3 54.1 64.7 49.9
Advising Borrowers on Status of Loans Decrease 36.8 218 209 6.4 8.0
Same 338 3.2 457 524 65.2
Increase 295 42.0 33.4 41.2 26.8
Requesting and Receming Loan Funds Decrease N3 21.2 28.3 18.0 14.0
Same | 36.9 36.6 431 575 51.9
Increase 31.9 42.1 28.6 24.5 341
Disbursing Loan Funds to Borrowers Decrease 42.7 239 21.7 18.2 18.2
Same 22 354 35.7 53.5 571
Increase 252 40.6 36.6 28.4 24.7
Recordkeeping and Reporting Decrease 176 14.4 13.9 0.0 6.0
Same 0.7 354 29.1 246 431
increase 51.7 50.3 57.1 75.4 50.8
Canceling and Changing Loans Decrease .4 231 208 2.0 1.4
Same 23.6 2.6 30.9 353 486
Increase 45.1 47.3 48.2 42.7 40.0
Cash Management Decrease 17.8 8.6 12.8 64 22
Same 298 K2R ] 217 34.2 37.8
Increase 524 56.6 59.6 59.4 59.8
Reconciliation Decrease 111 39 58 0.0 29
Same 1.7 24.4 144 128 321
Increase 77.2 71.7 79.8 87.2 64.9
V
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Table 2-13: Temporary Versus Permanent Changes in

Workload Resulting from implementation of

the Direct Loan Program

Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan institutions

Change:in 1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined

Workicad (%) (%) (%) (%)

Temporary 59 138 31.0 16.6

Permanent 84.1 862 69.0 83.4
vt 87
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Table 2-14: Software Configuration for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
by Type and Control

Academic Year 1997-98
Institutional Type and Control
4-Year Public | 2-YearPublic | 4-YearPrivate | 2-Year Private | Proprietary All
Program | ‘Software Configuration (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
EDExpress software 55.0 74.0 89.5 8s.3 56.3 65.8
Direct: Commercial software 357 275 15.1 10.5 6.7 17.3
Loan |Software developed in
X 171 7. . . .
' 26.7 0 0.0 1.9 10.1
Third-party servicer's 7
: 6.7 9. 28 54 413 213
Guaranty-agency software 61.7 45.3 64.4 4.1 299 493
Lender software 6.2 26 6.2 30 39 44
Saftware developed In
FFEL LI 374 18.3 156 16.9 9.8 17.2
Third-party servicer's
|software 18.8 11.7 116 10.1 374 18.3
lCamuemial software 28.1 219 188 126 8.6 17.5
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Table 2-15: Software Satisfaction for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

FFEL Institutions

28

Level of ED Express Commercial
Performance Area ‘Satisfaction Software | Software | Software Utilized
Overall usefuiness of software | .\ Satisfied 31.0 273 4.4
2 405 380 37.2
3 18.6 2.2 208
4 6.8 93 6.0
Very Dissatisfied 31 3.1 1.6
|Ease q;m? bty Very Satisfied 22 307 302
ms"“’“ 2 49 354 34.0
3 25 27 - 253
4 145 85 79
Very Dissatisfied 49 37 26
meﬁm Very Satisfied 292 350 343
2 404 08 346
3 18.4 246 21.8
4 9.1 7.4 6.9
Very Dissatisfied 29 25 23
vt 89




Table 3-1: Timeliness/Usefuiness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Direct Loan institutions
‘ED-Provided Materials/Training T'""G'Z')"” ““:"'%')““
Information on Direct Loan Rules and Regulations 7.1 801
| Telephone Support for Policy and Administrative Guidance 624 7.1
Direct Loan Users Guide 676 666
IPersan Assistance 621 678
Borrower Counseling Materials . 786 833
Consolidation Bookdet | 653 7no
Training Materials for Counsaiors ' 700 75
[Entrance/Exit Counseling Videos 725 70.0
[Pre-pinted Promissory Notes | . 828 s
,Rewnahauon Guide : 56.3 58.0
Loan Origination Support 606 64.9
Loan Reconditiation Support . %7 o7
Training and Technica! Support | 593 596
[Software for Administration or Reporting Functions 62.5 65.0
Videoconferences 61.0 547
BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Table 3-2: Timeliness/Usefuiness of ED/Lender/Guaranty Agency
Provided Materials and Training FFEL institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL institutions

Timeliness : Usefulness
Agency-Provided Materials and Training (E%D) l"'(::)" (":‘/3 s:) L’(‘;:’)e' g:)
Information on FFEL Program Rules and Regulations 63.6 74.8 81.8 72.2 76.8 83.1
Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance |  54.6 78.7 80.8 629 80.0 82.2
Borrower Counseling Materials 61.1 81.7 78.4 65.1 823 80.3
[Training Sessions 58.7 67.9 75.3 65.2 72.1 774
oftware for Administrative or Reporting Functions 536 68.5 76.9 60.1 713 7.5

Table 3-3: Timeliness/Usefuiness of ED Provided Materials and Training
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

— — —  — — —— — — — — ———————— .

Loan Program Participation
Timeliness Usefuiness
DL FFEL DL FFEL
: ¥ T
ED-Provided Materials.and Training (%) %) %) %)
|iInformation on Program Rules and Regulations 771 63.6 80.1 72.2
Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 65.4 54.6 711 62.9
ormower Counseling Materials 76.6 61.1 83.3 65.1
Isoﬂware for Administrative or Reporting Functions 62.5 53.6 65.0 . 60.2

o . . - -,‘ 1
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Table 3-4: Timeliness/Usefuiness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions

v 199485 1995-96 1996-97 199798
ED-Provided Timeliness { Usefulness .| Timeliness | Usefulness | Timeliness | Usefulness | Timeliness | Usefuiness
Materials/Training (%) (%) (%) (%) %) (%) (%) (%)

information on Direct '

Loan Rules and 88.8 84.3 86.3 86.6 72.3 79.7 771 80.1
Regulations

[Telephone Support for

Policy and 89.3 852 869 90.8 56.3 68.5 65.4 711
JAdministrative Guidance

Direct Loan Users Guide 89.7 85.2 873 80.8 624 66.7 67.6 66.6

in-Person Assistance 825 96.5 87.0 87.7 57.0 65.7 62.1 67.8
Borrower Counseling

Materials 75.0 93.2 91.5 93.2 68.9 85.7 76.6 83.3

raining Materials for

Counselors NA NA 91.9 888 65.8 74.1 70.0 71.5
Entrance/Exit

c ling Vid NA NA 89.4 746 71.5 723 72.5 70.0
N' e e;""""g Promissory [ gg4 98.1 936 954 83.1 89.6 828 875
Reconciliation Guide NA NA 80.7 76.0 57.0 58.7 56.3 58.0
Consolidation Bookiet NA NA 85.3 87.2 61.0 69.1 65.3 71.0
Loan Origination 939 9.5 91.9 9.8 56.5 64.2 60.6 64.9
{Support

Loan Recongiliation

ort X 40.7 515 45.7 497

ls NA NA 820 85.0

Training and Technical NA NA 84.5 822 536 61.8 59.3 596
ISupport

Software for

JAdministration or NA NA NA NA 534 55.7 62.5 65.0
Reporting Functions

Videoconferences NA NA 80.8 69.6 521 514 61.0 547
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Table 3-5: Timeliness/Usefuiness of ED Provided Materials and Training
FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

s
FFEL Institutions
‘Timeliness Usefuiness
ED-Provided Materials | 1994-95 | 199596 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1994.85 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98
and Training : (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | (%)
information on FFEL )
Program Rules and 48.8 5§34 56.3 636 65.5 60.7 66.4 72.2
Regulations
[Telephone Support for _
[Policy or Administrative 53.9 - 523 472 546 62.9 66.6 57.4 62.9
idance
B°"°n'." :; Counseling 66.3 65.1 557 61.1 682 | 708 | s84 | 651
[Training Sessions 62.2 60.1 543 58.7 67.4 65.6 61.2 65.2
re for Administrative
¢ Reporting Functions 68.5 855 472 ‘ 536 _ 68.4 69.6 50.2 _ 60.1

Table 3-6: Timeliness/Usefuiness of Lender
Provided Materials and Training FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

ﬁ
. FFEL Institutions
1. Tlmellnﬁsﬁ Usefulness
Lander-Provided Materials-and 3| -1994-95 | -1995-86 1996-97 1997-98 1994-95 1995-96 1896-97 1997-98
Tralning (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
nformation on FFEL Program Rules
nd Regulations 82.4 853 739 74.8 835 85.9 78.7 76.8
Telephone Support for Policy or 8 815
Admini ie Guidance 85.0 88.0 78.9 78.7 5.9 87.8 . 80.0
rrower Counseling Materiais 87.5 88.4 81.2 81.7 87.3 88.3 82.1 823
Training Sessions 826 83.7 68.4 67.9 82.5 83.3 72.9 7214
oftware for Administrative of 87.1 82.2 667 68.5 85.4 80.1 730 713
eporting Functions




Table 3-7: Timeliness/Usefulness of Guaranty Agency-Provided Materials and Training
FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL institutions
: Timeliness Usefuiness
‘Guaranty Agency-Provided . | 1994.95 | ~1995-96 1996-97 1897-88 1984-95 | 1995-96 1996-97 199798
Materiais and Training - (%) (%) (%) {%) (%) {%) (%) (%)
Information on FFEL Program Rules| g3, | g5 80.2 818 | 850 88.1 825 83.1
nd Regulations

[Telephone Support for Policy or 4 9

Administrative Guidance 846 88.0 82.5 80.8 86. 89. 83.5 82.2
Borrower Counseling Materials 87.6 87.8 793 78.4 87.2 87.4 80.6 80.3
[Training Sessions 84.6 86.0 75.0 58.9 84.2 83.7 776 774
[Software for Administrative or ' :

Reporting Functions 86.4 85.7 72.§ 76.8 86.5 83.9 75.7 58




Table 3-8: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED Information and Support
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities as Timely/Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions
. _ Timeliness Usefulness
ED Provided istYr. | 2ndYr. | 3rdYr.- | Combined | 1stYr | 2ndYr | 3rd Yr | Combined
Materials and Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Information on Direct Loan . :
P m fules and feguiations 79.8 76.1 80.8 771 904 79.8 80‘ 80.1
Telephone support for policy or
dministrative guidance 644 65.1 70.5 654 701 70.2 80.1 711
Direct Loan Users Guide 81.4 65.3 69.7 67.6 76.6 65.6 65.2 66.6
in-person assistance 64.2 61 64.8 62.1 69.9 66.2 79.1 67.8
Borrower counseling materials 81.8 75.6 78.6 76.6 827 827 872 83.3
Consolidation bookiet 64.7 66.2 624 65.3 68.6 74 63.7 7
Training materiats for
lors 75.8 69.7 68.9 70 76.8 69.7 76.9 715
E.ml noe/exit counseling 73 | n2 | m2 725 56.1 n | 778 70
[Preprinted promissory notes 85.8 827 812 828 91.2 88.3 83.2 87.5
|Recondiliation guide 703 544 57.3 56.3 73.8 57 §5.9 58
|Loan ongination support 64.2 532 62.6 60.6 66.2 63.3 714 64.9
FLoan recongiliation support 476 437 55.7 4.7 51 46.7 61.5 49.7
[Traming and technical support 66.6 562 66 59.3 69.3 58.5 61.5 §9.6
[Software for administrationor | 53 | 537 | 786 625 & | e8 | 77 65
reporting functions
Videoconferences 70 598 664 61 59.9 52.3 71.9 547

34

U 95




Table 3-9: Satisfaction with Timeliness/Usefuiness

of ED's Information and Support

Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating information/Support Satisfactory)

DL Satistaction -
, 100% . ‘Mixed
ED-Provided Tmllliness Usofylnm. Tlms_lineas _'.Usafglnm
Materiale/Training (%) {%) (%) %)
’m:;:;:"’d LoanRules | 274 816 757 76.8
m&%g&mw and| 699 737 55.7 65.6
Direct Loan Users Guide 720 68.1 58.4 63.6
in-Person Assistance 67.2 7.7 827 60.9
lpomower Counseling Materials 784 &6 728 84.9
Consolidation Booklet 66.9 715 61.9 70.0
Training Materials for Counselors | 72.0 71.0 66.0 725
Entrance/Exit Counsefing Videos |  76.4 69.1 64.3 721
Pre-printed Promissory Notes 86.0 896 76.0 83.1
Recondiliation Guide 606 61.0 468 514
Loan Ongmanon Support 628 66.1 556 62.1
Loan Reconciliation Support 505 53.2 383 421
Training and Technical Support | ~ 64.2 64.6 486 489
FSF oftware for &f’;":‘mm or 646 702 57.8 53.1
\ideoconferences 626 58.1 57.1 45.1

N
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Table 3-10: Frequency of Communications with Servicers

Regarding Loan Repayment and Consolidation
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan FFEL
Loan Consolidation/ "Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom | Never | Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom | Never
Repayment Activities (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Refer borrowers to servicer(s) for
loan repayment information 325 418 17 8.6 27.0 47.9 17.5 7.6
nd/or materials '
Contact servicer directly to obtain
E’" repayment formJinformation 20.2 51.7 178 10.3 28.7 48.3 16.7 6.2
Intervene with servicer(s) at the
uest of borrowers regarding 114 422 298 16.5 16.8 46.2 281 8.8
n repayment issues
efer borrowers to loan
origination center/servicer for
lidation information and/or 31.4 339 18.0 15.8 19.1 37.3 25.2 18.4
materials
Contact loan origination
jcenter/servicer directly to obtain 10.4 31.5 33.0 25.1 7.5 28.9 36.0 27.7
lfonnsrmfomﬁon
Intervene with loan origination
rvicer at the request of 6.9 30.4 30.9 31.8 54 26.0 355 33.2
rowers

Table 3-11: Satisfaction with Communications with Servicers

by Loan

Concerning Loan Repayment and Consolidation

Program

Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Communications Satisfactory)

Loan Program Participation
. .DL FFEL All
Type-of-Communications %) (%) (%)
Loan Repayment 61.6 73.5 70.8
In-School Consolidation 48.2 59.6 56.6
Out-of-School Consolidation 44.3 59.5 55.8
6., 97
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Table 3-12 ;: Satisfaction with Communications with Servicers
Concemning Loan Repayment and Consolidation
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
- .Direct Loan institutions .~ - FFEL Institutions
] Levelof [795495] 198506 199607 | 1957-68| 1994-05]:1995-06 | 199667 | 19978
Type of Communicatiors | Satistaction | 1) | ) [ & | o0 | o [ 0 | % | o0
VerySatisfed] NA | 334 | 315 | 218 | Na NA | 467 | 302
2 NA | 418 | 388 | 308 Na | 380 | 433
Loan Repayment 3 NA 205 257 314 NA NA 132 20
4 NA 30 33 | 49 NA NA 13 31
Very
D NA 13 0.7 20 NA NA 0.7 14
VerySatisfed| MA | 210 | 217 | 166 | Na | Na | 34 | 215
2 Ma | 227 | 300 | 315 | ma | ma | 387 | 381
|in-Schoot Consolidation 3 NA | 264 | 295 | 363 | N Na | 22 | 325
4 NA 96 66 9.1 NA NA 19 49
Very
Disstih Na | 103 | 32 6.4 NA na | o8 3.4
VerySatisfied] NA | 243 | 23 | 132 | Na Na | 368 | 216
2 NA | 383 | 387 | 311 | wa Na | 385 | a3re
Out-of-Schoo! Consolidation 3 NA | 252 | 257 | 402 | ma NA | 218 | 308
4 NA 77 54 | 87 NA NA 19 64
Very
5 ced : : 1.0 :
| Ver NA 46 78 6.9 NA NA 33
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Table 3-13: Satisfaction with Communications with Servicers
DL and FFEL Institutions
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutional Type and Contro!
Level of 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private | 2-Year Private Proprietary
Program | Communication | Satisfaction- (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
‘ Very Satisfied 174 12.8 16.8 11.9 29.9
2 457 42.1 425 65.7 331
Loan Repayment 3 30.7 43.1 327 24 28.3
4 55 20 _ 5.8 0.0 53
Very Dissatisfied 07 0.0 2.1 0.0 34
Very Satisfied 94 5.9 1.7 17.9 26.2
In-school 2 336 445 273 484 28.3
Direct |Direct Loan 3 41.1 358 403 1.2 328
Loan |Consolidation 4 1.6 10.8 129 0.0 58
Very Dissatisfied 43 3.0 7.8 25 6.9
Very Satisfied 76 4.2 114 0.0 209
Out-of-school 2 385 339 2.8 60.3 26.8
Direct Loan 3 351 522 429 25.7 39.1
Consolidation 4 122 5.5 11.1 0.0 6.2
Very Dissatisfied 6.6 42 7.8 14.0 6.9
Very Satisfied 365 28.7 305 28.0 295
2 447 443 458 48.0 369
Loan Repayment 3 17.7 443 21.1 20.9 249
4 0.7 3.0 20 25 58
Very Dissatisfied]| 04 15 0.7 0.6 29
Very Satisfied 231 19.5 20.4 237 233
g tul IR I N - I O -+
idation . ' ) . !
4 29 54 30 43 8.1
Very Dissatisfied 05 3.0 23 1.1 6.2
Very Satisfied 21.4 25 20.8 18.0 233
Outeo! FFEL 2 432 362 41.0 402 31.3
Consolidati sdt '9°n°' 3 319 kv X] 315 326 272
4 30 6.3 4.0 75 114
Very Dissatisfied 04 25 27 17 6.7




Table 3-14: Satisfaction with Communications and
Support Received from ED Loan Origination Center
and ED Loan Servicer
Direct Loan institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
with Communications/ ED Loan
Support Origination Center| ED Loan Servicer

Very Satisfied 24.7 21.7

2 348 412

3 25.0 25.3

4 11.7 10.1

Very Dissatisfied 39 18

Table 3-15: Satisfaction with Communications and
Support from Loan Servicers By Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Particpation |

Level of Satisfaction &':) FF(,E (‘,:"')
Very Satisfied 216 31.9 29.3

2 412 44.0 433

3 253 20.0 21.3

4 10.1 3.0 4.8

Very Dissatisfied 1.8 1.2 13

Q 39 ].OO




Table 3-16: Level of Satisfaction with Servicer(s) by Type and Control
FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

—_—
Institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private 2-Year Private Proprietary Combined

Satistaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 34.5 31.0 325 341 30.2 31.8

2 48.8 434 46.8 347 424 44.0

3 121 216 17.2 293 21.7 20.0

4 42 27 27 20 36 3.0

Very Dissatisfied 0.3 1.3 0.7 1.0 2.1 1.2

-+ 101
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Table 3-17: Satisfaction with Support from
Loan Origination Center

Exclusively Direct Loan and Mixed Program Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

—
Direct Loan Institutions
Level of 100% Mixed
Satisfaction (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 29.5 143 -

2 334 377

3 223 310

4 108 137

Very Dissatisfied 4.1 34

Table 3-18: Satisfaction with Support from Servicer
Exclusively Direct Loan and Mixed Program Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
___——______—_____

Direct Loan Institutions
Level-of 100% ‘Mixed

Satisfaction (%) (%)

Very Satisfied 26.8 10.7

2 387 444

3 24.2 276

4 8.3 13.8

Very Dissatisfied 1.0 35
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Table 3-19: Overall Level of Communications and Support
Provided by ED Loan Origination Center and Servicer
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

- Direct Loan Institutions
Leve! of ED Loan Origination Center ED Servicer
Support/Communication (%) - (%)
Better than 1996-1997 338 26.9
JAbout the Same 424 60.7
Worse than 1996-1997 23.8 124

Table 3-20: Relative Satisfaction with Communications and Support
Provided by Servicer
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
Servicer
Level of FFEL Servicer ED Servicer
Support/Communication (%) (%)
IBetter than 1996-1997 30.1 26.9
JAbout the same 66.7 60.7
I\i\lorse than 1996-1997 3.2 124
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Table 3-21: Possibie interactions with ED's Loan
Origination Center
' Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Selecting Interaction
As One of the Two Most/Least Satisfying)

———______——_—_—___—'

Direct Loan Institutions
Most Least
Type of interaction Satisfied Satisfied
(%) (%)
Loan origination 79.4 6.1
Esﬁm&n and drawdown 326 84
| oan changes and canceliations 273 35.0
econciliation 6.6 67.8
Processing deferments 7.8 12.8
Loan Servicing 213 . 16.7
isscns 13.6 356
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Table 3-22: Contact
with CAM Regional Office

Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
——————————
Contact with CAM Direct Loan Institution-
Regional Office (%)
iYes . 735
lNo - 265
Table 3-23: Initiators of Contact

with CAM Regional Office

Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
e ——
initiators of Contact with | Direct Loan Institution.
CAMTRagional Offico (%)
Institution 318
Regional Office 14.1
Both the institution and the 54.0
ional Office




Table 3-24: Level of Contact with Regional Office CAMs
Direct Loan institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL institutions
I y 199495 | 199586 | 199697 199798
Lovilofinteraction {- o) | (%) T )
IEmns’ve interaction NA 186 238 18.4
ISure'ntemdion NA 629 529 53.1
Very iittle interaction NA 185 232 285
BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Table 3-25: Contact with ED Regional Office
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Direct Loan institutions
Type of Contact Tnn:::;m : u”?,"";m
raining Received at the Regional Office( or :
Et a designated facility) 771 783
raining/Guidance Delivered by Account 76.1 793
Managers at your Institution ’ ’

-| Handling Questions Regarding Direct Loan 78.7 79.4
Policy ) )
lEmmncelExit Counseling Issues 70.8 717
,Requests for ED-Provided Materials 76.7 79.8
{Questions/issues Regarding Computer 68.7 638
ystems Design or implementation ) .

tions/Issues Regarding Loan
Origination 73.0 72.9
Questions/issues Regarding Disbursement
nd/or Refunding of Excess Funds to 68.6 67.5
orrowers
nciliation issues 59.7 616
ient Account Manager's liaison with
rvicer, loan originator contractor, or 76.2 714
oftware contractor
LN °
BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Table 3-26: Satisfaction with Client Account Manager's
Knowledge of Financial Aid Policies and Procedures
.Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

All Direct Loan
. N Institutions

Level Of Satisfaction (%)
Very Satisfied 44.8
2 322
3 19.1
4 : 30
Very Dissatisfied 0.9
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Table 3-27: Knowledge of CAMs by Region

Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

Level of Satisfaction

‘Region | Very Satisfied | 2 3 4 | Very Dissatisfied
Region 1 Boston, MA 57.2 35.1 77 0.0 0.0
IRegion 2 New York, NY 37.8 26.0 315 36 1.2
lnagion 3 Philadelphia, PA 293 488 16.2 38 - 19
'ngion 4 Atanta, GA 349 36.0 25.0 20 21
'Ragion 5 Chicago, IL 354 365 238 23 21
,Region 6 Dallas, TX 46.0 272 | 157 1.1 0.0
lRegion 7 Kansas City, KS §5.4 288 147 11 0.0
{Region 8 Denver, CO 66.5 131 204 0.0 0.0
lnpgion 9 San Francisco, CA 54.1 278 15.1 3.1 0.0
l?gion 10 Seattle, WA 437 448 30 85 0.0
IDon‘t Know/Not Sure 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
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Table 4-1: Future Status/Plans for Participation

in the Direct Loan Program
FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

e

FFEL Institutions
Plans/Status for Participation in the Direct Loan Program (%)
Currently participating in the Direct Loan program 9.1
institution originated Direct Loans in a previous academic year but 17
no longer participates )
Institution has been seiected for participation in the Direct Loan 5.1
Program but has yet to originate a Direct Loan )
\MWas accepted into Direct Loan Program but chose not to participate 8.3
JApplied for Year 5 of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted 05
jor pending - :
Will be applying for Year 6 of the Direct Loan Program 1.0
Appliwtion for Direct Loan Program rejected 05
- 73.8

lNot planning to apply for Direct Loan Program

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Table 4-2: Future Status/ Plans for Participation in the Direct Loan Program

FFEL Institutions

By Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
Future Status/Plans for Institutional Type and.Control
Participation in Direct 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private] 2-Year Private Proprietary
Loan Program (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

insttution originated Direct Loans in
previous academnic year but no longer 1.7 0.7 04 0.9 87
participates
Institution has been selected for

rticipation but has yet to originate 59 22 25 31 207
|institution was accepted into Direct
Loan Program but chose not to 14.0 6.7 69 4.3 125
marticipate
Applied for Year 5 of the Direct Loan
[Program; application accepted or 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.5 1.7
pending

ill be Applying for Year 6 of the Direct 34 11 13 0.0 15

n Program

JApplication for Direct Loan Program

. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 29
rejected
Not planning to apply for Direct Loan 743 89.0 888 90.7 51.9

ram
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Table 4-3: Direct Loan PLUS Participation
by Direct Loan Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

ﬁ
o Direct Loan Institutions

Loan Program Participation

Participation in 1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
DL PLUS Program (%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes 80.6 78.8 83.5 79.9
No 94 212 16.5 20.1

Table 4-4: FFEL PLUS Participation by Type and Control

Academic Year 1997-98
. .
institutiona! Type and Control :
Participation in FFEL | 4-Year Public'| 2-Year Public |4-Year Private| 2-Year Private Propristary All
PLUS Program (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes 91.1 69.4 77.8 722 854 78.3
No 8.9 30.6 22 27.8 14.6 21.7
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 4-5: Direct Loan PLUS Participation by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

e ————————————————————————————————————————————
e —— ——————

Institutiona! Type and Control

Participation in ‘| 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private]| 2-Year Private Proprietary All
DL PLUS Program (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
85.8 63.4 82.1 65.2 81.7 79.9
Yes
No 14.2 36.6 17.9 34.8 18.3 20.1
s SN R .o E
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Table 4-6: Factors Influencing the Decision to Offer Direct Loans Exclusively
Direct Loan Institutions by Cohort '

53

oy

114

Academic Year 1997-98
Direct Loan Institutions
Factors Influencing -
Decision to be Exclusively 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
. Direct Loan Importance (%) (%) (%) (%)
Did not want to confuse borrowers
Very important 71.4 727 61.8 70.7
offering two loan programs. e .

Somewhat important 243 219 30.1 233

Not at all important 44 54 8.1 59

inistering two programs hid )
smuttaneously. Somewhat important 17.3 134 17.1 14.3
Not at all important 0.0 4.0 96 4.4

Did not want to continue to

Very important 64.8 41.3 425

minister the FFEL Program. e 322 z
Somewnhat important 21.0 23 344 31.7
Not at all important 14.2 264 334 25.7
Wanted to avoid cash management Wi Ve 9

o) ) with the FFEL ‘ery important 456 38 349 39,
{Program Somewhat important 26.8 29.8 333 30.3
Not at all important 276 30.5 318 30.6
Wanted to avoid uncertainty of Vi nt 255 274 291 26.7

articipation in FFEL ‘ery importa X . . .
Somewhat important 186 - 265 35.6 276
Not at all mportant 55.8 46.1 354 456

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



>

Table 4-7: Factors Influencing the Decision to Participate in Both

Direct Loan and FFEL Programs
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan-and FFEL Institutions
Factors Influencing '
Decision to Participate in Both 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
in Both Programs Iimportance (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very important 79.7 520 75.3 59.6
Did not want to confuse borrowers .
rmo already had FFEL loans Somewhat important 0.0 30.3 231 274
Not at all important 20.3 17.7 1.7 13.0
nted to delay full commitment Very important 251 30.7 424 4.1
il the Department of Education .
has gained rience with the new Somewhat important 133 33.8 417 R4
program Not at all important 61.5 355 15.9 R4
Very important 118 . 334 56.3 415
Wanted to leam how to impiement
program with a contro! group Somewhat important §0.8 358 246 311
committing all borrowers
Not at all important 374 30.8 19.1 274
Very important 216 625 58.1 577
to maintain relationships .
lender(s) and/or guarantor(s) Somewhat important §9.5 26.7 31.1 320
Not at all important 190 10.8 10.8 10.3
Very important 0.0 538 25 45.1
to keep )
professional students in | Somewhat important 0.0 135 0.0 10.6
FFEL program
Not at all important 100.0 328 775 444
Very important 0.0 36.2 314 3.8
Wanted to keep FFEL PLUS Somewhat important 30.7 - 340 419 339
Not at all important 69.3 298 26.7 29.3
P ]
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Table 4-8: Composition of
Mixed Program Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Participation in Both
Direct Loan Loan Programs
Cohort (%)
st Yr. 33
2nd Yr. 66.6
3rd Yr. 235
4th Yr. 6.6

Table 4-9: Composition of Mixed Program Institutions

by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98
Mixed Program institutions
_ Institutional Type and Control
{&Year Public|2-Year Public|[4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1.1 8.9 145 1.3 64.2

e ey - BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Table 4-10: Institutions with Mixed Program Participation
Types of Loans Originated
Academic Year 1997-98

~ | Directloan |
Institutions
Loan Program Loan Type(s) ) (%)
' Offers FFEL Plus Loans Only 64
FFEL Loans Offered g;f;rs FFEL Stafford Loans 2 0‘5-
Offers FFEL Plus Loans and 73.1
FFEL Stafford Loans )
Ofters Direct Loan Pius Loans
1.6
Only
) Offers Direct Loan Stafford
Direct Loans Offered Loans Only 264

Offers Direct Loan Plus Loans

and Direct Loan Stafford Loans 7

Table 4-11: Composition of Direct Loan Institutions'
Program Participation
Academic Years 1996-97, 1997-98

A ]
Loan Program Participation
199687 ___ 199788
100% | . Moxed 100% | Mixed
> %) % (%)
63.4 36.6 68.1 , 319
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 4-12: Future Plans for Program Participation
Mixed Program Institutions
by Type and Control

Academic Year 1997-98
1——__—_—_——_—___——————_7
Direct Loan and FFEL institutions
‘ : institutional Type and Control
4-Year Public| 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary All
‘ Future Plans (%) (%) (%) %) (%) (%) |
Pian to continue to oniginate FFEL
Staffords and FFEL PLUS loans 26.0 68.2 48.2 545 69.6 61.7
Pian to continue to onginate FFEL| 5 4 172 67 0.0 0.0 47
PLUS only
Pian to continue to oniginate FFEL
Staffords only 6.6 0.0 58 455 8.1 7.2
Pian to switch to exclusively Direct
L oan some time in the f 204 34 17.8 0.0 10.6 119
Don't Know/ Not Sure 26;6 112 21.6 0.0 117 146
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Guide to Interpreting the Tables

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

The tables themselves are weighted so that generalizations to the entire population of institutions
are possible. In addition, the tables are of two types; those describing the 1997-98 academic year
and those longitudinal tables summarizing the last four academic years. It should be noted that
several of the numbers presented in the longitudinal tables for 1997-98 differ slightly from those
presented in the 1997-98 tables. These slight differences are due to the modification of weights
utilized in the longitudinal analysis. Although the differences are slight, interested readers are
referred to the survey methodology section in Appendix E of this volume for a complete
explanation of the weighting methodology used in our analysis.
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Table 1-1: Overall Level of Satisfaction by Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan-
. . 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined FFEL Al
Level of Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 412 282 26.7 28.3 39.0 36.3
2 418 425 436 429 453 447
3 8.9 18.6 16.2 16.9 131 141
4 5.9 76 10.5 8.5 1.3 31
Very Dissatisfied 22 31 29 34 1.3 1.8
Table 1- 2 : Overall Satisfaction for All Institutions
by Financial Aid Structure
Academic Year 1997-98
Level of Satisfaction
. Very Very
Financial Aid Office Structurle Satisfied 2 3 4 Di isfied
A single Financial Aid Office
rves a single campus, branch, or 37.3 431 15.2 28 1.8
choo!
separate Financial Aid Office
rves each campus, branch, or 258 549 131 4.3 19
chool within the institution
single Financia! Aid Office
rves multiple campuses,
branches, or schools within the 374 46.2 10.8 37 19
institution
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Table 1- 3 : Overall Satisfaction for All Institutions
by Computer System
Academic Year 1997-98

Level of Satisfaction
~ Very , Very
Computer System Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
Mainframe system only 33.0 418 212 3.0 1.0
Mainframe to personal computer 374 472 15 34 06
ith interface ’ ’ ’ ’ ’
Independent mainframe and 325 52.0 12.3 29 04
rsonal computers
Personal computers only ) 36.6 416 154 3.0 34
No computer system used; all 426 304 206 23 41
[manual processing
Table 1- 4: Overall Satisfaction for All Institutions
Direct Loan and FFEL Programs
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private] 2-Year Private Proprietary
Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 392 332 37.4 383 3558
2 447 47.7 47.7 416 "40.1
3 11.8 166 12.0 16.3 14.6
4 29 16 2.0 2.9 5.4
Very Dissatisfied 1.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 4.1




Table 1-5: Overall Level of Satisfaction

Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
by Institutional Type and Control

Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private | 2-Year Private | Proprietary
Program Satisfaction | (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 36.5 223 18.6 29.7 30.5
2 40.3 437 53.9 429 38.8
Direct
Loal
" 3 157 26.0 17.5 171 14.5
4 5.0 6.2 71 64 11.7
Very Dissatisfied 2.5 1.7 29 38 46
Very Satisfied 41.1 351 412 39.1 38.9
2 479 484 46.5 41.5 40.9
FFEL 3 9.0 15.0 10.9 16.2 14.7
4 1.4 0.8 1.0 26 1.7
Very Dissatisfied 0.7 06 04 0.5 38
Q B
3 o 132

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 1- 6 : Overall Program Satisfaction for FFEL Institutions
by Computer System
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
Level of Satisfaction
Very Very
Computer System Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied

lMainframe system only 439 38.5 16.4 1.2 0.0
Mainframe to personal computer 1

lwith interface 39.1 487 08 1.2 0.3
llndependent mainframe and 345 50.1 12.2 30 0.2
personal computers

Personal computers only, 383 416 16.2 1.6 23
I':O computer system used; al 426 205 | 216 23 41

anual processing

Table 1-7: Overall Program Satisfaction for FFEL Institutions by

Software Configuration
Academic Year 1997-98
—_—
" FFEL Institutions
Level of Satisfaction
. Very Very
Current Software Configuration | - satisfied 2 3 4  |Dissatisfied
Guaranty-agency software 388 497 10.2 1.2 0.2
Lender software 471 39.1 103 22 13
Softeware developed in house 324 47.3 178 1.8 0.7
Third-party servicer's software 39.9 413 156 16 16
Commercial software 359 46.6 15.1 14 1.0




Table 1- 8 : Overall FFEL Program Satisfaction
by Number of Lenders
Academic Year 1997-98

ﬁ Institutions
: Number of Lenders
Level of Satisfaction 1-2 35 6-10 11-20 20+
Very Satisfied 328 40.3 36.7 434 349

2 46.7 42.7 49.7 456 49.3

3 16.6 13.6 12.7 8.0 13.9

4 12 2.6 0.7 22 14

Very Dissatisfied 27 0.7 0.2 0.9 0.5




to Participate in the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Table 1-9 : Overall FFEL Program Satisfaction by Plans

Direct Loan Participation Plans

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Originated
Previously/ | Selected/ | Accepted
Leve! of Currently No Longer Yetto |ButDid Not| Application Apph Application | Will Not
Satisfaction | Participating | Participates | Originate | Participate [ Pending |Wil APPlY| poiocted Apply
Very Satisfied 315 40.0 36.3 39.1 125 29.2 16.7 388
2 426 53.3 49.5 47.7 25.0 37.5 66.7 46.9
3 216 6.7 11.0 80 375 333 0.0 12.6
4 3.7 0.0 22 1.3 25.0 0.0 0.0 1.3
Very 0.6 0.0 1.1 40 0.0 0.0 16.7 05
Dissatisfied ’ ) ) ’ )
. ~
v" . ]_ d‘5
6




Table 1-10: Level of Origination in
the Direct Loan Program '
Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
Direct Loan Institutions
Leve! of Origination | (%)
248
Option 1
) 67.2
1Option 2
jOption 3 8.0

Table 1-11 : Overall Direct Loan Program Satisfaction
by Financial Aid Structure

Academic Year 1997-98
Direct Loan institutions
Level of Satisfaction
Very Very
Financial Aid Office Structure Satisfied 2 3 4 D isfied
single Financial Aid Office .
rves a single campus, branch, or 30.9 43.8 15.3 6.7 34
0ol
separate Financial Aid Office _
rves each campus, branch, or 15.2 45.5 216 126 51
ool within the institution
single Financial Aid Office
rves multiple campuses, '
ranches, or schools within the 26.2 383 20.4 12.7 25
institution
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Table 1-12: Overall Satisfaction by Loan Program
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, and 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan

Academic Leve! of 1stYr. 2ndYr. | 3rd Yr. | Combined FFEL All
Year Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 62.9 - 62.9 26.5 274
2 276 : 27.6 41.3 40.9
1994-95 3 6.3 NA NA 6.3 232 228
4 21 | 21 71 7.0

Very Dissatisfied 1.1 1.1 20 20
Very Satisfied 61.2 436 456 36.9 38.6
2 26.5 39.0 376 423 414
1995-96 3 6.0 12.2 NA 1.4 156 | 148
4 53 22 25 42 38

Very Dissatisfied 1.0 3.1 2.8 1.1 14
Very Satisfied 387 238 19.2 243 37.1 339
2 35.4 36.1 54.8 395 455 | 440
1996-97 3 16.0 267 19.3 243 14.0 16.5
4 - 64 .| 108 6.1 9.5 27 4.4

Very Dissatisfied 36 27 0.6 24 0.8 1.2
Very Satisfied 412 28.2 26.6 283 39.0 36.3
2 418 425 43.0 42.9 453 447

1997-98 3 8.9 18.6 16.2 16.3 13.1 14.1
4 5.9 76 10.5 8.5 1.3 3.1

Very Dissatisfied 22 31 29 34 1.3 1.8

:? : ..q.” g ‘;,,A‘, \
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Table 1-13: Current vs. Prior Satisfaction by Loan Program
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
. . 1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. | Combined FFEL All
Level of Satisfaction %) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Increased 34.1 30.2 492 340 | 245 26.9
Remained the Same 47.9 53.6 42.9 51.0 72.9 67.5
Decreased 18.0 16.2 7.9 15.0 2.7 57 -

Q | ]1.33
ERIC 9
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Table 1-14: Overall Satisfaction with Direct Loan and
- FFEL Program by Level of Participation
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Satisfaction " DL Satisfaction
100% Mixed 100% Mixed
Level of Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 39.0 33.1 339 16.1
2 45.3 39.3 46.5 35.2
3 13.1 - 223 12.5 26.4
. . ’ 4, .
4 1.3 5.0 8 16.5
Very Dissatisfied 13.. : 03 23 . 5.9

vi 139
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Table 1-15: Changes in FFEL Participation Among

Direct Loan Institutions Administering Both Programs
Academic Years 1996-97, 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

Participating in FFEL

Level 1996-97 1997-98
FFEL Program Administration | of Change (%) (%)
Student's access to loans Improved 23.1 36.4
Same 75.2 61.4
Worsened 1.7 2.3
Ease of administration of FFEL Improved 40.8 40.9
Same 58.3 56.8
Worsened 09 22
Service from banks/guaranty Improved 56.5 65.7
agencies Same 411 335
Worsened 23 0.8
Service from loan servicers/ Improved 442 419
collection agencies Same 51.9 §6.3
Worsened 3.9 19
Service from your third-party or  {improved 338 27.6
privately contracted servicers Same 63.8 70.5
Worsened 2.3 1.9

11
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Table 1-16: Characteristics of the Direct Loan and FFEL Loan Programs

All Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

Characteristics of the Direct Loan/ FFEL Loan Agree Disagree

Program (%) (%)

[Borrowers are served well through the loan program. 944 56

[The loan program is simple to administer. 735 26.5

The loan program is secure. 83.9 16.1

The availability of loan funds is predictable in the loan -

{program. 914 8.6

[The loan program is cost-effective to administer. 83.7 16.3

[The loan program utilizes advanced technology. 90.5 95

[The flexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to

|borrowers. 94.8 5.2

cus 141
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Table 1-17 : Characteristics of the Direct Loan Program
By Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions
1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rdYr. Combined
Characteristics of the Direct Loan| Agree Disagree | Agree | Disagree Agree Disagree | Agree | Disagree
Program - (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Borrowers are served well through
the Direct Loan Program. 95.4 46 87.7 123 92.4 76 884 116
The Direct Loan Program is simple to | - 45 ¢ 215 63.9 36.1 64.5 355 64.9 351

dminister. _
The Direct Loan Program is secure. 76.0 24.0 66.3 337 ‘ 76.7 23.3 69.1 30.9
The availability of toan funds is
predictable in the Direct Loan 826 17.4 86.0 14.0 86.9 13.1 86.0 14.0
Program.
The Direct Loan Program is cost- 84.0 16.0 707 203 80.8 19.2 733 26.7
Ieffectuve to administer,

e Direct Loan Program utilizes

dvanced technology. 86.8 13.2 88.4 116 90.9 9.1 89.0 1.0
[The flexibility of loan repayment
options is beneficial to bo s, 100.0 0.0 . 96.8 3.2 96.6 34 97.2 28

,El{llC 13 142




Table 1-18 : Characteristics of the FFEL Program

Academic Year 1997-98
FFEL Institutions
Characteristics of the FFEL Loan Program Agoree . Disagree

(%) (%)
Borrowers are served well through the FFEL Program.

96.4 3.6
[The FFEL Program is simple to administer.

rogram is simpie fo admin: 76.4 236

[The FFEL is secure.

e FFEL Program is secu 867 1.3
[The availability of loan funds is predictable in the FFEL
Program. 93.2 6.8
The FFELProgram is cost-effective to administer.

e ogram is cos' minister 872 128
[The FFEL Program utilizes advanced technology. 910 90
The fiexibility of loan repayment options is beneficial to
borrowers. : 94.0 6.0

Q R ]. 4 3
ERIC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 2-1: Level of Effort Associated with Loan Program Administration
by Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan

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

Level of Effort (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Very Easy 18.7 9.4 4.8 9.2 71 7.6

Relatively Easy 459 354 416 376 37.4 37.4

IIModerate Effort 206 304 32.9 29.6 30.6 30.4

Relatively Labor 114 | 160 | 196 16.5 208 | 198
Intensive

F/ery LLabor Intensive 3.4 8.6 1.2 7.2 4.0 4.8

o oL 144
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Table 2-2: Level of Effort Associated with Program Administration
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutional Type and Control
_ 4-Year Public{ 2-Year Public|4-Year Private| 2-Year Private Proprietary
Program | Level of Effort (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Easy 113 6.3 6.3 54 106
i 439 25.3 39.8 35.1 .
Direct Relatively Easy 37.2
kean | ioderate Effort 24.1 260 | 325 19.2 325
Relatively Labor 15.4 26.6 12.9 26.1 15.2
Intensive
very Labor 54 15.7 8.4 14.3 45
Intensive
Very Easy 51 54 4.4 10.6 1 2..1
Relatively Easy %1 | 321 412 38.0 37.9
FFEL [Moderate Effort 28.8 32.2 27.5 30.9 339
Relatively Labor 233 24.0 245 15.8 13.8
Intensive
Very Labor 66 63 24 48 22
Intensive

Table 2-3: Level of Effort Associated With Loan Program Administration
Institutions Rating Level of Effort as Very Easy or Relatively Easy
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions FFEL Institutions

Level of Effort | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-07 | 1097-08 | 1994-05 [ 199596 | 1996.97 | 199798
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

ol ) 290 | 364 | 407 | 445
[l;elaﬁvely Easy| 07 59.9 476 | 467

.f;A_U1\6 145




Table 2-4: Satisfaction with Loan Program Administration Activities
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan
Types of Activities 1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. | Combined FFEL All
P (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
IKeeping Up With Regulations 97.9 93.7 95.9 93.6 90.4 91.2
nswering General Questions
out Loans and Financial 95.4 954 98.1 95.5 97.9 - 973
id
Counseling in-School 95.1 95.5 87.2 94.2 94.5 94.4
Borrowers
Processing Loan Applications 92.9 92.8 94.5 921 95.0 94.3
Requesting and Receiving 975 | . 922 94.7 926 95.7 94.9
Loan'Funds
Disbursing of Loan Funds 97.4 93.1 99.3 941 90.9 91.7
Refunding Excess Loan 936 809 | 86.1 88.5 88.5 88.5
Funds to Borrowers
Reconciliation/Financial
Monitoring and Reporting 66.0 51.7 57.2 542 88.7 80.0
ransmitting Data 94.2 89.2 93.1 89.9 91.9 914
Recordkeeping and Reporting |, 733 65.4 716 755 746
of Student Information
sisting Out-of-School 83.3 84.1 86.0 84.8 84.3 844
Borrowers

170 7 » 1@6




Table 2-5: Satisfaction with Loan Program Administration Activities
by Loan Program -

Academic Years 1994-95, 1997-98

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

o

Direct Loan Institutions FFEL Institutions
1994-95 1997-98 1994-95 I 1997-98

Types of Activities (%) (%) (%) (%)
Keeping Up With Regulations 934 93.6 58.9 90.4
lAnswering General Questions
About Loans and Financial Aid 97.0 93 89.8 97.8
Counseling in-School Borrowers 94.6 94.2 873 94.5
Processing Loan Applications NA 92.1 84.9 95.0
Requesting and Receiving Loan 88.2 926 85.2 957
Funds
Disbursing Loan Funds 86.8 4.1 78.6 90.9
Refundit\g Excess Loan Funds to 817 885 733 88,5
Borrowers
Performing Reconciliation/Financial
Monitoring and Reporting 78.9 54.2 78.1 88.6
[Transmitting Data NA 89.9 NA 91.9
Recordkeeping and Reporting of
Student Information 409 716 69.5 755
IAssisting Out-of-School Borrowers 429 848 67.7 843
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Table 2-6: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid
for Direct'Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation

Direct Loan FFEL
Types of Resources Increase | Same |Decrease| Increase | Same |Decrease]

ype %) | ) | (%) %) | %) | %)
|Number of Permanent or Temporary .
Staff Positions in the Financial Aid 207 729 64 138 808 5.3
Number of Permanent oroemporary
Staff Positions in Accounting or 12.5 -83.6 3.9 108 | 856 36
Business Office
Number of Staff Used for Techmca! 231 745 24 127 834 40
Support :
[Number of Hours Developing/Modifying . A _
Computer Programs or Systems 55.3 . 42.2 25 442 52.2 36
Numiber of Hours Current StaffWork | 392 | 547 | 61 | 339 | 630 [ 31
Equipment/Computers 614 374 1.2 48.6 498 1.6
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 420 52.0 6.0 30.8 63.3 59
Funds for Training : 35.9 60.6 35 201 75.2 47
lFunds for Staff Travel 375 58.8 37 20.5 73.8 5.7

Q | _ . L }_4%
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Table 2-7: Changes in Resources
Direct Loan Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions
1st Yr. 2nd Yr.
Increase | Same | Decrease | Increase | Same | Decrease

Types of Resources . (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff
Positions in the Financial Aid Office 183 751 66 27 73 70
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff
Positions in Accounting or Business Office 6.0 89.6 44 136 823 41
INumber of Staff Used for Technical Support 26 763 1.1 27 749 24
Number of Hours Developing/Modifying
Computer Programs or Systems 53.3 423 44 540 437 23
!Number of Hours Cument Staff Work . 252 60.6 14.2 386 56.3 50
|Equipment/Computers 53.1 45.9 0.0 61.5 376 0.9
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 315 | 531 154 41 52.3 36
Funds for Training : A 67.8 45 356 60.7 37
[Funds for Staff Travel ) 30.1 66.4 3.5 36.9 59.0 40

3rd Yr. . Combined

.T § Increase | Same | Decrease | increase | Same | Decrease

ypes of Resources (%) (%) (%) % (%) (%)
Number of Permanent or Temporary Staff
Pasitions in the Financial Aid Office 197 750 53 27 728 64
Number of Pemnanent or Temporary Staff
IPositions in Accounting or Business Office 125 840 35 125 836 38
lNumber of Staff Used for Technical Support 284 | 681 35 231 74.5 24
[Number of Hours Developing/Modifying l
Computer Programs or Systems 58.2 38.9 29 . 853 422 25
[Number of Hours Current Staff Work 429 51.5 55 39.2 547 6.1
|Equipment/Computers 64.8 3.7 3.5 614 374 12
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 41.7 48.2 10.1 420 52.0 6.0
[Funds for Training ' 370 60.1 29 | - 389 606 | 35
bnds for Staff Trave! 395 57.6 29 375 58.8 37
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Table 2-8: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid for
Direct Loan Institutions by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Institutional Type and Controt
4-Year 2-Year 4-Year 2-Year
} Public Public Private Private Proprietary
Materials/Training Provided by ED Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of permanent or temporary ] Significant Decrease 39 0.0 0.5 0.0 23
staff positions related to financial aid 2 10.0 3.2 44 0.0 23
’ 3 66.0 66.3 69.8 78.8 79.4
4 18.6 248 216 16.1 15.6
Significant Increase 1.4 57 3.7 5.1 0.3
Number of permanent or Significant Decrease 19 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.2
Lemporary staff positions in : 2 . 5.8 5.0 1.0 0.0 1.7
JAccounting or Business Office 3 79.3 77.7 88.0 87.6 85.2
' 4 126 16.5 . 99 124 1.9
Significant Increase 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of staff used for technical Significant Decrease 1.0 . 00 0.0 0.0 1.2
rsupport 2 24 1.7 1.5 0.0 14
3 66.3 65.0 71.6 66.2 83.3
4 26.0 29.3 226 222 12.8
Significant Increase 4.3 4.0 4.3 11.5 1.3
Number of hours developing/ _ Significant Decrease 2.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.2
imodifying computer programs/ 2 38 25 1.0 0.0 03
[procedures 3 326 25.0 39.0 442 53.9
4 1 411 387 46.7 340 344
. Significant increase 20.5 33.9 12.8 21.8 10.2
Number of hours current staff work Significant Decrease 438 0.0 1.0 6.4 1.2
: 2 10.9 55 45 0.0 0.5
3 498 | 460 46.0 404 64.6
4 23.5 26.5 371 38.9 258
Significant Increase 1.0 22.0 1.4 14.3 79 .
Equipment/computers Significant Decrease 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 ) 0.0 25 0.0 0.0 14
3 39.9 25.9 33.0 27.1 422
_ 4 39.8 K22} 37.2 348 413
: Significant Increase 18.8 37.2 29.9 38.0 15.0
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) Significant Decrease 23 0.8 1.9 0.0 26
: 2. 76 | 48 34 6.4 1.9
3 40.8 427 44.5 57.1 63.5
) 4 1 311 325 36.3 225 28.5
Significant increase 18.3 19.3 13.9 14.1 3.5
Funds for training - Significant Decrease 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
2 34 25 0.5 . 00 26
3 58.0 492 66.2 65.2 62.4
4 29.1 26.6 271 284 29.8
- Significant increase 6.5 21.7 6.2 6.4 3.8
Funds for staff travel Significant Decrease - 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
: b2 43 25 0.5 0.0 26 .
3 1 547 40.3 61.8 59.8 65.0
4 ) 1 310 31.3 319 22.0 26.9
Significant Increase _ 7.0 259 57 182 4.1
Q
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Table 2-9: Changes in Resources Needed for the Delivery of Financial Aid
for FFEL Institutions by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutional Type and Control
4-Year | 2-Year | 4-Year 2-Year .
Public | Public | Private | Private | FTOPFietary
Materials/Training Provided by ED Level of Change (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
INumber of permanent or temporary Significant Decrease 2.9 17 0.8 1.4 03
Istaff positions related to financial aid 2 6.2 3.0 38 26 54
3 733 87.5 77.2 88.4 78.8
4 14.0 7.2 177 59 11.8
Significant Increase 3.5 0.5 0.5 1.6 3.6
Number of permanent or temporary Significant Decrease 1.0 0.7 0.9 0.0 0.2
staff positions in the 2 3.5 1.7 2.9 44 37
JAccounting or Business Office 3 85.7 90.1 81.8 88.6 84.9
4 9.0 6.0 13.9 6.5 9.8
Significant Increase 0.7 1.5 0.4 0.4 1.4
Number of staff used for technical Significant Decrease 14 12 0.7 0.4 0.0
|support 2 6.1 26 3.8 26 26
3 76.0 86.6 79.8 87.3 86.3
4 144 8.1 14.9 8.6 9.0
Significant Increase 2.1 1.6 0.9 1.0 2.1
Number of hours developing/ Significant Decrease 1.8 0.3 1.2 0.5 0.2
modifying computer programs or 2 4.8 1.6 3.0 29 31
ystems 3 41.0 58.2 496 60.9 50.8
4 36.6 26.2 317 237 34.0
Significant Increase 15.7 13.7 14.6 12.0 12.0
Number of hours current staff work Significant Decrease 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0
2 3.8 1.5 38 3.0 2.2
3 62.0 63.6 60.0 68.4 64.9
4 25.9 26.2 306 253 23.0
Significant Increase 7.7 8.1 5.2 3.3 10.0
Equipment/computers Significant Decrease 0.0 0.0 0.7 10 07
2 11 11 04 0.0 26
3 49.4 55.7 44.5 53.7 49.2
4 40.2 327 43.2 313 334
Significant Increase 9.3 10.4 11.2 14.0 14.1
ISupplies (postage, copying, etc.) Significant Decrease 1.7 0.1 0.9 0.4 1.0
2 7.0 3.0 7.5 55 3.2
3 57.4 65.6 60.2 70.4 64.8
4 25.1 27.8 25.9 19.6 26.9
Significant Increase 8.8 3.5 5.5 4.1 4.1
Funds for training Significant Decrease 1.5 14 0.5 1.5 0.3
2 5.6 6.0 3.0 53 1.5
3 78.1 77.9 74.3 75.9 721
4 12.7 13.7 17.8 16.2 19.7
" Significant Increase 2.1 1.0 4.4 1.1 6.4
|Funds for staff travel Significant Decrease 1.8 26 1.5 26 0.5
. 2 7.3 5.6 3.0 5.2 2.2
3 76.4 76.1 72.9 75.5 70.8
4 134 145 19.4 16.7 20.0
. Significant Increase 1.1 1.3 3.3 0.0 6.6
Development/modification of Significant Decrease 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.5 0.9
computer programs/procedures 2 3.9 20 1.6 14 1.7
3 36.4 538 388 496 457
4 46.3 . 326 471 36.0 38.3
Significant tncrease 134 11.3 11.5 125 13.4
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Table 2-10: Changes in Workload Resulting from
Implementation of the Direct Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

All Direct Loan Institutions

Administrative Function Dec(::/: )a se S(ao/t:;e Inc(:/e:se
Overall Level of Change in Workload 14.4 313 54.3
[Training Financial Aid Staff 4.8 32.8 62.3
E::::iizling Borrowers on Direct 39 63.5 327
Processing Loan Applications 23.8 36.5 39.8
Processing Promissory Notes 16.6 31.5 52.0
g;e;t:gg and Trénsmitting Origination 10.8 355 536
IAdvising Borrowers on Status of Loans 18.6 50.4 31.0
Requesting and Receiving Loan Funds 216 450 33.3
Disbursing Loan Funds to Borrowers 26.1 44.5 294
Recordkeeping and Reporting 111 - 361 52.8
Canceling and Changing Loans 19.5 36.8 43.7
Cash Management 86 33.6 57.7
Reconciliation 5.3 227 72.0
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Table 2-11: Changes in Workload Resulting from Implementation of the Direct Loan Program

Direct Loan Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

Direct Loan 1st Yr. Direct Loan 2nd Yr. Direct Loan 3rd Yr.
Administrative F i Decrease Same Increase Decrease Same Increase Decrease Same Increase

Sirative Funcfion | (g (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) %)
Overall Level of Change in | ) 37.3 32.1 127 299 57.5 105 36.7 52.8
Workload
Training Financial Aid Staff|  15.3 37.9 46.8 4.1 335 62.4 36 208 66.6
Counseling Borrowers on 14.1 64.9 21.0 34 63.9 326 0.0 62.7 37.3
Direct Lending
Processing Loan 38.8 34.6 26.6 227 37.9 39.4 20.9 38.9 40.2
Applications
Processing Promissory 23.0 36.4 40.6 17.4 316 51.0 11.4 32.1 56.4
Notes
Creating and Transmitting 19.8 38.2 42.0 10.5 36.0 536 7.4 37.8 54.9
Origination Records : .
Advising Borrowers on 30.2 44.0 25.8 15.9 53.2 30.9 24.1 46.4 295
Status of Loans
Requesting and Receiving 29.1 47.7 232 213 433 355 19.9 53.3 26.8
Loan Funds
Disbursing Loan Funds to 36.5 425 21.1 23.4 46.0 306 31.9 40.3 27.8
Borrowers
Recordkeeping and 20.7 36.9 42.3 9.7 36.1 54.2 12.2 35.7 52.1
Reporting
Canceling and Changing 30.7 38.6 30.8 16.9 37.7 45.4 22.8 35.4 41.8
Loans
Cash Management 22.0 349 43.1 7.4 331 59.6 6.1 35.6 58.3
Reconciliation 16.8 20.8 62.5 33 224 743 72 238 69.0
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Table 2-12: Changes in Workload Resulting From Implementation of the
Direct Loan Program
Direct Loan Institutioné
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

Institutional Type and Control

4-Year 2-Year 4-Year 2-Year

Change in| Public Public Private Private Proprietary,
Administrative Function Workload (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Overall Level of Change in Workload Decrease 28.0 11.0 17.2 6.4 7.7
Same 230 235 26.6 289 40.2
increase 491 65.5 56.2 64.7 52.1
Training Financial Aid Staff Decrease 117 1.5 44 0.0 2.9
Same 238 26.5 29.6 245 412
Increase 64.5 72.0 66.0 75.5 55.9
Counseling Borrowers on Direct Lending Decrease 10.9 3.0 20 0.0 1.7
Same 57.4 50.0 72.8 68.5 66.0
. Increase 31.7 47.0 252 31.5. 32.3
Processing Loan Applications Decrease 401 227 30.1 18.2 131
Same 231 27.3 343 353 47.2
Increase 36.8 49.9 35.7 46.5 39.7
Processing Promissory Notes Decrease 23.9 12.0 21.6 13.5 120
Same - 194 23.1 299 37.3 40.6
Increase 56.7 64.9 48.5 49.2 47.4
Creating and Transmitting Decrease 18.5 71 13.5 0.0 7.4
Origination Records Same 26.1 326 324 35.3 427
Increase 55.4 60.3 54.1 64.7 49.9
Advising Borrowers on Status of Loans Decrease 36.8 218 20.9 6.4 8.0
Same 338 36.2 457 52.4 65.2
Increase 295 42.0 334 41.2 26.8
|Requesting and Receiving Loan Funds Decrease 313 21.2 28.3 18.0 14.0
) Same 36.9 36.6 43.1 57.5 51.9
. Increase 31.9 42.1 28.6 245 34.1
Disbursing Loan Funds to Borrowers Decrease 427 239 27.7 18.2 18.2
Same 322 354 35.7 53.5 57.1
: Increase 25.2 40.6 - 36.6 28.4 247
|Recordkeeping and Reporting Decrease 17.6 144 13.9 " 0.0 6.0
: Same 30.7 354 29.1 246 43.1
Increase 51.7 50.3 57.1 75.4 50.8
ICanceling and Changing Loans Decrease 314 231 20.8 220 114
Same 236 29.6 30.9 353 486
Increase 451 47.3 48.2 427 40.0
Cash Management Decrease 17.8 8.6 128 6.4 22
Same 298 348 27.7 342 379
Increase 52.4 56.6 59.6 59.4 59.8
Reconciliation Decrease 1.1 3.9 5.8 0.0 2.9
Same 11.7 244 144 12.8 321
Increase 77.2 71.7 79.8 87.2 64.9

25 . 154




Table 2-13: Temporary Versus Permanent Changes in

Workload Resulting from Implementation of

the Direct Loan Program

Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

‘Change In 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined

Workload (%) (%) (%) (%)

Temporary 59 13.8 31.0 16.6

Permanent 941 86.2 69.0 834
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Table 2-14: Software Configuration for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutiona! Type and Control

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private| 2-Year Private} Proprietary All
Program | Software Configuration (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
EDExpress software 55.0 74.0 89.5 89.3 56.3 65.8
R Commercial software 357 27.5 15.1 10.5 6.7 17.3
Direct
L
oan  |Software developed In 267 17.1 7.0 0.0 19 10.1
house
Third-party servicers 6.7 9.7 28 54 413 213
software
Guaranty-agency software 61.7 453 64.4 441 29.9 49.3
Lender software 6.2 2.6 6.2 3.0 39 44
preL  |Software developedin 374 18.3 15.6 16.9 9.8 17.2
house
Third-party servicer's 18.8 11.7 11.6 10.1 374 183
software
Commercial software 28.1 21.9 18.8 12.6 8.6 17.5
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Table 2-15: Software Satisfaction for Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions

FFEL institutions

Level of ED Express Commercial
Performance Area Satisfaction Software Software Software Utilized

Overall usefulness of software Very Satis ﬁeé 310 273 344
2 40.5 38.0 37.2

3 186 22.2 208

4 6.8 9.3 6.0

Very Dissatisfied 3.1 31 16

S::‘i:;;:zgr;:”; ::rdpreviously Very Satisfied 222 30.7 302
xisting system 2 34.9 35.4 34.0
3 235 21.7 25.3

4 14.5 8.5 7.9

Very pi§sausﬁed 4.9 37 26

Frocessing efficiency Very Satisfied 20.2 35.0 34.3
2 404 30.8 346

3 18.4 246 21.8

4 9.1 7.1 6.9

Very Dissatisfied 2.9 25 23

Uzg 157



Table 3-1: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
Direct Loan institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions

ED-Provided Materials/Training Ti"‘:,'/f")‘ess Use::;:;‘”s
|lnfon'nati¢;n on Direct Loan Rules and Regulations 774 80.1
_ [Telephone Support for Policy and Administrgtive Guidance 62.4 ' 71.1
Direct Loan Users Guide ‘ 67.6 66.6
[in-Person Assistanc:e 62.1 67.8
Borrower Counseling Materials 76.6 83.3
IConsolidation Booklet 65.3 71.0
[Training Materials for Counselors 70.0 71.5
Entrance/Exit Counseling \ﬁdgos : : 72.5 70.0
iPre-printed Promissory Notes 82.8 87.5
'Reoonciliatibn Guide 56.3 58.0
Loan Origination Support 60.6 64.9
Loan Reconciliation Support 4 46.7 49.7
Tmir.iing and Technical Support 7 59.3 59.6
|Software for Administration or Reporting Functions 62.5 65.0
ideoconferences 61.0 547
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Table 3-2: Timeliness/Usefuiness of ED/Lender/Guarantee Agency
Provided Materials and Training FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions
Timeliness Usefulness

. . - ED Lender GA ED Lender GA

Agency-Provided Materials and Training (%) (%) (%) %) %) %)
Information on FFEL Program Rules and Regulations 63.6 74.8 81.8 722 76.8 83.1
Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 54.6 78.7 80.8 62.9 80.0 822
Borrower Counseling Materials 61.1 81.7 78.4 65.1 82.3 80.3
Training Sessions 58.7 67.9 753 | 652 72.1 77.4
Software for Administrative or Reporting Functions 53.6 68.5 76.9 60.1 713 77.5

Table 3-3: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED Provided Materials and Training
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
{Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Loan Program Participation
Timelines§ Usefulness

. DL FFEL DL FFEL

ED-Provided Materials and Tralr.ling (%) %) (%) )
|iInformation on Program Rules and Regulations 771 63.6 80.1 72.2
[Telephone Support for Policy or Administrative Guidance 65.4 546 711 62.9°
Borrower Counseling Materials 76.6 61.1 83.3 65.1°
[Software for Administrative or Reporting Functions 62.5 53.6 65.0 60.2
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Table 34: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED-Provided Materials and Training
‘ Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions
1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98
ED-Provided Timeliness | Usefulness| Timeliness | Usefulness| Timeliness | Usefulness | Timeliness | Usefulness
Materials/Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) {%) (%)
Information on Direct : ]
Loan Rules and 88.8 94.3 86.3 86.6 72.3 79.7 77.1 80.1
Regulations
[Telephone Support for
Policy and 89.3 95.2 86.9 80.8 56.3 68.5 65.4 711
JAdministrative Guidance
Direct Loan Users Guide| ~ 89.7 85.2 87.3 80.8 62.4 66.7 676 66.6 '
In-Person Assistance 925 96.5 87.0 87.7 , 57.0 65.7 62.1 67.8
Borrower Counseling 75.0 932 9ns 932 68.9 857 76.6 833
Matenals
raining Matenals for NA NA 91.9 888 65.8 74.1 70.0 75
Counselors
Entrance/Exit '
Counseling Videos NA NA 89.4 74.6 . 715 72.3 72.5 70.0
Pre-printing Promissory | gg 4 98.1 93.6 95.4 83.1 89.6 828 87.5
|Notes . ¢
Recondiliation Guide NA NA 80.7 76.0 57.0 58.7 56.3 58.0
IConsolidation Booklet ' NA NA 85.3 87.2 61.6 69.1 65.3 71.0
Loan Ongination 93.9 9%.5 91.9 90.8 56.5 64.2 60.6 64.9
ISupport
Loan Reconciliation NA NA 820-. | 850 407 515 467 497
Support
Training and Technical NA NA 84.5 822 53.6 61.8 59.3 50.6
Support
Software for
Administration or NA NA NA NA 53.4 55.7 62.5 65.0
Reporting Functions ' :
\Videoconferences NA NA 80.8 69.6 52.1 51.4 61.0 . 54.7

3]
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Table 3-5: Timeliness/Usefulness of ED Provided Materials and Training
FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

- —_—_—_—_—_—_—_—————_—_—_—_—_—_———
FFEL Institutions
Timeliness Usefulness
ED-Provided Materials | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 1997-98
and Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Information on FFEL
Program Rules and 48.8 534 56.3 63.6 65.5 60.7 66.4 72.2
Regulations ’
[Telephone Support for )
Policy or Administrative © 539 52.3 47.2 54.6 62.9 66.6 57.4 62.9
Guidance
Borrower Counseling 6.3 65.1 55.7 61.1 68.2 708 | 584 | 651
aterials .
ITraining Sessions 62.2 60.1°° 543 - 587 67.4 65.6 61.2 65.2
. [Software for Administrative | oo 555 472 53.6 684 | 696 | 502 | 0.1
or Reporting Functions

Table 3-6: Timeliness/Usefulness of Lender
Provided Materials and Training FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions
Timeliness . Usefulness
Lender-Provided Materials and | 1994-95 | 199596 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1994-95 | 199586 | 1996.97 | 1997-98
Training (%) (%) . (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

L"f°"“a“°" on FFEL ProgramRules| o, , 85.3 739 748 83.5 85.9 78.7 76.8

nd Regulations
Telephone Support for Policy or 85.0 88.0 78.9 787 85.9 87.8 81.5 80.0
Nmthtratwe Guidance .
Borrower Counseling Materials 87.5 88.4 81.2 81.7 87.3 88.3 82.1 823
Training Sessions 826 837 68.4 679 82.5 83.3 72.9 72.1
Software for Administrative or 87.1 82.2 66.7 68.5 85.4 80.1 73.0 713
|Report|ng Functions .
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Table 3-7: Timeliness/Usefulness of Guaranty Agency-Provided Materials and Training
FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Either Timely or Useful)

FFEL Institutions
Timeliness Usefuiness
Guaranty Agency-Provided | 1994-95 | 199596 | 199657 | 199798 | 199495 | 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 199798

Materials and Training (%) (%) . (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Information on FFEL Program Rules| g5, | gg5 80.2 81.8 85.0 88.1 82.5 83.1
land Regulations
Telephone Support for Policy or ' .
\dministrative Guidarice 84.6 88.0 ‘ 825 80.8 86.4 89.1 83.5 822
Borrower Counseling Materials - 876 - 878 79.3. 78._4 - 872 87.4 80.6 80.3
Training Sessions 84.6 . 86.0 75.0 58.9 84.2 83.7 776 774
Software for Administrative or -
Reporting Functions 86.4 §5.7 726 . 76.9 86.5 83.9 75.7 77.5
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Table 3-8: TimelinésslU_sefuiness of ED Information and Support
- Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities as Timely/Useful)

Direct Loan Institutions
Timeliness Usefulness
ED Provided 1stYr. | 2ndYr. | 3rdYr. |Combined| 1stYr 2ndYr | 3rd Yr }|Combined

Materials and Training (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Information on Direct Loan 798 76.1 80.8 7.4 %4 | 7908 80 80.1
Program rules and regulations
Telephone support for policy or i
administrative guidance 64.4 65.1 70.5 65.4 70.1 70.2 80.1 71.14
Direct Loan Users Guide 814 65.3 69.7 67.6 76.6 65.6 65.2 66.6
In-person assistance 64.2 61 64.8 62.1 69.9 66.2 79.1 67.8
Borrower counseling materials 81.8 75.6 78.6 76.6 82.7 82.7 87.2 83.3
Consolidation booklet 64.7 66.2 62.4 65.3 68.6 74 63.7 71
Training materiais. for 75.8 69.7 68.9 70 76.8 69.7 76.9 715
counselors . .
Entrancefexit counseling 733 | 7112 | 72 725 | s61 | 70 778 70
videos . )

Preprinted promissory notes 858 82.7 81.2 82.8 91.2 - 883 83.2 87.5
Reconciliation guide 70.3 544 57.3 56.3 738 : 57 55.9 58
"ILoan origination support 64.2 59.2 62.6 60.6 66.2 63.3 71.4 64.9

Loan reconciliation support 47.6 43.7 55.7 46.7 51 46.7 61.5 497
Training and technical subport 66.6 56.2 66 59.3 69.3 58.5 61.5 59.6
Software for administration or | g5 s82- | 786 || 625 67 62.8 737 65
reporting functions
Videoconferences 70 598 66.4 61 59.9 52.3 71.9 547
Q - .
ERIC - 34

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 3-9: Satisfacfion with Timeliness/Usefulness

of ED's Information and Support

Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating information/Support Satisfactory)

DL Satisfaction
100% Mixed
ED-Provided Timeliness | Usefulness | Timeliness | Usefulness

Materials/Training (%) (%) (%) (%)
L":g";‘:;‘;:::nso"e“ LoanRules | 777 81.6 757 76.8
I:ﬁ?:i::::v:pézm;my and| g9 73.7 55.7 656
Direct Loan Users Guide 720 68.1 584 636
{in-Person Assistance 67.2 7.7 52.7 60.9
Borrower Counseling Materials 784 826 728 849
&nwli@ﬁon Booklet 66.9 715 61.9 700
Training Materials for Counselors 72.0 71.0 66.0 725
'Entran@Exit Couns:eling Videos 764 69.1 64.3 721
Pm-pﬁn@ Promissory Notes 86.6 89.6 76.0 831
Recondiliation Guide 60.6 61.0 46.8 514
Loan Origination Support 62.8 66.1 55.6 621
Loan Recondiliation Support 50.5 53.2 83 421
Training and Techniél Support 64.2 - 646 486 48.9
g‘ffem’:gf‘;;m:;m“m or 646 702 57.8 53.1
Videoconferences 62.6 58.1 57.1 451
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Table 3-10: Frequency of Communications with Servicers

Regarding Loan Repayment and Consolidation
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation

Direct Loan FFEL
Loan Consolidation/ Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom | Never | Frequently | Sometimes |-Seldom | Never
Repayment Activities (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Refer borrowers to servicer(s) for

Il:an repayment information 325 41.8 17 8.6 27.0 47.9 17.5 76

nd/or materials

Contact servicer directly to obtain
[loan repayment forms/information 20.2 51.7 17.8 10.3 28.7 48.3 16.7 . 6.2
Intervene with servicer(s) at the

request of borrowers regarding 11.4 422 29.8 16.5 16.8 46.2 281 8.8
loan repayment issues

Refer borrowers to loan

origination center/servicer for -

lconsolidation information and/or 314 339 19.0 15.8 19.1 373 25.2 184
materials

Contact loan origination

center/servicer directly to obtain 104 315 33.0 25.1 75 289 36.0 277
[fonns/infom'lation
lintervene with loan origination

icenter/servicer at the request of 6.9 304 30.9 31.8 54 26.0 35.5 332
borrowers

Table 3;11: Satisfaction with Communications with Servicers

(Percentage of Institutions Rating Communications Satisfactory)

Concerning Loan Repayment and Consolidation

by Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
DL FFEL All
Type of Communications (%) (%) (%)
Loan Repayment 61.6 735 70.8
FIn-SchooI Consolidation 48.2 59.6 56.6
Out-of-Schoo! Consolidation 443 59.5 55.8
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Table 3-12 : Satisfaction with Communications with Servicers
Concerning Loan Repayment and Consolidation
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Years 1994-95, 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98

Loan Program Participation
Direct Loan Institutions FFEL Institutions
o Level of | 1994.95 [ 1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1994-95 | 1995-96 | 1996-07 | 1997-98
Type of Communications | Satisfaction | (o) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied] NA | 334 315 21.8 NA NA 467 30.2
2 NA 41.8 388 39.8 NA NA 38.0 433
Loan Repayment 3 NA 205 257 314 NA NA 13.2 220
4 NA 30 33 49 NA NA 1.3 31
Very
Dissatisfié .NA 13 0'7 20 NA NA 07 14
Very Satisfied| NA 210 | 217 16.6 NA NA 354 215
2 NA 327 39.0 315 NA NA 38.7 38.1
}in-School Consolidation 3 NA 26.4 295 36.3 NA NA 23.2 325
4 NA 9.6 6.6 9.1 NA NA 1.9 49
Very
Dissatisied | NA 10.3 32 6.4 NA NA 0.8 31
Very Satisfied] NA 243 23 13.2 NA NA 36.8 216
2 NA 383 38.7 311 NA NA 385 379
Out-of-School Consolidation| 3 NA 252 257 40.2 NA NA | 218 308
4 NA 7.7 54 8.7 NA NA 1.9 64
Very
Dissatisfied NA 46 7.8 6.9 NA NA 1.0 33
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Table 3-13: Satisfaction with Communications with Servicers
DL and FFEL Institutions
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public| 2-Year Public{4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary

Program | Communication| Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 17.4 12.8 16.8 11.9 29.9

2 457 421 425 65.7 331
Loan Repayment 3 30.7 43.1 327 22.4 28.3

4 5.5 2.0 5.8 0.0 5.3

Very Dissatisfied 0.7 0.0 21 0.0 34
Very Satisfied 9.4 59 1.7 17.9 26.2
In-school 2 33.6 445 27.3 48.4 28.3
Direct |Direct Loan 3 411 35.8 40.3 11.2 32.8
Loan |Consoiidation 4 11.6 10.8 12.9 0.0 58
Very Dissatisfied 43 3.0 7.8 22.5 6.9

Very Satisfied 76 4.2 11.4 0.0 20.9

Out-of-school 2 385 33.9 26.8 60.3 26.8

Direct Loan 3 35.1 52.2 429 25.7 39.1
Consolidation 4 12.2 55 1.1 0.0 6.2

Very Dissatisfied 6.6 4.2 7.8 14.0 6.9
Very Satisfied 36.5 28.7 30.5 28.0 29.5
2 44.7 443 458 48.0 36.9
Loan Repayment 3 17.7 44.3 211 20.9 249

4 0.7 3.0 20 2.5 5.8

Very Dissatisfied 0.4 1.5 0.7 0.6 2.9

Very Satisfied 23.1 19.5 204 23.7 23.3

. 2 41.5 38.0 422 39.3 30.3

FFEL g‘o‘:‘;:‘l":;::fl‘ 3 415 34.1 32.0 315 32.1
4 29 54 3.0 43 8.1

Very Dissatisfied 0.5 3.0 2.3 1.1 6.2
Very Satisfied 214 22.5 20.8 18.0 23.3
Out-of-school 2 43.2 36.2 41.0 40.2 31.3

FFEL 3 31.9 325 315 32,6 27.2
Consolidation 4 3.0 6.3 4.0 75 11.4

Very Dissatisfied 0.4 2.5 27 1.7 6.7

RIC
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Table 3-14: Satisfaction with Communications and
Support Received from ED Loan Origination Center
‘ and ED Loan Servicer
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Level of Satisfaction Direct Loan Institutions
with Communications/ ED Loan .

Support Origination Center| ED Loan Servicer

Very Satisfied 247 21.7

2 348 41.2

3 25.0 25.3

4 1.7 10.1

Very Dissatisfied 39 1.8

Table 3-15: Satisfaction with Communications and
Support from Loan Servicers By Loan Program
Academic Year 1997-98

Loan Program Particpation

Level of Satisfaction ('3/; F(f/:E)L (f/:')
Very Satisfied 21.6 319 293
2 412 440 43.3
3 253 20.0 21.3

4 10.1 3.0 4.8

Very Dissatisfied 1.8 1.2 1.3
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Table 3-16: Level of Satisfaction with Servicer(s) by Type aﬁd Control

FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
Institutional Type and Control
Level of 4-Year Public | -2-Year Public | 4-Year Private | 2-Year Private | Proprietary - [ Combined

Satisfaction (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 345 31.0 325 - 331 302 31.8
2 48.8 434 46.8 347 424 440
3 12.1 216 17.2 29.3 21.7 20.0

4 4.2 27 27 2.0 36 3.0

Very Dissatisfied 03 1.3 0.7 1.0 21 1.2
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Table 3-17: Satisfaction with Support from
' Loan Origination Center
Exclusively Direct Loan and Mixed Program Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
Direct L.oan Institutions
Level of 100% Mixed
Satisfaction (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 295 14.3
2 334 377
3 22.3 31.0
4 : ’ 10.8 _ 137
Very Dissatisfied 41 34

Table 3-18: Satisfaction with Support from Servicer
Exclusively Direct Loan and Mixed Program Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

Direct L.oan Institutions

Level of 100% Mixed
Satisfaction (%) (%)
Very Satisfied 26.8 107
2 397 4.4
3 : 242 276
F 8.3 138
Very Dissatisfied 1.0 35
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Table 3-19: Overall Level of Communications and Support
Provided by ED Loan Originatibn Center and Servicer
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions
Level of ED Loan Origination Center ED Servicer
Support/‘Communication (%) (%)
Better than 1996-1997 338 26.9
About the Same 42.4 60.7
Worse than 1996-1997 238 124

Table 3-20: Relative Satisfaction with Communications and Support
Provided by Servicer
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

Servicer
Level of FFEL Servicer ED Servicer
Support/‘Communication (%) (%)
_JPetter than 1996-1997 30.1 269
IAbout the same 66.7 60.7
Worse than 1996-1997 3.2 124

:-.’: w 171
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Table 3-21: Possible Interactions with ED's Loan
Origination Center
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Selecting Interaction
As One of the Two Most/Least Satisfying)

Direct Loan Institutions

Most - Least

Type of Interaction Satisfied tisfied
(%) ~ (%)

* {Loan origination ' » 79.4 -
Estimation and drawdown ' 326 8.4
Loan changes and cancellations 27.3 35.0
Reconciliation "] es " 67.8
Processing deferments 7.8 128
Loan Servicing . 13 16.7
SSCRs 136 356

BEST copy AVAILABLE
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Table 3-22: ‘Contact
with CAM Regional Office

Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
Contact with CAM Direct Loan Institution
Regional Office (%)
Yes _ 73.5

lNo 26.5

. Table 3-23: Initiators of Contact
with CAM Regional Office
Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

Initiators of Contact with | Direct Loan Institution

CAM Regional Office (%)
[institution 319
Regional Office 141

Both the institution and the

54.0
Regional Office
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Table 3-24: Level of Contact with Regional Office CAMs

Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
' . 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98
Level of interaction %) %) %) %)
Extensive interaction NA 18.6 23.8 184
ISome interaction NA 62.9 52.9 53.1
Very little interaction NA 18.5 23.2 28.5
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Table 3-25: Contact with ED Regional Office
' Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98
(Percentage of Institutions Rating Activities Satisfactory)

Direct Loan Institutions

! Timeliness Usefulness
Type of‘t..:ontact (%) %)
Training Received at the Regional Office( or at a 771 79.3
designated facility) ’ ) ’
Training/Guidance Delivered by Account 76.1 793
{Managers at your Institution ) )
Hapdling Questions Regarding Direct Loan 78.7 79.4
Policy
Entrance/Exit Counseling Issues 708 7.7
Requests for ED-Provided Materials 76.7 79.8
Questions/Issues Regarding Computer Systems 68.7 63.8
Design or Implementation ) )
Questions/issues Regarding Loan Origination 73.0 , 729
Questions/issues Regarding Disbursement 68.6 675
[and/or Refunding of Excess Funds to Borrowers ) )
IReconciIiation Issues 59.7 61.6
Client Account Manager's liaison with servicer, 76.2 714
loan originator contractor, or software contractor ) ’
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Table 3-26 : Satisfaction with Client Account Manager's
Knowledge of Financial Aid Policies ah_d Procedures
Direct Loan Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

All Direct Loan

Very Dissatisfied

. . Institutions
Level Of Satisfaction o

(%)

Very Satisfied 448

2 32.2

3 19.1

4 3.0

0.9

47
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Table 3-27: Knowledge of CAMs by Region
Direct Loan Institutions

Academic Year 1997-98
Direct Loan Institutions
Level of Satisfaction
Region Very Satisfied 2 3 4 Very Dissatisfied
[Region 1 Boston, MA 57.2 35.1 7.7 0.0 0.0
[Region 2 New York, NY 37.8 26.0 315 36 1.2
[Region 3 Philadelphia, PA 29.3 488 16.2 3.8 1.9
Egiom Atlanta, GA 349 36.0 25.0 20 2.1
lRegion 5 Chicago, IL 35.4 36.5 238 23 2.1
[Region 6 Dallas, TX 46.0 27.2 15.7 11.1 0.0
Enagion 7 Kansas City, KS ss4 | 288 | a7 A 0.0
IRogion 8 Denver, CO ‘ss.s 13.1 20.4 0.0 0.0
Iﬂagion 9 San Francisco, CA 54.1 27.8 15.1 31 0.0
IRegion 10 Seattle, WA 437 448 30 85 0.0
Don't Know/Not Sure . 0.0 0.0 100.0 00 0.0
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Table 4-1: Future Status/Plans for Participation

in the Direct Loan Program
FFEL Institutions
Academic Year 1997-98

FFEL Institutions
Plans/Status for Participation in the Direct Loan Program (%)
iCurrently participating in the Direct Loan program 9.1
Institution originated Direct Loans in a previous academic year but 17
no longer participates . ’
Institution has been selected for participation in the Direct Loan 5 1
Program but has yet to originate a Direct Loan ’
\Was accepted into Direct Loan Program but chose not to participate 8.3
Applied for Year 5 of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted 05
jor pending ’
|Will be applying tor Yeér 6 of the Direct Loan Program 1.0 !
JApplication for Direct Loan Program rejected 05
73.8

Not planqing to apply for Direct Loan Program

©o 18
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Table 4-2: Future Status/ Plans for Participation in the Direct Loan Program
FFEL Institutions

By Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98
FFEL Institutions
Future Status/Plans for Institutional Type and Control
Participation in Direct 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary

Loan Program (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Institution originated Direct Loans in
previous academic year but no longer 17 0.7 0.4 09 8.7
participates
Institution has been selected for
participation but has yet to originate 58 22 25 31 207
|institution was accepted into Direct
Loan Program but chose not to 14.0 6.7 6.9 4.3 125
participate
IApplied for. Year 5 of the Direct Loan
Program; application accepted or 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.5 1.7
pending
Will be Applying for Year 6 of the Direct 24 11 13 0.0 15
Loan Program
APDIICG(IOH for Direct Loan Program 0.0 0.0 0.0 05 29
rejected
Not planning to apply for Direct Loan 743 890 888 90.7 516
Program

o
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Table 4-3: Direct Loan PLUS Participation
by Direct Loan Cohort '
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions
Loan Program Participation
Participation in 1stYr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
DL PLUS Program] (%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes ' 90.6 78.8 83.5 79.9
No 94 212 16.5 20.1

Table 4-4: FFEL PLUS Participation by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutional Type and Control

Participation in FFEL | 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public |4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary All
PLUS Program (%) (%) %) (%) (%) (%)
Yes 91.1 69.4 77.8 72.2 85.4 78.3
No 8.9 30.6 2.2 27.8 146 217
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Table 4-5: Direct Loan PLUS Participation by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Institutionat Type and Control

Participation in 4-Year Public | 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary All
DL PLUS Program (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Yes 858 63.4 82.1 65.2 81.7 79.9

No 14.2 . ;6.6 178 348 18.3 20.1

181
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Table 4-6: Factors Influencing the Decision to Offer Direct Loans Exclusively
Direct Loan Institutions by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan Institutions
Factors Infiuencing
Decision to be Exclusively 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
Direct Loan Importance (%) (%) (%) (%)
[Did ot want to confuse borrowers |y |mportant 71.4 727 61.8 70.7
by offering two loan programs.
' Somewhat important 24.3 21.9 30.1 233
Not at all important 4.4 54 8.1 59
Did not want the complexity of Very Important 82.7 82.6 733 81.4
Ladmmlstenng two programs
imultaneously. Somewhat important 17.3 13.4 171 14.3
Not at all important 0.0 4.0 9.6 4.4
Did not want to continue to Very Important 64.8 41.3 32.2 425
administer the FFEL Program.
Somewhat important 21.0 32.3 344 317
Not at all important 14.2 26.4 334 25.7
[Wanted to avoid cash management |0\ o0 rtant 456 39.7 34.9 39.1
Iproblems associated with the FFEL
Program Somewhat important 26.8 29.8 33.3 30.3
Not at all important 27.6 305 318 30.6
Wanted to avoid uncertainty of Very important 255 274 29.1 26.7
participation in FFEL. .
' Somewhat important 18.6 26.5 35.6 276
Not at all important 55.8 46.1 354 456
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Table 4-7: Factors Influencing the Decision to Participate in Both
- Direct Loan and FFEL Programs
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions

by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98
Direct Loan and FFEL Institutions
Factors iInfluencing
Decision to Participate in Both 1st Yr. 2nd Yr. 3rd Yr. Combined
in Both Programs Importance (%) (%) (%) (%)
Very important 79.7 52.0 75.3 59.6
Did not want to confuse borrowers . .
Iwho already had FFEL loans Somewhat important 0.0 30.3 231 274
Not at all important 20.3 17.7 17 13.0
\Wanted to delay full commitment Very Important 251 30.7 42.4 34.1
until the Department of Education '
has gained experience with the new Somewhat important 133 338 41.7 334
program Not at all important 61.5 355 15.9 324
Very Important 11.8 334 56.3 415
fWanted to leam how to implement
the program with a control group Somewhat important 50.8 358 24.6 311
before committing all borrowers
Not at all important _ 374 30.8 19.1 274
Very iImportant 216 62.5 58.1 57.7
anted to maintain relationships )
wth lender(s) and/or guarantor(s) Somewhat important 59.5 26.7 31.1 320
Not at all important 19.0 10.8 10.8 10.3
Very important 0.0 53.8 25 45.1
Wanted to keep
igraduate/professional students in Somewhat important 0.0 135 0.0 10.6
the FFEL program
Not at all important 100.0 328 77.5 44.4
Very important 0.0 36.2 314 36.8
IWanted to keep FFEL PLUS Somewhat important 30.7 34.0 419 33.9
Not at all important 69.3 298 26.7 29.3
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Table 4-8:

Composition of

Mixed Program Institutions
by Cohort
Academic Year 1997-98

Participation in Both

Direct Loan Loan Programs
Cohort (%)
1st Yr. 33
2nd Yr. 66.6
3rd Yr. 235
4th Yr. 6.6

Table 4-9: Composition of Mixed Program institutions
by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Mixed Program Institutions

Institutional Type and Control

4-Year Public|2-Year Public|4-Year Private|2-Year Private] Proprietary
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1141 8.9 14.5 13 . 64.2
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Table 4-10: Institutions with Mixed Program Participation
Types of Loans Originated
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan
Institutions
Loan Program Loan Type(s) (%)
Offers FFEL Plus Loans Only 6.4
FFEL Loans Offered g:;’s FFEL Stafford Loans 205
Offers FFEL Plus Loans and 731
FFEL Stafford Loans )
Offers Direct Loan Plus Loans
1.6
Only
. Offers Direct Loan Stafford
Direct Loans Offered Loans Only 26.4
Offers Direct Loan Plus Loans 72 '
and Direct Loan Stafford Loans

Table 4-11: Composition of Direct Loan Institutions’
~ Program Participation
Academic Years 1996-97, 1997-98

=
Loan Program Participation
__ 199697 199798
100% Mixed 100% Mixed
(%) (%) (%) (%)
63.4 36.6 68.1 319
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Table 4-12: Future Plans for Program Participation
Mixed Program institutions

by Type and Control
Academic Year 1997-98

Direct Loan and FFEL institutions

institutional Type and Control

4-Year Public} 2-Year Public | 4-Year Private| 2-Year Private| Proprietary All
Future Plans (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
. . T T -

Plan to continue to originate FFEL
Staffords and FFEL PLUS loans 26.0 68.2 48.2 54.5 69.6 61.7
Pilan to continue to originate FFEL 204 172 6.7 0.0 0.0 47
PLUS only
Plan to continue to originate FFEL
Staffords only 6.6 0.0 58 455 81 7.2
Plan to switch to exclusively Direct
Loan some time in the future 204 34 17.8 0.0 19.6 119
Don't Know/ Not Sure 26.6 112 21.6 0.0 11.7 146
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Appendix B

Distribution of Responses and Response Rates




Distribution of Responses/Sample Representation

, Institutional ~Initial Initial . - Resppndent Respondent 'Response.
Cohort Type and Sample Sample - Sample ' Sample | '_'Rate
' Control - (#) (%) # (%) (%)
2-year private 262 10.03 213 9.44 81.30
Al 2-year public 593 22.71 540 23.94 91.06
Institutions 4-year private 689 26.39 - 599 26.55 86.94
4-year public 566 21.68 498 22.07 87.99
Proprletary 501 19 19 406 18 00 81.04
2 year prlvate 234 12 47 195 11 82 83.33
FFEL 2-year public 496 26.43 448 2715 90.32
Institutions 4-year private 545 29.04 472 28.61 86.61
4-year public 331 17.63 291 17.64 87.92
Proprletary 271 14.44 244 14.79 90 04
2 year prlvate 28 3.81 18 2.97 64 29
. 2-year public 97 13.22 92 15.18 94.85
?r:;‘iﬁ;tg:;‘ 4-year private 144 19.62 127 20.96 88.19
4-year public 235 32.02 207 34.16 88.09
Proprletary 230 31.34 162 26 73 70.43
OSSR O R R e N
First 2 year prlvate 6 5.94 5 5 62 83.33
Year |2-year public 9 8.91 8 8.99 88.89
Direct |4-year private 23 22.77 21 23.60 91.30
Loan |4-year public 35 34.65 32 35.96 91.43
'Instltutions Proprretary 28 27.72 23 25.84 82.14
(R ey | B o ) 7 "*‘ ’”"‘ o EF R AN I * bR RRCEEE
Second 2-year prlvate 15 294 9 213 -60.00
Year |2-year public 70 13.73 66 15.64 94.29
Direct |4-year private 104 20.39 92 21.80 88.46
Loan |4-year public 176 34.51 154 36.49 87.50
lnstitutions Proprretary 145 28.43 101 23 93 69.66
Thlrd 2 year prlvate 5 5.10 3 4 00 60.00
Year |2-year public 13 13.27 13 17.33 100.00
Direct |4-year private 14 14.29 12 16.00 85.71
Loan j4-year public 20 20.41 17 22.67 85.00
lnstltutlons Proprletary 46 46.94 30 40 00 65 22
Fourth 2-year prrvate 2 8.00 1 5 00 50 00
Year |2-year public 5 20.00 5 25.00 100.00
Direct [4-year private 3 12.00 2 10.00 66.67
Loan |4-year public 4 16.00 4 20.00 100.00
Institutions |Proprietary 11 44.00 8 40.00 72.73
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Distribution of Responses/Sample Representation

Initial

Respondent

, Initial Respondent| Respense
~ Cohort Sample “Sample Sample | Sample Rate
(#) (%) (# (%) (%) _
AllInstitutions 2611 100.00 2256 10000 | 8640
L EFEL,Instltuuons 1877 71.89 1650 7314 . |8 7913'“ ;
Direct Loan Institutions 734 28.11 606 26.86 82.56
" --First Year Direct Loan "
' ~Institutions 101 - 3.87 89 3.95 88.12
Second Year Direct Loan ‘
A Institutions 510 19.53 422 18.71 82.75
"+ “Third Year Direct Loan '
L Institutions 98 3.75 75 3.32 76.53
Fourth Year Direct Loan
Institutions | 25 0.96 20 0.89 80.00
B o . | Initial Initial Respondent| Respondent| Response
n Institution
Cohort Size Sample Sample Sample Sample Rate
L _(# (%) (#) (%) (%)
All Institutions Small 1451 55.57 1249 55.36 86.08
Large 1160 44.43 1007 44 64 86.81
FFEL Small 1097 58.44 962 58.30 87.69
Institutions 1| arge 780 41.56 688 4170 88.21
Direct Loan Small 354 48 23 287 47.36 81.07
Institutions Large 380 51.77 319 52.64 83.95
| .I-first Year
Direct Loan Small 49 48.51 42 47.19 85.71
Institutions Large 52 51.49 47 52.81 90.38
A Secdll';d Year
Direct Loan Small 235 46.08 194 4597 82.55
Institutions Large 275 53.92 228 54.03 82.91
“Third Year
Direct Loan Small 60 61.22 43 57.33 71.67
_ Institutions Large 38 38.78 32 42.67 84.21
- -Fourth Year
Direct Loan Small 10 40.00 8 40.00 80.00
Institutions Large 15 60.00 12 60.00 80.00
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Guide to Interpreting Survey Responses

Appendix C, which contains the weighted survey questionnaire with the item responses, and
Appendix D, which contains the unweighted survey questionnaire with the item responses are A
presented in the following two sections. 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 respectively.

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
unweighted data are the exact distribution of the responses from those surveyed.

The first set of unweighted and weighted percentage scores refers 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 who 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). The
figures provide a gross response rate for each question.

The second set of unweighted and weighted percentage scores is 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”. The figures provide a valid response
rate that incorporates only those respondents who chose to answer from the given response
choices.
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SECTION |—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.

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.

Q e e e
C Weighted Frequency Questionnaire . 192 e
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SECTION |—SCcHOOL IDENTIFICATION

Al)  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%
70.7 70.7 A single Financial Aid Office serves a single campus, branch, or school.

8.3 83 A separate Financial Aid Office serves each campus, branch, or school within the
Institution.

21.0 21.0 A single Financial Aid Office serves multiple campuses, branches, or schools within the
Institutions.

A2)  Please indicate the type of computer system currently used by your institution to administer
student financial aid. (Check only one response.)

I% Y%
6.0 6.0 Mainframe system only

. 36.4 36.5 Mainframe-to-personal-computer (PC) with interface
14.8 14.8 Independent mainframe and personal computers (PC)
39.6 39.6 Personal computers (PC) only

3.0 3.0 No computer system used; all manual processing.

E KC hted Frequency Questionnaire l 9 :3 Page 2
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SECTION I—ScHOOL IDENTIFICATION (CONTINUED)

A3)  Please estimate, by checking the appropriate category, how many Direct Stafford loans
(subsidized and unsubsidized), Direct PLUS loans, Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL)
Stafford loans (subsidized and unsubsidized), and FFEL PLUS loans your institution will
originate during the 1997-1998 academic year (July 1997-June 1998).

Estimated # of Staffords
None 1-250 250-999 1,000-5,000 5,000+
Loan Program ™% Vh| T Veh| Th V% T% Vo | T V%
FFEL 174 174| 344 344 | 263 263 | 182 182 | 37 37
Direct Loan 752 753 86 86 | 60 6.0 6.6 6.6 35 3.5
Estimated # of Plus
None 1-250 250-999 1,000-5,000 5,000+
Loan Program T% V% | T% V% | T V% T% Vo | T V%
FFEL 340 340 | 551 551 | 87 8.7 1.7 1.7 05 0.5
Direct Loan 802 802 | 146 146 | 35 3.5 1.5 1.5 03 03

(O ————— e SR e
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SECTION |—SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION (Continued)

A4)  Based on your answers in A3, which of the following describes your institution in terms of its

1 loan origination in the Direct Loan and FFEL programs during the 1997—1998 academic year?
(Please review all of the statements below, check one response only, and complete the sections
of the questionnaire indicated by the arrow.)

T% V%

66.4 66.4 1) In 1997-1998, institution originates FFEL loans only.

Institution has never originated Direct Loans and has Please

never been selected for participation in the Direct Com.plete

Loan Program. Section I
Section V

87 87 2) In 1997-1998, institution originates FFEL loans

only. Institution originated Direct Loans in a Please
previous academic year, or institution has been Co'mplete
LT . Section
selected for participation in the Direct Loan Section III
program but has yet to originate a Direct Loan. Section V
16.9 16.9 3) In 1997-1998, institution originates Direct Loans
Please
only. Complete
Section IV
Section’V
79 79 - 4 In1997-1998, institution originates both Direct
Please -
Loans and FFEL loans. Complete
Section Il
Section'IV
Section V
0.0 00 5} In 1997-1998, institution will not originate any -
; Please
Direct Loans or FFEL loans. Complete
Section V
00 0.0 {6} Institution is currently closed.
Please
Complete
Section V

\)‘ Q——
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SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Bl)

B2)

B3)

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

IT% V%

20.4 204 1-2 lenders

31.9 319 3-5 lenders

28.1 28.1 6-10 lenders

10.5 10.5 11-20 lenders

9.0 9.0 More than 20 lenders

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

IT% Y%

41.8 41.8 1 guarantee agency

43.9 439 2-3 guarantee agencies

8.6 8.6 4-5 guarantee agencies

5.6 5.6 More than 5 guarantee agencies

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

(If you answered No, skip to Question C1, page 6.)

I% Y%
452 452 Yes
54.8 54.8 No

If you answered “Yes,” use EFT in B3:

B4)

What percentage of your FFEL Program loans are processed through EFT? 84.7 %

136
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE FFEL PROGRAM

C1)  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
Jor each activity. Circle NA for activities that you have not yet had experience with in the
Federal Family Education Loan Program.)

Very Somewhat | Somewhat Very

Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied NA
Activity T% V% | T% V% | T% V% T% V% | T V%
Keeping up with regulations 377 378] 525 526| 7.2 7.2 1.9 19 | 05 05

Answering general questions about

loans and financial aid 584 586f386 387 16 1.6 0.9 09 | 03 03

Counseling in-school borrowers 49.8 499( 429 430/ 45 45 0.7 07 | 19 19

Processing loan applications 554 555{ 388 388 46 4.6 0.7 0.7 | 04 04

Requesting and receiving loan
funds

Disbursing loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting 428 428| 446 446 | 78 7.9 1.0 10 | 3.7 37
students’ signatures)

556 557|382 383 4.0 4.0 0.6 06 | 1.3 13

Refunding excess loan funds to

368 36.9{ 445 446 84 8.4 16 1.6 85 85
students

Performing reconciliationffinancial

monitoring and reporting 292 294|513 516| 88 8.8 14 14 | 88 89

Transmitting data 365 366|398 399| 53 53 1.5 15 | 16.6 166

Recordkeeping and reporting of
student information (includes
SSCRs, financial aid transcripts,
and updates to NSLDS)

275 275|460 46.1| 186 186 4.5 45 | 32 3.2

Assisting out-of-school borrowers 241 242|499 50.0| 122 123 14 14 121 121

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
197
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

C2)  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% Y%
83 83 Very easy to administer
37.7 37.8 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
303 30.3 A moderate amount of effort is required overall
198 19.8 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of
effort
3.8 3.8 Very labor intensive to administer

C3)  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
1997-1998 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 1997-1998 academic year. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Significant Small Small Significant
Decrease | ‘Decrease No Change Increase Increase
Resource Th Vo | Th V| T% VLl T% V6| T V%
Number of permanent or temporary
staff positions related to financial-aid | 1.1 1.1 39 .39)|809 809] 125 125) 15 1.5
office
Number of permanent or temporary
staff positions in the accounting or 0.7 0.7 29 291|856 8.7 98 98| 09 09
business office
Number of staff used for technical 07 07| 31 31|834 837|111 12| 14 14
support .
Number of hours developingimodifying | ;o7 | 28 28| 534 s36| 209 209|130 130
computer programs or systems
Number of hours current staff work 05 05| 27 271630 631| 266 267 70 7.0
Equipment/computers 04 04 12 12| 500 502| 362 364}| 11.7 118
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 07 07 ] 50 51]627 629| 259 259| 54 54
Funds for training 1.0 1.0 35 35| 746 748 172 17.2| 34 34
Funds for staff travel 17 17| 37 38]733 736 178179} 30 30
Development/modification of computer | g 08 | 19 19461 462 300 391|120 120
programs/procedures

Q
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

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 1997-1998 academic year?

T% Y%

8.2 8.2 Increased

49 4.9 Decreased

32.6 32.7 Remained about the same

54.0 54.1 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

Cs5) Which of the following describes the current software configuration(s) used by your institution
to process FFEL loans? (Check all that apply.)

T% Vi

39.1 452 Guaranty-agency software
39 45 Lendersoftware

13.7 15.8 Software developed in house

154 179 Third-party servicer's software
142 16.5 Commercial software

C6)  How satisfied are you with the software configuration used by your institution to process FFEL
loans as it relates to each of the following? If your institution uses software from multiple
sources please consider them collectively when answering. (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
1 5
Performance Area T% V%|T% V%|T% V%|T% V%|T% V%
Overall usefuiness of software (i.e., the extent to
which it can adequately perform the functions 28.1 343|304 372|173 212148 58] 1.3 15

required)

Ease of integration and compatibility with your

oreviously existing systom 242 301|279 346|199 247|64 80| 22 27

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

. 276 338|285 35.0[182 224|152 64| 1.9 24
process or process multiple types of ioans)

BEST COPY AVAILAL
199
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SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES

DI1) 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 1997-1998
academic year. For each item and each source of information or support:

a) Using a scale of 1 to 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 the specified source.)

Timeliness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Materials/Training Provided

by ED Th V%|[T% V| T% V%[ T% V%|T% V%|T% V%

Information on FFEL Program

) 26.7 26.7)354 355|268 268| 70 7.0/ 18 18|22 22
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

administrative guidance 19.9 199|259 259|226 226/ 91 91|52 52173 17.3

Borrower counseling materials | 22.9 22.9]124.2 242/ 19.7 197/ 69 69| 29 29(234 234

Training sessions 20.7 20.8{28.9 29.0/25.0 251|171 71|26 26154 154

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

134 13.5(/20.4 20.5{19.8 19.8) 6.1 6.1 28 28|374 374

information on FFEL Program

rules and regulations 29.2 29.2132.3 323169 169/ 33 33] 12 1.2][170 170

Telephone support for policy or

- . . 37.3 37.3}128.2 282} 132 132| 42 42|15 15157 157
administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials | 41.0 41.0/28.8 28.8( 119 11.9{ 34 34| 11 1.1!139 139

Training sessions 21.0 21.0}20.9 21.0|/ 148 148/ 38 38| 15 15377 378

Software for administration or
reporting functions

Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor

159 1591155 156{11.2 1121 25 25| 14 1.4|53.3 534

Information on FFEL Program

) 448 448|334 334|138 138( 36 36| 13 13|31 31
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

. . . 495 495126.6 266| 13.0 130 41 41] 23 23|44 44
administrative guidance

Borrower counseling matenials [ 43.0 43.0{27.8 27.9| 144 144{ 38 38| 19 19|90 90

Training sessions 364 364|294 294|159 159] 46 46|19 19117 117

Software for administration or | ), o7 1o 7 297117 11.8] 21 21 22 22338 339
reporting functions o

Q
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D1b) Using a scale of 1 to 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.)

Usefulness
1 2 3 4 5 NA
"‘m"a's":"':_'gg Provided| 1. veo [ T% oo | T% oo | T% voo!|To% vou|Ten ves
Information on FFEL Program

. 352 353|352 353|208 209| 47 4713 13|26 26
rules and regulations

Telephone support for poiicy
or administrative quidance

Borrower counseling matenals| 25.9 26.0|23.8 23.9/170 171| 51 52| 3.1 3.1 |246 247

26.8 269|248 249(19.1 192| 68 68| 40 4.0(18.3 183

Training sessions 271 272|274 276(21.0 21.11] 59 59|21 2.1[16.0 16.1
Software for administration or
reporting functions
thatialsn' raining Provided
by Primary Lender (or

Servicer)
Tnformation on FFEL Program

rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy
or administrative guidance

16.4 16.5|20.9 21.0{156 156| 56 57| 3.1 3.1[37.9 381

348 3491286 287|151 151| 31 31|15 15|167 168

40.5 406|260 26.0/125 125| 40 40|14 14[154 155

Borrower counseling matenals] 45.0 45.1/253 254{11.0 11.0f 29 29|18 18[137 138

Training sessions 23.7 238|203 20.3|125 125|134 34| 17 17382 383
Software for admunistration o
reporting functions .
Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor

16.7 16.8|155 155/ 97 98|21 21|16 16539 542

Information on FFEL Program

. 50.1 50.1{29.6 296{119 120{ 3.0 30|19 19|33 33
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy

or administrative guidance 522 523|252 2531120 12.0| 3.7 37122 22|46 46

Borrower counseling matenials| 45.0 45.3(26.8 27.0{ 125 126 38 38|20 20[92 92

Training sessions 389 390|284 285(140 140| 43 43|18 18|124 125
Software for administration of |54 5 5951210 21.0[109 10.9| 24 24|20 20 [344 344
reporting functions

Q
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SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS

INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D2)  What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary lender?

61.6 %

D3) | What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary guaranty agency?

87.0 %

D4) ~ For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of each type
of communication or interaction between your institution and your FFEL servicer(s). If the

interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never
2 3
Loan Repayment Activities ™ V| T% vel| T vl T 0 v
Refer borrowers to service(s) for 279 280 474 475| 172 172| 72 72
information and/or materials
Contact servicer(s) directly to obtain 209 209|479 480 162 162| 59 59
forms/information
Intervene with servicer(s) at the request of 181 181 | 465 466| 270 270! 83 83
borrowers
Other interaction with servicer(s) (Specify): | 39 417 42 447) 1.0 108| 0.3 28
Pl L4
22
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS

INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D5)  For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of each type of
communication or interaction between your institution and your FFEL servicer(s). If the
interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes | Seldom Never
1 2 3 4

Consolidation Activities Th V% (T% V% |T% V%|T% V%
Refer borrowers to servicer(s) for Information
and/or materials 19.7 197374 374|254 254|175 175
Contact servicer(s) directly to obtain
f ot ion 87 87 (204 294|354 354|265 265
intervene with servicer(s) at the requestof | ¢4 64 269 270 |48 348|318 318
borrowers
Other interaction with servicer(s) (Specify): 11 4171 09 335) 03 100{ 04 148

D6)  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 NA
1 5
Type of Communication | T% V% | T% V| T% Wb T% Vo |T%h Vb |T% V%
Loan repayment 273 273|403 403[198 19830 30 13 13 1 82 83
In-school FFEL consdlidation | 122 122|224 224|188 189 31 31| 18 18 |416 417
Qut-of-school FFEL
liation 137 137|260 26.0{204 204 44 44| 22 23 [332 33
DR Ne
203
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SECTION Il—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,

AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D7)

How satisfied are you with the communications and support you have received from your FFEL

servicer(s) during the 1997-1998 academic year. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

T%

V%

T% V%

T%

V% | T%

V%

T%

V%

Very
Satisfied

311

313

440 443

20.1

202 | 31

31

1.1

11

Very
Dissatisfied

D8)

In your opinion, is the overall level of communication and support currently being provided by

your FFEL servicer(s) better than, worse than, or about the same as that provided during the
1996-1997 academic year?

I% Y%

29.8 30.1

Better than 1996-1997

3.0 3.0 Worsethan 1996-1997
66.4 66.9 About the same

Q
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SECTION Il—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM

El)  Please review the statements about the FFEL Program listed below. Then in the appropriate
column, check whether you agree or disagree that the statement is a characteristic of the FFEL
Program.

Agree Disagree

FFEL Program Characteristics T% V% T% V%

Borrowers are served well through the FFEL
Program

The FFEL Program is simple to administer 76.5 76.7 232 233

95.3 95.8 42 4.2

The FFEL Program is secure 86.5 88.0 11.7 12.0
The availability of loan funds is predictable in

the FFEL Program 91.7 92.3 77 7.7
The fFEL Program is cost-effective to 86.5 874 125 12.6
administer

The FFEL program utilizes advanced 881 89.6 102 10.4
technology

The flexibility of loan repayment options is

beneficial to borrowers 92.5 93.2 68 6.8

E2)  Please rate your general satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program during the
1997-1998 academic year. (Using a scale of 1 to S, 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% V%|T% V%[ T% V%

Very Very
Satisfied 38.3 38.4/446 44.7| 140 140[1.7 1712 1.2 Dissatisfied

QU3

)
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E3)  Compared to the 1996-1997 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction this year with
the Federal Family Education Loan Program increased, decreased, or remained the same?

I% Y%
242 24.3 Increased
2.7 2.7 Decreased

72.6 73.0 Remained the same

206

Q -
E MC Weighted Frequency Questionnaire : : Page'15

IToxt Provided by ERI



SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E4) 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.) {OE!)

%
30.7 Other

48 Parity between FFELP and Direct Lending

46 Better/more conveniently located ED training

37 Simplify loan application/combine with FAFSA

36 Improved software, Web/EDExpress

35 Repeal 3-day EFT disbursement

30 ED improve data, accuracy/dissemination

30 Loan limits increased

28 Servicers/Lenders improve communications on student status
27 Do not hold institutions responsible for student defaults
26 Loan limits decreased

26 Repeal 30-day disbursement

25 Interest rates set to encourage lenders

24 ED improve regulation updates/info . _
24 None;pleased : !
22 ED more active in counseling

22 Institute master prom note

22 Servicers/Lenders improve customer service to students
21 ED improve borrower communication

20  ED/Telephonehotline

1.9 Regulate secondary market for student loans -

15 Reinstitution of credit checks

12 Regulate borrower solicitation by lenders

1.2 Mandate EFT use/participation

12 Relax multiple deferment rule

12  End multiple disbursements

11 School control over lender approval

11 EFT easier/more flexible

1.0 Increase competition between FFEL and DL

10 Adopt "commonline” software standard

1.0 Regulatory/fee reduction for schools w/ low defaults
08 Reduce fees for EDE system/on-line system

0.5 Reduce/drop Guarantee and/or Origination fees

207
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E5)  Does your institution originate FFEL PLUS loans?

(If you answer No, skip to Question E8, page 14.)

I% Y%
78.1 784  Yes
216 216 No

If you answered “Yes,” originates FFEL PLUS loans in ES:

E6)  How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer the FFEL
PLUS Program? (Check only one response.)

I% Y%
26.1 262 Very easy to administer
37.8 38.0 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
264 26.5 A moderate amount of effort is required overall
8.2 8.2 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of
effort
1.2 1.2 Very labor intensive to administer

s 208
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E7)  Please indicate your satisfaction with each of the following activities or communications
associated with the administration of FFEL PLUS loans. (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
FFEL PLUS 1 5
ActivitiesandProcesses | 1o, v, | T9% V| T% W | T% Wo!| T™% v
Overall satisfaction 305 306]508 509]162 162} 19 19| 04 04
Communications with 256 256]47.8 48.0{230 230/ 24 24| 10 10
borrowers
Application processes 311 31.2|465 466/181 182]| 36 36| 04 04
Credit checks and reporting of
it information 250 252429 433|245 247| 53 53| 14 14
Fund disbursement and

refunding excess loan funds

258 259|473 47.5/209 21.0) 41 41| 14 14

E8) Please review all of the following statements and indicate which describes your status or plans
for participation in the Direct Loan Program. (Check only one response.)

In Y%
95 95
24 24
65 65
78 78
05 05
13 13
07 07
713 713

Qurrently participating in the Direct Loan Program
Institution originated Direct L cans in a previous academnic year tut no longer participates
Institutian has been selected for participation in the Direct Loen Programbut has yet to
arigmate a Direct 1 oan

Was accepted into Direct Loan Program but chose not to participete

Applied for Year 5 of the Direct Loan Progrann, application accepted or pending

Wil be applying far Year 6 of the Direct Loan Program
Application for Direct Loan Program rejected

Not planning to apply for Direct Loan Program

Q _
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SEcTION il |
INSTITUTION FORMERLY PARTICIPATED IN DIRECT LENDING OR HAS YET TO

ORIGINATE DIRECT LOANS

If you answered “yet to originate a Direct Loan” in E8:

F1)  When was your institution selected for participation in the Direct Loan Program? (Check only
one response.)

I% Y%

12,5 13.3 Academic year 1994-1995
29.9 319 Academic year 1995-1996
25.5 27.1 Academic year | 996-1997
26.0 27.7 Academic year 1997-1998

F2) In what academic year do you plan to originate your first Direct Loan? (Check only one
response.) ‘

I% Y%
152 162 Academic year 1998-1999
0.0 0.0 Academic year 1999-2000

78.6 83.8 Don't know/Not sure

If you answered “no longer participates” in Direct Loan Program in ES8:

F3)  When did your institution begin participating in the Direct Loan Program? (Check only one
response.)

i%z Y%
25.6 25.6 Academic year 1994-1995
70.5 70.5 Academic year 1995-1996

39 39 Academic year 1996-1997

210
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SECTION Il
INSTITUTION FORMERLY PARTICIPATED IN DIRECT LENDING OR HAS YET TO
ORIGINATE DIRECT LOANS (CONTINUED)

F4) When did your institution stop participating in the Direct Loan Program? (Check only one
response.)

I% V%

6.3 6.3  Academic year 1994-1995
149 149 Academic year 1995-1996
78.8 78.8 Academic year 1996-1997

F5) Please indicate (in the space below) why your institution is no longer participating in the Direct
Loan Program. {og2)

% .
426  Too labor intensive/time consuming
409  Other

129  Problems with LOC
3.6  FFELP better/improved

<11

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Gl) In what academic year did your institution begin originating loans in the Direct Loan program?
(Check only one response.)

I% Y%

122 122 1994-1995 (Year 1)
703 70.3 1995-1996 (Year 2)
13.9 139 1996-1997 (Year 3)
3.6 3.6 1997-1998 (Year4)

G2)  After your institution was selected for participation, did you delay origination of Direct Loans in
order to plan implementation? (Check only one response.)

I% Y%
10.1 10.2 Yes, delayed 1 year
14 14 Yes, delayed 2 years
0.3 0.3 Yes, delayed more than 2 years
87.8 88.1 No, implemented directly after selected for participation

G3)  Please indicate whether you are currently participating in the Direct Loan Program as an
option 1, option 2, or option 3 institution (as defined by the Department of Education).

I% Y%

24.5 24.8 Option 1 (formerly Level two institution)
66.5 67.2 Option 2 (formerly Level one institution)
7.9 8.0 Option 3 (formerly Level three institution)

Q
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS -
IMPLEMENTING INSTITUTIONS

Questions H1 and H2 are for institutions that began implementing the Direct Loan Program in the
1997-1998 academic year. If you began originating Direct Loans in a previous academic year, please
skip to Question I1.

HI)  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 office or the bursar’s office) involved in setting up the
processes. Please rate the ease of setting up these processes at your institution on the foliowing
scale. (Circle one rating for each activity,)

Ease of Implementation
‘Moderate level]| Difficult to

Easy to setup of effort set up N.Ot
process . applicable
required process
Activities and Processes T% V% T% V% T% V% | T% V%

Identification of Direct Lending functions and
assignment of responsibilities

Installation of EDExpress onto your institution's
own computer system

Development and conduct of intemal staff
training on the Direct Loan Program
Development of procedures/materials to
counsel borrowers on Direct Lending

1.3 113 | 602 602 | 255 255] 30 3.0

322 322 | 167 167] 58 58 | 454 454

134 134 | 469 469 | 227 227|170 170

266 266 | 495 495 | 2.7 27 | 212 212

Development of institutional procedures for
processing loan applications and ensuring loan | 8.4 84 691 691 224 224| 00 0.0
origination

Development of promissory note review and
transmittal procedures

Development of loan disbursement procedures
(e.g., crediting student accounts)

Development of intemal 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)

Development of institutional cash management
procedures (includes estimating capital needs, 16.3
tracking receipt of funds, and reporting cancellations
or refunds)

218 218 | 445 445 337 33.7| 00 0.0

203 203 | 600 600 197 19.7] 00 00

84 84 561 56.1 | 293 293 | 6.1 6.1

163 | 412 412 | 224 224 ] 201 201

Development of reconciliation procedures at

your institution .| 103 103 | 446 446 | 281 281 170 170

E MC ghted Frequency Questionnaire Page 22
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
IMPLEMENTING INSTITUTIONS (CONTINUED)

H2)  How satisfied are you with the Department of Education’s responsiveness to reported problems
or difficulties during your 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

T% V% | T% V% |T% V% |Th Vh|T% V%

Very Very
Satisfied 20.8 20.8[21.1 211|346 34.6[20.3 203; 31 31 Dissatisfied

14
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM

I1) 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% Vo | T% V% | T% V%
Keeping up with regulations 427 430/ 501 504} 6.0 6.1 03 03] 02 02

Answering general questions aboutloans | o35 35| 405 408 | 42 ‘42 | 02 02 13 13
and financial aid

Counseling in-school borrowers 541 6544 | 357 359 5.0 5.1 05 05] 41 41
Processing toan applications 609 61.2]| 290 291 5.1 5.1 26 27119 19
Processing promissory notes 66.2 555| 318 320 6.6 6.6 44 44|15 16
Creating and transmitting origination 576 580|300 301| 78 79| 20 20|20 20
records

Requesting and receiving loan funds 5§94 598 | 273 275 4.1 4.2 28 28| 57 58

Disbursing of loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting student | 51.3 516 | 323 325| 3.9 3.9 14 141}1104 105

to sign)
Refunding excess loan funds to borrowers | 39.1 394 | 404 407 | 7.8 7.9 25 25| 95 95

Performing reconciliation/financial
monitoring and reporting

Transmitting data 483 486 ] 38.0 38.1 8.6 8.7 1.1 11| 35 35

Recordkeeping and reporting of student
information (includes SSCRs, and updates
to the Direct Loan Servicing Center or

124 125)| 380 384 295 297 | 132 133| 6.1 6.1

239 241 425 427 ) 206 207 | 58 58| 66 6.7

NSLDS)
Assisting out-of-school borrowers 209 210| 520 522} 107 108 | 24 24136 136
12) 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%

9.1 9.2 Very easy to administer

374 37.6 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort

294 29.6 A moderate amount of effort is required overall

16.4 16.5 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort
7.1 7.2 Very labor intensive to administer
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

I3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution since it began administering the Direct Loan Program. Please indicate for each type
of resource if increases or decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1997-1998
academic year. This question refers only to changes that are a direct result of participating in
the Direct Loan Program. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change
Signcart | Small No Smmall Significant
‘ |__Decrease 9 Increase | Increase |
Resources T™% Vo T% Vho| TR VA| T% Vo| TH W
Number of permanent or
termporary staff positions in the 20 20| 44 44 | 725 T29| 186 187| 20 20
financial-aid office .
Number of permanent or
temporary staff positions in
fing office or the business 11 11 28 28| &9 86| 122 123| 02 0.2
office .
Numberof staff usedfortecnical | 7 7 | 16 17 | 739 745| 198 200 31 34
support
Number of hours
developing/modifying computer 10 10| 14 15| 413 422 381 389|160 164
| programs/procedures
Numberof harscurent staffwork] 1.9 19 | 41 42 | 543 547 278 280 112 113
Equipment/computers 03 03] 09 091} 370 374| 387 3P1| 20 223
Supplies (postage, copying, etc) | 21 21| 39 39 | 516 501 307 310|110 110
Funds for training 13 13| 23 23| 603 606 285 286 72 73
Funds for staff travel 13 13| 25 25| 584 588| 291 202| 82 82
14) Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase,

decrease, or remain about the same during the 1997-1998 academic year?

I% Y%
80 8.1 Increased
- 9.0 9.1 Decreased
29.9 30.1 Remained about the same
52.4 52.8 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

CAYRLI T |
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

I5) For each of the specific administrative functions listed in the table below, please indicate the
level of change in workload (if any) resulting from administering the Direct Loan Program.
(Circle one rating for each administrative function.)

Change in Workload

5'9““i¢3"t Small Small Significant
Decrease | Decrease No Change Increase Increase
Administrative Function T VA |T%h Ve |[Th Vh|T% Vol T™% V%

aleralld\angeinwkloadatywr
institution due to administeringthe Direct | 49 49 | 94 95 | 31.0 31.3| 338 34.1| 200 202

Loan Program
Training finandal-aid staff 14 14 | 34 34 | 324 328|436 442|179 181

Counseling borrowers on Direct Lending | 1.1 11128 28 [628 635|244 247 79 80

Processing foan applications 98 99 ]137 139|361 365[275 278 11.8 120
Processing promissory notes 6.1 62 [ 102 104 ] 309 315|308 314|202 206
Creating and transmiting origination 41 42|65 66 |347 355363 370| 163 166
records

Advising borrowers onthe status ofloans| 94 96 | 89 90 | 498 504| 28 231| 78 79
Requesting and receiving loan funds 102 104|110 112|439 450| 237 244| 87 89
Disbursing loan funds to borrowers 134 136123 125|439 45| 189 192| 100 102
Recordkeeping and reporting (indudes

tracking information on borrowers and

their loans both during and after 41 41 | 69 70 (357 361[303 307|218 221

enroliment period, and communication
about borrowers to other organizations)

Canceling and changing loans 86 87 |106 108| 364 368|276 278| 158 159
Cash management 41 42 | 43 44 | 329 336|377 385| 188 192
Recondiliation 1.8 18 | 34 35222 227|344 351|361 369

If you answered “Increase” or “Decrease” in “Overall change in workload,” in Question I51:

16) If you indicated an overall change in workload resulting from administering Direct Lending,
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.)

Ts V4 . BEST COPY Ay
16.5 16.6 Temporary - 317 A”-ABLE
83.3 83.4 Permanent

)
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

I7) Please check the statement below that applies to your perception of the Financial Aid Office’s
staffing or workload changes related to your institution’s participation in the Direct Loan
Program. (Check all that apply.)

IT% Y%

23 2.3 Staff have been released to other departments or released from the institution
169 17.0 Staff have more time to work on other financial-aid functions

47.7 48.0 No change in staffing

20.5 20.6 Staff are working extra hours to accommodate the added activities
12.0 12.1 Extra staff have been hired in the Financial Aid Office to accommodate the

added activities

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

I% Y%

57.1 57.4 EDExpress software

150 15.1 Commercial software

8.8 8.9 Software developed in house
184 18.6 Third-party servicer's software

If you checked “EDExpress software” in Question I8:

19) How satisfied are you with the EDExpress software used by your institution to process Direct
Loans as it relates to each of the following? (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|
1 5

Performance Area T% V% |T%h V%|T% V% |T% Vh| T Vh
[Overall usefulness of software (i.e., the extent .
to which it can adequately perform the 30.7 31.0(40.2 405| 18 186| 6.7 68| 3.1 3.1
functions required)
Ease of integration and compatibility with yout } 1 o 555 344 349|232 235[14.3 145] 49 49
previously existing system

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

. 289 29.2|40.1 404|183 184/ 9.1 9.1 | 28 29
process or process multiple types of loans)

- 218
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS

ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

If you checked “commercial software” in Question I8:

110)

How satisfied are you with the commercial software used by your institution to process Direct

Loans as it relates to each of the following? (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 Dissatisfied
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 271 27.3)377 380|221 222|933 93] 31 31
functions required)
Ease of integration and compatibity with your | 30 ¢ 307 [ 36+ asalo16 217| 85 85| 37 a7
previously existing system
Processing efficiency (e.g., the ablty to bateh | 5 o o 0120 4 308|243 246| 70 74| 25 35
process or process multiple types of loans)

I11)

112)

Have you frequently encountered any of the following problems with loan processing during the

1997-1998 academic year? (Check all that apply.)

Ik Y%
19.6 22.1
226 255
18.7 21.1
17.5 19.7
102 11.5

If you encountered any of the above difficulties with loan processing, did the problems have any

Problems with interactions/communications with the loan origination center
Problems with transmission of records to or from the loan origination center

System or software problems
Promissory-note problems
Other

of the following effects? (Check all that apply).

I V%
17.3 199 .
232 26.8
275 31.6
189 21.7

Delayed receipt of loan funds
Problems or delays in booking loans
Problems or delays in reconciliation

Delayed disbursement of funds to borrowers

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER

D Following is a list of Direct Loan Program information or support that you may have received
from the Department of Education, its Loan Origination Center (LOC) or its servicer during the
1997-1998 academic year. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1 to S, 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

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

T% V% |T% V% |T% V% | T V%6 |T% V%A|T% V%

409 412|344 347|169 170| 44 45|11 11| 16 16

272 274|327 329|227 28|71 72|20 20|76 76

Direct Loan Users Guide 318 319326 328|228 229{ 60 6.0] 20 20| 43 43

In-person assistance 169 17.0(174 175|128 128| 52 52| 3.0 3.0 |44.2 444

Borrower counseling materials | 42.8 43.1|31.1 313|168 169]| 36 36| 22 22|28 29

Consolidation booklet 232 234|251 254|175 17.7] 52 52| 3.0 3.0[250 252

Training matenals for
counselors

Entrance/exit counseling
videos

303 305/28.0 283|189 190| 41 41|20 20[159 160

306 30.7{28.7 289|169 169| 3.0 30| 26 26 |17.7 17.8

Preprinted promissory notes 436 43901230 231193 94|30 30|15 15]19.0 191

Reconciliation guide 21.3 216|255 258|256 259| 80 8.1 27 28157 159

Loan origination support 30.0 302|267 269|258 26.0| 84 84| 27 28| 57 57

Loan reconciliation support | 18.0 18.2| 227 229|246 248|150 152| 69 70118 120

Training and technical support | 26.3 26.5|26.4 26.5|26.0 26.2| 7.8 79124 241104 105

Software for administration or
reporting functions

Videoconferences 127 128|158 159|127 128| 46 46| 09 09526 530

217 218|224 225|186 187| 59 59| 19 19289 291

e T
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

JI1b)  Using a scale of 1 to 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 T% V% |T% VA |T% V% |T% V%|T% V%e|T% v%

Information on Direct Loan

Program rules and regulations 438 450328 337 15f0 1541 32 33|08 09|17 18

Telephone support for policy or

administrative guidance 350 358|293 300|173 177/ 65 66|24 25|72 73

Direct Loan Users Guide 33.0 337|292 29.7|1231 236( 66 67|15 15|47 48

In-person assistance 210 215|147 150[11.2 114] 30 30| 28 28 v45.1 45.2

Borrower counseling materials | 50.3 51.3[29.7 30.2(123 125/ 21 21|17 171 21 22

Consolidation booklet 247 252|272 278(173 177)1 26 27|12 121248 254

Training materials for

305 312|286 292|191 195{25 26{ 20 21]150 153
counselors

Entrance/exit counseling

, 315 3211242 247|104 10672 74|62 64)185 189
videos

Preprinted promissory notes 508 518|189 192| 68 69|21 21111 11185 189

Reconciliation guide 244 250|228 234|244 250|69 71|29 30/|161 165

Loan origination support 34.7 355|247 2563|220 22670 72|31 32|61 62

Loan reconciliation support 238 244190 196|248 255|123 126| 62 64 |11.2 115

Training and technical support | 28.2 28.7|24.1 245|252 257} 73 75|29 291|104 106

Software for administrationor |1 3 5171238 243[163 166| 64 66| 16 16 |286 292
reporting functions
Videoconferences 120 12.3]123 126|147 151} 40 41|14 14]533 546

N
[‘\\
foeea
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

J2) For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of each type
of communication or interaction between your institution and the Department of Education’s
servicer. If the interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently Sometimes Seidom Never

Loan Repayment Activities T% V% T% Vo | % V% | T% V%

Refer borrowers to the servicer for loan

4 . . . . .
repayment information and/or materials 32 325| 416 418 (170 170| 86 86

Contact servicer directly to obtain 201 202 | 513 1.7 | 177 178|102 103

forms/information

Intervene with servicer at therequestof |\, 44| 400 422|206 208|165 165
borrowers

Other interaction with servicer (Specify): 35 450 29 368| 09 116| 05 6.6

J3) For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of each type of
communication or interaction between your institution and the Department of Education’s Loan
Origination Center. If the interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the
appropriate rating.) :

Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never
Consolidation Activities T% V% | T% V% | T% V6| T% V%
Refer borrowers to loan origination center
for consolidation information and/or 312 314| 337 339189 19.0| 157 158

materials

Contact loan origination center directly to
obtain forms/information

Intervene with loan origination center at the
request of borrowers

103 104 | 313 315 328 330|249 251

68 69 ] 302 304|307 309|317 318

Other interaction with loan origination

. . . 203 | 1.3 26.1] 06 128
center (Specify): 20 408) 10

- 222

-
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, oR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

J4) Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with the Department
of Education’s servicer or Loan Origination Center concerning loan repayment and
consolidation? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and § being very
dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your level of satisfaction. )

Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied NA
1 5
Communication T% V% | T% V%|T% V% [T V| T wvol|T% v
Loan repayment 178 179|326 3271257 258| 40 41| 17 1.7 |177 178

In-school Direct Loan
consolidation

Out-of-school Direct Loan
consolidation

103 104|196 197(226 227| 57 57 | 40 40 | 373 375

6.5 86 1200 201|258 260 56 56 | 44 44 [349 352

J5) How satisfied are you with the communications and support you have received from the
Department of Education’s Loan Origination Center during the 1997-1998 academic year?

(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 ]

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

Very Very
Satisfied 245 247|345 348/ 24.8 25.0/11.6 11.7] 3.8 3.9 Dissatisfied

J6) In your opinion, is the overall level of communication and support currently being provided by
the Department of Education’s Loan Origination Center better than, worse than, or about the
same as that provided during the 1996-1997 academic year?

I% Y%
32.6 33.8 Better than 1996-1997
229 23.8 Worse than 1996-1997

40.9 42.4 About the same

N
(SN
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

17 How satisfied are you with the communications and support you have received from the
Department of Education’s loan servicer during the 1997-1998 academic year? (Using a scale
of 1 to S, 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% V%|T% V%| T% V%
Very Very
Satisfied 21.5 21.7140.8 41.2{25.1 25.3]/10.0 10.1] 1.8 1.8 Dissatisfied

J8) In your opinion, is the overall level of communication and support currently being provided by
the Department of Education’s servicer better than, worse than, or about the same as that
provided during the 1996-1997 academic year?

I% Y%

26.1 26.9 Better than 1996-1997
12.1 12.4 Worse than 1996-1997
58.8 60.7 About the same

J9) Below is a list of possible interactions with the Department of Education’s Loan Origination
Center. In the appropriate column:

a) Please check the two interactions that you are most satisfied with.

b) Please check the two interactions that you are least satisfied with.

Most Satisfied | Least Satisfied

Types of Interaction T% V% T% V%
Loan origination - 40.5 421 3.1 33
Estimation and drawdown 16.6 17.3 43 46
Loan changes and cancellations 13.9 14.5 18.0 19.2
Reconciliation 34 35 49 372
Processing deferments 40 4.2 6.6 7.0
Loan servicing - 10.9 11.3 8.6 9.1
SSCRs ‘ 6.9 72 | 183 195

Weighted Frequency Questionnaire Page 33
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN

ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

J10)  In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the
Department of Education’s regulations/guidelines. (Use a scale of 110 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable.)

Clarity

Type of Guideline T% Vo |T% V%|T% V%|T% V6| T% V%] T% V%

Loan repayment regulations| 18.4 186 36.8 37.1|328 331| 65 66 22 221! 25 25

Consolidation guidelines 11.5 117|299 303|319 323[/ 96 97|39 40120 121

Timeliness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Type of Guideline Th V% |T% Vh|T% V%|{T% V%|T% V% |T% V%

Loan repayment regulations | 219 22.1 1 39.3 395/28.8 290} 59 60|09 09| 26 26

Consolidation guidelines 150 152 1284 286302 304| 93 94|43 43 |121 122

) ﬁ
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S

REGIONAL OFFICE

J11)  Which of the following regions is the location for the Department of Education’s Regional
Office for your institution? (Check only one response.)

I% Y%
6.5 6.6 Region 1, Boston, MA

13.0 13.1 Region2, New York, NY
10.8 10.9 Region 3, Philadelphia, PA
13.6 13.7 Region4, Atlanta,.GA

14.7 14.8 Region S, Chicago, IL

5.8 5.8 Region 6, Dallas, TX

10.4 10.5 Region 7, Kansas City, KS
5.0 S.1 Region 8, Denver, CO

15.8 16.0 Region 9, San Francisco, CA
3.3 3.4 Region 10, Seattle , WA

1.1 0.0 Don't know/Not sure

J12) Has'your institution had any contact with the Direct Loan Client Account Managers in the
Department of Education’s Regional Office for your area?

(If you answer No, skip to Question K1)

I% V%
72.8 73.5 Yes
26.2 26.5 No

e 226
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S

REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

If you answered “Yes,” contact with Direct Loan Client Account Manager in J12:

J13)  How would you describe the level of interaction between your institution and the Direct Loan
Client Account Managers in your Regional Office? (Check only one response.)

IT% Y%
18.4 18.4 Extensive interaction
53.1 53.1 Some interaction

28.4 28.5 Very little interaction

J14)  Were the contacts with the Direct Loan Client Account Managers in your Regional Office
initiated by your institution, your Regional Office, or both? (Check only one response.)

I% V%

31.9 319 [Institution

14.1 14.1 Regional Office

54.0 540 Both the Institution and the Regional Office

Q *
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SECTION I[V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S
REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

J15) The following is a list of possible reasons for contact with your Regional Office. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1 to 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

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Contact With 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) 320 3211218 219(124 124| 26 26 | 1.0 1.0 [30.0 30.0

Training/guidance delivered by Client

Account Managers at your institution 203 204153 154| 69 69|30 30|13 13528 53.0

Handling questions regarding Direct

. 35.7 35.7|323 323|141 141} 31 31§11 1.1|13.7 137
Loan policy

Entrance/exit counseling issues 162 162102 102195 95| 14 14|00 0.0]62.7 627

Requests for ED-provided materials | 30.7 30.8|16.1 162|111 11.1] 19 19|13 1.3[38.6 38.7

Questions/issues regarding computer

. . . 184 185|134 135|104 105| 3.0 3.0 11 1.1}53.2 5§35
systems design or impiementation

Questions/issues regarding loan 258 259|186 186125 125| 33 33|06 06390 391

origination

Questions/issues regarding

disbursement and/or refunding of 21 22211563 154128 128| 34 34 |09 09 451 453
excess funds to borrowers

Reconciliation issues : 213 2141197 198|157 158| 78 79 |41 4.1 {31.0 311

Client Account Manager's liaison with
servicer, loan originator contractor, or | 25.0 25.0] 25.2 2531121 121 28 28|08 081339 339

software contractor -
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S
REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

J15b) Using a scale of 1 to 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

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Contact With 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) 325 326{227 227|194 9440 40|10 1.0 {301 302

Training/guidance delivered by Client

Account Managers at your institution 219 2201155 15660 6.1 |25 25|13 1.3]523 525

Handling questions regarding Direct

. 38.8 39.0(294 295|134 13523 23|19 1.9 /137 138
Loan policy

Entrance/exit counseling issues 151 152|114 115| 85 86|15 15|05 05 |625 628

Requests for ED-provided materials {33.5 33.7|152 15.2]|104 105| 1.3 13|06 06 |38.4 386

Questions/issues regarding computer

systems design or implementation 16.3 164131 1321116 11.7] 39 39|12 12 534 536

Questions/issues regarding loan
ongination

Questions/issues regarding
disbursement and/or refunding of 21.7 218|150 151150 151} 17 1709 09 {451 454
excess funds to borrowers

Reconciliation issues 120.5 206}21.7 218|153 154 56 56|53 54 [31.0 31.2

254 255|188 188} 135 135 22 22|08 08 |39.0 39.2

Client Account Manager's liaison with
servicer, loan originator contractor, or [ 24.9 25.0(21.9 22.0|139 140| 34 34|14 14 |34.1 342
software contractor

o
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S
REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

J16)  How satisfied are you with your Regional Office’s Client Account Manager’s knowledge of
financial-aid policies and procedures? (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% V% |T% V% |{T% V% |T% V% |T% V%| T% V%

Very Very
Satisfied 435 438|314 315|186 187| 29 30)09 0922 22 Dissatisfied
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM

K1)  Please review the statements about the Direct Loan Program listed below. Then in the
appropriate column, check whether you agree or disagree that the statement is a characteristic
of the Direct Loan Program.

Agree Disagree

Direct Loan Program Characteristics T% V% T% V%

Borrowers are served well through the
Direct Loan Program

The Direct Loan Program is simple to
administer

The future of the Direct Loan Program is
secure

The availability of loan funds is predictable
in the Direct Loan Program

The Direct Loan Program is cost-effective
to administer

The Direct Loan Program provides
advanced technology

The flexibility of loan repayment options is
beneficial to borrowers

875 884 | 115 116

63.7 649 | 345 351

66.4 69.1 297 309

852 860 | 139 140

719 733 | 263 267

875 890 | 108 11.0

96.5 97.2 28 28

K2)  Please rate your general satisfaction with the Direct Loan Program during the 1997-1998
academic year. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very
dissatisfied, circle your level of satisfaction.)

1 2 3 4 5

Te V% |T%h V% |{T% V% |T% V%|T% V%

Very Very
Satisfied 281 283|426 429)168 169| 84 85] 34 34 Dissatisfied
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

K3)  Compared to the 1996-1997 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction with the Direct
Loan program increased, decreased, or remained the same?

IT% Y%

33.6 34.1 Increased

14.8 15.0 Decreased

50.3 51.0 Remained the same

K4)  What is the most important advice you would give another institution that was preparing to
implement the Direct Loan Program? (oe3)

%
15.2  Get all training available/Attend all workshops
9.7  Have adequate computer support/technician

82  Pianahead
8.0  Be sure to have adequate staff (general)
6.5  Other

6.4  Be sure to have institutional/administrative support

5.7  Need adequate technology

48 Goforit

42 DL is less work/easier to administer

40  Obtain adequate computer training

3.8  Create an implementation plan and test it

29  Keep reconciliation up to date

28  Get advice/support from other DL schools

27  Don'tdo it/Stay with FFEL

22  Good record keeping and organization is a must

21 DL requires more effort/difficult to administer

1.8 Designate one person to administer program

1.7 Choose software carefully

1.4  Resolve problems as they arise

1.3 Pay close attention to reconciliation process

1.2  Be prepared for lengthy training/implementation

1.1 Provide funding for training and technological upgrades
1.0  Train more staff

06  Expect long delays (LLOC - Prom notes - disbursements)
06  Don'trely on LOC

232




SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

K5

) What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education on how to
improve the Direct Loan Program? (List up to two recommendations.) (0ks)

%
210 Other
12.8  Improve/simplify reconciliation
113  LOC personnel must be better trained/more technical support
8.7  Better/faster ED software
7.4  LOC customer services need improvement
42  Don't change the LOC again
3.5  More onssite visits from ED/regional account managers
3.3  Better quality phone services
29  Improve SSCR reporting
29  Better notification from ED on software problems
2.8  Increase training for schools
1.9  Fewer software changes/upgrades
1.8.  Returnto original loan servicer - Uttica
1.8  More flexibility to LOC for manual intervention
1.7  Don't base servicer contract onlowest bid
1.7  Need better consolidation services
1.5  More communicationbetween schools andloan servicer
concerning default issues S
14  Development of software for mainframe operating systems
1.3 Quicker PLUS loan decision making process
1.3  Improve handling of technological issues
1.2  Better integration of ED and commercial software
1.1 Better entrance/exit videos
0.9  Need accurate/up to date student loan infromation
0.7  Better/faster communication with LOC
0.5  Better testing of ED software
0.5  Advanced/specialized training for reconciliation
K6)  Does your institution originate Direct PLUS loans?
(If you answer No, skip to Question K9)
IT% Y%
794 799 Yes
oo
20.0 20.1 No | 3 : 3
Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

If you answered “Yes,” originates Direct PLUS loans in K6:

K7)  How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer the PLUS
Direct Loan Program? (Check only one response.)

I% V%
27.2 27.5 Very easy to administer
37.6 38.0 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
25.0 25.2 A moderate amount of effort is required overall
6.4 6.5 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of

effort
2.8 2.8 Very labor intensive to administer

If you answered “Yes,” originates Direct PLUS loans in K6 (continued):

K8)  Please indicate your satisfaction with each of the following activities or communications
associated with the administration of the Direct PLUS loans. (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
Direct PLUS Loan 1 5

Activities
cviiesandProcesses | tw v | T% Ve [ T% Vel [ T% Ve | T% v

Overall satisfaction 295 298|442 447|200 203} 35 36} 17 1.7

Communications with borrowers | 23.8 24.5 | 39.6 40.7]| 275 282| 50 5.2 15 15

Level of effort expended by

financial-aid office and other 253 256 [ 452 458|212 214} 53 53| 18 1.8
offices

Application processes 335 341|396 4031192 195 43 43| 1.7 1.8
Credit checks and reporting of

.. . 211 215 | 33.7 345|280 286| 9.7 99| 54 55
credit information

Fund disbursement and
refunding excess loan funds

331 335421 426|199 201)22 231} 15 1.5

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

K9) In the space below, check whether you are offering both Direct Loans and FFEL in 1997-1998 or
offering only Direct Loans. Then rate the items corresponding to that column only, as indicated
by the arrow.

IF OFFERING ONLY DIRECT LOANS, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER COLUMN A

BELOW
T% V%
68.4 68.8

Rating

What factors influenced your decision to be
exclusively Direct Loan? Rate each item below
regarding its influences or importance in the
overall decision

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

T VA|Th Vb | TR VAH| T% V%

Did not want to confuse bormowers by offering two

loan programs

Did not want the complexity of administering two
ms simuttaneously

Did not want to continue to administer the FFEL

|Program

Wanted to avoid cash management problems

assodciated with the FFEL Program

665 670|219 21| 56 56 | 52 53

778 784 136 137 )| 42 42| 36 3.6

327 331)] 244 247|198 200| 20 222

295 298| 229 232231 234| 233 236

Wanted to avoid uncertainfy of participationin FFEL | 189 191 | 196 198|323 327 281 284

Other (Specify): 147 914 03 20| 01 09 ] 09 57

(If you answered Column A, please skip to Section V)
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

IF OFFERING BOTH DIRECT LOANS AND FFEL, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER

COLUMN B, BELOW

T% V%

A0 N2

Rating
What factors influenced your decision to 1 2 3 NA
. L L? .
oo oo onnaem | oy | somevtat | et | o
Important important Important Applicable

the overall decision.

T V% | T% Vo| T% Wb T% V%

Did not want to confuse borrowers who already had

FFEL loans 484 521 | 222 239|105 114 | 117 126

Wanted to delay full commitment until the
Department of Education has gained experience with| 23.0 248 | 226 243 (219 236 | 254 273
the new program

Wanted to leam how to implement the program with

a control group before comeitting all bo r 247 266 185 200|163 175 | 333 359

Wanted to maintain relationships with lender(s) 463 499 | 257 277 83 89 125 135

and/or guarantor(s)

Wanted to keep graduate/professional students in

the FFEL Program 99 107} 23 25| 97 105 | 706 76.3
Wanted to keep FFEL PLUS 234 252|215 2321186 200 | 293 315
Other (Specify): 133 84| 05 31 0.0 0.0 2.0 12.5

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

If you answered Column B, “offering both Direct Loans and FFEL,” in Question K9:

K10) Which of the following statements best describes your plans for continued participation in both
the FFEL and the Direct Loan Programs?

T% V%

61.7 61.7 Plan to continue to originate FFEL Staffords and FFEL PLUS loans
4.7 4.7 Plan to continue to originate FFEL PLUS only

7.2 7.2 Plan to continue to originate FFEL Staffords only

11.9 11.9. Plan to switch to exclusively Direct Loan some time in the future

14.6 14.6 Don't know/Not sure

K11) For the following areas of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes in FFEL since

the introduction of the Direct Loan Program.

Improved Same Worsened DK/NA
FFEL Program Administration | T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%
Student's access to loans 322 322|538 538{20 201|121 121
Ease of administration of FFEL 359 359|494 49419 19| 127 127
Service from banks/guarantee 577 577|202 202|07 07 | 124 124
agencies
Service from loan . 358 358|476 476| 16 16 | 150 150
servicers/collection agencies
Service from your third party or 153 153[390 390| 10 10 | 447 447
privately contracted servicers
. e, g
0
e3¢
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SECTION V—SURVEY ISSUES

L1) Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? (oks;

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

Unweighted Item Response Frequencies
Questionnaire
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SECTION |—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.

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:

Teléphone Number:

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

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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SECTION |—SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION

Al)  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%
67.4 67.4 A single Financial Aid Office serves a single campus, branch, or school.

10.9 10.9 A separate Financial Aid Office serves each campus, branch, or school within the
institution.

21.7 21.7 A single Financial Aid Office serves multiple campuses, branches, or schools within the
institutions.

A2)  Please indicate the type of computer system currently used by your institution to administer
student financial aid. (Check only one response.)

I% Y%

7.6 7.6 Mainframe system only

44.1 44.2 Mainframe-to-personal-computer (PC) with interface
16.4 16.4 Independent mainframe and personal computers (PC)
29.6 29.6 Personal computers (PC) only

2.1 2.1 No computer system used; all manual processing.

Q
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SECTION |—SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION (CONTINUED)

Please estimate, by checking the appropriate category, how many Direct Stafford loans
(subsidized and unsubsidized), Direct PLUS loans, Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL)
Stafford loans (subsidized and unsubsidized), and FFEL PLUS loans your institution will

originate during the 1997-1998 academic year (July 1997-June 1998).

Estimated # of Staffords
None 1-250 250-999 1,000-5,000 5,000+
Loan Program T% V% | T% V% | T% V% T% V% T% V%
FFEL 202 202 242 242|248 248 | 249 249 [ 59 59
Direct Loan 731 731| 53 53 |63 63 | 96 96 | 57 57
Estimated # of Plus
None 1-250 250-999 1,000-5,000 5,000+
Loan Program T% V% | T% V% |[T% Vb | T% V% | T% V%
FFEL 340 340 | 504 505 |121 121 | 29 29 | 05 05
Direct Loan 780 780 | 141 141 {50 50 [ 25 25 | 04 04

242
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SECTION |—SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION (Continued)

A4)  Based on your answers in A3, which of the following describes your institution in terms of its
{ID1) loan origination in the Direct Loan and FFEL programs during the 1997-1998 academic year?
(Please review all of the statements below, check one response only, and complete the sections

of the questionnaire indicated by the arrow.)

IT% Y%
666 66.6
65 65
19.5 19.5
74 74
00 00
00 00

1} In 1997-1998, institution originates AFFEL loans only.

Institution has never originated Direct Loans and has
never been selected for participation in the Direct
Loan Program.

~2) In 19971998, institution originates FFEL loans

only. Institution originated Direct Loans in a
previous academic year, or institution has been
selected for participation in the Direct Loan
program but has yet to originate a Direct Loan.

3) In 1997-1998, institution originates Direct Loans
only.

4} In 1997-1998, institution originates both Direct
Loans and FFEL loans. '

sy In 1997-1998, institution will not originate any
Direct Loans or FFEL loans. '

{6} Institution is currently closed.

243
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SECTION l—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Bl1)  How many lenders do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check only one
response.)

I% Y%

14.3 14.3 1-2 lenders

30.0 30.0 3-5lenders

31.7 31.7 6-10lenders

12.4 12.5 11-20lenders

11.5 11.5 More than 20 lenders-

B2)  How many guaranty agencies do you deal with on a regular basis in the FFEL Program? (Check
only one response.)

I% Y%

36.2 36.3 1 guarantee agency

46.4 46.5 2-3 guarantee agencies

10.2 10.3 4-5 guarantee agencies

6.9 6.9 More than 5 guarantee agencies

B3)  Does your institution use electronic funds transfer (EFT) to administer the FFEL Program?
(If you answered No, skip to Question CI, page 6.)
I% Y%

52.8 52.9 Yes
47.1 47.1 No

If you answered “Yes,” use EFT in B3:

B4)  What percentage of your FFEL Program loans are processed through EFT? 86.2 %




SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE FFEL PROGRAM

Cl) 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
Jor each activity. Circle NA for activities that you have not yet had experience with in the
Federal Family Education Loan Program.)

Very Somewhat | Somewhat Very NA
Satisfied Satisfied | Dissatisfied | Dissatisfied
Activity T% V% | T% V% | T% V% ™ V% | T% V%
Keeping up with regulations 371 372 538 539| 68 6.8 17 1.7 | 04 04

Answering general questions about

loans and financial aid 591 593| 385 386 13 13 0.6 06 | 02 02

Counseling in-schoo! borrowers 484 486 44.7 448| 44 44 04 - 0418 18

Processing loan applications 542 544] 389 400 46 46 07 07 | 03 03

Requesting and receiving ioan
funds

Disbursing loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting | 406 40.7| 461 462( 8.0 8.0 1.0 10 | 41 4.1
students’ signatures) :

53.8 540( 398 400} 4.0 40 0.6 06 | 14 14

Refunding excess loan funds to

students 35.7 358| 454 456 93 9.3 1.5 16 |78 78

Performing reconciliation/financial

monitoring and reporting 276 278|516 519]| 100 101 13 13 | 89 89

Transmitting data 387 388| 404 405| 5.1 51 1.2 12 143 143

Recordkeeping and reporting of
student information (includes
SSCREs, financial aid transcripts,
and updates to NSLDS)

263 264|477 478|188 188 | 39 39 |31 31

Assisting out-of-school borrowers 233 234|519 521} 118 119 1.2 12 | 114 114

mc‘lnweighted Frequency Questionnaire Page 6 -
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SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

C2)  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.)

I% Y%
7.7 7.7 Very easy to administer 4
37.5  37.5 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
29.1 292 A moderate amount of effort is required overall
21.0 21.0 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of
effort
46 4.6 Very labor intensive to administer

C3)  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
1997-1998 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 1997-1998 academic year. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Significant Small No Change Small Significant
Decrease Decrease Increase Increase
Resource T% V% T% V% | T% V%] T% V%|T% Vh

Number of permanent or temporary staff|

positions related to financiak-aid office 14 14 42 42798 800] 128 129} 1.5 1.5

Number of permanent or temporary staff]
positions in the accounting or business { 0.7 0.7 32 321856 858] 94 94| 09 089
Office

Number of staff used for technical
support

0.7 0.7 34 34820 823|121 121] 1.4 14

Number of hours developing/modifying

0.8 0.8 28 281515 517} 31.1 31.2] 134 134
computer programs or systems :

Number of hours current staff work 04 04 1] 30 30630 632|270 271| 62 6.2
Equipment/computers 0.3 0.3 10 11| 496 498 376 378} 111 111
Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 1.0 1.0 55 55621 623] 25.3 254| 5.8 58
Funds for training . RN B IS | 11 41 41758 76.0] 162 162 25 25
( ) Funds for staff travel 19 19 | 43 443|744 748|167 168] 22 22

Development/modification of computer | ¢ 5e | 20 20448 450} 40.1 403| 120 121
programs/procedures ]

O
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

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 1997-1998 academic year?

I% Y%

9.6 9.6 Increased

6.6 6.6 Decreased

35.5 35.5 Remained about the same

48.2 48.3 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

C5)  Which of the following describes the current software configuration(s) used by your institution
to process FFEL loans? (Check all that apply.)

I% Y%

41.2 46.1 Guaranty-agency software
4.1 4.6 Lender software :
15.7 17.5 Software developed in house

129 144 Third-party servicer's software
15.5 17.4 Commercial software

C6)  How satisfied are you with the software configuration used by your institution to process FFEL
loans as it relates to each of the following? If your institution uses software from multiple
sources please consider them collectively when answering. ( 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
1 5
Performance Area T% V%|T% VAIT% V%|{T% V%! T% V%
Overall usefulness of software (i.e., the extent to
which it can adequately perform the functions 286 334|334 390[17.0 198|50 59| 1.6 19

required)

Ease of integration and compatibility with your
previously existing system

247 29.2|30.0 355|208 245! 6.7 79| 25 29

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

. 286 33.5|30.7 359|182 21.3| 57 67| 22 26
process or process muitiple types of loans)

o T T r————— e —
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS ,
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES

D1)  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 1997-1998
academic year. For each item and each source of information or support:

a) Using a scale of 1 to 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 the specified source.)

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 |, o 5,9l372 37.3| 267 267| 7.3 73| 16 16|22 22
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

administrative guidance 18.1 18.1{25.8 258[ 234 234/ 9.1 91} 52 652|183 184

Borrower counseling materials | 21.5 21.6/23.4 234|194 195; 73 73| 30 3.0|253 253

Training sessions 19.4 19.4/30.2 30.3|25.0 25.1| 69 70} 27 27155 155

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

13.7 13.7|21.3 21.3{ 198 198| 6.5 65| 3.0 3.0|356 356

Information on FFEL Program

rules and regulations 29.9 30.0{32.3 324|169 169} 33 33|12 1.2]162 163

Telephone support for policy or

administrative guidance 385 385|285 285)12.8 128| 36 36 1.2 121563 1563

Borrower counseling materials | 43.0 43.0{28.7 28.8/11.9 11.9| 26 26| 11 1.1]126 126

Training sessions 21.4 214|219 21.9/ 153 15.3| 3.3 33} 1.2 1.2]36.8 369

Software for administration or
reporting functions

17.1 17.2|166 167} 118 119/ 27 27| 11 1.1 50.4 50.5

Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor

Information on FFEL Program | o0+ 44 41345 346|136 136] 31 31|13 13|30 30
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy or

.. . . 494 495|286 2871122 12.2| 36 36|20 20[41 41
administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials | 42.0 42.1/29.6 29.6( 14.2 14.2] 3.2 3.2 16 16|93 93

Training sessions 362 362|316 31.6/16.0 6.0/ 39 39| 1.6 1.6[106 106

Software for administration or | 5o o 29 11248 24.9]12.1 12.1| 20 20| 20 20/298 29.9
reporting functions .
EEUR 2 4 8
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

DIb) Usingascale of 1 to 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.)

Usefuiness
1 2 3 4 5 NA

Materials/Training Provided

by ED
Information on FFEL Program
rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy
or administrative guidance

Borrower counseling materials| 24.2 24.3|23.3 234|17.2 17.3] 55 55131 31262 264

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

344 345|357 359|213 21.3| 45 45(13 13]|25 25

253 2541251 252|194 195/ 68 69|38 38(19.2 193

Training sessions 259 26.0|285 28.7{21.0 21.2| 57 57|22 221161 16.2
Software for administration or

reporting functions
Materials/Training Provided

by Primary Lender (or
Servicer)
Intormation on FFEL Program

rules and regulations

Telephone support for policy
or administrative guidance

17.3 17.4{21.1 21.2[15.7 158| 59 59|36 3.7 (36.0 36.1

35.1 3531298 29.9114.2 143)| 31 31|13 13161 162

41.7 4191264 265|115 11.6{ 37 3710 11]152 153

Borrower counseling materials{ 46.5 46.7|26.3 26.4|10.5 10.5] 26 26| 14 14123 124

Training sessions 243 2441209 21.0|127 127/ 30 30)] 1.5 15]|37.3 374
Software for administration or
|reporting functions

Materials/Training Provided
by Primary Guarantor

18.2 18.3[16.5 16.5/104 105/ 22 22| 1.3 13]509 51.2

Information on FFEL Program

rules and regulations 50.2 50.3|30.3 30.4{116 11.7{ 28 28|15 15|33 33

Telephone support for policy

o administrative guidance 52.8 529|267 267|107 10.7) 34 34|19 19|43 43

Borrower counseling materials| 44.7 45.0]/27.9 28.1|124 125] 3.4 34|15 15194 95

Training sessions 394 39.5{30.1 30.1|138 138| 37 37|16 1.6[112 112

Software for administration-or
reporting functions

314 315|231 231|111 11.1{ 23 23|20 20|29.9 300

Q
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SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D2)  What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary lender?

58.2 %

D3)  What percentage of your loan volume is handled by your primary guaranty agency?

86.4 %

D4)  For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of each type
of communication or interaction between your institution and your FFEL servicer(s). If the
interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never

1 2 3 4

Loan Repayment Activities T% V% | T% V% | T% V%| T% V%

Refer borrowers to service(s) for
information and/or materials

Contact servicer(s) directly to obtain
forms/information

Intervene with servicer(s) at the request of
borrowers

284 284| 483 484 171 17.2] 6.0 6.0

303 303|470 471 171 17.2]| 54 54

181 181} 472 473 272 273| 73 7.3

Other interaction with servicer(s) (Specify): | 41 424| 42 435] 11 113] 03 28

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




SECTION ll—FFEL INSTITUTIONS

INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D5)  For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of each type of
communication or interaction between your institution and your FFEL servicer(s). If the
interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (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 Information
and/or materials .

Contact servicer(s) directly to obtain
forms/information

intervene with servicer(s) atthe requestof | ¢ ¢4 | 275 275|389 39.0 27.0 27.0
borrowers

214 215]381 382 (263 264140 140

87 87 |305 305 {373 374|233 234

Other interaction with servicer(s) (Specify): 11 392 10 373/03 98|04 137

D6)  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 NA
1 . 5

Type of Communication T% V% |T% V%|{T% V% |[T% V% | T% V% [T% v%

Loan repayment ‘ 269 269{416 416|197 197 | 24 24 | 09 0.9 85 85

In-school FFEL consolidation | 127 127|237 238|205 205] 29 29 | 1.3 1.3 | 387 388

Out-of-school FFEL

o 140 141|277 278|222 223| 40 40| 17 17 1301 302
consolidation

Rl Y
!

&
p—t
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS

INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LENDERS,
AND GUARANTY AGENCIES (CONTINUED)

D7)

D8)

How satisfied are you with the communications and support you have received from your FFEL
servicer(s) during the 1997-1998 academic year. (Using a scale of 1 to S, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

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

Very : Very
Satisfied 311 3131452 455|191 192 32 32|08 08 Dissatisfied

In your opinion, is the overall level of communication and support currently being provided by

your FFEL servicer(s) better than, worse than, or about the same as that provided during the
1996-1997 academic year?

I% Y%

31.8 32.0 Better than 1996-1997
2.8 2.8 Worse than 1996-1997
64.7 65.1 About the same

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM

E1)  Please review the statements about the FFEL Program listed below. Then in the appropriate
column, check whether you agree or disagree that the statement is a characteristic of the FFEL
Program.

Agree Disagree

FFEL Program Characteristics T% V% T% V%

Borrowers are served well through the FFEL

96.1 96.6 3.4 34
Program

The FFEL Program is simple to administer 74.1 74.4 255 256

The FFEL Program is secure 856 871 12.7 12.9
The availability of loan funds is predictable in

the FFEL Program 91.3 91.9 8.0 8.1

The .FfEL Program is cost-effective to 86.0 87.2 12.7 12.8
administer

The FFEL program utilizes advanced 88.9 903 96 97

technology

The fiexibility of loan repayment options is

beneficial to borrowers 929 938 6.2 6.2

E2)  Please rate your general satisfaction with the Federal Family Education Loan Program during the
1997-1998 academic year. (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% Vh|T% V%|T% V%|T% V%

Very
Satisfied

Very

37.7 37.8|46.5 46.6(13.1 13116 16|08 08 Dissatisfied

e —————————
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E3)  Compared to the 1996-1997 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction this year with
the Federal Family Education Loan Program increased, decreased, or remained the same?

I% Y%

26.7 26.9 Increased

2.8 2.8 Decreased

70.0 70.4 Remained the same

234

Q
E MC Unweighted Frequency Questionnaire Page 15

IToxt Provided by ERI



SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E4) 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.) (OE)

%
294
5.6
4.3
4.3
4.2
3.5
3.5
3.3
3.1
2.7
26
2.3
2.3
23
2.2
21
21
2.1
1.8
1.7
1.7
14
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.2
1.2
1.0

1.0

0.9
0.9
0.5
0.5

Other

Parity between FFELP and DLP

Better/more conveniently located ED training
Simplify Loan application/ combine with FAFSA
Repeal 3-day EFT disbursement

Repeal 30-day disbursement

Improved software, Web/EdExpress

ED improve data, accuracy/dissemination

Institute Master Prom Note.

Loan limits increased

Interest rates set to encourage lenders
ED/Telephone hotline

Servicers/Lenders improve customer service to students
None; pleased.

Servicers/Lenders improve communications on student status
ED improve regulation updates/info

ED improve borrower communication

Loan limits decreased

Do not hold institutions responible for student defaults
ED more active in counseling

Regulate secondary market for student loans
Mandate EFT use/participation

Regulate borrower solicitation be lenders

Increase competition between FFEL and DL

EFT easier/more flexible

End Multiple disbursements

Reinstitution of credit checks

Relax Multiple Deferment Rule

Regulatory/fee reduction for schools w/ low defaults
School control over lender approval

Adopt "commonline” software standard
Reduce/drop Guarantee and/or Origination fees
Reduced fees for EDE system/on-line system

]
[y
i

O
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SECTION lI—FFEL INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E5)  Does your institution originate FFEL PLUS loans?

(If you answer No, skip to Question ES8, page 14.)

I% Y%
80.4 80.7 Yes
192 193 No

If you answered “Yes,” originates \F FEL PLUS loans in ES:

E6)  How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer the FFEL
PLUS Program? (Check only one response.) .

Ik Y%

24.7 24.7 Very easy to administer

37.8 37.9 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
27.1 27.2 A moderate amount of effort is required overall

8.5 8.5 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of
effort

1.7 1.7 Very labor intensive to administer

256
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SECTION II—FFEL INSTITUTIONS

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE FFEL PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

E7)  Please indicate your satisfaction with each of the following activities or communications

associated with the administration of FFEL PLUS loans. (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 Dissatisfied
FFEL PLUS 1 5
Activities and Processes | o, vor |19 voo | T% vee | T% Voo T% V%
Overall satisfaction 293 294|516 518|164 164| 21 21| 03 03
Communications with 247 248|485 487|234 235| 25 25| 06 06
b s . . : : _ 5] 2. . . )
Application processes 302 303|469 471|188 189} 34 35| 03 03
Credit checks and reporting of
credit information 231 233|427 430|259 261]{ 62 62| 13 14
Fund disbursement and 252 254|458 461|219 220 53 53| 13 13

refunding excess loan funds

E8)  Please review all of the following statements and indicate which describes your status or plans

for participation in the Direct Loan Program. (Check only one response.)

I% Y%

9.1 9.1

1.7 1.7

participates

51 5.1

83 83

04 04

1.3 13

03 03

73.6 73.7 Not planning to apply for Direct Loan Program

Q
E MC eighted Frequency Questionnaire
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Application for Direct Loan Program rejected
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Will be applying for Year 6 of the Direct Loan Program

Was accepted into Direct Loan Program but chose not to participate

Institutions originated Direct Loans in a previous academic year but no longer

Institution has been selected for participation in the Direct Loan Program but

Applied for Year S of the Direct Loan Program; application accepted or pending
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SEcTION Il
INSTITUTION FORMERLY PARTICIPATED IN DIRECT LENDING OR HAS YET TO
ORIGINATE DIRECT LOANS

If you answered “yet to originate a Direct Loan” in E8:

F1) When was your institution selected for participation in the Direct Loan Program? (Check only
one response.)

I% V%

9.8 102 Academic year 1994-1995
37.0 38.6 Academic year 1995-1996
239 250 Academic year|1996-1997
25.0 26.1 Academic year 1997-1998

F2) In what academic year do you plan to originate your first Direct Loan? (Check only one
response.)

I% Y%

18.5 19.3 Academic year 1998-1999
0.0 00 Academic year 1999-2000
77.2 80.7 Don't know/Not sure

If you answered “no longer participates” in Direct Loan Program in ES:

F3) When did your institution begin participating in the Direct Loan Program? (Check only one
response.)

I% Y%

23.3 233 Academic year 1994-1995
66.7 66.7 Academic year 1995-1996
10.0 10.0 . Academic year 1996-1997

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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SECTION 1]
INSTITUTION FORMERLY PARTICIPATED IN DIRECT LENDING OR HAS YET TO
ORIGINATE DIRECT LOANS (CONTINUED)

F4) When did your institution stop participating in the Direct Loan Program? (Check only one
response.)

I% Y%

33 33  Academic year 1994-1995
20.0 20.0 Academic year 1995-1996
76.7 76.7 Academic year 1996-1997

FS5) Please indicate (in the space below) why your institution is no longer participating in the Direct
Loan Program. (oe2; .

%
455  Too labor intensive/time consuming
318  Other

13.6  Problems with LOC
9.1 FFELP better/improved

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

G1)  In what academic year did your institution begin originating loans in the Direct Loan program?
(Check only one response.)

I% Y%

16.2 16.2 1994-1995 (Year 1)
71.6 71.9 1995-1996 (Year 2)
86 8.6 1996-1997 (Year 3)
33 33 1997-1998 (Year 4)

G2)  After your institution was selected for participation, did you delay origination of Direct Loans in
order to plan implementation? (Check only one response.)

I% Y%

83 8.3 Yes,delayed 1 year

1.0 1.0 Yes, delayed 2 years

0.5 0.5 Yes, delayed more than 2 years
89.9 90.2 No, implemented directly after selected for participation

G3)  Please indicate whether you are currently participating in the Direct Loan Program as an
option 1, option 2, or option 3 institution (as defined by the Department of Education).

I% Y%

24.6 249 Option | (formerly Level two institution)
68.5 69.3 Option 2 (formerly Level one institution)
5.8 5.8 Option 3 (formerly Level three institution)

260
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
IMPLEMENTING INSTITUTIONS

Questions H1 and H2 are for institutions that began implementing the Direct Loan Program in the
1997-1998 academic year. If you began originating Direct Loans in a previous academic year, please
skip to Question I1.

H1)  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 office or the bursar’s office) involved in setting up the
processes. Please rate the ease of setting up these processes at your institution on the following
scale. (Circle one rating for each activity.)

Ease of implementation
.| Easy to set up Mo%«:reaft;:vel D':::l::;to Not
process required process applicable

Activities and Processes T% V% T% V% T% V% | T% V%
Identification of Direct Lending functions and
assignment of responsibilities 200 200 | 500 500 | 250 250] 5.0 50
Installation of EDExpress onto your institution's
own computer system 40.0 40.0 100 100 | 10.0 100§ 400 40.0
Development and conduct of intemnal staff
training on the Direct Loan Program 15.0 150 | 550 550 | 200 20.0] 10.0 10.0
Development of procedures/materials to
counsel borrowers on Direct Lending 400 400 | 400 400 50 50 | 150 15.0
Development of institutional procedures for
processing loan applications and ensuringloan | 150 150 | 650 650 ) 200 200{ 00 0.0
origination
Development of promissory note review and
transmittal procedures 30.0 300 | 500 500| 200 20.0)] 00 0.0
Development of loan disbursement procedures | 56 250 | 500 500 | 150 150| 00 00
(e.g., crediting student accounts)
Development of intemal recordkeeping and
procedures for reporting to Direct Loan System
(includes tracking information on borrowers and their 15.0 15.0 45.0 45.0 30.0 30.0 100 10.0
loans both during and after.enraliment period, and ‘ o ) ) ‘ ) ) )
communication about borrowers to ED and its
contractors)
Development of institutional cash management
procedures (includes estimating capital needs, 200 200 | 450 4501 200 200] 150 15.0
tracking receipt of funds, and reporting cancellations ) ' ) ’ ) ) ) )
or refunds)
Development of reconciliation procedures at | 155 400 | 500 500 | 300 30.0| 100 100
your institution

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
IMPLEMENTING INSTITUTIONS (CONTINUED)

H2)  How satisfied are you with the Department of Education’s responsiveness to reported problems
or difficulties during your 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

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

Very
Satisfied

263 263|316 316}21.1 211|158 158| 53 53| . VeV
. Dissatisfied

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM

IT)

12)

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 activiry.
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 427 429 515 517 48 48 03 03|03 03
Answering general questions aboutloans | op o goq | 381 382 | 41 ‘41 | 03 03] 12 12
and financial aid
Counseling in-school borrowers 525 6526|384 385( 4.0 4.0 07 0743 43
Processing loan applications 625 627 | 279 280 4.8 4.8 17 17| 28 28
Processing promissory notes 561 562| 314 314 78 7.8 26 26|20 20
Creating and transmitting origination 589 591|294 295| 87 88 | 10 10|17 17
records
Requesting and receiving loan funds 606 608 276 276 4.0 4.0 17 17|59 60
Disbursing of loan funds (including
preparing loan checks and getting student | 540 5441 | 302 303 33 33 1.3 131109 109
to sign)
Refunding excess loan funds to borrowers | 41.4 416 | 394 396 | 64 6.5 20 20)]102 103
Performing reconciliation/financial 17 118 383 385| 312 313 | 134 134]| 50 50
monitoring and reporting
Transmitting data 500 501 378 379 9.1 9.1 07 07]23 23
Recordkeeping and reporting of student
information (includes SSCRs, and updates
to the Direct Loan Servicing Center or 226 227) 446 447 | 201 20.2 56 656 )68 68
NSLDS)
Assisting out-of-school borrowers 215 215 521 522 | 124 124 | 26 26112 112

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.)

IT% Y%
92 9.3 Very easy to administer

38.6 38.7 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
26.6 266 A moderate arhount of effort is requnred overall
18.3 18.3 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of effort

7.1 7.1

Very labor intensive to administer

l: KC weighted Frequency Questionnaire g Page 24
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED) .

I3) Listed below are resources needed for the delivery of financial aid that may have changed at your
institution since it began administering the Direct Loan Program. Please indicate for each type
of resource if increases or decreases have occurred or will occur during the 1997-1998
academic year. This question refers only to changes that are a direct result of participating in
the Direct Loan Program. (Circle one rating for each resource.)

Level of Change

Significant Small Small gnificant
No Change
Decrease Decrease Increase Increase
Resources T% V% T% V% T% V% T% V% T% V%

Number of permanent or
temporary staff positions in the 1.8 1.8 6.6 66 | 695 696 | 196 197 23 23

financial-aid office

Number of permanent or
temporary staff positions in
accounting office or the business
office
g:‘:;gi’°fs‘a"”sedf°”e°“”'°a' 05 05| 18 18| 710 712] 223 224 41 41

Number of hours ™
developing/modifying computer 1.0 1.0 21 22 370 373 | 404 408 | 186 188
programs/procedures

Number of hours current staff work|] 2.3 23 | 63 63 | 523 526 269 270 11.7 118

1.2 12 | 35 35| 815 819 130 131] 03 03

Equipment/computers 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 360 361 | 396 397 229 230

Supplies (postage, copying, etc.) 1.8 1.8 5.1 5.1 470 472 ] 317 318| 140 14.1

g

Funds for training 1.3 13 | 21 21 592 593} 289 289 83 83

Funds for staff travel 13 13 25 2.5 561 56311 305 306} 9.2 9.3

14) Did the number of short-term loans (i.e., bridge loans) issued by your institution increase,
decrease, or remain about the same during the 1997-1998 academic year?

I% V%

74 7.5 Increased

13.4 13.4 Decreased

33.3 33.4 Remained about the same

45.5 45.7 Not applicable (institution does not issue short-term loans)

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

I5) For each of the specific administrative functions listed in the table below, please indicate the
level of change in workload (if any) resulting from administering the Direct Loan Program.
(C ircle one rating for each administrative function.)

Change in Workload

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

Overall change in workioad at your
institution due to administering the Direct | 6.3 63 | 11.2 113]274 275|337 338|211 212
Loan Program

Training financial-aid staff 23 23 | 40 40 | 292 294|444 447195 196

Counseling borrowers on Direct Lending 1.8 18 | 38 38 |61.2 615|238 239| 89 9.0

Processing loan applications 127 128 [ 158 159 31.8 32.0| 264 265)] 127 128
Processing promissory notes 75 75 | 106 107|278 280|306 309) 227 229

f’e'::r‘c"';g and transmitting origination 50 50|74 75317 319|363 365|188 190

I {Advising borrowers on the status of loans| 11.7 11.8 | 120 12.1 | 441 443} 218 219| 99 100

Requesting and receiving loan funds 129 131109 111|409 418] 243 247 91 9.3

Disbursing loan funds to borrowers 173 175129 13.0383 387 198 200{ 107 108

Recordkeeping and reporting (includes
tracking information on borrowers and
their loans both during and after 5.1 5.1 84 85 |332 333]295 29.7]|233 234
enroliment period, and communication
about borrowers to other organizations)

Canceling and changing loans 104 104|129 129|304 305|272 273)] 188 189
Cash management 54 55 | 63 64 | 320 324|342 346|208 21.1
Reconciliation _ 20 20 [ 46 47 [ 185 188|334 339|401 406

If you answered “Increase” or “Decrease” in “Overall change in workload,” in Question I51:

16) If you indicated an overall change in workload resulting from administering Direct Lending,
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.)

I% Y%
14.6 14.6 Temporary
85.2 854 Permanent
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

17) Please check the statement below that applies to your perception of the Financial Aid Office’s
staffing or workload changes related to your institution’s participation in the Direct Loan
Program. (Check all that apply.)

I% Y% _

2.7 2.7 Staff have been released to other departments or released from the institution
20.3 20.4 Staff have more time to work on other financial-aid functions

42.1 42.3 No change in staffing

21.1 21.1 Staff are working extra hours to accommodate the added activities

13.4 13.4 Extra staff have been hired in the Financial Aid Office to accommodate the

added activities

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

I% Y%

55.4 55.6 EDExpress software

18.9 19.0 Commercial software

122 12.3 Software developed in house
13.1 13.1 Third-party servicer's software

If you checked “EDExpress software” in Question I8:

19) How satisfied are you with the EDExpress software used by your institution to process Direct
Loans as it relates to each of the following? (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
1 5
Performance Area ™% V% |T% V%|{T% V% |T% V%| T% V%
Overall usefulness of software (i.e., the extent | :
to which it can adequately perform the 281 283|430 432| 18 182| 78 78| 25 25

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

194 196|34.1 344|268 27.0/139 140| 51 51

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

. . . . . 4 4.0
process or process multiple types of loans) 294 295]387 38.8/188 189| 88 88 0
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
ADMINISTRATION OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (CONTINUED)

If you checked “commercial software” in Question I8:
Jy

110)  How satisfied are you with the commercial software used by your institution to process Direct
Loans as it relates to each of the following? (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied

and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle your level of satisfaction.)

process or process multiple types of loans)

Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
5

Performance Area T% V% |{T% V%IT% V% |T% V% ]| T% V%
Overali usefuiness of software (i.e., the extent
to which it can adequately perform the 294 296|346 348(21.3 215|103 104| 3.7 37
functions required)
Ease of integration and compatibility with your | 5, 4 3431304 306|207 209|906 97| 44 45
previously existing system
Processing efficency (€.g., the ability tobatch- | o7 o 334|979 284|213 216/ 88 90| 29 30

I11)  Have you frequently encountered any of the following problems with loan processing during the

1997-1998 academic year? (Check all that apply.)

I% Y%

22.0 24.1 Problems with interactions/communications with the loan origination center
22.8 25.0 Problems with transmission of records to or from the loan origination center

19.3 21.1 System or software problems

179 19.6 Promissory-note problems
94 10.2 Other

112)  If you encountered any of the above difficulties with loan processing, did the problems have any
of the following effects? (Check all that apply).

I% Y%

15.5 17.2 Delayed receipt of loan funds
25.5 28.4 Problems or delays in booking loans
29.3 32.6 Problems or delays in reconciliation
19.5 21.8 Del'ayed disbursement of funds to borrowers

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER

A)

I Following is a list of Direct Loan Program information or support that you may have received
from the Department of Education, its Loan Origination Center (LOC) or its servicer during the
1997-1998 academic year. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1 to 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

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

T% V% | T%h V% |T% VA|T% V% |T% V%|T% V%

396 39.7(/358 359165 166f 46 46|15 15| 1.7 17

261 262|304 305|256 257| 79 79|28 28|69 70

Direct Loan Users Guide 317 31.7{338 339|219 220| 59 60|25 25| 40 40

In-person assistance 183 183|177 177|127 127| 56 56 | 3.0 330|426 426

Borrower counseling matenals | 424 425|314 315{17.3 174| 41 41|25 25]20 20

Consolidation booklet 252 255(239 241|183 185| 46 47|40 40231 233
Training materials for 310 312|281 282|180 181| 46 46|21 22]157 158
counselors - - . . R . X X . . . .
sizt::wex'tw“"se""g 315 316|261 261|182 182| 38 38|30 30|173 174

Preprinted promissory notes 442 4441213 214192 93|30 30|21 22119.8 199

Reconciliation guide 231 233|251 253|256 258| 89 90|26 27 [13.7 138

Loan origination support 295 296|274 275|266 267| 84 84 | 36 36| 41 41

Loan reconciliation support 17.3 175[21.1 213|266 268|155 156| 92 93| 94 95

Training and technical support | 25.7 259|264 265|274 275|176 76|33 33|91 91

Software for administration or |, , 55| 206 227|205 205| 58 58|21 22266 267
reporting functions
Videoconferences 142 142182 182|155 156] 41 41| 12 12 |465 467

Q
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

JIb)  Using a scale of 1 to 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 T% V% |[T%h V%|T% V% |T% V%|T% V%|T% V%

Information on Direct Loan

Program rules and regulations 467 4731323 328 ‘.13.4 13531 32|13 13|18 18

Telephone support for policy or

administrative guidance 355 36.0(27.2 276|185 188| 78 79|30 30|66 67

Direct Loan Users Guide .]1333 337|295 299|231 234| 66 67|21 22| 41 42

In-person assistance 218 2211152 154[125 1281 38 39| 25 25 |426 433

Borrower counseling materials | 52.5 53.0|28.7 29.0{ 120 122| 25 25|18 18|15 15

Consolidation booklet 287 29.21249 253)16.5 168| 3.1 32| 17 17234 238

Training materials for

317 322|277 281|188 191| 26 27|23 231153 156
counselors

Entrance/exit counseling

. 312 316211 2141130 132} 74 75|81 82}178 18.1
videos

Preprinted promissory notes 528 534|162 164{69 70|18 18] 15 15196 199

Reconciliation guide 248 2521243 247}1236 240/ 86 87| 31 32140 143

Loan origination support 348 353|262 266|211 21476 77| 45 45) 45 45

Loan reconciliation support 234 239|182 185]264 269|125 128| 86 87 | 91 92

Training and technical support | 28.7 29.0} 246 249|256 259| 73 73| 36 37|91 92

Software for administraion of | ) 1 95 41241 244[17.5 177| 63 63|23 23|26 269
reporting functions
Videoconferences 132 134|149 150|178 180} 3.3 33| 17 17 {480 486
Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

12) For each of the following loan repayment activities, please indicate the frequency of each type
of communication or interaction between your institution and the Department of Education’s
servicer. If the interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the appropriate rating.)

Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never

Loan Repayment Activities T% V% T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Refer borrowers to the servicer for loan

. . . 328 329 | 436 4361|177 17.7]| 58 58
repayment information and/or materials

Contact servicer directly to obtain 211 212 | 502 503|201 202| 83 8.3

forms/information

Intervene with servicer at the requestof | 16, 454 [ 416 417 | 332 332|147 147
borrowers

Other interaction with servicer (Specify): 45 422 4.1 3914 12 109} 08 7.8

J3) For each of the following consolidation activities, please indicate the frequency of each type of
communication or interaction between your institution and the Department of Education’s Loan
Origination Center. If the interaction did not occur, please circle 4, Never. (Circle the
appropriate rating.)

Frequently | Sometimes Seldom Never
Consolidation Activities T% V% | T% V% | T% V% | T% V%
Refer borrowers to ioan origination center
for consolidation information and/or 354 355| 355 357|179 17.9§109 109

materials

Contact loan origination center directly to
obtain forms/information

Intervene with loan origination center at the
request of borrowers

101 101} 334 336|357 359|203 204

76 76 | 304 305|338 340]27.8 279

Other interaction with loan origination

. . 13 250} 05 94| 1.0 188
center (Specify): 25 469

Q
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SECTION I[V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN -
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

J4) Overall, how satisfied are you with the communications that you have had with the Department
of Education’s servicer or Loan Origination Center 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 NA
1 5
Communication T% V% | T%h V%|T% V% |T% V% | T% V% [T% V%
Loan repayment 157 1567|345 345|277 278 50 50| 1.7 17 |153 154

In-school Direct Loan
consolidation

Out-of-school Direct Loan
consolidation

83 83203 204|264 265| 71 71 | 40 40 |337 338

68 68 (213 214|281 282|771 71| 48 48 |315 317

J5) How satisfied are you with the communications and support you have received from the
Department of Education’s Loan Origination Center during the 1997-1998 academic year?
(Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, please circle
your level of satisfaction.)

AN

1 2 3 4 5

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

Very
Satisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

21.3 214|350 35.2| 24.8 249|14.2 143| 43 43

J6) In your opinion, is the overall level of communication and support currently being provided by
the Department of Education’s Loan Origination Center better than, worse than, or about the
same as that provided during the 1996-1997 academic year?

I% V% :
-36.1 37.1 Better than 1996-1997
25.7 26.4 Worse than 1996-1997
35.6 36.5 About the same

Q :
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

17) How satisfied are you with the communications and support you have received from the
Department of Education’s loan servicer during the 1997-1998 academic year? (Using a scale
of 1 1o 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% V%|T% V%|T% V%

Very Very
Satisfied 19.3 19.41408 41.0/26.1 26.2|11.2 11.3] 20 20 Dissatisfied

J8) In your opinion, is the overall level of communication and support currently being provided by
the Department of Education’s servicer better than, worse than, or about the same as that
provided during the 1996-1997 academic year?

I% Y% .
28.5 292 Better than 1996-1997
14.5 14.8 Worse than 1996-1997
54.8 56.0 Aboutthe same

19) Below is a list of possible interactions with the Department of Education’s Loan Oﬁgination
Center. In the appropriate column:

a) Please check the two interactions that you are most satisfied with.

b) Please check the two interactions that you are least satisfied with.

Most Satisfied | Least Satisfied

Types of interaction T% V% T% V%
Loan origination ‘ 408 421 | 37 39
Estimation and drawdown. 173 178 | 34 38
Loan changes and cancellations 157 162 | 181 191
Recongiliation 3s 36 | 385 375
Processing deferments 38 39 74 78
Loan servicing : 108 112 | 88 93
SSCRs 5.0 52 | 178 188

Q
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, LOAN
ORIGINATION CENTER, OR ED SERVICER (CONTINUED)

J10)  In the table below, please rate your level of satisfaction with the timeliness and clarity of the
Department of Education’s regulations/guidelines. (Use a scale of I to 5, with 1 being very
satisfied and 5 being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable.)

Clarity

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Type of Guideline T% V% [T% V% | T% V%|T% V% | T% v%!| T% V%

Loan repayment regulationsf 20.5 20.6 | 366 36.9(30.7 309| 63 63) 20 20/ 3.3 .33

Consolidation guidelines 134 135300 304]31.0 31.4 94 95/41 42109 110

Timeliness

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Type of Guideline T% V% |T% V%|T% V%|[T% V%|T% V% |T% V%

Loan repayment regulations 24 225 | 389 39.1| 276 27.6 61 61112 12| 35 3.5

Consolidation guidelines 155 156|279 280|315 31.7| 92 93|45 45 |109 109

T —————— R —
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS A
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S
REGIONAL OFFICE

J11)  Which of the following regions is the location for the Department of Education’s Regional
Office for your institution? (Check only one response.)

I% V%

6.8 6.8 Region 1, Boston, MA
1474 14.5 Region 2, New York, NY
11.2 11.3 Region 3, Philadelphia, PA
15.0 15.1 Region 4, Atlanta, GA

149 15.0 Region 5, Chicago, IL -
5.3 5.3 Region 6, Dallas, TX

9.7 9.8 Region 7, Kansas City, KS
46 4.7 Region 8, Denver, CO

13.7 13.8 Region 9, San Francisco, CA
3.6 3.7 Region 10, Seattle, WA
0.8 0.0 Don't know / Not sure

J12)  Has your institution had any contact with the Direct Loan Client Account Managers in the
Department of Education’s Regional Office for your area?

(If you answer No, skip to Question K1)

IT% Y%
78.1 78.6 Yes
213 21.4 No

O
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS 4
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S

REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

If you answered “Yes,” contact with Direct Loan Client Account Manager inJ12:

J13)  How would you describe the level of interaction between your institution and the Direct Loan
Client Account Managers in your Regional Office? (Check only one response.)
( .
I% Y%
21.4 21.4 Extensive interaction
52.2 52.3 Some interaction
26.2 26.3 Very little interaction

J14)  Were the contacts with the Direct Loan Client Account Managers in your Regional Office
initiated by your institution, your Regional Office, or both? (Check only one response.)

I% Y%

31.5 31.5 Institution

10.8 10.8 Regional Office

57.7 57.7 Both the Institution and the Regional Office

P
=3
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION S
REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

J15)  The following is a list of possible reasons for contact with your Regional Office. For each item:

a) Using a scale of 1 to 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

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Contact With Regional Office T% V% |T% V% |[T% V%|T% V% |T% V%|T% V%

Training received at the Regional

Office (or at a designated facilty) 300 301|245 246|127 127] 21 21|15 15288 289

Training/guidance delivered by Client

Account Managers at your institution 201 202167 168|74 74]32 3219 19503 50.5

Handling questions regarding Direct
Loan policy

Entrance/exit counseling issues 142 142| 97 97191 91|17 17 ]00 00653 653

359 359|330 330(14.2 142|{ 38 38|13 13|11.8 118

Requests for ED-provided materials | 283 284)17.8 178 9.7 97| 27 28 | 0.8 0.8 |404 405

Questions/issues regarding computer

) . . 184 185)14.0 140/ 93 94| 40 4013 13]524 528
systems design or implementation

Questions/issues regarding loan 279 280|184 184|131 131 38 38|06 06359 360

origination

Questions/issues regarding :
disbursement and/or refunding of 214 214|161 161|127 127| 3.2 3.2 | 0.8 0.8 |455 456
excess funds to borrowers

Reconciliation issues 239 240|203 204{152 153| 80 81|51 5.1]268 27.0

Client Account Manager's liaison with
servicer, loan originator contractor, or [ 29.2 29.2|258 258|116 11.7{ 3.8 38|13 13281 282
software contractor

Unweighted Frequency Questionnaire Page 37



SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S
REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

J15b) Using a scale of 1 to 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

1 2 3 4 5 NA

Contact With 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) 31.1 312|243 244|104 104{ 34 34|15 15290 291

Training/guidance delivered by Client

Account Managers at your institution 21.8 219|165 166 61 62 ]34 3419 19497 500

Handling questions regarding Direct

. 39.1 394[30.0 302|129 130| 34 34}21 211{118 119
Loan policy

Entrance/exit counseling issues 13.7 138|106 106| 74 74|21 21|04 04 |651 655

Requests for ED-provided materials | 31.9 3221159 16.0|/ 87 87| 19 19|06 06 |402 405

Questions/issues regarding computer |

systems design o implementation 16.9 170|135 136[106 106| 42 43|15 15|526 53.0

Questions/issues regarding loan
origination

Questions/issues regarding
disbursement and/or refunding of 216 217|148 149(144 145| 21 21|08 09 |455 458
excess funds to borrowers :

281 282|186 18.7{13.1 132 30 30|08 08359 361

Reconciliation issues 241 243]209 211|140 141| 72 72|61 662|268 271

Client Account Manager's liaison with
servicer, loan originator contractor, or [ 29.0 29.1|222 223|133 134| 44 45|21 21283 285
software contractor

o-
~J
~
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS

INFORMATION AND SUPPORT FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION’S
REGIONAL OFFICE (Continued)

J16)  How satisfied are you with your Regional Office’s Client Account Manager’s knowiedge of
financial-aid policies and procedures? (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% V% |T% V% | T% V% |T% V% | T% V% | T% V%

Very
Satisfied

Very
427 431|336 339|169 171} 32 32|13 13|15 15 Dissatisfied

- 278

Q .
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM

K1)  Please review the statements about the Direct Loan Program listed below. Then in the
appropriate column, check whether you agree or disagree that the statement is a characteristic
of the Direct Loan Program.

Agree Disagree

Direct Loan Program Characteristics T% V% T% V%

Borrowers are served well through the
Direct Loan Program

The Direct Loan Program is simple to
administer _

The future of the Direct Loan Program is
secure.

The availability of loan funds is predictable
in the Direct Loan Program

The Direct Loan Program is cost-effective
to administer

The Direct Loan Program provides
advanced technology

The flexibility of loan repayment options is
beneficial to borrowers

89.6 90.3 9.6 97

63.3 639 | 357 361

66.7 68.1 312 319

84.3 85.0 149 150

72.1 73.1 266 269

85.3 86.3 | 135 137

97.0 97.5 25 25

K2)  Please rate your general satisfaction with the Direct Loan Program during the 1997-1998
academic year. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being very satisfied and 5 being very
dissatisfied, circle your level of satisfaction.) :

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

Very Very
Satisfied 285 2861421 422|177 17.7| 84 84| 30 3.0 Dissatisfied

z\\
~3
(O
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS _
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

K3) -Compared to the 1996-1997 academic year, has your overall level of satisfaction with the Direct
Loan program increased, decreased, or remained the same?

I% V%

33.9 34.1 Increased

16.5 16.6 Decreased

489 49.3 Remained the same

K4)  What is the most important advice you would give another institution that was preparing to
implement the Direct Loan Program? (oE3)

%
12.0  Get All Training Available/attend All Workshops
10.6  Have Adequate Computer Support/technician
9.2  Be Sure to Have Adequate Staff(general)
8.9  Plan Ahead
8.1 Other
7.5  Need Adequate Technology
7.3 Be Sure to Have Institutional/ Administrative Support
3.6  Create an Implementation Plan and Test it
3.4  Get Advice/support from Other DL Schools
34 Goforit
2.8 DL Is Less Work/easier to Administrate
2.8  Don't Do it /Stay with FFEL
2.5  Obtain Adequate Computer Training
22 Choose Software Carefully
2.2 DL Requires More Effort /Difficult to Administrate
2.0  Keep Reconciliation up to Date
2.0  Pay Close Attention to Reconciliation Process
2.0  Resolve Problems as They Arise
1.7  Be Prepared for Lengthy Training/implementation
1.4 Designate One Person to Administer Program
1.1 :Provide Funding for Training and Technological Upgrades
0.8  Good Record Keeping and Organization Is a Must
0.8  Train More Staff
0.8 Expect Long Delays/(LOC-prom Notes-disbursements)
0.8  Don'tRely on the LOC

280

Q
Unweightéd Frequency Questionnaire . Page 41

IToxt Provided by ERI



SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

K5)  What specific recommendations would you give to the Department of Education on how to
improve the Direct Loan Program? (List up to two recommendations. ) (OE4)

%

184  Other

14.7  Improve/simplify reconciliation

11.1 LOC personnel must be better trained/more technical support

8.6  Better/faster ED software

8.4  LOC customer services need improvement

4.8  Don't change the LOC again

29  More on-site visits from ED/ Regional acct managers

2.9  Better quality phone services

2.9 Improve SSCR reporting

2.9  Increase training for schools

29  Better notification from ED on software problems

2.0  Return to original loan servicer-Utica

2.0  Don't base servicer contract on lowest bid

1.8 Need better consolidation services

1.8 Fewer software changes/upgrades

1.4  Better integration of ED and commercial software

14 More flexibility to LOC for manual intervention

1.4 Need accurate/up to date student loan information

1.1 More communication between schools and loan servicer
concerning default issues

1.1 Development of software for mainframe operating system

1.1 Better entrance/exit videos

0.9  Improve handling of technological issues

0.9  Better/faster communication with LOC

0.9  Quicker Plus loan decision-making process

0.7  Better testing of ED software

0.7  Advanced/specialized training for reconciliation

K6)  Does your institution originate Direct PLUS loans?

(If you answer No, skip to Question K9)

I% Y%
81.2 81.5 Yes
185 185 No

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

If you answered “Yes,” originates Direct PLUS loans in K6:

K7)  How would you characterize the level of work or staff effort needed to administer the PLUS
Direct Loan Program? (Check only one response.)

T% Y%
23.4 23.5 Very easy to administer
39.6 39.9 Relatively easy to administer, with a few areas that require a high level of effort
25.8 26.0 A moderate amount of effort is required overall
7.9 8.0 Relatively labor intensive to administer, with many areas that require a high level of

effort
2.6 2.7 Very labor intensive to administer

If you answered “Yes,” originates Direct PLUS loans in K6 (continued):

K8)  Please indicate your satisfaction with each of the following activities or communications
associated with the administration of the Direct PLUS loans. (Using a scale of 1 to 5, with 1
being very satisfied and S being very dissatisfied, or NA for not applicable, please circle your

level of satisfaction.)
Very Very
Satisfied 2 3 4 Dissatisfied
Direct PLUS Loan 1 5

Activities and Processes 1% v lTe vel T vl Tte vl 1% V%

Overall satisfaction 270 2721465 468}213 215|386 35| 10 1.0

Communications with borrowers | 21.0 21.3 [ 408 414|292 206| 61 62| 14 14

Level of effort expended by
financial-aid office and other 246 248|453 45.7{21.7 219| 63 64| 12 12
offices

Application processes 313 317 1402 4071215 218| 49 49| 08 08

Credit checks and reporting of

. ) 165 167 | 329 334|307 311]11.9 121] 66 6.7
credit information

Fund disbursement and

. . . . 2 204127 27| 08 0.8
refunding excess loan funds 307 309 (448 452)202

Q
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

K9)  In the space below, check whether you are offering both Direct Loans and FFEL in 1997-1998 or
offering only Direct Loans. Then rate the items corresponding to that column only, as indicated
by the arrow.

—

IF OFFERING ONLY DIRECT LOANS, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER COLUMN A

BELOW
T% V%
73.1 733

Rating

What factors influenced your decision to be
exclusively Direct Loan? Rate each item below
regarding its influences or importance in the
overall decision

1 2 3 NA
Very Somewhat Not at all Not
important important | important Applicable

T% V%6 | T% V% | T% V%e| T% V%

Did not want to confuse borrowers by offering two

loan programs. 670 678] 210 212| 56 57| 52 53

Did not want the complexity of administering two
rograms simultaneously 813 8221117 119]| 258 25 34 34

Did not want to continue to administer the FFEL

Proaram 375 381]230 2341190 193} 180 193

Wanted to avoid cash management problems
associated with the FFEL Program 291 296|223 227|260 264| 210 213

Wanted to avoid uncertainty of participationin FFEL | 16.0 16.3| 144 147 | 388 394 | 29.1 296

Other (Specify): 151 893| 0.2 13 ] 02 13 1.4 8.0

(If you answered Column A, please skip to Section V)

«83
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SECTION [V—DIRECT LOAN INSTITUTIONS
OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

IF OFFERING BOTH DIRECT LOANS AND FFEL, CHECK HERE AND ANSWER

COLUMN B, BELOW
T% V%
26.6 26.7

Rating

What factors influenced your decision to
continue participation in FFEL? Rate each item
below regarding its influences or importance in

the overall decision.

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

Wanted to delay full commitment until the
Department of Education has gained experience with| 224 235} 211 222} 224 235 | 292 307
the new program .

466 490236 248 | 112 118 | 137 144

Wanted to leamn how to implement the program with

a control group before committing all borrowers 261 275|186 196 | 174 183 | 329 346

Wanted to maintain relationships with lender(s}) 435 458 | 255 2681 99 105 | 16.1 170

and/or guarantor(s)

Wanted to keep graduate/professional students in

the FFEL Program 112 118 | 43 46 | 112 118 | 67.7 717
Wanted to keep FFEL PLUS 261 275|224 235|193 203 | 273 288
Other (Specify): 16865 893 )| 06 36 0.0 0.0 12 71

Emme o s R T e ST
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SECTION IV—DIRECT LLOAN INSTITUTIONS

OVERALL IMPRESSIONS OF THE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM (Continued)

Ifyou answered Column B, “offering both Direct Loans and FFEL,” in Question K9:

K10) = Which of the following statements best describes your plans for continued participation in both
the FFEL and the Direct Loan Programs?

I% V%

62.1 62.1 Plan to continue to originate FFEL Staffords and FFEL PLUS loans
8.7 8.7 Plan to continue to originate FFEL PLUS only
5.0 5.0 Plan to continue to originate FFEL Staffords only
10.6 10.6 Plan to switch to exclusively Direct Loan some time in the future

13.7 13.7 Don't know/Not sure

Kl11) Forthe followihg areas of FFEL Program administration, please rate any changes in FFEL since

the introduction of the Direct Loan Program.

privately contracted servicers

Improved Same Worsened DK/NA

FFEL Program Administration { ™% V% | T% V% |[T% V% | T™% V%
Student's access to loans 348 348|547 547|112 12| 93 93
Ease of administration of FFEL 422 4221460 40| 12 12 | 106 106
:;;‘;?m banksiguarantee 1634 634|255 255| 12 12 | 99 99
S:xgrs,ﬁg;lgzn agencies 410 41.0(447 247|19 19 | 124 124
Service from your third party of | 193 193 (348 348| 19 19 | 441 a4
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SECTION V—SURVEY ISSUES

L1) Do you have any suggestions or comments on this survey? (oEs)

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

Sample Design
The sample for the 1998 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 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). The stating sample
size included 395 institutions that were added to the originally estimated sample to allow
separate estimates for two-year public and two-year private schools; and to include all
HBCUs in the sample. 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 1998 institutional survey was conducted using a mail survey methodology, with an option of
completing the questionnaire via our Computer Assisted Telephone Interview (CATI) operations in
Vermont. Data collection for the survey began on January 27, 1998 and continued through May 8,
1998. 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 86 percent, based on 2,256 responses from 2,611 eligible
institutions. The response rate was 88 percent for First-Year Direct Loan schools, 83 percent for
Second-Year Direct Loan schools, 77 percent for Third-Year Direct Loan schools, 80 percent for
Fourth-Year Direct Loan schools, and 88 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, loan volume, and program type (including cohort-specific
information for the Direct Loan schools) 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

'Cohort-specific information for Fourth-Year Direct Loan schools are not presented in
this report because only 25 of them were present in our sample, less than the 30 required to draw

robust statistical inferences.
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institutions where some HBCUs had 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) Not in population

(4) Non-respondent, known to be in population

Within a stratum r= (n(2)+n(4))/(n(2)+n(3)+n(4)), where n(I) is the number of institutions in the
stratum in category I, 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). Then (rN)/n(2) (or the estimated
population of the stratum divided by the number of respondents from the stratum) became the weight
for each institution in that stratum.

The unequal weights found in the sample led to the decision to obtain replication weights and to use
a jackknife technique to obtain variance estimates and confidence intervals for various statistics.
This was done by sorting the initial sample in random order within strata, and then dividing it into
200 groups by counting from the beginning, and assigning every subsequent case to a different
group, returning to the first group every two-hundred cases. Then for each set of weights, a different
group was treated as if it had not been in the sample and the weights were readjusted. The statistical
package Wesvar was then used to conduct all the variance estimates and significance tests. One
slight difference in the derivation of replication weights from the original sampling weights was the
collapsing of some very small strata with only one respondent, to avoid bias due to non-
representation of the stratum in a replication estimate.

Cross-tabs for the survey data were produced using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) and
significance tests were conducted using 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 affer 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, 1997, and 1998, 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 four 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 and fourth 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 both years the percentage of
unsampled institutions in scope was still estimated.

The third and fourth 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 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 through SAS and significance tests were
conducted using Wesvar. As with the 1997-98 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. '

3 “U.S. Government Printing Office: 1999 — 720-133
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