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Coordinator:
Welcome and thank you for standing by. At this time all participants are in a listen-only mode. After the presentation we will conduct a question-and-answer session. To ask a question, please press star and then 1. This call is recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time.

I will now turn the meeting over to Ms. Anne Tuccillo. Ma’am, you may now begin.
Anne Tucillo:
Thank you, (Allison), very much. Good afternoon everybody. My name again is Anne Tuccillo, and I am going to be co-presenting with David Rhodes on this session, the Institutional Profiles, and we’re going to also talk about the 2011-12 Selection Criteria Best Practices.

So David, you might want to say hello to everybody.
David Rhodes:
Hi, everybody.

Anne Tuccillo:
And I also have Holly and Mike in the wings, who are also listening with us as well.

Before we begin, I just wanted to go over a couple brief reminders about using Microsoft Live Meeting. You see on this slide the phone number that you used to dial in. In the event that you get disconnected, you might want to jot down this number so that you can call back in and join this session.

And then, we are going to go on to the next one, and this is how you can view the presentation in full screen mode. If you want the entire presentation to take up your entire screen you can press the F5 key, and then to return to the normal view, which is slightly smaller, just press the F5 key again.

One of the features of Microsoft Live Meeting is the ability to ask questions, and here you’ll see we have some information about how to do that within the meeting while we’re giving the training. And what you want to do is you would click on the field next to the Ask button and you click on that Q&A button, which you see highlighted up there and underneath that blue arrow, type in your question, and then you would click on the Ask button. We ask that for this session, since we have allocated a tremendous amount of time at the end of the session for questions and answers that you really hold your questions to the end of the session. If you’re having a technical difficulty or having issues with downloading materials or so forth, please use the Ask Question capability and Mike and Holly will try and help you as soon as they can.

And we also have materials that are available for downloading. So, what you will want to do is click on that Download Materials icon, which looks like a bunch of papers, three pieces of paper, select the documents to download, and click Download. And you’ll see that the name of our session is highlighted in the dialogue box right there and you’ll be able to follow along if you want a paper copy.

So, at this time I’m going to start into our regular presentation and we’ll begin on Slide 2.

What we want to accomplish today in our objectives are a couple things, actually three things. Today we want to review your institutional profiles that you have received. We want to look at some of the patterns that we found among the most efficient school verification criteria we were able to identify in the 2011-12 data, and we also want to review the protocol for the random sampling procedures for the 2013-14 award year. But, before we begin talking about the profiles, I have a polling slide that I want to see - get an idea of how many of you have actually received, and also have taken a look at your institutional verification - your profiles that we sent to you.


We’re getting quite a good number. Have you received, and do you have your institutional profile available for review today? That’s good. We have a good number of you listening on the call that have them with you, so that’s going to make this training session even more informative.


Great, I think we got a good idea of who has what and what we can do in this session, so let’s move on to Slide 3 and we’re going to talk - I’m going to start kind of giving you a little bit of an introductory, the thought behind these profiles for the 11-12 award year.

Profiles are generated for every QA school that updated and validated records in the 2011-12 ISIR Analysis tool. QA regional representatives, that would be myself, Holly Langer-Evans, and Michael Cagle, sent electronic copies of your school’s profile workbook several weeks ago. Please note some of you may have slightly different profiles than what you might see in this presentation, and that’s due to the fact that sometimes we weren’t able to use a specific year of data for a particular school, or perhaps maybe your school joined during the halfway point of an award year and we didn’t have data for that award year because your school had not uploaded and wasn’t able to use the tool at the time you joined the program.

So, there may be some slight variations in your profile workbook, but they’re all - you know nothing to be alarmed about. We just wanted to make sure that everybody knew that up front. And as I said, we emailed you an Excel workbook, and that workbook contained five tabs with five unique charts, so during this session I am going to review four of those five charts. The reason we’re reviewing four rather than five is that two of the charts are exactly the same. One is for 2009-10 award year, and the other one is for an 11-12 award year, but they basically are interpreted the exact same way.

So, on the next few slides they will - we will correspond to the tabs in the Excel workbook that you received that contained your profiles. So, what I want to do is start with that first tab of the profile entitled Improper Payments Detected. We’re going to move on to Slide 4.

And it’s shortened as Pell IP Detected by School. And as I said, this is the first tab in the Excel Workbook. This chart provides the percent of Pell Grant dollars that would have been improperly awarded if these award amounts were based on the initial transaction that were corrected by your school verification procedures. Looking at the colors on the chart, the dark blue bars reflect your schools’ data, and the light blue bars reflect the average of all schools in the QA program.

The first thing that you might want to do is to compare your results to the overall average. In this example our, and we call this The University, that’s the school information, bars are consistently shorter than the overall average, which means that their school verification is correcting a smaller percentage of both Pell Grant over and underpayments. So, if you’re dark blue bars were taller that means that your school verification is correcting a higher percentage of improper payments. If the lines are about the same height your school verification is correcting an average amount of potential improper payments.

Now, the second thing to look at is how your schools’ performance changed over time, and how this trend compared to the average trend. We see that for our example school, both bars are taller in the 11-12 award year, than they were in the 2009-10 award year. This school’s verification criteria improved in terms of correcting a greater percentage of both over and underpayments. Looking at the trend for the overall average, the light blue bars we see, on average all schools improved on overpayments going to 14% in 2011-12 from a little bit over 10% in 2009-10. The overall results for underpayments program-wide, however, virtually saved - stayed the same in the last two years.

Let’s go on to Slide 5, and this is the second tab in your Excel Workbook with your profiles, and this slide is Pell improper payments detected in the random sample. And during the 2010-11 award year QA schools, you may recall, were required to draw a random sample of all applicant records. The random sample activity provides quality assurance schools with data about the complete potential for improper Pell Grant payments, and how well your school verification efforts are addressing the issue.

The Pell IP detected by sample tab in the Excel Workbook presents a chart based on data from the random sample. In this chart, both shades of blue represent overpayments, and both shades of red represent underpayments. What you should pay attention to is the relative size of the darks and the lights. The dark blue and red bars represent over and underpayments that would have been corrected by your school’s verification efforts, even if you hadn’t drawn that record into your sample, into the random sample.

The lights represent improper payments that would have been missed, and these missed opportunities should be taken into consideration when you go about discussing what kind of changes you want to make to your verification criteria in a subsequent award year. So, these potential missed opportunities should be considered for inclusion in verification criteria you will implement down the road. The more dark and red you see on your chart the better.

So, looking at the program-wide average here, on the program-wide average bar that the dark and light shades are approximately equal, so on average QA schools correct a little more than half of the overpayments, about 4.4% versus 4%, and slightly less than 1/2 of the underpayments, about 2.8% versus 3.1%. If we add all of these four program-wide entries together that’s where we get that 14.3% I mentioned earlier, which represents the total percentage of Pell dollars at risk for improper payments at QA schools. However, always wanting to be positive, I think another way to say this is that 85.7%, that’s 100 minus 14.3% of the Pell Grant dollars would have been awarded properly if every student had simply been packaged on their initial transaction. So, that’s the cup half full-type of analogy that I like to use.

All right, moving on to Slide 6. Slide 6, the chart on this tab, the School Verif 2011-12 tab provides a look at the outcome of your verification efforts for 2011-12. 2011-12, you may recall is the year in which you were analyzing records that were - that met your school’s verification criteria. What we want schools to focus on, or what you should get out of this information is that you should aim for high percentages in the blue and red bars, and low percentages in the green bar.

So, look at this chart, look at this profile. Look at the blue bar on your profile, the percentage reflects the records that met your school’s criteria and had a Pell change. The red bar reflects the percentage of records selected that experienced a change to EFC. In this school’s sample above, the percent of records selected experiencing a change to EFC without a change to Pell is very low. And just from looking at this data that - one might suggest that the - this example school might not target records that have EFC levels above Pell Grant eligibility.

Looking at the green bar, the green bar represents the percentage of records selected by the school that experienced no change. Those records selected that experienced no change really are kind of like a waste of time, and that represents, in this particular school example, more than 1/2 of the uploaded records.

Now looking at your profile, what does your profile show? Again, schools should really strive for reducing the number of students selected for verification that experience no change. Improving the efficiency of your verification efforts by increasing the number of students selected where there is meaningful change in Pell Grant eligibility and EFC is really what we’re all shooting for. That’s the ultimate goal. The school data presented in this chart on the left suggests that the school verification efforts at this particular school are still in need of some fine tuning, particularly because there’s so many records that are selected that really did not need to be.

The chart on the school, as I mentioned, there is the exact same chart in the profile workbook, and that’s for the 2009-10 award year. And again, as I mentioned, it’s the same thing, but with data from the 2009-10 award year. One thing that is important to note is that QA schools overall made significant progress towards selecting records for verification where it made a difference. By 2011-12 we saw that QA schools brought the percentage of records they selected for verification that did not experience a change to the eligibility for need-based aid to roughly 1/3. Now, looking at your own profile data, how does your efficiency stack up against the program-wide average? So, these are some of the questions that you should be asking yourself and looking at when you’re looking at your profiles.

Let’s go on to Slide 7, and this chart is the effect of verification in the 2010-11 tab. That’s the tab in the Excel Workbook. And this chart provides information about how well your school verification performed during the 2010-11 award year. Again, that was the award year in which QA schools drew a random sample. Remember, the random sample, again, provides information about the records that your current verification procedures might be missing. Let’s discuss the colors on your profile. This is broken up. It’s kind of that stacked bar graph that we’ve been talking about for a couple years.


The blue sections of the graph represent records that had a change to Pell Grant when verified. The red sections experienced an EFC change, but not a change to Pell Grants. And the green sections reflect records that had neither a Pell Grant or EFC change. So again, look at your school data or the data in the chart on the left, which is the school - example school that we’re using. The darker shade of each color indicates those records that would have been selected by your own verification criteria, again, even if they had not been drawn in to the sample.

So, looking at the blue sections of your profile the percentages of blue - in the blue represent records that experienced a change to Pell Grant. So, what percent of the dark blue records were selected by your school’s verification criteria? That’s a question to ask. The red sections of the chart display records with an EFC change. Another question to ask, what percentage of records in your sample experienced an EFC change captured by your current verification criteria?

If the percentage of records selected in the lighter red is low, as in the example above, you’ve identified some missed opportunities, and a good example of a less than effective verification selection criteria currently in place. The green sections of the chart provide percentages of records that did not experience a change to either an EFC or Pell Grant. What you want to have is dark blue and red. That’s what you want to verify. You do not want to have a lot of records in the light green sections. So look at your profile, as I mentioned, having higher percentages in the dark blue and dark red indicate effective verification criteria.

So at this time, now that we’ve talked about your profiles and whether or not your verification’s on track, David’s going to talk specifically about some of the efficient school selection criteria that we were able to analyze for the 11-12 award year.

David Rhodes:
Thanks, Anne. As Anne just explained, your institutional profiles let you see how your school’s verification is going overall. You can compare your results to the program-wide average or your own performance in past award years. However, at most schools there are multiple reasons why applicants are subject to verification.


The MLM training that’s coming up on November 14 will address how to analyze your single criteria using the new Pell Improper Payment Report. Because we were interested in helping the FSA copy some of the effective practices of QA schools have developed, and it would be very difficult for FSA to adopt what a QA school is doing wholesale, we wrote a computer program that allows - allowed us to evaluate each and every one of the QA schools single criteria for the 2011-12 award year.

This program calculated three statistics for each one of your criteria. We calculated Pell, average Pell Grant change, because preventing potential over and under-awards in the Pell Grant Program are equally important, the average Pell Grant change was actually the average absolute value change.

The second measure, percent with a Pell change is obviously related to the average, but measures a slightly different nuance in terms of how often a Pell change occurs, rather than how large of a Pell change occurs.

The third expands the evaluation of selection criteria beyond Pell by seeing what percentage of the records experienced change to EFC. Our goal was to identify the best practices based on each one of these three measures.

Our initial computer run identified 3,000 unique school and criteria combinations; however, many of these combinations reflected only a handful of students. In order to exclude rare combinations of criteria from our analysis we limited our analysis to criteria where combinations constituted at least 5% of the total records selected by a school. Limiting the analysis to common criteria, trimmed the number of criteria we looked at to just under 500.

We sorted the results based on the school names, criteria combinations, and the other three measures that we were looking at, and we contacted the schools where we identified the most efficient criteria based on each of these measures and we simply asked them, “We’ve identified your Criteria A or your Criteria B as being very effective,” and we asked them what that meant. So if we contacted you last summer, thank you very much for helping us. If we didn’t, maybe we’ll contact you this year, so please have your description of your criteria ready.

On the next slide, Slide 11, let’s look at what we found for the criteria that had very high average Pell changes. We identified ten criteria where the average Pell change exceeded $1,300. The VIN diagram on this page and the similar ones on the next two slides indicate three things that these criteria had in common.

Seven of the ten criteria with the highest average Pell change focused exclusively on dependent students. Two of them didn’t take dependency into account at all, and a final criteria targeted applicants who achieved independent status on the basis of claiming to being a legal guardianship. Four of the ten criteria identified unlikely combinations of parent Federal Taxes paid and parent adjusted gross income. Four of the ten also made use of information that was not available on a single ISIR. For example, how much the student had paid or borrowed in a previous year, or an unusual change to an ISIR value among - on a record that hadn’t been previously selected for verification.

Turning now to the criteria that identified the highest percent of Pell change, we identified nine criteria that were very efficient on this dimension. Among the records selected by each of these criteria, at least 90% experienced a change to a Pell award. For comparison, less than1/2 of the records selected by the CPS in the combined random sample from 2010-11experienced a change to Pell. The percent of records selected by the QA schools in 2010-11 was even lower, 37.8%. All of these nine criteria targeted Pell eligibility, either explicitly using EFC, or indirectly using adjusted gross income, eight of the nine target exclusively dependent students, six of the nine target exclusively estimated filers.

Moving on to Slide 13, we identified five criteria that were extremely efficient, in terms of only selecting records for verification that experienced a change to EFC. At least 98% of the records selected by these criteria at the QA schools that (employed it) experience an EFC change. In comparison, about 1/2 of the records selected by CPS or by the QA schools experienced a change to EFC.

Four of the five criteria that selected very few records where EFC was not affected by verification targeted exclusively dependent students. Three of the five specified an EFC range that explicitly excluded zero. Two of these criteria were quite similar in that they targeted applicants who were initially ineligible for Pell, but whose initial EFC was less than approximately 8,000. We looked at records that were - that had just missed Pell eligibility.

Moving on to Slide 14 to sort of sum up what we found about all the criteria looked at, we found that it was very common for efficient criteria to include multiple ISIR fields. This strategy allows schools to effectively target their verification efforts on students likely to receive more or less Pell, or to experience a Pell - experience an EFC change. Many of these combinations of multiple ISIR fields involves the use of an EFC or AGI range similar to what’s file in the ISIR Analysis tool. I was gratified to see that schools have been able to apply their work with the tool in building efficient verification selection criteria.

So, how should you interpret these findings? You should look at these as efficient best practices, not as sufficient best practices. Now, what do I mean by that? Since these - since our evaluation use data - records that have been selected by school criteria, there was no way we can tell what the individual schools might be missing. However, our analysis of this data does let us see where verification criteria returned the biggest bang for the buck based on our three different measures.

So, you should look at these as possible suggestions of what type of criteria you should add to your own school verification process, but by no means should you return - should you interpret this - these criteria as all you have to do. Given the nature of this presentation, we left out a lot of the gory details. A more detailed description of each criteria will be available in the written report. That report is currently going through the clearance process and will be posted on the Web site shortly.


Moving on to Slide 15, I want to remind you of the upcoming MLM training that are coming this fall. Session 3 will discuss Pell Improper Payment Report and will be held on Wednesday, November 14 at 1:30 to 2:30 in the afternoon Eastern Time. Session 4 will discuss the QA requirements for using the FSA Assessments and will be held on Monday, December 10, again at 1:30 Eastern Time. I think the registration for Session 3 has already been announced. Registration for Session 4 will be forthcoming.

Moving on to Slide 16, I wanted to remind you that we will not be hosting a pre-conference this year, but we will be holding after hour sessions in the upcoming fall conference. If we could pull up the second polling slide, I just want to get a sense of how many people are planning to attend the fall conference. It looks like...
Anne Tuccillo:
David, don’t you want to clarify how many plan to attend the QA Session at the fall conference?

David Rhodes:
Sure. Why don’t we - can we - Mike, can we strike these answers and ask about the QA session of the conference?
Anne Tuccillo:
People can modify their answers.
Michael Cagle:
But, I think that’s how they’re answering it because people can change their answer any time they want, and it’s - and the question is asked, “Do you plan to attend one of the QA sessions at the fall conference in Orlando?” So, I think it’s fine.

David Rhodes:
Okay, thank you.

Anne Tuccillo:
Okay.
David Rhodes:
So, it looks like...
Michael Cagle:
Yeah.

David Rhodes:
...we’ve got a good majority that are planning to attend. If you could go back to the slideshow, these Sessions will be held from 5:00 to 6:00 in the evening. I know days at the conference can be long, but please make the effort to attend. Both sessions will be the same so you only need to attend once. Before the conference, please try to complete at least one analysis using the Pell Improper Payment Report, as will be directed during the November 14 training.


We estimate that it will take less than an hour to complete the analysis of a single school criteria. How many of your criteria we’ll be able to analyze will vary, depending on how many records you have meeting those criteria. There’ll be a minimum number of records you’ll need to do the analysis so you won’t be able to - you might not be able to do every one of them, but come prepared to discuss the results of your analysis. Trust me, it’s - I think it’s one of the easiest analysis that we’ve prepared yet.

I also want to remind people that the random sample is back for 2013-14. It’s the only way we can assess - that you can assess what your school verification criteria might be missing, and it’s the only way we can use your data to figure out what CPS verification might be missing, and what QA criteria are best at addressing those deficiencies in CPS. To maximize the return on your time and effort for the sample, we’d like every school to focus exclusively on undergraduate students that demonstrate financial need. Sample enough cases so that you’ll have 350 records to analyze. Remember, not everyone you draw to your sample will wind up attending your school or completing the verification, so sample more than 350 so you’ll have 350 documented cases.


Moving on to Slide 18, as explained in the recent listserv message, the instructions for the QA sample are similar to what we’ve asked you to do in the past. What CPS verification is now is a little bit more complicated, but we just want you to perform standard verification on the records drawn in to the sample. Verify the randomly selected applicants just like you would if a school was - if your school was not in the QA program and the CPS verification flag on the ISIR was the (V1).


Please reference the Dear Colleague Letter and the Federal Register Notice that lists all the required documentation for each required item. QA schools must use the required Federal documentation to verify all the records selected into their random sample. If you did not get this listserv message, please contact your regional representative. It’s very important that we keep the listserv up-to-date as our primary way of communicating with you, but we rely on you to let us know when a staff member leaves your QA team or when a staff member joins your QA team.

Moving on to Slide 19, just a reminder in 2013-14 you’re going to be doing a random sample, but you still need to perform your regular school verification, and of course you can use the documentation that you choose for records. That’d be your school verification criteria. We encourage schools to verify the identity of any record with verification tracking flag V4 or V5. We’re not asking you to identify the other items associated with these groupings unless you choose to do so.

The Department flags records with a (V4) or a (V5) when it has reason to question the identity of the applicant as it relates to their eligibility for Title IV aid. So, we ask you to consider adding them to your institutional verification procedures. Remember, as a QA school you also have the regulatory authority to establish your own documentation requirements for confirming an applicant’s identity.

Let’s review what we’ve did - what we’ve done today. Anne explained how to interpret your school’s institutional profile by comparing your school’s result to the program-wide average and by looking at trends across award years. I described the school criteria that were the most efficient in detecting changes that matter amongst the financial aid applicants, and reviewed the requirements for the sample - for the random sample coming up in the next award year.

In closing, I’d like to simply remind you of the resources that are available for you on the QA Web site. There’s quite a bit of information up there. We hope that the report that Anne and I complete a couple of months ago will soon be posted. A copy - a recording of this training and the other training this fall will be available a couple of weeks after they’re delivered. So, in case any of your staff members weren’t able to attend a given session, they’re able to watch it, obviously just as a recording.

The final slide before we go to questions just reminds you of the contact information for you regional representatives. They’re always there to assist you. Please don’t hesitate to call or email them if you have any questions. We look forward to your continued partnership in the Quality Assurance Program.

So at this time, we’d like to open it up to questions and there’s a survey that we’d like all participants to fill out before they leave the meeting. Please stay for the questions, but before you go, maybe after the call is over, please fill out the survey. And you can fill out the survey after the call’s over, as long as you don’t access the MLM meeting.

So (Allison), if you’re available to open it up for questions?

Coordinator:
Thank you. We will now begin question-and-answer session. If you would like to ask a question, please press star and then 1. Please unmute your phone and record your name clearly when prompted. Your name is required to introduce your question. To withdraw your requests, press star 2. One moment please, for the first question. Once again to ask a question, please press star 1.

At this time there are no questions raised...
Michael Cagle:
Okay, David...
Coordinator:
I will turn the meeting back to...
David Rhodes:
Yep.

Michael Cagle:
...it appears that people are asking questions using the Q&A button instead, so we have several in the queue.
Anne Tuccillo:
Do you want to read them?
Michael Cagle:
Sure. The first one is, “The random sample for 2013-14, do we select the random sample, then verify only those with a (V1) flag, or we do we just verify all those that come from the CPS with the (V1) flag?”
David Rhodes:
Yeah, what you do for the random samples for 13-14 is every single record in the sample, regardless of what the CPS flag is, treat as if they have the (V1) flag. So, don’t reference that CPS flag, treat them as you would if they had that (V1) and you were not a QA school.
Michael Cagle:
Okay. Another question was actually, I think - I believe it was for Anne. It says, “Anne, your information was very good. Is there a place or a workbook that will help us analyze the data using your information? I was not able to write down all the information. I missed some good tips. Thanks.”
Anne Tuccillo:
Well, any school is welcome to contact their regional representative to go over their profile with them.
Michael Cagle:
Sure.

Anne Tuccillo:
We are going to be posting the session again. The recorded session on our Web site if - so if you want to listen to it again to - you know to capture some of the things that you might have missed, that’s another way to do that. But, I’m happy to talk to any school that wants to spend a little bit more time understanding their profile. So feel free to give me a call, or I’m sure Mike and Holly would probably feel the same way.

David Rhodes:
Right. Also, if you have a question on your profile, if you bring it along to Orlando, during that session, you know either before or after, or even during, we’d be happy to entertain those questions as well.

Michael Cagle:
Okay. The next question is, “For the (V1) random sample group, if we have only been doing tax returns, do we have to do the transcripts or the IRS retrieval?”

David Rhodes:
Yes, just for your sample. Any record that’s randomly drawn into your random sample next year, you need to follow Federal documentation, including those rules for documenting tax information.

Michael Cagle:
Okay. And we have another question here. “For the records that meet our profile that are in the sample, are we doing both our verification and the Federal verification, or only the Federal?”

David Rhodes:
You would - the question is how would you treat a record that’s you would have verified anyway? You would need to do, in a sense, both. You would have to do your - you’d have to do the Federal documentation and any additional thing that you do as a school.

Michael Cagle:
Right. Okay, another question was, “In the slides it is encouraged not required, to utilize the (V4) and (V5) verification codes. Is this true for the random sample as well?”

David Rhodes:
It’s encouraged, but not required. (V4) and (V5) is encouraged, not required, everywhere.
Michael Cagle:
Okay. And we have another question here, “Just double checking, we normally required students to submit tax returns or use the IRS data retrieval, not tax transcripts. For the random sample, must we use tax - transcripts or the IRS data retrieval rather than tax returns?”
David Rhodes:
Yes, for any record drawn into the sample you need to use the IRS retrieval or a transcript.

Michael Cagle:
Okay. Another question here, “For schools new to the Quality Assurance Program for 2011-12, what action would you suggest these schools take to ensure that the criteria in 2012-13 is efficient going into 2013-14?”

David Rhodes:
The question of the efficiency of your current criteria will be addressed by the November 14 training. We’ve developed a training to use the new Pell Improper Payment Report to look at that very question.

Michael Cagle:
Okay. “Can you give more information on what is meant by extra ISIR information, because I’m assuming that’s on that slide where we talked about extra ISIR that were common?”

David Rhodes:
Right, examples of extra ISIR information is information that’s not available on that single ISIR. For example, one of the criteria I remember looked a people who didn’t borrow anything, but were Pell eligible. Who didn’t borrow anything in the previous year, yet were Pell eligible this year. It looked at changes of income from a previous year or looked at changes from a previous ISIR in the current award year.

So, that information wasn’t available on the ISIR that they were looking at when they were considering whether to verify them or not.
Michael Cagle:
Okay. The next question is, “Can we allow the profile to count as a signed statement for household size and number in college, or will we require students to submit a verification worksheet or other signed statement?” I’m assuming they mean the CSS profile...

Anne Tuccillo:
Right. For - I would say for institutional verification that’s fine, but for the random sample they would have to do what’s required under the Federal regulations...
Michael Cagle:
Yes.

Anne Tuccillo:
...for acceptable documentation.
Michael Cagle:
Okay. I hope that answered the question. If not, you can clarify, whoever posted that.
Anne Tuccillo:
That’s my school.
Michael Cagle:
(Jana).

Anne Tuccillo:
Yes, she can contact me.

Michael Cagle:
Okay, great. And then the next question, “For the Pell Improper Payments identified by the 2010-11 random sample, our percentages are lower across the board as compared to the QA Program average. Is that good or bad?”
David Rhodes:
What it means is if your percentage of Pell Improper Payment is lower that could be for two reasons, and we - and I can’t tell you which one it is. One reason could be that your initial applications are much more accurate than average. Or it could be that your school verification is not as effective at capturing the changes that do occur.

To determine which of those answers is correct you need to look at your profile for the 10-11 award year, that year that you did a random sample. If you’ve got a lot of dark blue, relative to the light blue in those sample profiles, then you’re covering it. If you’ve got a lot of light blue, compared to dark blue, then you’re missing a lot of the errors that are happening.
Michael Cagle:
Okay. And the next question is, “How many QA schools are there currently? Can we have an updated list for sharing ideas?”

We do have on our Web site, a current list of all QA schools, so if you click on the QA Web site via IFAP and you click on - I think it’s the second tab - about the QA Program, there’s a list of all QA schools there.
David Rhodes:
And there’s still around 147 or so schools, I think the...
Michael Cagle:
Yeah.

Michael Cagle:
All right the next question, “We are being encouraged to verify (V4) and (V5), does the Department have any ideas as to the numbers that will be selected? I’m trying to gauge the processing resources needed for this process.”

David Rhodes:
I’m not aware of any...
Anne Tuccillo:
Mike, repeat the question again.

Michael Cagle:
Yeah, “We are - since we’re being encouraged to verify (V4) and (V5), does the Department have any idea as to the numbers that will be selected using (V4) and (V5)?”

Anne Tuccillo:
I’m with David. I have no idea. I think...
Michael Cagle:
Yeah.

Anne Tuccillo:
...this is kind of the, and Holly chime in, this is the first year that they’re implementing that. I don’t think it would be, and I’m kind of going out on a limb, more than 30%. Somebody...
Michael Cagle:
Yeah.

Anne Tuccillo:
...you know put a sock in my mouth if you think I’m wrong.

Michael Cagle:
Yeah, it - no it’s really hard to gauge that, but one thing to remember is that again we’re not requiring it, we’re only - you know it’s recommended, so you’re not required to do it. But, I know that you would like to have an idea of how many - what you’re actually going to be doing if you do do that (V4) and (V5), but at this point in time I don’t think we really have any idea unfortunately.

Holly, do you have any thoughts or...
Holly Langer-Evans:
I haven’t heard of...
Michael Cagle:
Yeah.

Holly Langer-Evans:
...what the numbers are, but I do believe that they have a - I think if they’re selected, I think there’s a pretty good feeling that something is up. So, I think that one would want to take a look and see what the numbers are and see how many of those students are hitting those triggers. I mean, I think...
Michael Cagle:
Right.

Holly Langer-Evans:
...we should be able to systemically be able to find out what those numbers are, at least take a look and see what they are, just take a spot check.

Michael Cagle:
Sure. Okay, the next question is, “Is every QA school required to do a random sample?”
David Rhodes:
Yeah, every QA school will be required to do a random sample in 13-14.

Michael Cagle:
Yep, it’s usually an every other year process.
Anne Tuccillo:
We took a sabbatical from the random sample for 12-13 because of all of the changes that came down the pipe with verification. So, we’re just trying to get back into the groove again, but there’s been a random sample since we’ve had a QA program.
Michael Cagle:
Okay, and another question here, “If a school uses the data - or if a student uses the data retrieval, should we exclude them from the random sample?”
Anne Tuccillo:
No.
David Rhodes:
No. No, because you - I mean you could - you already have their documentation, so you don’t have to - you know you don’t have to have...
((Crosstalk))

David Rhodes:
...again, but they’re in the random sample as documented. At least for that you’d have to document the other non-IRS fields.
Michael Cagle:
Okay, and here’s a somewhat related questions, “As a QA school for 13-14 we do not need to request a transcript. A tax return will suffice, is that correct? If so, to clarify, do we need to get a transcript for anyone drawn in to the random sample?”

Anne Tuccillo:
Yes, or the data retrieval.
Michael Cagle:
Okay.

Holly Langer-Evans:
Right, because you have to follow the regulations as outlined in the Federal Register for the random sample.

David Rhodes:
Right, but for...
Michael Cagle:
Or the documentation requirement.

Holly Langer-Evans:
But it - that’s different from your institutional verification criteria. You treat it separately. It’s an important distinction to remember.

David Rhodes:
...the records that meet your school criteria you can use whatever documentation you deem appropriate...
Anne Tuccillo:
Correct.

Michael Cagle:
Right.

Holly Langer-Evans:
Correct.

David Rhodes:
...for 13-14.
Michael Cagle:
And that’s important. And I know that can get a little confusing, but remember there’s a difference between the random sample that you’re doing - that you need to do follow the Federal requirements, and then your own institutional verification that you do every year, you can determine your own documentation.

And this is a very similar question. “For the random sample, if the randomly selected student met our institutional profile, do CPS rules apply or are QA rules apply regarding the documentation of taxes?”

David Rhodes:
If a record run to the sample, whether it meets your institutional criteria or not, you have to follow the Federal. If there’s additional things that you do for your addition - for your institutional, then you do those additional ones as well, but the Federal on is a requirement across the board.

Michael Cagle:
Okay. Another question, “When is the best time to select our random sample for 2013 and 2014?”

David Rhodes:
Probably the best time to select your random sample would be early summer or late spring, so - basically so when you know which applicants have a very high probability of showing up in the fall, and have enough time to complete the documentation. So, you wouldn’t want to wait - you don’t want to wait too late when it’s almost time for them to start classes, but you want to wait long enough so that you can identify who’s going to show up so you don’t have to oversample so much to account for the attrition.
Michael Cagle:
Okay. And this is little bit of a question regarding the (V4) and (V5) verification coding. The question asked is, “Is (V4) and (V5) verification coding on ISIR is for 2012-2013, or is 2013-2014?”

Holly Langer-Evans:
13-14
Michael Cagle:
Yeah. It’s not the current award year, I believe. It’s only - we’re asking it for the 2013-14, right?
Holly Langer-Evans:
Correct, because that’s when the individualized criteria...
Michael Cagle:
Yeah.
Holly Langer-Evans:
...is implemented.

Michael Cagle:
Right. Next question, “Can you explain the effective school verification chart? The program averages 47% have a Pell change, 16.7%, is this a percent of non-Pell recipients of an EFC change? I’m not quite sure what slide they were talking about, but can you explain the effective school - the school verification chart? The program average is 47% have a Pell change.”
Holly Langer-Evans:
While Anne’s looking for that particular one, why don’t we go to the next question while she’s...
Michael Cagle:
Okay, we’ll come back to that...
Holly Langer-Evans:
...taking a look at that slide?
Michael Cagle:
...question. “As the Department of Education starts to do custom student-by-student verification how will that affect the QA Program?”
David Rhodes:
That’s something that we’re monitoring and...
Anne Tuccillo:
Working on that, yeah. Okay Mike, I’m on that slide, can you repeat the question again, please?

Michael Cagle:
Yeah, the question was, “Can you explain the effective school verification chart? The program averages 47% to have a Pell change of 16.7%. Is this a percentage of non-Pell recipients with an EFC change, Slide 6?”

Anne Tuccillo:
It could have been. They could have been - they could have been - had a Pell change or had an - I mean, or could have had a - they could have been Pell recipients and had an EFC change.
Michael Cagle:
Okay.
Anne Tuccillo:
David, is that - I mean, I’m not off the mark on that.

David Rhodes:
No, I’m not quite following the question. I’m...
Anne Tuccillo:
Yeah. The verification that we analyze, the QA Program averages showed that 16.7% of those records that we analyzed for all the QA schools had - were selected. The criteria that selected them had an EFC change of the - the program-wide average for all schools, all the records that we analyzed, 16.7% of the records that were selected for verification had an EFC change. That’s what that statistic means.
Michael Cagle:
Okay.

Anne Tuccillo:
Whether or not some of them might have had a Pell - a change to Pell as well. I’m not - you know I don’t have the - all of those specific breakouts of the numbers in front of me, but they could possibly be. You could have it selected for - because you’re selected for a Pell Grant or you were selected and you had a Pell Grant change. You could also have been selected and had an EFC change.
David Rhodes:
Right it - right. On Slide 6 the 47% for the average is - amongst all the records selected by any QA school, when you pull them all together just about 1/2 experienced a Pell change.
Anne Tuccillo:
That’s right.
David Rhodes:
Right. About 17% experienced an EFC change, but not a Pell change, and there remaining 1/3 didn’t experience either.
Holly Langer-Evans:
Awesome. No Pell change, which is what the...
((Crosstalk))

Anne Tuccillo:
Are they asking if the EFC change was - okay.
David Rhodes:
Right. I mean, most of the Pell changes would involve an EFC change, but there’s other reasons you could lose a Pell beyond - and not have your EFC affected.
Anne Tuccillo:
But that read is not mutually exclusive though.
Michael Cagle:
Okay, let’s go on to - we have just two more questions. One of the - the last - one of the last two is, “You’ve said that (V4) and (V5) are encouraged but not required, so why are we not required to verify - so we are not required to verify high school completion status and statement of educational purpose is that correct?”

David Rhodes:
That’s correct. We’re only - we’re most concerned about the identity element. That - the QA Program believes the Department is going to be fairly prudent and if they question a student’s identity there’s a reason why. Either it’s a non-residential address or the student has a weird enrollment pattern that it - you know that there’s reason that this is not a normal student, and there’s suspected fraud.

Michael Cagle:
Right. So, that is correct and the answer to that question is (V4) and (V5) are just encouraged and not required.
David Rhodes:
Right.

Michael Cagle:
And then the last question, I believe it had to do with Slide 5 and it came in earlier during the session  “Can you remind us why a higher rate of improper payments is better?”

David Rhodes:
Well, a higher rate of improper payments detected means that your verification efforts are going out and changing awards in a meaningful way. If your student had perfect initial transactions, there’d be no improper payments to correct, so that’s another way the values can be low. But - and that’s why you need to compare not just your sample year data, you need to have a sample year to see what you might be missing.

But for Slide 5, for - I’m sorry, Slide 5 is sample.
Anne Tuccillo:
Right.

Michael Cagle:
“No, it - I’m not sure exactly what slide it came in on, but it came in during your session, can you remind us why a higher rate of improper payments is better?” It was somewhere on - when you were on Slide 5 when that question was asked.
Anne Tuccillo:
It might have been Slide 4 too, where we were talking overall the improper payments detected on - by a school, and that was we were looking at one school and it had the 14 - we had the QA Program average is 14% and the school average is about 8.1%. We talked about it there, and then we talked about it again, like you said, on Slide 5.

And we were looking at, I think it was when we were talking about the - you know the program-wide average bar, the dark and light shades are approximately equal. And then, we talked about there was 14% total improper payments, which you know when you subtract, do the math, you’d still find that there’s 85% of the records are being, you know awarded correctly. You know, you want - we want to see a reduction in that 14.3%, but we also want to make sure that schools are capturing the right amount of, you know making sure they’re verification procedures are, as David said, capturing the records that are likely to have an improper payment.

So, I’m kind of not sure what the use of the high - is it better to have a high amount, I don’t understand what the - what that means by that, but - other than you want to make sure that you’re targeting the records that have the most likelihood to have a change, and a change to Pell or EFC.

Michael Cagle:
Okay, thanks.
Anne Tuccillo:
Is there anything you can add to that, David?

David Rhodes:
I think you answered it well.

Michael Cagle:
And if that wasn’t answered, you know you can always go ahead and re-ask it to the regional rep and we’ll try to help you too. But, I think it was answered fairly well, hopefully.

And then, we also had a couple questions just come in. We only have a couple of minutes left here, so the first question was, “Does a student need to be told they are selected for verification due to QA, or can we just request the documents as we would do normally when asking for documentation if we see conflicting data?”

David Rhodes:
I don’t think there’s a requirement anymore that you tell them that it’s part of the sample. And my colleagues can correct me if I’m wrong, but I don’t believe that you need to say you’re - you know, you don’t need to tell them the reason why.
Michael Cagle:
Yeah, they’re selected for verification.

Anne Tuccillo:
Right, because we’re doing it at the same time. In the old QA Program there was a potential for, because of the timing that school - that students might have had aid taken away, so that was why a lot of schools actually told students that they were selected for the sample.

Michael Cagle:
Okay.

Holly Langer-Evans:
But, in this case they’re actually being selected for verification not for conflicting data, so...
((Crosstalk))

Anne Tuccillo:
Correct.
Holly Langer-Evans:
...being selected for conflicting data. You don’t want to say you’re being selected for verification.
Michael Cagle:
Okay, and the last question in the queue, and before we end the call today is  “How are the - how are we at the Department of Education identifying those to be selected in the (V5) group?”

Holly Langer-Evans:
No one’s ever going to tell us.
Anne Tuccillo:
Yeah.

Michael Cagle:
Yeah, we don’t really know how they’re selected.

Holly Langer-Evans:
We don’t even know.
Michael Cagle:
Yeah, unfortunately. Okay, so that’s all the questions...
Holly Langer-Evans:
Honestly, we don’t know. We really don’t know.

Michael Cagle:
Yeah, we don’t...
Holly Langer-Evans:
Honest.
Michael Cagle:
That’s all the questions...

Anne Tuccillo:
It’s a risk model that’s used and applied that that’s how it selects students and record...
Michael Cagle:
That is all the questions in the queue. Hopefully we answered them. If you have further questions you can always contact us at any time. And please remember to complete the survey that’s on the screen. And other than that, I believe, unless my colleagues have anything else to add, I think we are done with the call.
Anne Tuccillo:
I think as David mentioned, if you do have questions and you don’t - can’t get a hold of your regional rep, please bring your profiles to the QA Session at the fall conference...
Holly Langer-Evans:
We’ll also be at the...
Anne Tuccillo:
...as well as your Pell and Proper Payment...
((Crosstalk))

Holly Langer-Evans:
...lab as well at the conference too, so...
Anne Tuccillo:
Correct, Holly. It’s the Resource Room.

Holly Langer-Evans:
Oh, excuse me, the Resource...
Anne Tuccillo:
The Resource Center.

Holly Langer-Evans:
I do get - I do stand corrected.
Michael Cagle:
All right. Well, we do thank you for attending and that officially ends our call today. So, I hope everyone has a great day and I hope - I wish you well in your future analyzing, which will come up on November 14 for our next session, so we look forward to that date.

Coordinator:
Thank you. That concludes today’s conference. Thank you all for participating. You may now disconnect.

END
