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SUMMARY OF QUALITY ANALYSIS TOOL DATA 

Preface

This program-wide report is based upon a detailed analysis of the QA Tool databases submitted earlier this year and QA Program Software databases submitted during the summer of 2000.  Only the 100 postsecondary institutions participating in the QA Program who submitted both sets of data and whose data were statistically representative of the distribution of federal aid in their entire population were used in the analysis.  In order for this report to provide participating institutions a program-wide context from which to evaluate their own results, a great deal of the analysis will mirror the reports available in the software.  Institutions are encouraged to use the results from their “peer-group” – institutions of the same type – as a frame of reference for evaluating their own “Field Change” and “Field Range” reports.  The report is presented in the following 7 sections.

1. Introduction

2. Program-wide field change report 

3. Peer-group (Public 4-year, Private 4-year and other institutions) field change reports

4. Program-wide field range report

5. Peer-group field range reports 

6. Program-wide analysis of verification flags

7. Conclusion

1.
Introduction

The Quality Assurance (QA) Program empowers higher education institutions to regularly examine and review their student financial aid delivery systems. During the 2000-2001 academic year, schools participating in the QA Program tested a pilot version of the new Quality Analysis Tool software.  This software allows Title IV institutions to compare “initial” and “paid on” Institutional Student Information Record (ISIR) transactions.  The software allows users to produce a number of reports that examine changes observed in data elements reported on the Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA).  These analyses help schools identify which ISIR elements are most problematic among their aid recipient population.  Institutions participating in the QA Program use the knowledge gained from this exercise to fine tune their own verification procedures.  With further analysis, the QA Tool may help identify which FAFSA instructions may be in need of modification or clarification.  All Title IV institutions and students can benefit from this type of analysis.  Postsecondary institutions not yet participating in the QA Program can also use the QA Tool to evaluate the effectiveness of the federally proscribed Central Processing System (CPS) verification edits.

Through participation in the QA Program, colleges and universities are given regulatory relief from federally prescribed verification of their Title IV aid applications.  Instead, they are allowed and encouraged to develop their own institutional verification procedures to ensure accuracy in awarding Title IV funds.  In addition to the QA Tool, the program provides online tools (e.g. the Management Assessment modules) that allow institutions to measure and analyze their Title IV aid delivery systems.  Institutions continually improve their operations by identifying and correcting problematic areas in their delivery of financial aid awards.  Click here - link to (http://qaprogram.air.org) - for more information about the QA Program.

Most QA Program participants used the pilot version of the new QA Tool software to analyze annual measurement data that were collected during the 1999-2000 academic year.  This information was re-used for three reasons.  First, the process of drawing a random sample and re-verifying the accuracy of key data elements is an effort-intensive task. The QA Program recognized that the transition to the new methodology embodied by the QA Tool would require a substantial shift in the mindset of the participants, and therefore wanted to help ease this transition by forgoing a 2000-2001 data collection effort.  Second, the data from 1999-2000 was drawn with a random sample of aid recipients at each QA Program school.  Therefore, findings based on this information are generalizable to the entire Title IV need-based aid recipient population at each QA institution, albeit for the 1999-2000 academic year.  Finally, the accuracy of eight key parent/student reported ISIR elements was “documented” as part of the old QA Program methodology.  Therefore, the comparisons made between “initial” and these “documented” values can assume that the “paid on” information is correct. 

The old QA Program methodology randomly sampled approximately 250 Title IV aid recipients at each school and doubled checked the delivery of federal funds.  The primary question being asked was, “Did the relaxation of CPS verification requirements prevent QA Program schools from delivering aid correctly?”  The “QA Readings” of the old methodology focused on the largest remaining areas of potential liabilities.  The focus was on eliminating the remaining discrepancies between most recent awards and awards recalculated with the benefit of universally verified information. The 1999-2000 Annual Report, which analyzes QA Program data from this point of view, is available on the QA Program website. (link to http://qaprogram.air.org/pgmrpts/annualreport'.htm) and confirms that the schools participating in the program deliver aid with a high level of accuracy. 

The methodology of the QA Tool examines aid delivery from a different perspective.  Rather than focus on what QA institutional verification procedures failed to address, the transition methodology examines all that verification procedures need to cope with.  The primary question being asked now is, “What information in initial aid applications needs to be verified in order to effectively steward Title IV funds?”  The comparison of initial valid ISIR information and documented information from the QA Program sample provides a comprehensive list of changes that need to be made to applicant information.  The new QA Analysis Tool allows for the identification of which FAFSA elements change when verified, but also what effect these changes have upon Expected Family Contribution (EFC).  This analysis identifies types of students that verification procedures may be missing and which types of students that verification may be pestering unnecessarily.

2.
Program-Wide Field Change Report

The “Field Change Report” within the QA Tool software presents the percentage of records with a change between the initial and paid-on transactions on any selected ISIR data field.  This report also indicates how these changes might influence financial aid awards by showing what percentage of cases (that have changes to a specified field) experienced an increase, decrease, or no change in EFC.  Using the percentage of cases with a change, we can identify which ISIR elements are the most likely to need correction after an initial application.  By examining the percentages that increase, decrease, and have no effect on EFC, we can evaluate which changes have the greatest effect on financial aid awards.

Table 1 is similar to the QA Tool’s “Field Change Report” and uses information from all 100 schools that submitted sufficient data.  The total amount of need-based Title IV student aid delivered by institutions is used to “weight” the information when combining the data from multiple schools.  The ISIR fields selected are limited to the eight parent/student reported items that were “documented” during the 1999-2000 annual measurement task. Therefore, the changes being examined are, in fact, corrections.  Table 1 presents results separately for dependent and independent students.  As parental values are only applicable to determining the financial need of dependent students, they are only examined for this group.

Looking at the first percent with change column for the dependent students in Table 1, we see three ISIR data elements that change between the “initial” and “paid on” transaction in approximately forty percent of the cases: parents’ U.S. taxes; parents’ worksheet A; and student’s number in household.  A greater percentage (8.5 percent) of cases experience a change to student reports of number in household, but do not experience a change in EFC than comparable numbers for parents’ worksheet A (5.4 percent) and parents’ U.S. taxes (3.2 percent).  As we are most 

TABLE 1:

FIELD CHANGE REPORT ALL INSTITUTIONS BY DEPENDENCY STATUS
N=24,345 STUDENTS FROM 100 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Parents' AGI
32.3%
18.5%
10.2%
3.6%

Parents' U.S. taxes
41.3%
26.5%
11.5%
3.2%

Parents' tax form
9.8%
5.0%
3.0%
1.8%

Parents' earned income credit
8.7%
3.9%
2.3%
2.6%

Parents' worksheet A
39.2%
22.6%
11.2%
5.4%

Parents' worksheet B
17.1%
10.7%
5.4%
1.1%

Parents' number in household
13.9%
7.9%
3.1%
2.9%

Parents' number in college
13.2%
8.5%
2.6%
2.1%

Student's AGI
23.4%
12.9%
7.5%
3.1%

Student's U.S. taxes
29.6%
18.5%
8.3%
2.8%

Student's tax form
16.2%
8.9%
4.1%
3.2%

Student's earned income credit
1.5%
0.9%
0.4%
0.2%

Student's worksheet A
5.3%
2.2%
1.9%
1.1%

Student's worksheet B
12.1%
5.6%
4.0%
2.5%

Student's number in household
40.3%
22.2%
9.5%
8.5%

Student's number in college
21.4%
12.8%
5.3%
3.3%







INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Student's AGI
27.0%
11.1%
9.3%
6.5%

Student's U.S. taxes
30.8%
15.4%
9.9%
5.5%

Student's tax form
14.9%
5.3%
5.0%
4.6%

Student's earned income credit
6.6%
2.3%
1.7%
2.6%

Student's worksheet A
20.9%
9.2%
6.7%
5.0%

Student's worksheet B
14.9%
6.1%
5.2%
3.5%

Student's number in household
8.0%
2.4%
1.9%
3.7%

Student's number in college
5.7%
2.6%
1.3%
1.9%







interested in changes that could possibly influence aid awards, we will focus on the two ISIR elements that exhibit the greatest substantive influence on EFC (parents’ U.S. taxes and parents’ worksheet A) in section 4’s field range report.  This subsequent report will examine the prevalence of misreporting these ISIR fields by family income level.

Among independent students, initial reports of adjusted gross income (AGI) and U.S. taxes were the ISIR data fields that experienced the greatest degree of change, 27 and 30.8 percent, respectively.  The field range reports, in section 4, will examine the level of change and impact of changes on EFC by student income level for these two ISIR fields.

3.
Peer-Group Field Change Reports

Tables 2, 3, and 4 are similar to Table 1, but limit the analysis to a specified type of institution.  Generally, these peer-group analyses provide better frames of reference for institutions participating in the QA Program to use in interpreting their own results.

Public Four-Year Institutions

If your school offers a baccalaureate or higher degree and is publicly supported, use the results from Table 2 as a frame of reference for interpreting your own “Field Change Report.”

Looking at the first percent with change column for the dependent students in Table 2, we can identify parents’ U.S. taxes, parents’ worksheet A, and student’s number in household as the three ISIR data elements that change most often between the “initial” and “paid on” transaction.  As was the case in the program-wide analysis presented in Table 1, a greater percentage (8.3 percent) of cases experience a change to student reports of number in household, but do not experience a change in EFC than comparable numbers for parents’ worksheet A (5.5 percent) and parents’ U.S. taxes (3.4 percent).  Being most interested in changes that could possibly influence aid awards, we will focus on the two ISIR elements that exhibit the greatest substantive influence on EFC (parents’ U.S. taxes and parents’ worksheet A) in section 5 of this report.  The section 5 report examines which family income groups have the greatest degree of difficulty in reporting these ISIR fields.

Among independent students attending public four-year schools, initial reports of adjusted gross income (AGI) and U.S. taxes were the ISIR data fields that experienced the greatest degree change, 25.9 and 30.2 percent, respectively.  The public four-year field range reports, in section 5, examines the level of change and the impact of changes on EFC by student income level for these two ISIR fields.  Institutions should review their own “Field Change Report” to identify their most problematic ISIR fields.

TABLE 2:

FIELD CHANGE REPORT PUBLIC 4 YEAR INSTITUTIONS 
BY DEPENDENCY STATUS 
N=18,495 STUDENTS FROM 73 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Parents' AGI
30.9%
17.2%
9.9%
3.8%

Parents' U.S. taxes
40.6%
25.8%
11.3%
3.4%

Parents' tax form
9.3%
4.7%
2.9%
1.7%

Parents' earned income credit
8.8%
3.8%
2.3%
2.8%

Parents' worksheet A
38.6%
22.0%
11.1%
5.5%

Parents' worksheet B
16.6%
10.1%
5.4%
1.1%

Parents' number in household
14.2%
7.8%
3.2%
3.2%

Parents' number in college
13.5%
8.6%
2.6%
2.3%

Student's AGI
22.6%
12.3%
7.2%
3.0%

Student's U.S. taxes
29.3%
18.4%
8.2%
2.7%

Student's tax form
14.8%
7.9%
3.7%
3.2%

Student's earned income credit
1.5%
0.9%
0.3%
0.3%

Student's worksheet A
5.2%
2.1%
1.9%
1.2%

Student's worksheet B
11.0%
4.9%
3.9%
2.2%

Student's number in household
39.2%
21.8%
9.1%
8.3%

Student's number in college
20.7%
12.7%
4.9%
3.1%







INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Student's AGI
25.9%
10.2%
9.1%
6.6%

Student's U.S. taxes
30.2%
14.9%
9.8%
5.5%

Student's tax form
13.8%
4.8%
4.6%
4.4%

Student's earned income credit
6.5%
2.1%
1.7%
2.7%

Student's worksheet A
20.2%
8.4%
6.9%
5.0%

Student's worksheet B
14.7%
5.5%
5.4%
3.8%

Student's number in household
8.0%
2.3%
1.9%
3.8%

Student's number in college
5.9%
2.7%
1.2%
2.0%







Private Four-Year Institutions

If your school offers a baccalaureate or higher degree and is a private not-for-profit institution, use the results Table 3 as a frame of reference for interpreting your own “Field Change Report”.

TABLE 3:

FIELD CHANGE REPORT PRIVATE FOUR-YEAR BY DEPENDENCY STATUS
N=3,028 STUDENTS FROM 12 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Parents' AGI
44.0%
28.3%
13.1%
2.6%

Parents' U.S. taxes
48.1%
32.6%
13.3%
2.2%

Parents' tax form
12.9%
7.4%
3.5%
1.9%

Parents' earned income credit
8.3%
4.6%
2.1%
1.5%

Parents' worksheet A
43.6%
26.9%
12.2%
4.5%

Parents' worksheet B
21.4%
15.1%
5.6%
0.8%

Parents' number in household
12.7%
8.3%
3.0%
1.4%

Parents' number in college
11.9%
8.4%
2.2%
1.3%

Student's AGI
30.8%
17.4%
9.6%
3.8%

Student's U.S. taxes
32.8%
19.9%
10.0%
2.9%

Student's tax form
26.2%
16.2%
6.8%
3.2%

Student's earned income credit
2.1%
1.2%
0.9%
0.0%

Student's worksheet A
6.2%
3.1%
2.1%
0.9%

Student's worksheet B
19.5%
10.0%
5.4%
4.1%

Student's number in household
47.7%
25.1%
13.1%
9.4%

Student's number in college
26.5%
14.4%
7.8%
4.3%







INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Student's AGI
35.4%
16.9%
11.8%
6.7%

Student's U.S. taxes
36.2%
19.4%
10.9%
5.9%

Student's tax form
21.1%
8.3%
7.8%
4.9%

Student's earned income credit
6.7%
3.0%
1.5%
2.2%

Student's worksheet A
24.5%
14.1%
6.3%
4.1%

Student's worksheet B
16.7%
9.3%
4.7%
2.7%

Student's number in household
8.1%
3.3%
2.0%
2.8%

Student's number in college
4.9%
2.1%
1.6%
1.3%







Looking at the first percent with change column for the dependent students in Table 3, we can identify parents’ AGI, parents’ U.S. taxes, parents’ worksheet A, and student’s number in household as the four ISIR data elements that change most often between the “initial” and “paid on” transaction.  Parents’ AGI and U.S. taxes have fewer cases (2.6 and 2.2 percent respectively) experiencing a field change, but no corresponding change to EFC than comparable numbers for parents’ worksheet A (4.5 percent) and student’s number in household (9.4 percent).  Being most interested in changes that could possibly influence aid awards, we will focus on the two ISIR elements that exhibit the greatest substantive influence on EFC (parents’ U.S. taxes and parents’ worksheet A) in section 5 of this report.  The report examines which family income groups have the greatest degree of difficulty in reporting these ISIR fields.

Among independent students attending private four-year schools, initial reports of AGI and U.S. taxes were the ISIR data fields that experienced the greatest degree change, 35.4 and 36.2 percent respectively.  The private four-year field range reports, in section 5, examine the level of change and the impact of changes on EFC by student income level for these two ISIR fields.  Institutions should review their own “Field Change Report” to identify their most problematic ISIR fields.
Two-Year or Career Colleges

If your school offers a two-year course of instruction or is a career college, use the results in this section as a frame of reference for interpreting your own “Field Change Report.”

Looking at the first percent with change column for the dependent students in Table 4, we can identify parents’ U.S. taxes, parents’ worksheet A, and student’s number in household as the three ISIR data elements that change most often between the “initial” and “paid on” transaction. Parents’ U.S. taxes and worksheet A have fewer cases (3.9 and 7.2 percent respectively) 

TABLE 4:

FIELD CHANGE REPORT TWO-YEAR AND CAREER COLLEGES 
BY DEPENDENCY STATUS
N=2,822 STUDENTS FROM 15 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Parents' AGI
14.3%
7.3%
4.1%
2.9%

Parents' U.S. taxes
24.5%
13.9%
6.7%
3.9%

Parents' tax form
11.8%
4.5%
4.5%
2.8%

Parents' earned income credit
7.7%
2.8%
2.5%
2.4%

Parents' worksheet A
28.7%
15.6%
5.9%
7.2%

Parents' worksheet B
7.5%
4.8%
2.0%
0.7%

Parents' number in household
11.3%
6.0%
1.8%
3.5%

Parents' number in college
8.0%
4.4%
1.5%
2.1%

Student's AGI
12.9%
6.2%
3.5%
3.2%

Student's U.S. taxes
19.9%
12.8%
4.1%
3.0%

Student's tax form
18.8%
7.1%
5.7%
5.9%

Student's earned income credit
0.6%
0.3%
0.1%
0.3%

Student's worksheet A
4.3%
2.0%
1.5%
0.9%

Student's worksheet B
2.5%
0.7%
1.1%
0.7%

Student's number in household
57.3%
29.7%
9.2%
18.4%

Student's number in college
20.7%
8.9%
5.0%
6.7%







INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
Pct with Change
EFC Increase
EFC Decrease
EFC No Change

Student's AGI
12.8%
4.9%
3.8%
4.1%

Student's U.S. taxes
18.0%
8.3%
5.5%
4.2%

Student's tax form
14.4%
3.3%
3.1%
7.9%

Student's earned income credit
6.7%
2.2%
1.4%
3.2%

Student's worksheet A
20.7%
8.6%
4.0%
8.2%

Student's worksheet B
8.7%
3.9%
3.0%
1.8%

Student's number in household
8.0%
2.8%
1.1%
4.0%

Student's number in college
5.9%
3.0%
0.9%
2.0%

experiencing a field change, but no corresponding change to EFC than comparable numbers for student’s number in household (18.4 percent).  However, student’s number in household is still the ISIR field associated with the greatest amount of EFC changes, 29.7 percent of cases have a change in the student’s number in household field and an increased EFC change.  An additional 9.2 percent of cases have a change in student’s number in household and a decrease in EFC.  We will focus on the two ISIR elements that exhibit the greatest substantive influence on EFC (parents’ worksheet A and student’s number in household) in section 5.  The two-year and career college field range report examines which family income groups have the greatest degree of difficulty in reporting these ISIR fields.

Among independent students attending two-year and career colleges, initial reports of worksheet A and U.S. taxes were the ISIR data fields that experienced the greatest degree change, 20.7 and 18.0 percent respectively.  The two-year and proprietary field range reports, in section 5, will examine the level of change and impact of changes on EFC by student income level for these two ISIR fields.  Institutions should review their own “Field Change Report” to identify their most problematic ISIR fields.

4.
Program-Wide Field Range Report

The “Field Range” report in the QA Tool software simultaneously analyzes changes in all ISIR fields that have a direct effect on the EFC.  The “range” in the title of this report refers to user specified groups based on the value of a single ISIR data element.  In the program-wide analysis presented here and in section 5, the content of the “Field Range Reports” has been more narrowly focused on the most problematic ISIR data elements identified in the “Field Change Reports” presented in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4.  Rather than examine the distribution of all ISIR field changes, the analysis presented here focuses on changes in one ISIR field at a time.

The reports presented here continue to categorize the impact of change upon the EFC of aid applicants, but employ a $500 “tolerance level.”  That is, in order for an EFC change to be counted as a decrease or increase, the absolute value of the change in EFC must be at least $500.  For an example, an EFC increase of $312 would be classified as “no change” and an EFC decrease of $678 would be counted as a decrease of at least $500.

The Field Range Reports presented here use dependency status and income level to define groups of aid recipients.  As the ISIR fields that are relevant for determining aid eligibility for a given student vary by dependency status, results are reported separately for dependent and independent students.  Income ranges within these two subgroups will be analyzed in order to identify potential concentration of EFC substantive changes.  Income ranges where corrections are the most likely to occur and have the largest effect on EFC should be considered when targeting verification profiles.

Table 5 allows us to examine which income ranges have a disproportionate number of changes to the two most problematic ISIR elements (as identified in Table 1).  These items were parents’ reports of U.S. taxes and worksheet A for dependent students and student’s reports of AGI and U.S. taxes paid for independent students. 

For dependent students, changes to parents’ reports of U.S. taxes and worksheet A are concentrated in the middle and low income bands, but this concentration closely mirrors the distribution of dependent Title IV need-based aid recipients into the income categories.  Of all changes to parents’ U.S. taxes, 84.8 percent (15.9 + 27.6 + 24.6 + 16.7) occur among students with family incomes below $80,000 and 52.2 percent (27.6 + 24.6) occur among students with family incomes between $20,000 and $60,000. Changes to parents’ worksheet A follow a similar pattern, 85.3 percent (21.5 + 23.9 + 24.0 + 15.9) occur among students with family incomes below $80,000 and 47.9 percent (23.9 + 24.0) occur among students with family incomes between $20,000 and $60,000.  The comparable percentages of the entire dependent aid recipient population are very similar.  Aid recipients with family incomes below $80,000 make up 87.4 percent of the population and dependent students with incomes between $20,000 and $60,000 make up 50.2 percent of all dependent students.  While approximately 16 percent of changes to parents’ report of U.S. taxes occur in the lowest income category (under $20,000), this is less than the percentage of all dependent aid recipient population that fall into this income group (22.1 percent).  Furthermore, changes to parents’ reports of U.S. taxes among students with family incomes below $20,000 are relatively unlikely to result in changes to EFC that exceed the $500 threshold used in this analysis.

TABLE 5:

FIELD RANGE REPORT FOR ALL INSTITUTIONS
N=23,410 STUDENTS FROM 100 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Increased at least $500
EFC
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 change 
in EFC

Parents' U.S. taxes
Less than $20,000
15.9%
4.6%
1.3%
10.0%


$20,000-39,999
27.6%
10.1%
3.0%
14.5%


$40,000-59,999
24.6%
12.5%
5.0%
7.0%


$60,000-79,999
16.7%
9.0%
3.8%
3.9%


$80,000-99,999
9.2%
4.6%
2.2%
2.4%


$100,000 or more
6.0%
2.7%
2.3%
1.0%


Total
100.0%
43.5%
17.7%
38.8%

Parents' worksheet A
Less than $20,000
21.5%
3.7%
1.9%
15.8%


$20,000-39,999
23.9%
9.5%
3.2%
11.2%


$40,000-59,999
24.0%
11.0%
5.1%
7.9%


$60,000-79,999
15.9%
8.4%
3.2%
4.2%


$80,000-99,999
9.2%
4.9%
2.1%
2.3%


$100,000 or more
5.5%
3.0%
1.8%
0.7%


Total
100.0%
40.4%
17.4%
42.2%








INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Increased at least $500
EFC
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 change 
in EFC

Student's AGI
Less than $5,000
20.2%
4.5%
0.5%
15.2%


$5,000-9,999
16.5%
4.6%
1.7%
10.2%


$10,000-14,999
13.2%
3.5%
3.4%
6.3%


$15,000-24,999
16.2%
3.5%
6.2%
6.5%


$25,000 or more
34.0%
10.1%
12.4%
11.6%


Total
100.0%
26.1%
24.2%
49.7%

Student's U.S. taxes
Less than $5,000
14.0%
3.2%
0.7%
10.2%


$5,000-9,999
19.5%
5.1%
1.4%
13.0%


$10,000-14,999
15.2%
4.2%
2.6%
8.4%


$15,000-24,999
19.3%
4.7%
6.0%
8.5%


$25,000 or more
32.0%
10.4%
9.8%
11.8%


Total
100.0%
27.7%
20.4%
51.9%








Among independent students, changes to student reports of AGI and U.S. taxes are concentrated in the top income category (incomes over $25,000).  Roughly a third of changes to these two ISIR field occur within this income band, while this income group constitutes only 21.7 percent of all independent aid recipients.  Furthermore, the percent of changes that result in less than a $500 change in EFC declines as independent student incomes increase.  For example, 75 percent (15.2 divided by 20.2) of the independent students with incomes less than $5,000 who had a change between their “initial” and “paid on” AGI value did not register an EFC change greater than $500, compared to only 34 percent (11.6 divided by 34) among students with incomes over $25,000.

The analysis presented in Table 5 suggests that targeting independent students with higher income for verification of initial reports of AGI and U.S. taxes may be in order.  Students with incomes over $25,000 account for roughly a third of the changes witnessed for these fields.  In addition, corrections to these two ISIR fields at higher income levels are more likely to have at least a $500 impact upon EFC.  As the percentage of changes witnessed across income bands for dependent was closely aligned with the overall distribution of this population, targeting based solely on income level does not seem to be in order.  Because the lowest income dependent students are underrepresented among the cases with a change to parents’ U.S. taxes and a larger proportion of changes within this income band result in a change to EFC of less than $500, using additional criteria to determine who among dependent students with incomes under $25,000 to verify may be in order.

5.
Peer-Group Field Range Reports

Tables 6, 7, and 8 are similar to Table 5, but limit the analysis to a specified type of institution.  Generally, these peer-group analyses provide better frames of reference for institutions participating in the QA Program to use in interpreting there own results.

Public Four-Year Institutions

If your school offers a baccalaureate or higher degree and is publicly supported, use the results of Table 6 as a frame of reference for interpreting your own “Field Range Report.” Remember that the report presented here examines changes to a single ISIR element rather than changes to all fields and analyzes independent and dependent students separately. 

Table 6 examines the two most problematic ISIR elements (as identified in Table 2) for students attending public four-year institutions.  These items were parents’ reports of U.S. taxes and worksheet A for dependent students and student’s reports of AGI and U.S. taxes paid for independent students.
At public four-year schools, dependent students changes to parents’ reports of U.S. taxes and worksheet A are concentrated in the low and middle family income bands, but this concentration closely mirrors the overall distribution of dependent students across income categories.  Of all changes to parents U.S. taxes, 86.4 percent (16.0 + 29.8 + 24.7 + 16.0) occur among students with family incomes below $80,000 and 54.5 percent (29.8 + 24.7) occur among students with family incomes between $20,000 and $60,000. Changes to parents’ reports on worksheet A follow a similar pattern, 86.7 percent (21.1 + 25.1 + 24.8 + 15.8) occur among students with family incomes below $80,000 and 49.9 percent (25.1 + 24.8) occur among students with family incomes between $20,000 and $60,000.  The comparable percentages of the entire population are very similar.  Aid recipients with family incomes below $80,000 are 88.3 

TABLE 6:

FIELD RANGE REPORT FOR PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS 
N=17,786 STUDENTS FROM 73 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 
change 
in EFC
EFC
Increased at least $500

Parents' U.S. taxes
Less than $20,000
16.0%
1.3%
10.1%
4.6%


$20,000-39,999
29.8%
3.3%
15.6%
10.9%


$40,000-59,999
24.7%
5.6%
7.1%
12.0%


$60,000-79,999
16.0%
3.5%
3.9%
8.6%


$80,000-99,999
8.6%
2.1%
2.2%
4.3%


$100,000 or more
4.9%
2.1%
1.1%
1.8%


Total
100.0%
17.7%
40.1%
42.2%

Parents' worksheet A
Less than $20,000
21.1%
1.7%
16.1%
3.3%


$20,000-39,999
25.1%
3.6%
11.9%
9.7%


$40,000-59,999
24.8%
5.4%
8.6%
10.8%


$60,000-79,999
15.8%
3.2%
4.3%
8.3%


$80,000-99,999
8.6%
1.8%
2.3%
4.6%


$100,000 or more
4.7%
1.7%
0.7%
2.3%


Total
100.0%
17.3%
43.8%
38.9%








INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 
change 
in EFC
EFC
Increased at least $500

Student's AGI
Less than $5,000
20.7%
0.5%
16.4%
3.9%


$5,000-9,999
15.9%
1.7%
10.1%
4.1%


$10,000-14,999
13.6%
3.6%
6.4%
3.6%


$15,000-24,999
16.0%
6.4%
6.3%
3.3%


$25,000 or more
33.8%
12.6%
12.2%
9.0%


Total
100.0%
24.7%
51.4%
23.9%

Student's U.S. taxes
Less than $5,000
14.7%
0.7%
11.2%
2.9%


$5,000-9,999
19.8%
1.4%
14.1%
4.4%


$10,000-14,999
15.8%
2.9%
9.2%
3.8%


$15,000-24,999
19.1%
6.1%
8.6%
4.3%


$25,000 or more
30.5%
9.4%
11.6%
9.5%


Total
100.0%
20.5%
54.6%
24.8%








percent of the public four-year population, and those with incomes between $20,000 and $60,000 make up 51.7 percent of this group. While 16 percent of changes to parents’ report of U.S. taxes occur in the lowest income category (under $20,000), this is less than the percentage of all dependent aid recipients that fall in this income group (22 percent).  Furthermore, changes to parents’ reports of U.S. taxes among students with family incomes below $20,000 are relatively unlikely to result in changes to EFC that exceed the $500 threshold used in this analysis.

Among independent students, changes to student reports of AGI and U.S. taxes are concentrated in the top income category (incomes over $25,000).  Roughly a third of changes to these two ISIR fields occur within this income band, while this income groups constitutes only 21.5 percent of all independent aid recipients.  Furthermore, the percent of changes that result in less than a $500 change in EFC declines as independent student incomes increase.  For example, 79.2 percent (16.4 divided by 20.7) of the independent students with incomes less than $5,000 who had a change between their “initial” and “paid on” AGI value did not register an EFC change greater than $500, compared to only 36.1 percent (12.2 divided by 33.8) among students with incomes over $25,000.

The analysis presented in Table 6 suggests that targeting independent students with higher incomes for verification of initial reports of AGI and U.S. taxes may be in order at public four-year colleges.  Students with incomes over $25,000 account for roughly a third of the changes witnessed for these fields and corrections at higher income levels are more likely to have at least a $500 effect on EFC.  As the percentage of changes witnessed across income bands for dependent students was closely aligned with the overall distribution of this population, targeting based solely on income level does not seem to be needed.  Because the lowest income dependent students are underrepresented among the cases with changes to parents’ U.S. taxes and because a large proportion of changes for this income band result in a change to EFC of less than $500, using additional criteria to determine who among dependent aid applicants with family incomes under $25,000 to verify may be in order.

Private Four-Year Institutions

If your school offers a baccalaureate or higher degree and is a private not for profit institution, use the results from Table 7 as a frame of reference for interpreting your own “Field Range Report.”  Remember though that the report presented here examines changes to a single ISIR element rather than changes to all fields and analyzes independent and dependent students separately.

Table 7 allows us to examine which income ranges have a disproportionate number of changes to the two most problematic ISIR elements for students attending private four-year institutions (identified in Table 3).  These items were parents’ reports of U.S. taxes and AGI for dependent students and student’s reports of AGI and U.S. taxes paid for independent students. 

At private four-year schools, dependent students’ changes to parents’ reports of U.S. taxes and worksheet A are fairly evenly spread across all income categories and the concentration of changes generally follows the distribution of dependent students into the income categories.  One exception to this is for parental reports of U.S. taxes.  The students in the lowest income category (under $25,000) are underrepresented among the cases experiencing a change between “initial” and “paid on” transactions.  Specifically, 12.9 percent of the changes to parents’ U.S. tax values are accounted for by students in the lowest income category while 18.1 percent of all dependent Title IV need-based aid recipients attending private four-year institutions were in the lowest income group.  Conversely, students in the highest income group (over $100,000) were overrepresented among the changes, 16.2 percent of the changes and only 12.2 percent of the population.

TABLE 7:

FIELD RANGE REPORT FOR PRIVATE FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS
N=2,945 STUDENTS FROM 12 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 
change 
in EFC
EFC
Increased at least $500

Parents' U.S. taxes
Less than $20,000
12.9%
1.4%
7.9%
3.6%


$20,000-39,999
18.2%
1.6%
9.6%
7.0%


$40,000-59,999
23.1%
2.0%
5.9%
15.3%


$60,000-79,999
16.9%
4.7%
2.8%
9.5%


$80,000-99,999
12.6%
3.3%
3.4%
5.9%


$100,000 or more
16.2%
5.4%
1.3%
9.5%


Total
100.0%
18.5%
30.8%
50.7%

Parents' worksheet A
Less than $20,000
16.9%
1.2%
11.2%
4.6%


$20,000-39,999
21.4%
3.1%
9.8%
8.5%


$40,000-59,999
21.3%
5.3%
5.4%
10.6%


$60,000-79,999
14.6%
4.1%
3.5%
7.0%


$80,000-99,999
11.6%
3.7%
3.2%
4.7%


$100,000 or more
14.2%
6.5%
1.8%
5.8%


Total
100.0%
23.9%
34.9%
41.3%








INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 
change 
in EFC
EFC
Increased at least $500

Student's AGI
Less than $5,000
18.3%
0.7%
10.3%
7.3%


$5,000-9,999
16.3%
1.3%
9.1%
5.9%


$10,000-14,999
10.2%
2.2%
5.1%
2.9%


$15,000-24,999
15.6%
5.1%
6.5%
4.0%


$25,000 or more
39.6%
13.2%
10.7%
15.6%


Total
100.0%
22.5%
41.8%
35.7%

Student's U.S. taxes
Less than $5,000
11.9%
0.7%
6.6%
4.6%


$5,000-9,999
14.7%
1.0%
6.1%
7.7%


$10,000-14,999
10.3%
0.7%
3.7%
5.9%


$15,000-24,999
18.2%
5.3%
6.7%
6.2%


$25,000 or more
44.9%
13.1%
14.9%
16.9%


Total
100.0%
20.8%
37.9%
41.3%








Among independent students, changes to student reports of AGI and U.S. taxes are concentrated in the top income category (incomes over $25,000).  Roughly 40 percent of changes to these two ISIR fields occur within this income band, while this income group constitutes only 28.1 percent of all independent aid recipients.  Furthermore, the percent of changes that result in less than a $500 change in EFC declines as independent student incomes increase.  For example, 56 percent (10.3 divided by 18.3) of the independent students with incomes less than $5,000 who had a change between their “initial” and “paid on” AGI value did not register an EFC change greater than $500 compared to only 27 percent (10.7 divided by 39.6) among students with incomes over $25,000. 

The analysis presented in Table 7 suggests that targeting independent students with higher income for verification of initial reports of AGI and U.S. taxes may be in order.  The highest 28 percent of students, ranked by income, account for roughly 4 in 10 of the changes witnessed for these fields.  In addition, corrections to these ISIR fields at higher income levels are more likely to have at least a $500 impact upon EFC.  As the percentage of changes witnessed across income bands for dependent was closely aligned with the overall distribution of this population, targeting based solely on income level does not seem to be in order.  Because the lowest income dependent students are underrepresented among the cases with a change to parents’ U.S. taxes using additional criteria to target which cases, among low-income dependent aid applicants, to verify may be in order.

Two-Year or Career Colleges

If your school offers a two-year course of instruction or is a career college, use the results in this section as a frame of reference for interpreting your own “Field Range Report.”  Remember though that the report presented here examines changes to a single ISIR element rather than changes to all fields and analyzes independent and dependent students separately.

Table 8 allows us to examine which income ranges have a disproportionate number of changes to the two most problematic ISIR elements for students attending two-year and Career Colleges (identified in Table 4).  These items were parents’ reports of worksheet A and student’s reports of number in household for dependent students and student’s reports of worksheet A and U.S. taxes paid for independent students. 

There is not a sufficient number of cases in the available data to support accurate estimation of dependent Title IV need-based aid recipients with family incomes over $60,000.  Therefore, the percentages in the table and in this discussion use dependent students with incomes under $60,000 as a denominator.  Changes to parents’ reports of worksheet A are mildly concentrated in the lowest income category.  Aid recipients in the lowest income category (under $25,000) account for 41 percent of the changes to worksheet A, yet make up only 36 percent of the dependent population.  Students with incomes between $40,000 and $59,999 were underrepresented among the changes, 19.5 percent of the changes and 23.5 percent of the population.  Changes to students’ reports of number in household more closely follow the population’s distribution of cases into income categories.

Among independent students, changes to students’ reports of U.S. taxes are concentrated in the top income category (incomes over $25,000).  While 31.9 percent of changes to U.S. taxes occur within this income band, this income group constitutes only 21.9 percent of all independent aid recipients.  The percent of changes that result in less than a $500 change in EFC does not exhibit the same type of relationship at two-year and proprietary schools as it has elsewhere.  In sharp contrast to U.S. taxes, changes to student’s initial reports of worksheet A are concentrated in the bottom income category (under $5,000).  While this lowest income group 

TABLE 8:

FIELD RANGE REPORT FOR TWO-YEAR AND CAREER COLLEGES 
N=2,679 STUDENTS FROM 15 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 
change 
in EFC
EFC
Increased at least $500

Parents' worksheet A
Less than $20,000
41.0%
5.2%
27.2%
8.6%


$20,000-39,999
39.4%
4.2%
20.8%
14.5%


$40,000-59,999
19.5%
1.5%
8.3%
9.7%


$60,000-79,999
not enough cases to support accurate estimates


$80,000-99,999
not enough cases to support accurate estimates


$100,000 or more
not enough cases to support accurate estimates


Total
100.0%
10.9%
56.3%
32.8%

Student’s number in household
Less than $20,000
36.1%
4.0%
22.2%
9.9%


$20,000-39,999
43.2%
1.5%
30.7%
11.0%


$40,000-59,999
20.8%
1.0%
10.1%
9.7%


$60,000-79,999
not enough cases to support accurate estimates


$80,000-99,999
not enough cases to support accurate estimates


$100,000 or more
not enough cases to support accurate estimates


Total
100.0%
6.4%
62.9%
30.7%








INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

ISIR Field
Income 
Range
Percent of specified 
ISIR
changes
EFC 
Reduced at least $500
Less 
than $500 
change 
in EFC
EFC
Increased at least $500

Student's worksheet A
Less than $5,000
27.1%
1.4%
21.3%
4.4%


$5,000-9,999
13.3%
0.1%
9.5%
3.6%


$10,000-14,999
15.0%
1.9%
11.2%
1.8%


$15,000-24,999
22.3%
2.2%
12.9%
7.3%


$25,000 or more
22.4%
4.6%
10.2%
7.5%


Total
100.0%
10.2%
65.1%
24.7%

Student's U.S. taxes
Less than $5,000
11.8%
1.5%
8.1%
2.1%


$5,000-9,999
20.7%
0.9%
14.7%
5.0%


$10,000-14,999
16.1%
2.6%
9.8%
3.7%


$15,000-24,999
20.0%
3.8%
10.7%
5.5%


$25,000 or more
31.6%
10.7%
12.8%
8.1%


Total
100.0%
19.5%
56.2%
24.3%








accounts for only 20.9 percent of the population, 27.1 of the changes to worksheet A are recorded here.  Concern over this finding should be somewhat tempered by the fact that 95 percent (21.3 divided by 27.1) of these changes did not register an EFC change greater than $500.  Substantive changes to EFC, greater than $500, are more prominent at higher income levels.

The analysis presented in Table 8 suggests that targeting independent students with higher income for verification of initial reports of U.S. taxes may be in order.  Targeting low-income independent students for student reports of worksheet A is probably not warranted, due to the limited impact of changes upon EFC.  While there is some mild concentration of changes to parents’ worksheet A in the lowest income category, targeting based on income alone is probably not warranted as all income levels exhibit a substantive impact upon EFC. 

6.
Program-Wide Analysis of Verification Flags

The QA Tool, the source of this report’s data, was designed to allow schools to examine changes to data fields between ISIR transactions.  The fundamental reason for making these comparisons is to inform verification procedures.  Verification’s most obvious goal is to correct FAFSA data elements that if left uncorrected would lead to inaccurate awarding of student aid.  A second, less obvious, but no less important goal is to not impose the burden of verification on students when doing so is not likely to lead to corrections.  Furthermore, unnecessary verification expends institutional resources that, at least in part, must be recouped through tuition increases. 

Institutions that participate in the QA Program are freed from the regulatory obligation to verify aid applicants flagged by the CPS.  Schools not participating in the QA Program are obliged to verify such cases prior to awarding aid, as a condition for receiving Title IV funds.  Non-QA institutions are, however, not required to verify more than 30 percent of their aid population.

The ISIR transaction data imported and joined to the QA Program Software database contained this CPS “flag.”  During QA Tool training sessions, QA institutions were instructed on how to enter their own verification flag.  Schools were asked to review both the initial and paid on transactions and check an institutional verification “box” if they would verify the information on the ISIR in front of them if they had received it as an initial application.  This setting of the verification flag required a case by case review of the approximately 250 students sampled during the 1999-2000 academic year.  Analysis of these two types of verification flags presented here is limited to the 82 (of 100) schools who had flagged at least five percent of their cases for institutional verification.  As the default value for this field indicated that a case was not institutionally verified, we suspect that institution percentages below five percent reflect failure to input data, rather than actual practice.

Using data from these 82 QA institutions, we will make program-wide comparisons between CPS and institutional verification.  The effectiveness as well as a description of what types of students are selected by both profiles are explored.  It is important to point out that there is no inherent similarity in “QA verification” across these 82 schools, other than all verification carried out at QA institutions is done so under the institution’s complete discretion.

Table 9 reveals a great deal of similarity between the prevalence and effectiveness of CPS and QA Program institutional verification flags.  The first column presents the overall percentage of aid applications flagged for verification.  The difference between the percentage of records selected by CPS (40.2 percent) and institutional (41.2 percent) verification is not statistically significant.  It is important to remember, however, that a non-QA, Title IV institution would only have to verify 30 percent of its student population.  The QA institutions whose data are being analyzed here would, only have to verify three out of four of the cases flagged by the CPS.  In fact, the QA Tool provides a means for non-QA schools to rationally decide which 3 out of 4 CPS edits to actually verify, if they do not wish to verify more than the 30 percent limit.

TABLE 9:

CPS VERSUS INSTITUTIONAL VERIFICATION 
N=19,861 STUDENTS FROM 81 INSTITUTIONS


Percent of Title IV population selected for verification
Percent of 
Title IV 
population “missed”
Percent of 
Title IV 
population “pestered”

CPS verification
40.2%
19.9%
12.5%

Institutional verification
41.2%
19.1%
14.8%

Table 9 also compares the effectiveness of CPS and institutional verification flags on two metrics that measure how well the two competing goals of verification programs are being met.  The first goal is not to “miss” anyone.  For the purposes of this analysis “missing” is defined as failing to flag an aid applicant who had at least a $500 change in their EFC.  This is not a perfect measure of “missing.”  Financial aid awards can require modification with changes to EFC of less than $500 and not every change to the EFC on the initial application results from verification – many changes to EFC reflect changes to student circumstances that occur after their initial application.  However, this measure provides a reasonable proxy measure of how many applicants verification procedures may be missing.  The second goal is not to “pester” anyone.  For the purposes of this analysis “pestering” is defined as flagging an applicant for verification when that applicant experiences no change in EFC.  This too is not a perfect measure of “pestering” in that the accuracy of some data elements may be of issue regardless of whether they affect EFC, still most of the impact of FAFSA data elements on Title IV need-based aid awards is through EFC.

Comparisons of the effectiveness of CPS and institutional verification flags are hampered by the fact that CPS edits flag a greater percentage of cases than federal regulations require schools to actually verify.  Therefore, CPS edits overstate the effectiveness of proscribed verification.  Due to the 30 percent cutoff, 1 in 4 CPS edits would not have to be followed up upon.   Even with this over-statement of verification effectiveness, institutional and CPS verification are not significantly different in terms of the percentage of students they “miss.”  That is, failing to verify students who have a $500 change to EFC.  Institutional verification is slightly more likely to “pester” aid applicants.   That is, verifying an applicant with no resulting change to EFC.

TABLE 10:

ANALYSIS OF CPS VERIFICATION FLAGS 
N=19,182 STUDENTS FROM 81 INSTITUTIONS

STUDENT TYPE
Percent of total Title IV recipient population
Percent 
of CPS verified sub-population
Percent of “missed by CPS verification” sub-population
Percent of “pestered 
by CPS verification” sub-population

Dependent Students Income Level





Less than $20,000
13.5%
11.9%
7.9%
18.7%

$20,000-39,999
16.5%
30.2%
7.9%
24.9%

$40,000-59,999
14.3%
12.3%
23.7%
6.7%

$60,000-79,999
9.3%
2.8%
21.4%
1.5%

$80,000-99,999
4.8%
2.4%
10.3%
0.8%

$100,000 or more
2.9%
1.5%
7.3%
0.6%







Independent Students Income Level





Less than $5,000
8.3%
3.3%
3.3%
7.6%

$5,000-9,999
8.5%
8.5%
3.1%
10.8%

$10,000-14,999
6.2%
6.5%
3.5%
8.1%

$15,000-24,999
7.3%
8.9%
5.0%
9.9%

$25,000 or more
8.4%
11.9%
6.7%
10.5%


Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%







Table 10 compares the demographic profiles – in terms of dependency status and income level – of students that are selected for, “missed” by and “pestered” by CPS verification.  The first column presents the distribution of the entire Title IV need-based aid recipient population in order to provide context for the other percentages.  Note that dependent students with moderately low incomes ($20,000-$39,999) are highly over-represented among the CPS flags.  Other features of CPS verification include the under-representation of higher income dependent students and over-representation of higher income independent students.  Given this, CPS verification tends to “miss” higher income dependent students and “pester” low income dependent and all independent students.  This may be the result of setting CPS flags primarily to insure proper awarding of Pell Grants.

TABLE 11:

ANALYSIS OF QA PROGRAM INSTITUTIONAL VERIFICATION FLAGS 
N=19,182 STUDENTS FROM 81 INSTITUTIONS

STUDENT TYPE
Percent of total Title IV recipient population
Percent 
of Institutional verified sub-population
Percent of “missed by Institutional verification” sub-population
Percent of “pestered by Institutional verification” sub-population

Dependent Students Income Level





Less than $20,000
13.5%
14.2%
6.9%
22.7%

$20,000-39,999
16.5%
20.1%
13.7%
14.4%

$40,000-59,999
14.3%
15.7%
20.4%
9.1%

$60,000-79,999
9.3%
9.3%
15.0%
4.3%

$80,000-99,999
4.8%
4.5%
8.5%
1.6%

$100,000 or more
2.9%
3.2%
5.3%
1.1%







Independent Students Income Level





Less than $5,000
8.3%
6.6%
2.8%
14.7%

$5,000-9,999
8.5%
6.9%
4.5%
10.5%

$10,000-14,999
6.2%
5.4%
4.9%
7.6%

$15,000-24,999
7.3%
7.0%
6.7%
7.6%

$25,000 or more
8.4%
7.3%
11.5%
6.4%


Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%







Table 11 compares the demographic profiles – in terms of dependency status and income level – of students that are flagged for, “missed” by and “pestered” by institutional verification.  The first column presents the distribution of the entire Title IV need-based aid recipient population.  Note that in sharp contrast to CPS flags, dependent students with moderately low incomes ($20,000-$39,999) are only slightly over-represented among the institutional edits.  Except for this minor exception, QA program-wide institutional verification does not seem to target specific income categories.  Looking at the distribution of which types of students institutional verification tends to “miss” or “pester,” reveals that among both dependent and independent students, lower income students are more likely to be “pestered” and higher income students disproportionately “missed.”  As was the case for CPS flags, institutions may be placing a verification priority on applicants potentially eligible for Pell Grants.

There are similarities between which students CPS and institutional verification choose to flag.  The two types of flags agree on whether or not to verify 56 percent of “initial” ISIR transactions being analyzed here. Both CPS and institutional verification flagged about 19 percent of the initial ISIR transactions.  This means that roughly half of the 40 percent selected for verification by either program were also selected by the other.  The two verification protocols also agreed not to verify 37 percent of initial ISIR transactions.

TABLE 12:

FURTHER COMPARISONS OF CPS AND 
INSTITUTIONAL VERIFICATION 
N=19,182 STUDENTS FROM 81 INSTITUTIONS


Percent of Title IV population 

"Missed" by CPS, but verified by Institutional
8.1%

"Missed" by Institutional, but verified by CPS
7.3%

"Pestered" by CPS, not verified by Institutional
6.8%

"Pestered" by Institutional, not verified by CPS
9.1%

Table 12 presents information on how often institutional and CPS verification flags differ in a manner that affects our “missed” and “pestered” measures of accuracy.  QA institutional verification is less likely to “miss” aid applicants that would be flagged by the CPS than vice versa (7.3 percent versus 8.1 percent).  QA institutional verification is also more likely to “pester” aid applicants who are not flagged by the CPS than the reverse (9.1 percent versus 6.8 percent).
TABLE 13:

FIELD CHANGE REPORT FOR APPLICANT MISSED BY ONLY 
CPS OR INSTITUTIONAL VERFICATION
N=19,182 STUDENTS FROM 81 INSTITUTIONS

DEPENDENT STUDENTS
“Missed” by 
CPS, but 
verified by Institutional
“Missed” by Institutional, 
but verified 
by CPS

Parents' AGI
51.1%
44.4%

Parents' U.S. taxes
60.2%
63.2%

Parents' tax form
9.1%
15.5%

Parents' earned income credit
5.3%
11.3%

Parents' worksheet A
53.9%
50.3%

Parents' worksheet B
26.4%
20.0%

Parents' number in household
17.2%
23.1%

Parents' number in college
18.8%
25.2%

Student's AGI
33.1%
27.8%

Student's U.S. taxes
39.7%
43.9%

Student's tax form
20.1%
21.0%

Student's earned income credit
2.2%
1.9%

Student's worksheet A
6.7%
7.7%

Student's worksheet B
14.9%
14.3%

Student's number in household
45.1%
39.6%

Student's number in college
22.2%
27.1%





INDEPENDENT STUDENTS



Student's AGI
41.7%
58.4%

Student's U.S. taxes
36.8%
70.4%

Student's tax form
23.7%
22.0%

Student's earned income credit
12.1%
10.0%

Student's worksheet A
37.2%
39.7%

Student's worksheet B
18.0%
31.1%

Student's number in household
13.3%
12.5%

Student's number in college
12.9%
11.5%





Table 13 presents field change information for cases that were “missed” by either the CPS or institutional verification flags, but were verified by the other.  The ISIR fields with the greatest degree of change reveal possible causes for the changes to EFC that are not being addressed by the verification procedure that “missed” verifying the applicants.  Comparing the percentages between the two columns identifies areas where QA institutional verification might be able to inform CPS edits and vice versa.

Among cases missed by only one of the CPS or institutional verification flags, AGI, U.S. taxes and worksheet A were the three most problematic ISIR data elements for dependent and independent students.  These items were featured in the Field Range Reports presented in Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7.

For dependent students, a greater percentage of applicants “missed” by the CPS have changes to parents’ reports of AGI and worksheet A than comparable applicants “missed” by institutional verification.  However, a greater percentage of applicants “missed” by institutional verification have changes to parents’ reports of U.S. taxes than comparable applicants “missed” by the CPS flags.

For independent students, a greater percentage of applicants who are “missed” by institutional verification have changes to student’s reports of AGI, U.S. taxes, and worksheet A than by the counterparts “missed” by only the CPS flags.
7.
Conclusion

This report analyzed the QA Tool data submitted by schools participating in the QA Program.  We would like to thank all who worked to provide this information, making this report possible. As the transition phase toward a new QA methodology – that will provide analytic tools to examine financial aid delivery at all Title IV institutions – continues, the ongoing cooperation and input from the over 140 postsecondary institutions that participate in the QA Program is more valuable than ever.

The comparisons between “initial” and “paid on” ISIR transactions presented here revealed that, on average, AGI, U.S. taxes and worksheet A are the three most problematic ISIR data elements.  That is, these fields are the most prone to change after initial application and to be associated with substantive changes to EFC.  The FAFSA items AGI, U.S. Taxes, and Worksheet A were also highlighted in last fall’s “dollars remaining at risk” analysis (link to last fall’s conclusion).  An analysis of the prevalence of changes to these problematic fields by student income level, revealed a concentration of substantive changes among independent students with higher (above $25,000) incomes.  The magnitude of problems with initial reports of these ISIR elements did not seem highly related to income among dependent students.

The comparisons between institutional and CPS verification flags presented here revealed similarity and difference.  Approximately half of the cases selected for verification by the CPS were also selected by institutional profiles.  However, CPS edits concentrated on dependent students with moderately low income ($20,000-$39,999).  In contrast, institutional edits generally followed the population’s distribution into dependency-income categories.  The two verification profiles were roughly “equivalent” on our derived “missed” and “pestered” accuracy measures.  However, institutional verification was slightly more likely to verify an application that was not verified by the CPS and was associated with at least a $500 change in EFC than CPS edits were to catch a case “missed” by institutional verification.  Institutional verification was also slightly more likely to “pester” applicants than CPS edits.

The findings presented in this report support several general recommendations about improving the accuracy in FAFSA data elements.  Improving the accuracy of “paid on” information helps ensure that finite Title IV resources end up helping the most needy students attend college.  Improving the accuracy of “initial” information allows for more efficient delivery of aid, even if students eventually correct data by themselves.  Furthermore, by completing an accurate FAFSA as soon as possible, individual students maximize their own chances for receiving all the aid for which they are eligible.

Improving the accuracy in the delivery of financial aid relies on two primary strategies.  First, the instructions and extra-education efforts for problematic FAFSA sections should be reviewed.  Are there ways to improve the clarity or comprehensiveness of these materials?  Second, verification profiles should target applicants where corrections will likely result in a change to the amount of financial aid awarded.

The specific recommendations stemming from this analysis are listed briefly below, followed by a discussion of each.

· Improve FAFSA instructions for and/or education efforts regarding income and tax information;

· Incorporate tax “estimators” into verification profiles;

· Use – but don’t overly rely on – student/family income level when deciding who to verify; and

· Consider collecting information on the cost of verification.

The three most problematic ISIR elements identified in this report were AGI, U.S. taxes and worksheet A.  While the creation of a new Worksheet C on FAFSA forms since 1999-2000 may have improved the ability of applicants to report untaxed income, being able to accurately complete all three of these items is very much dependent on having a completed tax form.  Applicants who estimate taxes may benefit from guidance on estimating income and tax information from final pay stubs.  In addition to help with total wages, salary, and withholding, a checklist of common non-employer provided income sources – with links to the appropriate FAFSA section – might help applicants recognize the need to report such information and where on the form to do so.

Given that some of the problems with accurately reporting AGI, U.S. taxes and worksheet A information might be related to estimating tax information, schools participating in the QA Program and those who determine the CPS edits should consider incorporating whether or not applicants are estimating their tax information into their verification profiles.  For example, students from otherwise problematic groups (e.g. moderate-low family income bands, first-year students, etc.) with estimated tax information might be asked to verify information once they complete their taxes in April.

Verification profiles at most schools should probably include student and family income level, but in the context of other information.  The CPS verification flags seem to focus disproportionately on dependent students with moderately low family incomes ($20,000-$39,999).  While this income group constituted 16.5 percent of the Title IV population, they made up 30.2 percent of cases flagged by the CPS.  Another way of expressing this information is to state that while CPS edits hit 40.2 percent of the entire population, they flagged 75.5 percent of dependent students with family incomes between $20,000 and $39,999.  The targeting of this income range was much milder in institutional verification which verified 50.4 percent of such students compared to 41.2 percent of all Title IV aid recipients.  Dependent students in this income range were likely to experience a change in a Pell award, 54 percent registered a change in Pell between the “initial” and “paid on” transaction.  However, only 35 percent registered an EFC change of 500 or more.  Therefore, many of the changes witnessed in Pell were relatively minor.  The propensity of the CPS to focus so heavily within this particular $20,000 income band led to concentration of “pestering” this group.  One quarter (24.9 percent) of students flagged by the CPS for verification that recorded a zero change in EFC were dependent students with incomes between $20,000 and $39,999.  Moreover, 23.7 percent of the applications “missed” by CPS verification were among dependent students in the next higher income band $40,000 to $59,999.  Additional information (e.g. whether tax values were estimated, first-year students, untaxed income, and amount of taxes paid) might be useful in helping identify which subset of dependent students with moderately low incomes to verify.

Finally, the analysis of verification presented here does not address the cost of verification either to the institution or the student.  Knowing the cost of verification would make for more informed decision-making.  Some proportion of the cost of verification is presumably passed on to all students in the form of higher tuition, the federal government financial aid resources end up paying for a good deal of verification associated with its delivery through the associated increase in student eligibility.  Therefore, the actual cost of verifying students would be valuable information to have.

In fairness to the QA Program, the type of analysis possible with the new QA Tool has helped identify the potential need for this information.  The collection of this information will require the QA Program to consult with participating institutions to determine the feasibility of collecting cost information to the various parties involved in verification.  These parties would include the school, the students selected for verification, and possibly the federal processor.  Monetary equivalents of non-monetary costs of verification (e.g. student aggravation) would have to be considered.  Situations where verification might be necessary even if it doesn’t pass a strict cost versus benefit analysis need to be identified.  However, being able to identify situations where the cost of verifying a given type of applicant is greater than the expected change in financial aid would be useful in fine tuning verification profiles.

Before any definitive decision on collecting cost of verification information is reached by the QA Program and its institutional partners, the burden imposed by measurement would have to be considered as well.  The benefit of collecting this information would have to be worth the effort. This is one of the many challenges questions facing the program during the upcoming year that will feature the release of the second version of the QA Tool.

System requirements for the second version of the QA Tool have just been set with NCS Pearson.  Several improvements, many in response to user feedback, will make the software tool easier for financial aid office staff to use.  The new QA Tool will be released in January 2002.  As the second version of the software will analyze applications for 2002-2003 awards while schools prepare awards, QA data analysis will be possible during the awarding of aid rather than after the fact.  A group of nine “pilot” institutions will be selected to participate in the creation of “analysis groups.”  The subset of applicants in the “analysis group” will have the accuracy of ISIR elements confirmed in order to maintain the ability to make comparisons to independently assured correct values.  The creation of such an analysis group during the aid packaging must overcome many logistical challenges.  Performance Improvement and Procedures Staff, working with American Institutes for Research, must identify all of these obstacles and develop methodologies to overcome them.  Working with a small group of pilot institutions prior to instituting a program-wide effort in this regard will increase the speed of our learning curve and limit the consequences of any of our potential missteps.


3


