Outcome #1.  Annual audits are free of system errors.

Question:  Do current policies and procedures conform to current regulations and is there a system of interoffice maintenance?

Assessment Method: Conduct periodic checks of the procedures used to administer financial aid. Annual audits will identify deficiencies.

How will results be used?  Audit findings will identify what areas need to be changed as well as identify where our internal quality control system failed to find the problem prior to audit.

Results:

One of the responsibilities of the Financial Aid Office is to insure that federal and state financial aid programs are administered in accordance with current regulations.  Failure to follow regulations can result in Institutional sanctions to include fines and forfeitures.  In addition, poor policies and poor administration of funds can affect students through inadequate funding and delays in processing aid.

The Financial Aid and Student Employment Office is audited every year by the Legislative Audit Bureau.  The annual audit is a general review and every 3rd year we undergo a week long site visit.  The site visit is more comprehensive and attempts to evaluate all aspects of our office responsibilities from receipt of applications to loan exit interviews.

This review or audit process serves as an opportunity to strengthen and assess our policies and procedures.  We are able to discuss possible changes in our business practices to insure that we are in compliance and we are able to get feedback from individuals who have seen how other offices handle similar situations.  The benefit of an audit is that you are able to get objective feedback that can lead to procedural improvements.
This is an annual assessment opportunity that is unique to a Financial Aid Office.  In that respect it falls within our new goal of ongoing annual office assessments.

A review of audit findings over the past 6 years identifies that we were not reconciling fund data in a manner required for the completion of the year end Fiscal Operations Report and Application to Participate (FISAP) report.  We also were completing the Return of Title 4 process incorrectly because were not accounting for state grant aid in a manner required by the Legislative Audit Bureau.  There were several minor findings that were largely math errors.
The past 3 years of audits have been virtually finding free.  We changed our reconciliation process by including the Business Office in the process as our partner.  We have also been able to use the technology provided by our new Peoplesoft software to generate reports and keep data.  In addition we have reorganized how we manage information so it is not an end of year only process but rather an ongoing evaluative endeavor.
Outcome #2.  The time delay from application to award should be as short as possible.  

Assessment Method:  Determining the average amount of time from application to award and examining the process to determine if there are unnecessary delays or improvements in the way we communicate with students is the first step in the ongoing assessment of our business procedures.  We will collect several years of data to establish a baseline.  We will also review the literature and speak with other FA offices to determine what a “best practices” profile would be.  Finally we will compare our timeline and determine what can be improved and track changes to determine if they have an impact.

Results:

The data collection consisted of tracking the dates of Financial Aid application, receipt of application, completion of checklists and finally awarding the student.  A review of current literature, including articles, surveys and studies provides little relevant data.  Discussions with UW-System Financial Aid Directors provided some information but very little data to use for comparison purposes.  It is clear that no one has actually measured the time from receipt of application to award.  The majority of Institutions still adhere to the 4 to 6 week time frame but most admit that the actual timeline is less than that.

The data review revealed that the timeline from receipt of application to award, for 
“clean” awards, was 1 week.  Clean applications are applications that require no follow-up questions and account for over 60% of our applications.  So 60% of the students who apply for aid are awarded in 1 week or less.

It is than evident, based on a 1 week turn around, that either this assessment is not necessary or it needs to be modified.  Since approximately 40% of our applications needed some review it is important to determine if we are managing the review process efficiently.  A brief explanation of the review process is necessary to understand what the data is telling us.

· Once the application is received it is evaluated through an electronic screening process.

· The results of the screening process are further reviewed by an Advisor. 

· Upon completion of the review a request for additional information is sent to the student (checklist) and the application is put in a hold status or the application is cleared for awarding.

· When all of the checklists are complete the application is reviewed by an Advisor who either clears the hold or asks for additional clarification of information.

· Cleared applications enter the queue of applications for the next auto-award batch.

The review of data will either suggest that we are processing applications in a timely fashion, or we need to improve the process by giving clearer instructions or quicker follow-up.  The 4 years of data collected should provide a good baseline that will allow us to accurately assess if procedural changes are making a difference.

Checklist to Award Timeline 2003 - 2007
	
	2003-4
	
	2004-5
	
	2005-6
	
	2006-7
	
	

	
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Awarded
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Awarded
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Awarded
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Awarded
	

	1 - 7 days
	0.01
	0.1
	0.09
	0.01
	0.1
	0.05
	0.02
	0.06
	

	8 - 14 days
	0.36
	0.18
	0.3
	0.17
	0.29
	0.33
	0.21
	0.47
	

	15 - 21 days
	0.32
	0.37
	0.29
	0.48
	0.29
	0.38
	0.24
	0.35
	

	22 - 27 days
	0.09
	0.09
	0.1
	0.22
	0.1
	0.1
	0.19
	0.05
	

	28 - 38 days
	0.18
	0.22
	0.14
	0.08
	0.18
	0.1
	0.21
	0.05
	

	39 - 50 days
	0.04
	0.02
	0.03
	0.01
	0.03
	0.02
	0.07
	0.04
	

	50 - 60 days
	0
	0.02
	0.05
	0.03
	0.01
	0.02
	0.06
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2003-4
	2004-5
	2005-6
	2006-7
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Chk. Cmpl.
	Chk. Cmpl.
	
	
	
	
	

	1 - 21 days
	69%
	41%
	59%
	47%
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2003-4
	2004-5
	2005-6
	2006-7
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Awarded
	Awarded
	Awarded
	Awarded
	
	
	
	
	

	1 - 21 days
	56%
	66%
	76%
	88%
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(53% in 14 days) 
	
	
	
	
	


What does this table tell us?  The data represent the % of students who complete their checklists within the dates defined on the table and the amount of time it takes us to award the student once the checklists have been completed.  For example, in 2003-4 69% of the students completed their checklists within 21 days and we were able to award 56% of the students with complete checklists within 21 days.

The goal of this assessment is to measure data to determine how well procedures are working and modify procedures if the data indicates it is necessary.  Clearly the irregular checklist completion data suggest that there is room for improvement and that there may be outside forces affecting the response time.  The increase in the % of students awarded within 21 days is encouraging and to some degree offsets the slower completion rate of the checklists.  The award improvement is directly related to the streamlining and improving of our imaging system.  We spend less time doing data entry which saves time on the award end.

As indicted earlier, we need to discuss changes in the checklist response time.  The delay is caused by students not sending us the required forms in a timely manner.  We will work on improving our instructions and we will start a follow-up notification system which should prompt students to get their forms in for review.  We will do another data extract in 2007-8 to see if our procedural changes has improved the processing time.

Outcome #3.   Maximize efficiency of aid awarding by using the most appropriate assumptions about student enrollment.   

Question:  Are there efficiencies to be gained by awarding students based on the information they provide on the financial aid application?  Is this more efficient than the current policy of awarding aid assuming full time enrollment? 

Assessment Method: A query will be developed to identify students on aid who are part time at the end of the drop add period of the semester.  That data will be compared to enrollment data they list on their financial aid applications

How will results be used?  .  If, after several semesters, the application data is determined to be “accurate” we will revise our awarding strategy.    

Results:

We have always awarded students based on the assumption of full time enrollment.  We adjust aid as students contact us and we finally adjust aid to credit load just prior to the first disbursement of aid at the beginning of the semester.  We also continue to monitor credit changes throughout the drop/add period.  This strategy is problematic for two reasons.  First it is labor intensive and error prone because many awards are manually adjusted several times within the first two weeks of school.  Secondly, students often don’t realize that their awards are subject to adjustment based on their final credit load and do not understand why their aid has been reduced. 

We need to change how we award students or disburse aid.  The first option is to examine what students tell us on their financial aid applications.  If a student indicates that they are going to be part time do they end up being part time?  If we find that students who tell us they are going to be part time are part time we can try to tie that information into the awarding process.  

If that is not a valid indicator we may have to look at delaying aid disbursement until the drop/add period is over at the end of the second week of classes.  Obviously that is a rather drastic and disruptive policy change.

Student Reported Anticipated Credit Load
	
	6 to 11 Credits
	12 or > Credits
	Total
	% of Error

	2004-5
	162
	17
	179
	10

	2005-6
	202
	20
	222
	10

	2006-7
	194
	41
	235
	17


The data seems to indicate that if we award based on information provided by the student on their financial aid application the awards would be more accurate than if we assume full time status.  Even a 17% error rate is better than awarding all of the students as full time students.

It may not be as simple as the information suggests.  Students are not accurate when the part time group information is further broken down on a per credit basis.  We find that the data tells us that students intend to be part time but the actual enrollment of 6 to 11 credits as compared to the aid application data is not accurate.  As many students indicate they are going to take 6 credits and take 9 as indicate that they are going to take 9 and take 6.  

Further, we monitor over 400 students per semester as they go up and down in credits loads and the initial part time awards may not be specific enough to warrant the time involved in changing our award criteria.  For example, in 2006-7 semester 1 we ended the drop/add period with 320 part time students.  Of this group 183 indicated that they would be part time on their aid applications and 137 indicated that they would be full time.  If we had awarded the 183 students as part time students we still would have had to review their awards to reflect their actual part time credit load.

Based on the review of data, we will award aid in 2007-8 using the student self reported data and evaluate the number of changes to determine if this strategy is an improvement over our current awarding policy.  If we are still looking at over 400 students at the beginning of each semester we will have to discuss changing our disbursement rules.

Outcome #4. Increase our part time student job opportunities off campus for both Work Study and non Work Study students.

Question: What strategies will work to increase our work study opportunities off campus and account for earnings more accurately?

Assessment Method: Establish baseline data on off campus part time student job opportunities.  Pilot several proactive approaches to recruit both students and jobs, and assess the cost-benefit of the pilots, individually and in sum. 

How will the results be used?  We will track what strategies we used and assess our effectiveness by the information submitted on our annual FISAP.  We will modify our approach each year to insure that we are meeting federal and institutional goals.

Results:

The Job Location and Development Program (JLD) has been developed to assist students in there search for part-time jobs off-campus.  The Program is partially funded by College Work Study funds and there are federal regulations that need to be complied with.  

Prior to 2001-2 we ran a passive manual system which relied largely on word of mouth advertisement and promotion.  In 2000-1 the Department of Education increased the Community Service Work Study earnings requirement from 5% to 7% and we did not react appropriately to that increase.  The result was an audit finding that indicated that we only had off-campus Work Study earnings equal to 6% of the total Work Study earnings.  The repeat of that finding in the next year may have resulted in the loss of some of our Work Study funding or the cancellation of the JLD Program.

We met with a number of individuals and groups and devised a strategy to improve our dismal job development record.  The first step was to track our statistics so we could measure our progress and connect it to our initiatives.  

As you can see in table 1 we have dramatically improved our performance.  At the end of each year, after we prepare our FISAP data, we complete the JLD Assessment Work Sheet.  We are than able to compare what we did to further develop the Program in the past year to the outcomes.   

JLD DATA

Table 1
	Year
	Off-Campus WS Earnings
	Com. Ser. WS Placements 
	America Reads Placements
	Off Campus Non-WS Earnings
	# of Students
	% of WS

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2000-1
	$16,224 
	12
	4
	$85,321 
	52
	5.70%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2001-2
	$79,198 
	12
	14
	$97,374 
	72
	18%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2002-3
	$63,184 
	32
	16
	$128,960 
	78
	19%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2003-4
	$98,957 
	76
	39
	$256,986 
	76
	32%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004-5
	$87,124 
	65
	27
	$179,567 
	65
	29%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2005-6
	$95,467 
	75
	45
	$381,466 
	281
	30%


As indicated earlier, the JLD mission is to develop part time jobs, both Work Study and non-Work Study, for students.  The columns that identify Work Study data are especially important because we must maintain a minimum of 7%.  In addition, we find that students are able to connect their academic interests to their placements easier in an off-campus setting.

The following is a somewhat chronological listing of initiatives that have led to this outcome:

· 2001- We started prioritizing awards to students who had Community Service placements.

· 2001 -We highlighted off-campus placements in mailings we sent to new students.

· 2001 - We awarded Community Service students off the Work Study waiting list first.

· 2001 - We actively advertised our off campus placements on bulletin boards, message boards and the housing television channel.

· 2001 – Started cold calling potential employers to discuss placement opportunities.

· 2002 -
We continued with the advertisement campaign and sent a special letter to all of our off campus placements asking them if they had sufficient funds to allow them to finish the year.

· 2002 - Redesigned our office procedures so we could post and keep track of all of our jobs more efficiently

· 2003 - Started site visits to establish a one-to-one relationship with employers.

· 2003 - Started to design a training program for our off campus employers.

· 2003 – Met with select faculty to promote the off campus opportunities.

· 2004 - We contacted all of our America Reads employers and made more site visits.

· 2004 - We continued to prioritize and advertise our off campus placements to students with fresh advertising ideas.

· 2004 - We hosted on-campus training and meet and greet sessions for our off campus employers.

· 2005 - We transitioned to the new job posting software, PRO, which improved our ability to identify off campus jobs and it made it easier for students to find jobs.

· 2005 - Developed our Student Employee of the Year Program which highlights all student employment.

· 2005 - Continued with site visits.

· 2006 - Started the process of identifying last year’s students who had off campus placements in the initial awarding process.  

· 2006 - Notified our students who were employed off campus about applying for financial aid for next year.

We have modified our approach somewhat over the past 5 years to utilize new technology and take advantage of our larger Community Service base.  For example, we now suggest that students get their friends involved and invite them to stop in and see us.  We are looking at making our awarding less manual for 2007-8 and we are planning on a new employer training initiative.  In addition we will be trying to allow our off-campus employers more access to employment system with the hope that the timesheet process can be streamlined.

Outcome #5.  Maximize the recruitment impact of scholarships.

Question:  Is the timing of scholarship awards, application instructions, amount of the awards and distribution of applications serving as an effective recruiting tool?

Assessment Method: The quality of the scholarship recipients will continue to be measured but we will also be looking at the offered/accepted/enrolled rate relative to the variables of timing of offer and award amount to determine if there is a correlation.

How will the results be used?  The development of the scholarship program will be congruent with and supportive of Enrollment Management goals.  

Results:
Inherent in the question is the assumption that the Institution places some importance on using scholarships as recruiting tools.  It is evident that the current administrative culture is much different than the previous administration.  It is also clear that our scholarship awards are not significantly different than they were 5 years ago.  There is a new initiative to promote the development of scholarships but that process evolves gradually and I don’t see any major changes in the near future.

Our “Early Award” program has been in operation for the past 6 years.  The approach is simple. We identify highly qualified students based on test scores, grade point averages and class rank.  We award academic scholarships to them in the fall semester of their senior year without requiring a scholarship application from them.  The hope is that our early financial commitment to these students will influence their final enrollment decisions.  

This identification, selection and awarding process is rather labor intensive.  We decided 3 years ago to try to connect our awards to enrollment success to determine if we should continue with early awards or modify our approach.  We recognize that this is certainly oversimplifying the decision making process that student’s use to decide where to enroll, but we felt it was worth the effort.  The data in the Table below illustrates our results.

                                               Early Scholarship Awards

	YEAR
	Non Applicant
	Enrolled
	%
	Applicant
	Enrolled
	%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2004-5
	40
	3
	8
	23
	17
	74

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2005-6
	25
	3
	12
	21
	18
	86

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2006-7
	25
	7
	28
	15
	10
	67


The Table requires some explanation.  In 2004-5 we made 63 early awards (before December 15).  Out of the 63 awards there were 23 students who also applied for our on-line scholarship with a deadline date of March 15.  The enrollment rate of the students who did not apply for our on line scholarship was a dismal 8%.  The students who received an early scholarship award and also applied for our on line scholarship was a robust 74%.  Data in the subsequent years follows similar patterns (caution must be exercised when looking at the % because the N is small which tends to inflate the % change).

What can we conclude from the data and how can that change what we do next year?  We could decide to discontinue the Early Award Program because the “show” rate is quite low and the extra work and maintenance isn’t worth it.  We could also decide to modify how we award our early awards and retarget them to specific students or groups of students.  Finally we could increase the amount of the awards to see if “size matters”.

The data are inconclusive since the 2006-7 year seems to indicate an uptick in enrollment.  Therefore it is premature to discontinue the Early Award Program.

Targeting special groups is problematic.  How do we determine what groups to target, is this fair to other equally qualified students and is it legal?  We can use scholarships that already target specific groups of students for “Targeted Early Awards” to see if this is an effective approach.

Increasing the award amount may prove to be the most effective strategy.  Scholarship studies clearly indicate that the amount of the scholarship award is positively correlated to enrollment.  The dilemma this creates is larger but fewer awards.  We can tweak the award amount but we don’t have the funds to make a significant change.  We will make larger awards in 2007-8 and track the results to see if the results warrant a continuation of the program.

Outcome #6.  The Self Service Options currently available to students and parent improve their understanding of their responsibilities, resulting in improved response time between award and acceptance/cancellation.  

Question:  Do students understand the information we are sending them about how to access their awards and complete their student loan responsibilities?

Assessment Method: We will measure the response time from the awarding date to the accept or cancellation date of the student award.  We should be able to make some decisions based on whether or not students are following the student loan instructions on the award postcard as well as the web instructions.

How will the results be used?  Is the information we are providing students clear and effective?  If not, we will modify our approach and measure the outcome

Results: Starting with the 2005-6 awarding year we stopped sending out paper financial aid awards to students.  We sent them a postcard with instructions about how to access their awards online.  We provided instructions online as well as links to pages and forms that they needed to complete.  We moved to a different version of Peoplesoft for 2006-7 so we had to modify both the instructions and postcard.

In order for students to receive their awards when they start school they are required to take some action on their awards.  It is important that we continually try to ascertain if our instructions are effective.  One way to measure our success or failure is to compare the award date to the award action date.

To that end we devised a data collection scheme that we thought would give us data that we could make some decisions from.  We wanted a small but representative sample of the student population so we chose to query declined Unsubsidized Stafford Loans.  The results of 2 years of data collection are found in the following table.

              Self Service Response Time

	
	2005-2006
	2006-2007

	1 – 7 days
	27%   (64)
	24%   (74)

	8 - 14 days
	9%     (43)
	15%   (48)

	15 – 21 days
	10%   (25)
	6%     (20)

	22 – 32 days
	9%     (23)
	4%     (15)

	33 – 50 days
	11%   (28)
	5%     (22)

	50+ days
	24%   (59)
	40%   (129)

	total
	 (242)
	   (308)

	
	1 – 14 days 36%
	1 – 14 days 39%


Can we conclude anything from the data?  We do know that over 1/3 of the students who receive the postcard take some action.  We can also conclude that over ½ of the students who receive the postcard respond within 3 weeks.  Ultimately it is clear that the data collection scheme was flawed.  The decision to look at declined Unsubsidized Stafford Loans was a poor one because it requires a negative response (turning an award down) rather than a positive response (accepting an award)

We will continue with the data gathering but change the data we look at.  Once we feel we are getting a representative sample that we can replicate across years we can began to modify the information we send to students and the instructions on the Self Service page to see if we can improve the response time.
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