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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF QUALITY ANALYSIS TOOL DATA 

During the 2000-2001 academic year, schools participating in the Quality Assurance (QA) Program tested a pilot version of the new Quality Analysis Tool software.  Most participating institutions used the new software to analyze annual measurement data collected during the 1999-2000 academic year.  A key benefit of re-using this information is that 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 key findings of this program-wide report, 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, include the following.

· 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.

· Among independent students, substantive changes to these problematic fields are concentrated in the highest income bands (above $25,000).

· Among dependent students inaccuracy in initial reports of these ISIR elements does not seem strongly related to income level.

· Both institutional and CPS verification flags select approximately four out of ten applicants for verification.

· QA Program institutional verification was slightly more likely to verify an application that was not verified by the CPS that was associated with at least a $500 change in EFC than CPS edits were to catch a case “missed” by institutional verification.

· QA Program institutional verification was also slightly more likely to verify an application that experiences no change in EFC and was not verified by the CPS than CPS edits were to “pester” an applicant left alone by institutional verification.

Based on these empirical findings, the report concludes with the following four recommendations.

· As the accuracy of all three of the most problematic ISIR items is very much dependent on having a completed tax form, applicants who estimate taxes may benefit from additional guidance on estimating income and tax information.

· Given the inherent accuracy problem with “estimating” information, verification profiles should consider incorporating whether or not applicants are estimating their tax information.

· Verification profiles at most schools should probably include student and family income level, but in the context of other information.

· QA Program partners should begin to consider collecting information on the cost of verification.  Identifying 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.
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