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1.0 Project Overview

1.1 Statement of Work

To conduct a study to determine the best approach to re-engineering the EDExpress modules into a Web-based solution that is more integrated with existing application systems. (e.g. CPS, COD, etc.)

To produce this study, a more in-depth analysis must be performed to make an informed decision about moving some or all of EDExpress modules to the Web as well as integrating with existing applications.

Pearson will analyze each component of the EDExpress Suite to determine if the given component can be, and should be, moved into or integrated with FSA’s Web functionality.

For each component that is a candidate for Web integration, various options will be identified to accomplish the integration.  Each option will be researched and evaluated to determine the benefits, pros, cons, and potential issues related to integrating the component into the Web product.  Each option will also be evaluated to see how well it relates to FSA’s business initiatives.  

For the chosen option(s), it is recommended that a requirements process involving all affected platforms take place.  E.g., CPS Mainframe, Web, PC, Participation Management, FSA, CSC, etc.  Once requirements have been completely identified, the next step recommended is to develop a complete transition plan for moving  the current PC component to the re-designed Web component and include any potential Web tools needed based on the final agreed upon requirements.  Input from schools can also be gathered and included in this requirements phase process via focus groups and/or usability studies.   
In addition, three points must be addressed:

· Resolve database solution of centralized versus decentralized databases.

· Remove EDExpress’ dependency on Access 97

· Comply with Section 508 accessibility standards

1.2 Background

1.2.1 Task Orders 12 and 13

Task Order 12 – Re-engineering EDExpress:

This task order directed the completion of this Alternatives and Feasibility Study document and three additional objectives for the 2003-2004 cycle. The additional objectives are:

· Integration of EDExpress PC functionality with existing Web functionality (FAA Access to CPS On-Line)

· Product Registration

· Migration of “Return of Title IV Funds” software to the Web

Task Order 13 – Improve Accuracy of Application Data

This task order encompasses the following tasks for the 2003-2004 cycle:

· Research, recommend, and employ data accuracy strategies

· Enhance current applicant-reported data editing and error detection procedures

· Develop a Web version of the ISIR Analysis (IA) Tool

· Develop a means for states and schools to request ISIRs when needed

· Estimate the amount of Federal Pell Grant over-awards and under-awards

Due to these task orders, the PC versions of the IA Tool, Return of Title IV Funds, and most of the EDExpress Application Processing module were not considered in this analysis.
1.2.2 Understanding the PC EDExpress Suite

The main objective of the EDExpress Software is to provide post-secondary schools who participate in the U.S. Department of Education's Electronic Data Exchange (EDE) process a means to manage and process electronic data.  In addition, there are derivative software products delivered such as SSCR and DL Tools.
The Application Processing module within the EDExpress software allows EDE users to enter, report, and manage all Title IV student financial aid application information and print electronic output. 

EDExpress Application Processing users may receive ISIRs from the CPS via the SAIG and import them into EDExpress.  The software checks for duplicates and loads the ISIRs into the user's database, providing on-screen statistics as to the progress of loading.

Single or multiple ISIRs may also be printed using the print capability of the Application Processing module.  A range of ISIRs may be printed using such criteria as Federal School Code or the date the record was processed.

The Packaging module of the EDExpress software contains all the basic activities included in tracking and awarding students’ Title IV federal aid, state aid, institutional aid, and aid from other outside resources.  Packaging provides a natural complement to the functions of EDExpress in the EDE process.  The same data acquired through the ISIR process and maintained in the Application Processing database may be used to create an "electronic" award package for a student.

Packaging also allows a school to manage its total financial aid process.  Many of the data elements necessary to determine an award are present in the ISIR.  Data to create an award record in Packaging may be imported from the ISIR database or from an external school source.  Packaged student data may then be imported into the Direct Loan module of EDExpress to create loan origination records.  While Packaging is intended to complement the electronic process, it may also be used as a stand-alone product.

The Direct Loan module of the EDExpress software allows schools certified as EDE destination points to exchange loan origination, print request, disbursement, reconciliation, and enrollment status records with the Direct Loan Origination Center.  Requests for Direct Loan funding are transmitted through the SAIG to the Direct Loan Servicing Center.

Measurement Tools reports are also available to schools through the Direct Loan module.  These reports are designed to assist Direct Loan schools with evaluation of their Direct Loan Program procedures and policies.  The reports provide valuable information that may be used to monitor current operations, procedures, and program status.

The Pell Payment module of the EDExpress software provides the tools to create, edit, and report Pell Payment Origination and Disbursement data. EDExpress users can import ISIR, Packaging, or external data from another system.  Once this Pell Payment data has been entered or imported, it can be exported and electronically transmitted to Common Origination and Disbursement (COD).  Pell Payment data is processed by COD and returned to the school’s SAIG destination point mailbox.  The processed Pell Payment data can then be imported into EDExpress.
The SSCR-32 stand-alone software creates and maintains the Student Status Confirmation Report (SSCR).

Institutions may use the software to report the enrollment status of student borrowers to the National Student Loan Data System (NSLDS).  At fixed times during the academic year, schools receive (either electronically or on tape) Student Status Confirmation Reports (SSCRs) from NSLDS.  The SSCR indicates the status of borrowers at the school.  The SSCR software allows the school to review the SSCR, update it based upon enrollment information held at the school, and return the updated information to the NSLDS.

The objective of the ISIR Analysis (IA) Tool software project is to create a standalone application that analyzes and reports data that may be used by schools as a basis for implementing improvements to their verification process, thus eliminating the burden placed on a student.  The software also allows schools to examine subsets of their sample, which is helpful in analyzing their student population. 
Return of Title IV Funds is a standalone PC application that calculates refunds and return of funds of Title IV Aid.  With recent Reauthorization, a revised refund/repayment policy was established for the return of Title IV funds when a student withdraws before completing more than 60 percent of the payment period.  The law took effect on October 7, 2000.  However, schools were allowed to implement the new changes prior to that date. 

The returned funds must be refunded to the following sources in specific order until the total amount of the school’s responsibility has been satisfied.  The order is:

· Unsubsidized FFEL/Direct Stafford Loans

· Subsidized FFEL/Direct Stafford Loans

· Perkins Loans

· FFEL/Direct PLUS Loans

· Federal Pell Grant

· FSEOG

· Other Title IV programs

The school is responsible for calculating the percentage and amount of Title IV assistance the student did not earn and return those funds to the Title IV programs using the Return of Title IV Funds software.  The Return of Title IV Funds software is considered part of the EDExpress Suite, but is a standalone product provided to all post-secondary schools by FSA.

The DL Tools software allows schools to rebuild Direct Loan data and track cash information for four award cycles.   The software also offers Compare functionality that allows schools to compare their internal data with data stored on the Common Origination and Disbursement (COD) system.

1.2.3 Alignment with FSA’s Initiatives

All recommendations in this study will take into account FSA’s needs and goals as described below:

Goal One: Create a Culture of Achievement

1.2
Increase flexibility and local control.

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

Goal Five: Enhance the Quality of and Access to Postsecondary and Adult Education

5.1
Reduce the gaps in college access and completion among student populations differing by race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and disability while increasing the educational attainment of all. 

5.1.6 Provide support to students with disabilities

5.2
Establish effective funding mechanisms for postsecondary education.

5.3.2 Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

Goal Six: Establish Management Excellence 

6.1
Develop and maintain financial integrity and management and internal controls.

6.1.3
Analyze data to reduce fraud

6.3
Manage information technology resources, using e-gov, to improve service for our customers and partners.

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4
Modernize the Student Financial Assistance programs and reduce their high-risk status.

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

6.4.2
Improve program monitoring

6.5
Achieve budget and performance integration to link funding decisions to results.

6.5.3
Document program effectiveness

1.3 Methodology

The following methodology was used to ensure the analysis was done in a structured non-biased manner:

1) Validate understanding of EDExpress functional requirements and capabilities.

a) Review full suite requirements and capabilities

b) Take into account impact of Task Orders 12 and 13

c) Identify upgrade/integration alternatives

2) List all functionality/modules

3) Analyze alternatives and develop prioritized recommendations

a) Short description

b) System flow

c) Issues addresses

4) List Benefits and Considerations

1.3.1 Criteria

The following criteria were used in evaluating alternatives:

· Will it improve data quality?

· Will it reduce data redundancy?

· Does it maintain current user functionality?

· Does it utilize Web functionality to improve self-help options?

· Does it allow seamless deployments?

· Does it allow rapid upgrade deployment?

· Does it decrease schools' need for database utilities or rebuilds?

· Does it decrease schools' need for record retention?

· Does it decrease schools' need for IT support?

· Does it reduce SAIG traffic?

· Does it utilize new XML integration technology?

· Are FSA's needs met?

· Are Single Campus Schools’ needs met?

· Are Multi Campus Schools’ needs met?

· Are the States’ needs met?

· Are the Servicers’ needs met?

· Will it be cost effective?

1.3.2 User-base determination

The EDExpress Suite enjoys a widely diverse range of users.  Schools of all sizes and technical backgrounds utilize the software to communicate with FSA and to manage their students’ financial aid.  The following conclusions are based on survey answers provided by the Product Registration survey, and the statistics gathered from the software download Web site.

There are three classes of EDExpress users: small, medium, and large.  The classes describe the number of students the school is tracking using the software. “Small” relates to a student base of 0 – 2500, “medium” indicates 2501 – 5000, and a “large” student base would be over 5000 students.

Results of the product registration survey, as seen in Fig. 1, indicates that the user base described by “medium” to  “large” classification is only a handful of schools, and that by far the majority of the product users can be classified as “small.”
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Figure 1: User-base distribution by the number of records in a schools database.

These results indicate 70% of user base for the entire EDExpress Suite fall within the “small” classification, as signified by all those with the diagonal pattern in Figure 1. Excluding Applications, over 80% of the user base can be classified as “small”. If the Applications module is not included, then “small to medium” schools make up 90% of the user base. 

For this reason, Pearson recommends schools that are categorized as “small” should be the target user base of the software.  The recommendations listed within section 2.0 Modules and Functionality Review will be based on this determination. However, FSA may want to make their own determination. This determination may be based on all business processes or an individual business process such as Pell.

In addition to the size of the school’s student population, the means by which the school communicates with FSA must be considered.  As it is now mandatory that schools communicate through the Internet, it will be assumed that all schools have Internet connectivity.  Furthermore, it is understood that this connectivity will vary in bandwidth from slow and limited (dial-up access) to fast and unlimited (T1 or better).  With this in mind, the amount of Internet traffic an option would entail will greatly affect its chance of being recommended.

2.0 Modules and Functionality Review

The following sections identify strong candidate areas within the EDExpress software suite for re-engineering to take advantage of the FSA’s current Web functionality.

2.1 Location of Database

2.1.1 Description

The location of the EDExpress database has been an issue of concern for many reasons (Microsoft support, school IT support, updates, etc.).  Four alternative options have been identified to address this issue: local, centralized, decentralized, and 3rd party hosted. When reviewing this area, the primary focus was on the location of the data and database, and not on the interface (PC or Web –based application).

2.1.2 Options

1) Local: A local database solution can be considered the “no change” option.  It recommends leaving the database on the school’s system.  This is a PC-based option.

2) Centralized: The centralized database option recommends that FSA host the database systems for all schools using the EDExpress software.  This is a Web-based option.

3) Decentralized: The decentralized database option recommends that FSA and schools host portions of data most pertinent to them.  Data used in a day-to-day operations (i.e. packaging) or high volume processing (i.e. batch printing) would be hosted locally under this combined PC and Web-based option.

4) 3rd party Host: The 3rd party hosted database option recommends that “trusted” 3rd parties be allowed to host the EDExpress database.  The school itself could be a host, FSA could be a host, or some other company may be a host. Each school that uses EDExpress would choose their own “database provider.”  This is possibly both a PC and Web-based option.

2.1.3 Recommendation

For a small school user base, a Centralized database (option #2) would best fit everyone’s needs.  Medium to large school user bases would find a Local database (option #1) solution more useful.

2.1.3.1 Why

Figure 2 below demonstrates the relationship between the number of students in the database and the number of workstations being used by the school.  From this figure, we see that over 65% of all schools responding have 10 or less workstation’s, and that 25% of all schools are utilizing the EDExpress software suite in a standalone environment.  It is also evident that approximately 90% of schools with up to 5000 students are using EDExpress in a limited network environment.  In addition, at least 60% of the schools with more than 500 students in their database utilize a network to administer financial aid. 
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Figure 2: User-base size with workstations

With the local database option, the school is responsible for the maintenance of the data, database, and the machine the database is running on.  This option will require careful administration in a LAN environment.  The level of effort needed to maintain this solution is based on the number of records in the database, how old the machine is, and whether it is used in a LAN or multi-campus environment.  The maintenance effort increases based on the age of the computer and the number of other applications the computer is being used for.

Medium to large schools are more likely to have the IT support needed to maintain a local database with a network solution.  Small schools are not likely to be able to easily obtain the level of support needed to maintain EDExpress in a LAN environment.

There is a risk that the Product Registration results are not a good sampling of the EDExpress user base.

2.1.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation (specifically the centralized database solution) would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.1.3
Analyze data to reduce fraud

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

6.4.2
Improve program monitoring

6.5.3
Document program effectiveness

2.1.3.3 Dependencies

· The local database option has no dependencies.

· The centralized database would depend on the VDC.

2.1.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· A centralized database would require volume estimates to determine disk space needs of the database solution, and a Web interface would have to be created.

· Internet connectivity is also a dependency of the centralized database.

2.1.3.5 Policy considerations

· Record retention issues.

· Policy on holding school based data.

· While a centralized database will provide many benefits to smaller schools, it is assumed the other schools would need to address an alternative.

2.1.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

If Option #2 (A small school user base, a Centralized database):

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	No longer responsible for installation’s
	((
	Leverage system investment
	$

	No longer responsible for rebuilds
	(($
	Access to data
	(($

	No longer responsible for backups
	((
	Positions FSA to Integrate reporting with other FSA systems (i.e., Debt Collections
	(($

	Available from anywhere
	((
	Timeliness of deploying changes due to regulatory mandates
	($

	No more disk space concerns 
	$
	Incorporate feedback mechanisms
	(

	Reduce need of a paper trail in FSA Office
	(($
	Facilitating program integrity
	($

	Reduced business process steps
	((
	Eliminates need for FSA to validate multiple systems by removing redundancy
	$

	Timeliness of deploying changes due to regulatory mandates
	(
	Eventually Reducing Technical Support Calls
	($

	Shared business process (setups)
	((
	508 compliancy
	($

	Provide real-time feedback/processing
	(
	
	


	Considerations

	What happens to the support for schools that do not qualify as small? 
	System Availability

	Security
	Different/New Functionality

	Accuracy of Product Registration results
	System of Record 

	Performance
	Hardware 

	“Big Brother” Perception
	May require COTS Web Tool(s)

	School’s Connectivity Speed
	Using a  ‘pilot’ approach for a target population will help gather input on usage to help forecast volume/resource needs when expanded to all

	Impact to Help Desk
	


If Option #2 (Medium to large school user bases would find a Local database):

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	More schools can use the software
	((
	Infrastructure needs are not a concern
	$

	Better performance
	(($
	All ‘eggs’ not in one basket
	(

	School has direct access to the database
	((
	
	


	Considerations

	Cost to get 508 compliant
	IT Support for schools

	Large Installation
	


2.2 Database Type

2.2.1 Description

This section specifically addresses removing the EDExpress Suite PC software’s dependence on Microsoft Access 97 as the database type.  Access 97 is a concern, due to Microsoft not continuing support for the product, the database having a 1 Gigabyte physical size limit, and the database having a low level of network robustness.

At the time this paper is being written the EDExpress software is being converted to use the Microsoft Access 2002 database.  There are four alternatives: use another licensed database system, use an open source database system, use MS SQL*Server 2002, or no change.

2.2.2 Options

1) Use Another Licensed Database System: Other licensed database systems, such as Oracle or Sybase, were reviewed in this option.  These databases are developed and maintained as a COTS product by a company with a vested interest in the product, and they would be covered by a support and maintenance agreement.  This is a PC-based option.
2) Use An Open Source Database System: Other open source database systems, such as MySQL, were reviewed in this option.  These databases are developed and maintained by a group of developers collaborating over the Internet. Typically, anyone can download the executables and the source code, and they are characterized by “use at your own risk”.  This is a PC-based option.
3) Use Microsoft SQL*Server 2002: SQLServer 2002 (Personal) is this option’s alternative.  This is a PC-based option.

4) No Change: This option recommends that Access 2002 should continue to be used as the database type for all EDExpress Suite software.  This is a PC-based option.

2.2.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends that the “No Change” (#4) option be implemented.

2.2.3.1 Why

Due to the cost of updating the software to interact with “other databases,” those options were not considered.  There are some serious security considerations in open source databases, as well as a lack of a support or maintenance agreements.

In order to better service the medium-to-larger classification schools using a network solution, Pearson would have recommended that MS SQL*Server 2002 be utilized.  MS SQL*Server is designed for large network host databases. 

However, as very few schools contacted Pearson with issues related to their database exceeding the 1 Gigabyte limit in Access 97, the new 2 Gigabyte limit of Access 2002 will be sufficient for users in a “no change” or local database solution.

While MS Access was not expressly designed for a network solution, it has been utilized in that capacity for many years in many different products. 

2.2.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.2.3.3 Dependencies

· A local database is chosen as the recommendation from section 2.1.

2.2.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.2.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.2.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	No additional installations needed due to database modifications
	((
	No change to current database structure means no additional development needed and no additional Acceptance test needed
	($


	Considerations

	NA
	


2.3 Accessibility

2.3.1 Description

With the addition of Section 508 to the Rehabilitation Act in 1998, accessibility has been a concern of all government organizations.  Currently there are only a few issues with the EDExpress software that keep it from being compliant with Section 508, and most of these could be solved by redesigning the screens.

The Stingray grids, a 3rd party component which the software uses to display data in a spreadsheet format, are an issue not so easily dealt with.  The accessibility tools do not understand how to relate the 3rd party spreadsheet structure to the user.  There are four options to address the Stingray grid issues: use Microsoft’s Active Accessibility Application Programming Interface (MS AA API), use a third party tool, replace the Stingray grids with the Microsoft supplied grids, or no change.

This is not applicable to Web Applications.

2.3.2 Options

1) Use MS AA API: This option recommends that a set of Microsoft development tools be used to provide an interface for accessibility tools such as screen readers to interpret specialized or custom components (i.e. the 3rd party Stingray grids) an application may have.  This is a PC-based option.

2) Use a third party tool: This option recommends that other tools are used that provide benefits similar to the MS AA API.  This may be either a PC or Web-based option.

3) Use the MS default grid: This option recommends using the grid component that Microsoft provides with its development environments.  This is a PC-based option.

4) No Change: This option recommends that no action be taken.

2.3.3 Recommendation
Pearson recommends that the Microsoft Active Accessibility API (MS AA API) (#1) option be implemented.

2.3.3.1 Why

Pearson believes this is an important, realistic enhancement that should be implemented.

If the MS grid component is utilized all of the extra features (e.g. special controls within the columns, coloring, etc.) that Stingray provided would have to be recreated.

Microsoft’s AA API is designed to work with Microsoft’s development environment, and would therefore have less of a learning curve than a 3rd-party tool that would provide the same benefits.

The risk is that the API does not integrate with the EDExpress software as indicated by Microsoft documentation.

2.3.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

5.1.6
Provide support to students with disabilities

2.3.3.3 Dependencies

· The MS AA API works with most (but not all) accessibility tools.  The tools it does work with are by far the most popular (JAWS, GW Window-Eyes, WinVision, ASAW, and Dragon NaturallySpeaking per the survey referenced in appendix 5.6). 

2.3.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.3.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.3.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	508 Compliancy
	((
	508 Compliancy
	(


	Considerations

	Screen complete re-designs 
	Training for schools

	Training on development tools
	


2.4 Continue FAA Access to CPS On-Line Integration with EDExpress

2.4.1 Description

Use the lessons learned from FAFSA on the Web’s pre-population Application Programming Interface (API) to create similar functionality for the EDExpress software.  This functionality will pre-populate data on the FAA Access to CPS On-Line FAFSA form using select data from the EDExpress demographic tab.

2.4.2 Options

1) Implement New Functionality: This option recommends implementing the pre-population functionality.  This is both a PC and Web-based option.

2) No Change: This option recommends FSA should not implement this new functionality within EDExpress.

2.4.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Implement New Functionality” (#1) option.

2.4.3.1 Why

Implementing this option would further integrate FSA’s PC and Web products, and would advance the concept of “one FSA.”  In addition, this option would reduce entry time for approximately 13 demographic fields, improving overall efficiency and reducing labor time for users.

2.4.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.4.3.3 Dependencies

· Internet connectivity is a dependency.

2.4.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· There would be more traffic to the FAA Access to CPS On-Line FAFSA Entry API.

2.4.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.4.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Reduce entry needs
	(
	Eliminate Redundancy of data
	(

	Eliminates need for FSA to validate multiple systems by removing redundancy
	$
	
	


	Considerations

	School’s Connectivity Speed
	System Availability


2.5 Migrate DL/PELL modules to the Web

2.5.1 Description

Under this enhancement, the EDExpress Direct Loan and Pell modules would be migrated to the Web, similar to the transition of Return of Title IV Funds functionality from PC software to a Web application.

2.5.2 Options

1) Partial Migration: This option recommends that specific portions of the EDExpress DL and Pell modules be kept on the user’s system.  The user would access a centralized database from FSA’s Web applications but continue entering and processing data locally.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

2) Migrate PELL: This option recommends that only the EDExpress Pell module be made accessible entirely from the Web via integration with the COD Web site.  This is a Web-based option.

3) Migrate DL: This option recommends that only the EDExpress Direct Loan module be made accessible entirely from the Web via integration with the COD Web site.  This is a Web-based option.

4) Migrate DL and PELL: This option recommends that both the EDExpress Direct Loan and Pell modules be made accessible entirely from the Web via integration with the COD Web site.  This is a Web-based option.

5) No Change: This option recommends that FSA should keep the DL and Pell functionality in the EDExpress PC product.

2.5.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Migrate DL and Pell” (#4) option.

2.5.3.1 Why

By integrating with COD in the Web environment, Direct Loan and Pell data processing times would be greatly reduced.  It is understood that the other systems may not be ready for real time processing at this time, but by implementing this option FSA is well positioned to go to real-time processing as soon as other systems are ready. Until then the SAIG can continue to be utilized for Direct Loan and Pell data exchange with COD.

The implementation of this option will decrease the users’ support needs, cut processing time, and provide a level of automation that was not available.  These results may be accomplished by extending the FAA Access to CPS On-Line Web site to include Direct Loan and Pell module functionality.  Seamless integration may be accomplished using the ISIR datamart and SAIG.  This could streamline the origination process. Once the other systems are ready, the originations and updates could be sent in real-time over the Web to COD.

In addition, implementing this option would make it possible to report on Pell data across multiple cycles and to establish automated warnings.  For example, when potential overpayment (POP) situations arise for student records, an e-mail alert could be sent to the FAA.

The initial site established for this option would not become obsolete once COD was ready for integration.  The site will continue to serve the important function of storing extraneous data that EDExpress captures but the COD system does not.  This data continues to play an important part in the processes used by the EDExpress user base.

2.5.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.1.3
Analyze data to reduce fraud

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.5.3.3 Dependencies

· If COD is ready for integration, either SAIG or the BUS will need to be utilized to send data.

2.5.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· New site(s) would need to be added at the VDC.

· Volume estimates would need to be created to determine disk space needs.

· A tool may be required for query and reporting functionality.  The same tools used for other sites may also be used here.

2.5.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.5.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Seamless Process – Less Steps for School
	(($
	Reduces SAIG Traffic
	$

	Eliminates Downloads
	(($
	Provides more integrated environment
	(($

	Eliminates Installations
	(($
	
	

	Provides more integrated environment
	(($
	
	

	Automated warning notifications 
	(($
	
	


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Security
	Record Retention Requirements

	Hardware Sizing
	FSA System (COD) Integration Capabilities

	May require Web COTS Tool(s)
	Using a  ‘pilot’ approach for a target population will help gather input on usage to help forecast volume/resource needs when expanded to all


2.6 Migrate SSCR to the Web

2.6.1 Description

Migrate the SSCR PC software to the Web, incorporating lessons learned from the migration of Return of Title IV Funds from PC software to a Web application.

2.6.2 Options

1) Migrate the SSCR module: This option recommends that FSA migrate the SSCR PC software to the Web.  This is a Web-based option.

2) No change: This option recommends that the SSCR PC software not be migrated to the Web.

2.6.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Migrate the SSCR module” (#1) option.

2.6.3.1 Why

By migrating the SSCR functionality to the Web, FSA can exercise more control over the business rules implemented within the application.  In addition, by integrating with NSLDS, it will further foster the image of “one FSA.”

Integration with the NSLDS Web site does require that NSLDS be prepared for the migration; this issue can be mitigated by utilizing SAIG for data exchange as is done today.

2.6.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.1.3
Analyze data to reduce fraud

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.6.3.3 Dependencies

· None

2.6.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· This option would generate a new Web site at the VDC.

· A tool may be required for query and reporting functionality.  The same tools used for other sites may also be used here.

2.6.3.5 Policy considerations

· Storage/Archival: How long would the data need to be retained?

2.6.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Eliminates Imports from NSLDS
	(($
	Reduces SAIG Traffic
	$

	Eliminates Downloads
	(($
	More Timely Enrollment Reporting which helps reduce default/repayment errors
	$

	Eliminates Installations
	(($
	
	

	Seamless Process – Less Steps for School
	(($
	
	


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Security
	Record Retention Requirements

	Hardware Sizing
	NSLDS’ Integration Capabilities


2.7 E-mail/Web-based notification/receipt system

2.7.1 Description

This enhancement provides the means for EDExpress to create a list of desired results based on award letters, and/or disbursements.  This list would be sent to FSA to be used in a Web application that will accept the student’s responses.  The student responses would then be extracted and sent to the school that provided the list.  In this way Award and Disbursement letter responses may be collected and reported.

Scenario (see Figure 4):  1) A School generates award letters; 2) the awards listed on the letter(s) will be available to be export from EDExpress; 3) the school sends these award letters out through email; 4) this export file may then be sent to FSA; 5) the email contains a URL the student may use to get to an FSA Web site; 6) the URL will have special information to indicate the student, and the student will have to be authenticated through the PIN system; 7) successful authentication will allow the student to see the list of awards that were on their award letter; 8) the student uses the FSA site to respond (accept/decline) to the awards; 9) the responses are then sent to the school that provided the list; 10) finally the school imports the responses into EDExpress.
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Figure 4: Example scenario diagram

2.7.2 Options

1) Implement system: This option recommends that this enhanced system be created.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

2) No Change: This option recommends that FSA not implement this feature.

2.7.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “implement system” (#1) option.

2.7.3.1 Why

By using this system schools will save postage and paper costs, as the need to send paper award letters and notifications will be precluded.  According to the product registration results, shown below in Figure 5, approximately 59% of the EDExpress users are sending letters through the U.S. Postal Service.  In addition, this system will provide an electronic method of auditing the receipt and response of award letters. This model could be used for other correspondence with students.
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Figure 5: Methods used to send letters

An additional service that could be provided by this enhancement would be the ability to have the e-mails sent through the same service the CPS uses to send student notifications of FAFSA receipts.  This service is currently provided by the CPS subcontractor LeapFrog Technologies.

2.7.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

5.1.6
Provide support to students with disabilities

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.7.3.3 Dependencies

· This system would integrate the EDExpress software suite with SAIG, a Web site (possibly FAA Access to CPS On-Line or 
FOTW), the PIN site, and the CPS Mainframe.

· The student provides an email address.  The functionality to send award letters to students by email is already available and used (per Figure 5 above), and the lack of email addresses must already be addressed by the users who are sending email award letters.

2.7.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· A new set of Web functionality would need to be created.  This entails all of the volume and capacity estimates needed for any VDC Web site.

· The site will need to utilize a database to store the awards listed on the students’ award letters.  This database may be standalone, or part of a centralized database system.

· Policy on record retention (see 2.5.3.5) will impact capacity estimates.

2.7.3.5 Policy considerations

· Will the logging of the users’ acceptance to letters be binding?

· Will the logging of the users’ disbursement be binding?

· Storage/archival: How long will this information need to be retained?

2.7.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Postage savings for school
	($
	Reducing Title IV Aid Processing Time
	(

	Quicker Turnaround
	(($
	Improves reporting accurate data
	(($

	Access from anywhere
	((
	
	

	Authentication handled for Schools
	(
	
	


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Location of Web Site
	Record Retention Requirements

	Security
	No Student Email Address or Access

	Hardware Sizing
	


2.8 Relocate EDExpress Help to Web

2.8.1 Description

Pearson proposes an alternative to our current EDESuite WinHelp systems—Help systems built in the Microsoft Windows environment.  Our solution includes converting the current EDESuite WinHelp systems to a Web-based Help system using new and current technologies (e.g. Flash, XML, etc.) and existing FSA Web-based help; hosting the WebHelp on Web servers—independent of the PC software application, and linking directly to existing WebHelp from the EDESuite software application. 

2.8.2 Options

1) Migrate EDExpress help to the Web: This option recommends that FSA implement the enhancement as described in the description.  This is a PC option available to any help left in the software.

2) No Change: This option recommends that Pearson continue to produce PC-based help files for each application separately.

2.8.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Migrate EDExpress help to the Web” (option #1) option.

2.8.3.1 Why

While the “Migrate EDExpress help to the Web” option may cost more to get started (for example, added development time to convert the files to the new format and/or training needs), it provides a cost savings in the future.  These costs savings are described below. 

Web-based Help offers more benefits than our current Windows-based Help solution.  Web-based Help is an innovative solution for the creation of informative, navigable Help pages.  Using a Web-based Help format, the Help system can become more attractive in its look and feel and more usable in its navigational features.  For this solution, all Help pages will reside on Web servers—possibly the same servers that are used to host FSA’s Web application products such as FAFSA on the Web, FAA Access to CPS On-Line, PIN on the Web, etc.  By all Help files sharing the same format and location, all application products, regardless of their platform, can share the same source Help files (for example, demographic record definitions).  This solution eliminates redundancy by promoting single sourced information; reduces development, review, and testing time; and provides the potential for a significant cost savings.

Many WebHelp authoring tools are available that can automatically convert existing WinHelp to WebHelp, automatically create a table of contents and index, and automatically generate a comprehensive Full Text Search engine.  In addition to creating an attractive and user-friendly interface, these tools can maintain the familiar Windows style Help interface (for example, standards and conventions). 

Additional cost-savings can be realized in download burden reduction for both the user community and the FSAdownload Web site.  That is, today, our Windows-based Help is downloaded with the EDESuite software product by the user through the FSAdownload Web site.  This step may be completely eliminated with the WebHelp solution.  Further, because the WebHelp will be hosted on a server, it can be updated on a “near real-time” basis, as fast as a change may currently be pushed onto the Web, providing fast timely access to current information. Currently, Help information is only updated with specific software releases.  The Web solution enables us to update the information, without issuing another release of the EDESuite software product.

2.8.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs.

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.8.3.3 Dependencies

· The user must have Internet connectivity to the view Help.  For Flash Help, the user must install the Flash Player (this is at no cost to the user).

2.8.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· Disk space on Web Servers as this solution will generate more static HTML Help pages.

2.8.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.8.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Attractive and user-friendly design
	
	Shared source Help files with other Web Products
	$

	Current standards and conventions are maintained minimizing learning curve of user; designed with familiar Windows style Help interface
	
	Current standards and conventions are maintained minimizing learning curve of user; designed with familiar Windows style Help interface
	$

	Help is removed from installation download so faster installation
	$
	Help is removed from installation download so faster installation
	$

	WebHelp files are small and efficient in size 
	
	WebHelp files are small and efficient in size
	

	Reduced installation disk space
	$
	Reduced installation disk space
	$

	Cross-browser functionality
	$
	Cross-browser functionality
	$

	Flexible deployment—the Help system can reside on the Web or the user’s desktop
	$
	Flexible deployment—the Help system can reside on the Web or the user’s desktop
	$

	No security risk—use of firewall friendly technology
	$
	No security risk—use of firewall friendly technology
	$

	Updates not tied to software releases
	$
	Updates not tied to software releases
	$

	Links can be provided to related documents in any format (for example, Excel, PowerPoint, Word, PDF)
	$
	Links can be provided to related documents in any format (for example, Excel, PowerPoint, Word, PDF)
	$

	508 Compliance
	
	508 Compliance
	

	
	
	
	

	Considerations

	System Availability
	Performance

	Internet Connectivity (specifically dial-up)
	Flash Player

	Documentation Staff Training needs
	


2.9 Automatic Database / Software Updates

2.9.1 Description

This enhancement proposes implementing automatic database/software updates for the EDExpress Suite  by utilizing Web technology to access and download upgrades from an FSA Web site.  Software updates would be applied to schools’ systems similarly to Microsoft’s Automatic Update programs.

2.9.2 Options

1) Implement automatic updates for databases only: This option recommends that the Web installation only automatically update the data and logic within the EDExpress database.  This would allow FSA to push updates to the users.  In addition, users may be given the ability to choose between automatic or user-initiated update checks and installations.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

2) Implement updates for the software only: This option recommends that the Web installation only automatically update EDExpress software components, but not update the EDExpress database.  This would allow FSA to push business logic updates to the users.  In addition, users may be given the ability to choose between automatic or user-initiated update checks and installations.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

3) Implement automatic updates: This option recommends implementing both options 1 and 2.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

4) No Change: This option recommends that FSA not implement any automatic Web installation enhancements.

2.9.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “implement automatic updates” (#3) option.

2.9.3.1 Why

By implementing this option, FSA would reduce the IT burden schools currently have by processing upgrades within the product itself.  In addition, changes to data, text, and logic could be pushed to users with a degree of transparency, increasing customer satisfaction by ensuring the new updates are in place the next time the software is used.

To meet the needs of schools that restrict installation / update rights, the users will have the option to have the software check for updates and perform installations on a manual basis. This will provide a robust system that meets many needs while reducing the level of support required.

2.9.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.9.3.3 Dependencies

· This recommendation requires Internet access; dial-up Web access may be slow for large updates.  This could be managed so that large updates are not pushed.

2.9.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· The update site would have more disk space and usage requirements.

2.9.3.5 Policy considerations

· Would automatic receipt and import of ISIRs be a security infringement?

2.9.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Reduce the IT burden 
	(($
	Ensure users have updates
	(

	Seamless, non-intrusive process
	((
	Helps to ensure data integrity
	($


	Considerations (PC Only) 

	Critical Updates would require all client PCs to be updated (LAN Environment) 
	Policy Considerations

	Firewalls at the schools
	User rights at the school will still apply


2.10 Increased Security

2.10.1 Description

Currently, the EDExpress software provides a high level of granularity in its security system; other financial aid systems provide more.  Features such as field-level access rights, audit logging, and alerts/warnings regarding unauthorized access attempts could enhance EDExpress’ security.

In addition, security for EDExpress functionality that has recently migrated to the Web is controlled by the Participation Management (PM) system, as opposed to the security system embedded within the EDExpress software.  Security for the PM system is not as robust as that of EDExpress, and could also be enhanced.

2.10.2 Options

1) Enhance EDExpress only: This option recommends enhancing EDExpress security settings to allow administrators to set access rights at the field level, increase the amount of logging of events and feature execution, and create the ability to warn and/or alert administrators and users of unauthorized access attempts.  This is a PC-based option.

2) Enhance PM to EDExpress level: This option recommends that FSA enhance the PM Web site to provide the same level of security that EDExpress does currently.  This is a Web-based option.

3) Enhance PM to higher security: This option recommends that FSA enhance the PM system to the levels described in options 1 and 2.  This is a Web-based option.

4) Enhance both EDExpress and PM: This option recommends enhancing EDExpress and PM to the highest level possible.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

5) No Change: This option recommends no action be taken to enhance the security features of either EDExpress or the PM system.

2.10.3 Recommendation
Pearson recommends the “Enhance PM to EDExpress level” (option #2) option.
2.10.3.1 Why

Portions of EDExpress are already being migrated to the Web (e.g. part of application entry and R2T4), and more will be in the future.  These modules will no longer be governed by the EDExpress security system, but instead by the PM system.  The users should continue to at least have the same security levels that they currently have access to.

The current level of security is sufficient for the vast majority of the users.  There have been very few requests received to date to enhance the security beyond that of the current EDExpress permissions system.  To increase the levels of security of both EDExpress and the PM system to a higher level would be a feature that would not be needed by the vast majority of the users. This is why the field level security is not being recommended.

2.10.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.10.3.3 Dependencies

· The PM system and the PIN system provide security. The functionality would be implemented by the Web component.

2.10.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· This recommendation would impact the FAA Access to CPS On-Line, PM, and PIN systems.

2.10.3.5 Policy considerations

· Is a higher level of security needed?

· Does FSA take any additional risks by dropping its security robust if the recommendation is not implemented?

2.10.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Maintaining similar functionality
	(($
	Reuse across other applications
	($


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Security
	Record Retention Requirements

	Hardware Sizing
	FSA System (COD) Integration Capabilities

	May require Web COTS Tool(s)
	


2.11 File size reduction

2.11.1 Description

With the integration of EDExpress and FAA Access to CPS On-Line, most of the Application Processing module functionality has been replaced with Web functionality.  Major functionality remaining in EDExpress is ISIR import, ISIR external export, ISIR printing, and query.  Imported ISIRs can be printed or imported into one of the other modules, but the other modules do not utilize the full ISIR data set.  ISIR file sizes and traffic can therefore be reduced.

2.11.2 Options

1) Standalone program: This option recommends that a separate program be created to import and print ISIR records in batch mode.  Only those schools that need to print in batch mode will download this software, request ISIR records, and print them.  All other schools will utilize the single ISIR record print capabilities in FAA Access to CPS On-Line.  In addition, a smaller file layout may be created to only include the fields needed for other EDExpress modules (i.e. Packaging, Pell, etc.).  Schools printing single ISIR records would utilize the smaller file layout. This is a PC-based option.

2) Files created by ISIR Request: This option recommends that a Web site or mainframe generate a file of requested ISIRs in a printable format (i.e. PDF) for school use.  This is a Web-based option.

3) No Change: This option recommends that options 1 and 2 should not be implemented.

2.11.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “standalone program” (#1) option.

2.11.3.1 Why

A standalone ISIR program will only be downloaded by schools that truly need it.  The smaller file sizes of this option by far outweigh the increased load in both traffic and machine CPU usage that having the files created on the ISIR Request site would cause to the site’s servers.  The smaller files could be produced from the ISIR Request site and/or from the CPS mainframe via SAIG.

There are two types of files that would have smaller sizes.  The first, the ISIR print function, uses approximately 425 fields out of 496 on the ISIR record when printing.  The second is the import file needed for the other modules of EDExpress. This file would need approximately 53 fields of the ISIR, much smaller than an ISIR record.

The size of the second flat file proposed for imports would be 341 bytes. Reducing the record layout from the ISIR layout of 2600 bytes to new second format layout of 341 bytes, results in an 87% reduction in file size for the ISIR flat files. For an XML ISIR, the reduction in size will be even larger. 
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Figure 3: Percentage of ISIR printing by school size

Importing a reduced set of data will impact the query and reporting capabilities of the EDExpress software.  Only those field values that have been imported will be available for query and report activities.  

There is a risk that this will reduce the effectiveness of the query and reporting functionality.

2.11.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.11.3.3 Dependencies

· CPS would need to create a new file layout for the smaller file type.

2.11.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.11.3.5 Policy considerations

· Assuming that pushed ISIR will still be in effect, and that these will make smaller ISIR layouts possible.

· Printing may not need to be supported based on the Paper Reduction Act.

2.11.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Reduce disk space needs for schools
	$
	Reduce volume of data over the SAIG Network
	$

	Quicker retrieval of data
	(
	
	

	School’s that only import/print the ISIR within EDExpress can use the smaller application
	(
	
	

	School’s that do not print Batch ISIRs will receive an even smaller file
	(
	
	


	Considerations

	Requires a new mini printing tool
	Requires new ISIR layouts (whether flat file or XML)

	Query/Reports—what additional elements may be needed 
	


2.12 Automation of Imports, Exports, and Reports

2.12.1 Description

Users of the EDExpress software have the potential to spend a fair amount of time importing, exporting, and printing data.  Under this enhancement, these processes could be run by “scheduler” during non-work hours.

2.12.2 Options

1) Add a scheduler: This option recommends that FSA add a scheduler to provide automation of imports, exports, and report printing.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

2) No Change: This option recommends that FSA not implement a scheduler.

2.12.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Add a scheduler” (#1) option.

2.12.3.1 Why

By adding a scheduler to the EDExpress software, users of the EDExpress system will be freed from the task of remembering to start one of these potentially long tasks before they leave from work.  In addition, by scheduling major processing events to occur at regular intervals, users will improve the quality of data sent to and received from FSA.

While it will be a cost savings now to not implement this enhancement, over time this option will reduce the number of errors and the extra time spent resolving them.  In addition, by allowing the users to schedule these events to occur automatically during off-peak hours, the traffic on the update site should be more evenly distributed, and thus decrease the likelihood of needing to upgrade the site in the near future.

The Web-based portion of this enhancement would limit the times when scheduled items would be executed.  This decreases the load on the system during prime browsing times.  The user would be able to designate scheduled events, which would then be run during non-peak hours as determined by utilization reports.  This would make these tasks nightly processes.

2.12.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs.

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.12.3.3 Dependencies

· None

2.12.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.12.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.12.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Aids in streamlining process
	(($
	Higher Data Integrity
	(($


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Security
	Record Retention Requirements

	Hardware Sizing
	

	May require Web COTS Tool(s)
	


2.13 Add an additional loan “module”  (FFEL)

2.13.1 Description

Currently, the EDExpress Packaging module allows users to enter and track any type of fund they wish, but loan management functionality within EDExpress is limited to the Direct Loan module.  A new module could be added that would mimic DL in that it will allow users to manage FFEL loans.

2.13.2 Options

1) Limited generic system: This option recommends allowing users to create and manage generic loan types, and thus enable FFEL loan entry at a basic level.  This is a PC or Web-based option.

2) Full generic system: This option recommends expanding import and export functionality to include Common Record format in addition to allowing creation and management of FFEL loans.  This is a PC or Web-based option.

3) No change:  Make no changes to the software in this area.

2.13.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “full generic system” (#2) option.

2.13.3.1 Why

The “limited” option is not truly viable; users must have a means of bringing data into and extracting it from the system.  The “full generic system” functionality would greatly increase the flexibility of the EDExpress software for non-Direct Loan schools.

Portions of the pre-existing EDExpress code-base could be re-used, greatly reducing the effort to implement this enhancement.

2.13.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or need:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

6.1.3
Analyze data to reduce fraud

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.13.3.3 Dependencies

· None

2.13.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.13.3.5 Policy considerations

· Incorporating FFEL

2.13.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Supports DL/FFEL Schools using a single product
	(($
	FSA would be supporting both FFEL & DL with the same product
	(($

	Allows schools to use similar edits when reporting awards so less likely to have inaccurate data reported
	(($
	Improves accuracy of reporting data as similar edits can be put into place for maximum awards
	(($

	Audits will be easier as all data is in one location
	(($
	Audits will be easier as all data is in one location
	(($


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Security
	Record Retention Requirements

	Hardware Sizing
	May require Web COTS Tool(s)


2.14 Utilize a Report Writer

2.14.1 Description

Users have asked for “Report Writer” capabilities in EDExpress for several years, with functionality similar to Microsoft Word’s text formatting features, coupled with the ability to merge data from the database.  Reports and/or letters could be produced with different font sizes and colors, with bold, underlined, and italic styles, saved as a template, and then shared with other users.

2.14.2 Options

1) Integrate a 3rd party report writer: This option recommends utilizing a 3rd party product (e.g. Crystal Reports) which specializes in this sort of functionality.  This is a PC-based option.

2) Utilize the rich text controls for letters: This option recommends using the Rich Text Edit controls within the current development platform, which include most of the functionality users are looking for.  Special mark-up functionality may be added to insert student specific data.  Rich Text format may still be saved to a template file, and shared with other users.  This is a PC-based option.

3) No Change: This option recommends no change to existing print functionality available in EDExpress Suite software.

2.14.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Utilize the rich text controls for letters” (#2) option.

2.14.3.1 Why

Cost, compatibility, and training issues indicate that a full fledged Report Writer system would not be in the users’ or FSA’s best interest.  The templates created using the rich text controls could be used to print ad hoc reports or letters to students.

2.14.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

2.14.3.3 Dependencies

· None

2.14.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.14.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.14.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	More flexible reporting
	(
	Customer satisfaction
	(

	More efficient communication with students
	(($
	
	

	Reduced business process steps for some schools that currently use other word processing means
	(($
	
	

	Allows for more time for counseling students
	(
	
	


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk


2.15 Expand printing functionality

2.15.1 Description

Under this enhancement, Pearson proposes expanding EDExpress Suite print functionality to include printing in landscape mode, merging data from the database into form letters, and providing MS Word type font features (i.e. type, bold, highlight, underline, italic, etc.).  Many users have termed this as “Report Writer” functionality.

2.15.2 Options

1) Enhance printing: This option recommends that the components provided within the Microsoft development environment be used to provide the functionality desired by the users.  This is a PC-based option.

2) Integrate a 3rd party Printing tool: By implementing this enhancement a 3rd party tool would be integrated into the EDExpress product.  This tool would enable the users to print reports in most any format they would desire.  This is a PC based option.

3) No change: This option recommends that no enhancement be made to the printing code.

2.15.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “enhance printing” (#1) option be implemented.

2.15.3.1 Why

The printing enhancement option will provide users with a more than sufficient level of support for their desired reports, and would not incur the costs and programming difficulties of integrating a 3rd party tool.

2.15.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs.

5.3.2
Improve the efficiency of the Title IV aid process

2.15.3.3 Dependencies

· None

2.15.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.15.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.15.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	More flexible reporting
	(
	Supports Landscape reporting with other FSA systems (e.g. COD)
	($

	More efficient communication with students
	(($
	
	

	Reduced business process steps for some schools that currently use other word processing means
	(($
	
	

	Allows for more time for counseling students
	(
	
	


	Considerations

	NA
	


2.16 Re-engineer the current code base

2.16.1 Description

The 32-bit version of the EDExpress software suite is currently 5 years old, and some of the code was migrated with little to no changes from the 16-bit version. These two factors indicate it is time to review the code for optimizations. After all this time is certain that there are places within the code where the meaning of the data has changed, an algorithm has been updated so many times as to make it inefficient, or where code could be reused.

By re-engineering the current EDExpress Suite software code base, more recent technologies may be utilized to the advantage of FSA and schools.  This effort will potentially provide the following benefits:

· Utilize managed code

· Opportunity to update the look and feel

· Addition of background services

· Newer, more robust tools and technology

2.16.2 Options

1) Re-engineer: This option recommends that FSA re-engineer the current code base to take advantage of new technologies, concepts in usability, and to optimize the system, as described above.  Specifically, the EDExpress code would be re-engineered to utilize the Microsoft .NET Framework.   During this development period the look and feel of EDExpress could also be updated to better fit usability concepts.  This is a PC-based option.

2) No Change: This option recommends no change to the current code base.

2.16.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Re-engineer” (#1) option. 

2.16.3.1 Why

The .NET framework provides a robust code framework called “managed code.”  Managed code is a more effective memory management framework that allows the developer to concentrate more on the business logic than on memory leaks.  This leads to a more stable system and better implements the client’s requirements.  In addition, the components within the framework are all Section 508 compliant.

While the software’s code is being re-engineered, a prime opportunity would be presented to update the look and feel of the graphic user interface (GUI).  FSA could bring into the GUI new concepts and designs to re-brand the product.

The software would be designed to take more advantage of background services.  This would allow users to start or schedule processes (e.g. imports or exports) and still be able to do other tasks while the process is running.  In addition, the software could periodically check for updates of its own, and could thus be self maintaining.

The Microsoft .NET Framework would also provide a better foundation for a Service Oriented Architecture (SOA). An SOA allows for the development of "services" that may be hosted on separate platforms or within separate programs. These "services" can then be combined with other "services" and user applications to produce the desired data and processes a user requires. Through the high level of integration and support for XML and Web services that the Microsoft .NET Framework contains, the EDExpress software, utilizing an SOA, will be better able to take advantage of FSA's current and future Web functionality.

2.16.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.16.3.3 Dependencies

Microsoft’s .NET Framework has a higher set of system requirements than those currently required by the EDExpress software.  According to the product registration results (Figure 6), approximately 75% of the current users run an operating system that would support the .NET Framework, and in some cases may already have it installed.  Windows 98 is the one operating system the .NET framework does not support.
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Figure 6: Operating System usage over user-base

2.16.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· To enable the automatic update feature of this recommendation, functionality would have to be added to FSA’s current Web infrastructure.

2.16.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.16.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Easier to integrate with other technologies
	(($
	More robust application
	(($

	
	
	Flexibility
	(($


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Hardware Sizing
	


2.17 Add Command-Line functionality

2.17.1 Description

Under this enhancement, Pearson proposes adding command-line functionality to EDExpress similar to what exists in EDConnect. This functionality would allow users to run batch-oriented processes from a command-line or scheduler, and would provide a means to integrate EDExpress’ capabilities with other systems.

An example of the command-line functionality might be as follows. At a command prompt the user types EDExpress.exe /system:app /import D:\SAIGDownloads\ISIRs.xml. The application would then import the file at D:\SAIGDownload\ISIRs.xml into the Applications Processing module without any more interaction required by the user.

2.17.2 Options

1) Implement: This option recommends enabling command-line functionality for the EDExpress software.  This is a PC-based option.

2) No Change: This option recommends that FSA not implement this enhancement.

2.17.3 Recommendation
Pearson recommends the “Implement” (#1) option. 

2.17.3.1 Why

Implementing this enhancement enables potential functionality that could help speed up the processes that EDExpress manages, and therefore provide faster data maintenance, more flexibility in communications, and a higher potential for propagating correct, timely data throughout the user’s system.

2.17.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

6.4.1
Create an efficient and integrated delivery system

2.17.3.3 Dependencies

· None

2.17.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.17.3.5 Policy considerations

· None

2.17.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Easier to integrate with other applications
	($
	Flexibility
	(($


	Considerations

	Training Schools
	Impact to Help Desk

	Security
	


2.18 Add a Campus Based Reporting “Module”

2.18.1 Description

Currently within the packaging module schools have the capacity to package and ‘award’ Direct Loans as well as Campus based funds to students.  With Direct Loans, they have the added capability of importing these ‘awards’ directly into the Direct Loan module to create originations and report that information directly to FSA via CODs Common Record.  With the addition of a Campus Based reporting module to EDExpress, we could potentially expand on this process and allow those schools that award campus based funds to include this information with their other DL/Pell exports.  If the school does not use the packaging module, or participate in DL or Pell, it is assumed a need for the capability of pulling in via external files or manual entry would be needed to update the Campus Based reporting module and thus allow schools to report this information to FSA.    

2.18.2 Options

1) Add a Campus Based Reporting Module: This option recommends that a Campus Based Reporting Module be added to allow schools the functionality and flexibility of reporting campus based information either separate from COD or within the same export file.  This is a PC and Web-based option.

2) No Change: This option recommends no change to existing EDExpress modules available.

2.18.3 Recommendation

Pearson recommends the “Add a Campus Based Reporting Module” (#1) option.

2.18.3.1 Why

This enhancement would help reduce data reporting redundancy and on schools and allows us to take advantage of some of the newer technologies FSA has recently implemented.  i.e., XML.  In addition, it allows FSA to build on existing available functionality to schools and simply integrates the current business process even more so within EDExpress.

2.18.3.2 Alignment with FSA Initiatives

This recommendation would be aligned with the following FSA goals and/or needs:

1.2.5
Reduce the data collection and reporting burden while increasing the usefulness of the data (see also 6.3)

6.1.3
Analyze data to reduce fraud

6.3.3
Reduce our partners’ data reporting burden

2.18.3.3 Dependencies

· COD will accept the data and route appropriately in such a manner to reduce the reporting burden to schools

2.18.3.4 Infrastructure needs

· None

2.18.3.5 Policy considerations

· If schools report Campus Based information earlier, what changes to required elements on FISAP will there be?

2.18.3.6 Benefits & Considerations

Legend:
( = 
Job Satisfaction
( = 
Less Effort
$ = Cost Savings
	School
	FSA

	Benefit
	Type
	Benefit
	Type

	Easier to integrate with other applications
	($
	Flexibility
	(($

	Single source of reporting for multiple federal programs
	
	Earlier receipt of FISAP data
	(($

	Ties more directly into their current business process needs
	
	Building on single point of contact for reporting activities involving schools—thus reinforces the improvement of reported data
	(($

	Potential for helping reduce reporting burden to schools on FISAP with possible pre-pop of reported data
	(($
	Potential for helping reduce reporting burden to schools on FISAP with possible pre-pop of reported data
	($


	Considerations

	COD—how route the data?
	What is the Campus Based timeline schedule for requirements?

	How much data can we report to help pre-pop FISAP (future consideration)
	

	What cycle would this be done? When would a release need to be distributed as it is assumed the need is later in the year as opposed to earlier?
	


3.0 High Level Solution(s)

3.1 List of recommended options

The following is a list of the recommendations and relative effort, graded on a 5-point scale for each of the areas listed.  It should be noted that there are some recommendations that are dependent on others, and some entries that have multiple recommendations.  Because of these factors there will be multiple timelines listed in the next section for each solution or group of recommendations that work together.

	Sect.
	Area
	Recommendation
	No. of previous recommendation that may impact
	Relative Effort and Cost

	2.1
	Location of Database
	For Small Schools: centralized

For All Schools: local
	School size determination
	

N/A

	2.2
	Type of Database
	Leave as Access 2002
	2.1
	N/A

	2.3
	Accessibility
	Incorporate MS Active Accessibility API
	
	

	2.4
	Continue FAA Access to CPS On-Line Integration
	Implement Pre-population of FAA Access to CPS On-Line FAFSA Form
	
	

	2.5
	Migrate DL / PELL Modules to the Web
	Migrate DL and PELL to Web
	
	

	2.6
	Migrate SSCR to the Web
	Migrate the module
	
	

	2.7
	Email / Web –based Notification  / Receipt System
	Create notification/receipt system
	
	

	2.8
	Relocate EDExpress Help to the Web
	Integrate with FAA Access to CPS On-Line Help
	
	

	2.9
	Automatic Database / Software Updates
	Implement auto update capability
	
	

	2.10
	Increased Security
	Expand PM system’s rights management
	
	

	2.11
	File Size Reduction
	Create standalone printing program and alternative file types
	
	

	2.12
	Automation of Imports, Exports, and Reports
	Add a scheduler
	
	

	2.13
	Add FFEL Loan Module
	Add FFEL Module
	
	

	2.14
	Utilize a Report Writer
	Incorporate rich text controls and templates
	
	

	2.15
	Expand Printing Functionality
	Enhance the printing capabilities
	
	

	2.16
	Re-engineer Current Code Base
	Re-engineer the code
	
	

	2.17
	Add Command-line functionality
	Implement command-line functionality
	
	

	2.18
	Add Campus Based Reporting Module
	Add Campus Based Reporting Module
	
	


3.2 Solution(s)

Pearson has examined the recommendations in this Alternatives and Feasibility Study and grouped them into solutions where the recommendation inter-dependencies do not interfere with each other.  There are two solutions identified, with the assumption that FSA would choose to implement all of the recommendations in the table found in Section 3.1 for the areas labeled 2.3 through 2.18.  A “Small School Solution” which includes a centralized database or an “All School Solution” which includes a local database. FSA may choose from one of these solution packages or consider an “A La Carte” solution.

All of the solutions will require a full requirements period (approximately 6 to 9 months) to fully define the scope, intent and purpose of the changes outlined in the recommendations.   Depending what requirements dictate, our next will determine the timeframe needed to develop and implement the final product(s).

3.3 High level timeline

Pearson recommends the final solution chosen by FSA should be implemented in two phases.  The first phase would implement all the recommendations except those described in sections 2.5 (Migrate the DL / PELL modules to the Web) and 2.6 (Migrate SSCR to the Web). The second phase would cover implementation of the recommendations in sections 2.5 and 2.6.

4.0 Conclusion

This Alternatives and Feasibility Study has indicated numerous options for re-engineering EDExpress, and has recommended many of them.  It is important to understand that these recommendations may be implemented individually or as an integrated solution.  The table in section 3.1 indicates which recommendations are dependent upon decisions made about other recommendations, and should be thoroughly considered if FSA wants to look at another collection of recommendations as a solution.

Pearson recommends the following:

1) Conduct and finalize requirements prior to pricing the design, development, testing and implementation of these solutions.

2) Do not migrate a PC-oriented application into a Web environment based on existing functionality— instead, go through a full requirements phase to examine all the functionality and define the scope of what is needed, including any Web Tools, and then pursue the task to completion.  In some cases, based on final requirements agreed upon, it may take two or three cyclical phases to fully implement the process.

3) Gather input and feedback from end user as part of requirements.  Moving forward, we need to make sure we have school involvement and buy in as this will be critical to the acceptance and success of the end result application.  An additional benefit, is by involving schools in an advisory role we may find that some of the current functionality we consider ‘critical’ may in fact only be used by a handful of people and therefore not a priority need as we move forward in our future endeavors.

In addition, Pearson feels that the results of FAA Access to CPS On-Line integration with EDExpress will provide a good barometer for the user base’s acceptance of integrating the EDExpress software with the Web and how future migrations to the Web might be received.

Pearson understands that many of these recommendations may not be fully feasible at this point in time, but by beginning to consider them now, and starting the process of reviewing the functional, resource and infrastructure needs based on a complete requirements phase on selected options, FSA aligns itself to be in an informed position to add new functionality and/or enhancements as time, money and resources allow.

5.0 Reference

5.1 Subject Matter Experts

Names deleted for posting
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5.2 Alternative Evaluation

Reference the ‘Alternatives Evaluation.xls’ file for these notes.

5.3 NASFAA focus group notes

Reference the ‘Focus Group NASFAA Final Comments 2003_Notes.doc’ file for these notes.

5.4 List of functionality and modules

Reference the ‘EDExpress Functionality.doc’ file for the functionality included within each module. 

5.5 Product registration results

Reference the Product Registration database for these result reports.

5.6 Screen Reader Survey

“A SURVEY OF WINDOWS SCREEN READER USERS: RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS” by Crista Earl and Jay Leventhal, of the American Foundation for the Blind, may be found at http://www.dinf.ne.jp/doc/english/Us_Eu/conf/csun_99/session0052.html
5.7 2003-2004 EDE Technical Reference (January 2003)
Reference section 5, Printing ISIRs.
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