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Introduction
The review of departmental aid processes includes discussions of the key process steps, including: budgeting, determining awards, processing awards, and monitoring/reconciling awards.  The graphic below illustrates the key processes.
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For each of the departmental aid processes, the review identifies a baseline process that is representative of the process within the majority of schools.  For each baseline process, important school variations are identified.  Individual school process flowcharts are also included for reference in Appendix A.  The analysis also includes a breakdown of the key factors that inhibit the effectiveness of the process, the impact of these inhibitors, and corresponding opportunities to be explored during the future state design phase.
Departmental Aid Budgeting
Departmental aid budgeting includes those activities necessary to determine the level of funding available to support anticipated graduate student enrollment for the coming year.  The baseline process usually begins in late fall or winter.  The process generally includes a review of the prior year’s budget (in part, due to the difficulty in estimating central allocations and tuition rates at this stage in the process), estimates of amounts available from school and/or departmentally controlled accounts, and estimates of returning and new students. Departments/programs work with Dean’s offices to determine the available budget for the coming year.  This information is finalized and communicated to the respective award committees for award determinations.
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Process Variations
While there is little variation in budgeting processes between the schools, there are significant differences in the policies and rules underlying those processes, due primarily to the specific programmatic, financial, and organization structures of each school.
Structural Variations include:
· Variation between Darden/Law and others based on central funding. Those schools not relying on central allocations, and who can set tuition are able to more accurately budget for graduate aid.
· Variation in Deans office control of award budgets (SEAS – decentralized, GSAS – mixed, ARCH/MC/Curry – centralized)
Policy/Practice Variations include:
· A few schools, such as Architecture, get budget targets for SR/SG $$’s from Budget office in Jan./Feb.  Most rely on prior year award budgets.
· Some schools (Arch., MC, SEAS) hold $ in reserve, only awarding a % of budget, to cover mid-year or other award changes. In addition, some schools, including MC and Curry) plan to spend >100% of award budgets, with overage coming from Dept. budgets.
Process Inhibitors and Opportunities

While many of the process variations are quite normal, and have little impact on the effectiveness of the departmental aid program, others result in diminished effectiveness.  Often, these variations are created in response to underlying process “inhibitors”.  The dictionary defines an inhibitor as “a substance that retards or stops an activity.” In the context of departmental aid processes that ‘substance’ is anything which has an adverse affect on performance, which in turn diminishes the ability the effectively administer graduate aid. It is the goal of the Future State design effort to eliminate them.
They go by many names but almost all process performance inhibitors can be categorized using a relatively short list.  These include organizational/system boundaries, inadequate functionality, insufficient capacity, lack of ownership, and inadequate documentation/training.

Within the process for establishing departmental aid budgets, several of these types of inhibitors are found.  One of the principle inhibitors is the asynchronous nature of the departmental aid budget cycle and the University budget/tuition setting cycle.  Because the process for developing departmental aid budgets occurs before the University’s budget/tuition setting cycle, those schools that rely on central funding allocations must set their aid budgets without knowing what their actual funding levels will be, or what actual tuition costs will be.  In response, schools rely on various “work-arounds” in how they establish budgets (most relying on prior year’s budgets), or how they administer awards (holding a % of initial awards in reserve pending final allocation figures).  A calendar highlighting these cycles is included in Appendix B.
Another variable that has a negative impact on the budgeting process for some schools is the fluctuation in grant funding during the year.  Schools that rely heavily on grant funding (AS, EN, CU, NR) may have difficulty accurately predicting levels of available grant funding, since grants begin and end on cycles that do not correspond with the budgeting cycle.  As a result, individual programs, departments, or schools may have to significantly adjust award budgets and individual awards throughout the year in response to unanticipated grant activity.  On its own the resulting rework is inefficient, but when combined with the complexity of processing award changes, the effect is compounded.
A recurring inhibitor exhibited in many of the departmental aid processes is the boundary that exists between systems used for budgeting, awarding, and processing aid.  While a key goal of the SIS has been to provide integration of data, many of the departmental aid processes still take place in systems outside of the Oracle/PeopleSoft Integrated System.  Most schools use some combination of spreadsheets and home-grown databases to establish their departmental aid budgets.  On its own, the use of non-Integrated System tools is not necessarily inefficient.  Inefficiencies do arise however, when those local tools require data that is contained in other systems. In order to prepare budget spreadsheets, schools may need to pull data on returning students or applicants from the SIS, on prior year expenditures from the accounting system, and other data from their own systems.  Such efforts are time-consuming and error-prone, and fail to take advantage of the integration opportunities provided by the Integrated Systems.
Another inhibitor that exists in each of the key departmental aid processes is the lack of adequate policy/procedural documentation.  While the process for overall school/unit budget preparation is well established, departmental aid budget preparation is not well documented.  This results in (or may be caused by) process variation among the different schools.  The lack of policies/procedures is also partially a cause of the variation in outcome among the different schools, where some have created effective budgeting solutions, while others struggle.  In this case, development of procedures would serve to share lessons learned across the schools.
The table below summarizes key inhibitors in the departmental aid budgeting process, and describes opportunities for improvement to be explored during the Future State design process. 
Budgeting Inhibitors and Opportunities 

	ID
	Inhibitor
	Impact
	Schools

Impacted
	Opportunity

	B1
	Disconnect between award cycle and budget cycle
	Awards made prior to know final budget, or tuition rate, resulting in increased changes in SIS
	AS, AR, CU, EN, MC, NR
	Identify ways to provide earlier estimates to schools regarding funding and tuition rates

	B2


	Difficulty budgeting in 
potential grant changes
	Grants beginning/ending during year cause increased changes in SIS
	AS, AR, CU, EN, NR
	Leverage best-practices on-Grounds to more accurately incorporate expected grant changes

	B3


	Stand-alone budgeting 
spreadsheets may not have 
current  data on tuition, 
students, etc.
	Non-value added re-work in processing, multiple manual entries, poor data quality
	ALL
	Explore better reporting & other tools to leverage Integrated System data

	B4


	Lack of documented policy / 
procedural guidance to 
schools 
	Lack of consistency
	ALL
	Provide clear policy / procedure documentation to schools 

	
	
	
	
	


Determining Departmental Aid Awards 
Determining departmental aid awards includes those activities necessary to support the review and allocation of departmental aid funds to new and returning graduate students. The baseline process relies on three key data inputs:  an award budget, applications from potential students, and information on returning students.  With this information, department/program committees determine the amount and mix of aid for applicants and returning students.  This information is typically captured on a spreadsheet developed in the school, and is provided to the Dean’s office.  Award letters are generated and sent to the applicant/student (either by the Dean’s office, or by the department).  As acceptances are received from incoming students, award packages are typically adjusted, worksheets updated, and submitted to Dean’s offices.
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Process Variations

There is variation between the schools in how aid is awarded, both in process, and in the underlying policies/rules governing the processes.  These variations are primarily due to the programmatic, financial, and organizational structure differences between the schools. 
Structural Variations include:
· Overall variation in mix of award types
· Variation for schools with programs having different enrollment dates. (MC, Darden, SoN)
· Different practices regarding degree vs. non-degree seeking students
· Different degrees of centralization depending on where funds controlled
· Different approaches for Loan-intensive schools (Darden, Law, Arch, MC). Darden/Law process own loans, other rely on SFS
· Some schools (Curry, SEAS, SCPS, etc.) award to students of other schools (or have their students receive awards from other schools)
· Varying needs to determine awards prior to knowing funding source
Inhibitors and Opportunities
As in the budgeting process, many of the variations observed in the awarding process are due to underlying differences between the schools themselves.  These differences may include the types of academic programs provided, the different funding models, or the size and organization structure of the schools.  In many cases, these variations are normal, do not represent inhibitors, and are outside the scope of our review.  Our review has identified a number of practices that are associated with diminished performance.
Due to the complexity of processing awards, particularly when making changes to awards, any practices that increase the number of award changes must be closely scrutinized.  Most schools routinely split awards between multiple funding sources.  As the number of funding sources associated with a particular award increases, so does the number of transactions required when one of the funding sources is adjusted or changed.  Some schools split individual awards among four or five sources.  The ripple effect when one source is changed multiplies through the other fund sources and through other awards as well, creating significant rework and opportunity for error.
Another practice that has a similar effect is the practice of departments making partial awards to students, only to come back later and increase the awards to full awards.  Because the SIS processes partial and full awards differently, moving from one to the other is particularly difficult.  In many cases, departments may intend to fully fund a student, but may not know all of the funding sources at the time of initial award entry.  The design process should look to ways to minimize this practice, in order to avoid the resulting rework and errors.

Making awards to students without knowing exactly how the awards will be funded is a common challenge for schools. While the system has allowed this occur, the practice creates a number of downstream problems both with the SIS, and with the University’s accounting/internal controls program.  While new guidance on this issue is forthcoming, the full implications of this should be explored during the design process.
In looking at the reasons for changes to awards during the year, another key driver identified by several schools is the inability to carryover funds in certain accounts.  This results in end of year changes to awards designed to spend down some accounts, while preserving others.  While some of the restrictions are driven by State requirements, the Future State design phase should explore ways to minimize end of year changes.
In addition to these inhibitors, many additional factors limit the effectiveness of the awarding process.  These factors are principally related to system limitations and/or the barriers that exist between multiple systems used to support this process.  As was the case with the Budgeting process, boundaries exist between the systems used for awarding and processing aid.  All schools use some combination of spreadsheets and home-grown databases to determine their departmental awards.  While such tools may be easy to use and effective internally for determining initial awards, significant inefficiencies occur when translating the award information on those local tools to the SIS.  This requires duplicate (or worse) manual entries, and increases the likelihood of data entry error.  Additionally, most schools face significant challenges in maintaining changing awards in multiple systems.  This factor is cited in problems with award changes, in student account errors, and in end of year reconciliation.  
The reliance on multiple systems is problematic from both a traditional efficiency perspective, and also from a technical perspective.  While the SIS is designed to process remission awards as a percentage of tuition, most school awarding tools look at awards strictly as dollar amounts.  Again, this results in a) manual intervention to translate dollar awards into percentage awards, and b) reconciliation errors when comparing the local systems to the SIS.
The continued reliance on local spreadsheets/databases is due, in part, on functional limitations of the SIS.  For example, when determining awards schools need to manage numerous restrictions on fellowship/scholarship awards.  The SIS has not been developed to capture these restrictions, requiring schools to track these in separate systems.

While system limitations and boundaries are critical in this process, functional boundaries also play a role.  For example, some schools experience difficulty in assembling aid packages for students who also have federal loans.  This can either be at the beginning of the process, in February/March when schools are preparing aid packages to attract students and cannot see the federal loan portion of the package; or it can be later, when changes to awards impact federal loans and vice versa.  Schools such as Darden and Law, who process their own loans, are not susceptible to the same issues as those schools that work with SFS for loan processing.  The Future State design effort should explore ways to more closely integrate the Federal and departmental aid processes.
The table below identifies key inhibitors in the departmental aid awarding process, and describes opportunities for improvement to be explored during the Future State design process. 
Awarding Inhibitors and Opportunities 
	ID
	Inhibitor
	Impact
	Schools Impacted
	Opportunity

	D1
	Extensive splitting of awards
	Increases likelihood of changes later. Increases complexity of changes and likelihood of errors
	AS, EN, NR

	Identify ways to reduce # and simplify $ value of splits

	D2
	Use of multiple stand-alone 
systems
	Increases manual entry, likelihood of data errors
	ALL
	Explore options for tools to support pre-SIS processes and SIS entry

	D3
	Determining awards without 
determining funding source
	Awards without funding sources difficult to process in SIS
	AS, CU, EN, LW
	Create common policy/guidelines on awards without funding sources

	D4

	Schools only able to see 
dept. portion of awards. Fed portion may not be available until July.
	Inability to see full package limits competitiveness for schools
	AS, MC
	Provide Fed loan information earlier in cycle to support admission offers

	D5
	Inability to manage 

restrictions on fellowships/ 

scholarships in SIS
	Results in reliance on standalone systems to manage restrictions
	ALL
	Look for ways to capture restrictions in SIS, or in separate toolset

	D6
	Inability to carryover certain 
funding sources 
	Inability to carryover may necessitate increased end-of-year changes to spend-down accounts
	AS, CU, EN

	Identify ways to reduce end-of-year changes to spend-down accounts

	D7
	Dept. awards based on $$’s, 
not %
	Awarding based on $$’s leads to difficulty processing & reconciliation
	AS, CU, EN, NR
	Synchronize $$ based awards with SIS requirement for %.

	D8
	Depts. Make only partial 
awards, then add to later
	Going from partial to full awards difficult in SIS
	AS, CU, EN

	Look at ways to encourage depts. to make complete award up-front


Processing Departmental Aid Awards
Processing departmental aid awards includes those activities needed to enter award decisions into the SIS for payment, and for any subsequent award adjustments.  In the baseline process, initial awards are entered into SIS after the awards have been determined and communicated to the student.  System processes are then run to post the transactions to the accounting system, and to process payments.  When required, changes to awards are made through the SIS.
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Process Variations

There are few variations between schools in this process, primarily due to the proscribed nature of the SIS. The SIS team has moved to limit variation by restricting the “paths” end-users can take through particular transactions.  Those variations that do occur are primarily structural, based on the programmatic, financial, and/or organizational structure of the schools.
Structural Variations include:
· While most schools enter awards centrally, from the Dean’s office; Some schools, such as SEAS, delegate processing to the departments.  This does not appear to result in increased error rates. Conversely, it does not appear to result in fewer Help Desk inquiries.
· Varying levels of add/drop activity.  This is primarily based on the degree of course/credit flexibility in each dept./program 
Policy Variations include:
· Varying use of clearing accounts for grants & other awards.  This is a standard practice in schools like SEAS for grant awards, and in Law for scholarship awards.
· Differences in the degree to which the full PTAEO fields are utilized.  Increasingly, schools like SoM are making use of the complete set of fields.
Inhibitors and Opportunities

Currently, processing of student awards is the area experiencing the majority of the pain points.  This is due, not only to inhibitors within the process itself, but also to the “trickle down” impact of issues within the other processes.  For example, extensive splitting of awards during the awarding process is problematic primarily when entering awards or making changes to awards.
As with determining departmental awards, many of the factors influencing performance are related to system limitations and/or the barriers that exist between multiple systems used to support this process.  As was the case with the budgeting and awarding processes, boundaries exist between the systems used for awarding and processing aid.  All schools use some combination of spreadsheets and home-grown databases to determine their departmental awards.  While such tools may be easy to use and effective internally for determining initial awards, significant inefficiencies occur when translating the award information on those local tools to the SIS.  This requires duplicate (or worse) manual entries, and increases the likelihood of data entry error.  Additionally, most schools face significant challenges in maintaining changing awards in multiple systems.  This factor is cited in problems with award changes, in student account errors, and in end of year reconciliation.  

As discussed previously, making awards to students without knowing exactly how the awards will be funded is a common challenge for schools. While the system has allowed this occur the practice creates a number of downstream problems both with the SIS, and with the University’s accounting/internal controls program.  While new guidance on this issue is forthcoming, the full implications of this should be explored during the design process.

Another challenge cited repeatedly by schools has been the complexity of the new blended tuition model.  While advantageous in some ways, the new model is more vulnerable to changes in a student’s course/research credit mix.  This results in increases modifications to awards, and increased opportunity for error.  The complexity of the new model has also been difficult for front-line graduate aid staff to navigate.  While outside the scope of this project, any opportunity to revisit the model could provide significant benefits for departmental aid processing.

The final limitation/boundary inhibitor is the difficulty schools have faced when attempting to pay awards/stipends to students across schools.  These challenges exist for both “home” schools, as well as the school in which the student in taking classes. As more cross-school collaboration occurs, whether through dual-degree programs or other programs, these situations will become the rule rather than the exception.  This particular issue is extremely complex, involving both technical barriers and larger, institutional issues of school funding.  To the extent that other groups within the University are currently looking at budgeting/funding across schools, those issues should be addressed there.  This Future State design process should focus on ensuring that the SIS is readily able to facilitate these transactions.
In addition to the limitation/boundary inhibitors, processing of awards is heavily impacted by capability/capacity inhibitors.  The need to enter large numbers of awards during very small windows in the calendar, stresses the resource limitations of many schools.  Part of this has been due to the compression of the window on the front end, as schools wait for item types to be created, while the back end window is fixed by the need to generate student billing.  Another part of this is due to the complexity of the system.  Because the system is complex, it is difficult to train or cross-train resources to process transactions during one window each year.  Thus, in most schools, the one or two resources who deal with departmental aid transactions in the SIS year-round are the only ones capable of entering awards during peak volume periods.  This too, is a complex issue.  It requires addressing the inherent complexity of the SIS, the capability of school staff, training/documentation, and resource loading during the year.
The table below identifies key inhibitors in processing departmental aid awards, and describes opportunities for improvement to be explored during the Future State design process. 
Processing Inhibitors and Opportunities 
	ID
	Inhibitor
	Impact
	Schools Impacted
	Opportunity

	P1
	Requires duplicate manual entry
	Increases workload, and increases the likelihood of errors
	ALL


	Explore ways to provide schools with single entry point for initial awards.

	P2


	Maintenance of multiple 
systems makes changing, monitoring reconciling difficult
	Increases manual entry, likelihood of data errors
	ALL
	Explore options for tools to support pre-SIS processes and SIS entry

	P3


	Many schools make awards without knowing funding source (need ability to enter item types without PTAO’s)
	Awards without funding sources difficult to process in SIS
	AS, CU, EN, LW
	Create common policy/guidelines on awards without funding sources

	P4


	Struggle to get awards 
entered prior to bills 
generated (& often don’t 
know registration info for students)
	Increases in incorrect billing & subsequent increase in changes/support needs. 
	AS, CU
	Ensure all item types available earlier in award cycle.  Identify ways to increase window for award entry.  Look for ways to reduce registration changes by students.

	P5


	Tuition model challenging.  
Disconnect between 
providing awards as $ 
values vs. % of tuition.
	Complexity of current model increases error rate. Blended model also increases likelihood of award changes due to changes in credit mix.
	ALL
	Explore options for tools to support pre-SIS processes and SIS entry.  Revisit tuition model based on SIS experience.

	P6
	Volume of transactions to process within a short 

window
	Strains school central office staff resources
	AS, CU
	Explore ways to ease the load on central office staff (spread out entry period, delegate processing to depts., etc.)

	P7
	Difficulty processing 

awards/stipends between schools
	Results in inability to pay awards/stipends to students from other schools. Increasing collaboration between schools will only accelerate the challenge
	AS, CU, CP, EN, LW, DA
	Explore mechanisms to award across schools and programs


Monitoring & Reconciliation of Awards
While there are guidelines for reconciling accounts in general, there are no specific guidelines or processes established for reconciling awards/accounts in the SIS.  As a result, there is no baseline process for the monitoring and reconciliation of awards, as each school handles these activities differently.
Inhibitors and Opportunities

The lack of adequate documentation of procedures/guidelines for reconciling departmental award accounts has resulted in a largely ad hoc approach by the schools.  Schools lack not only the documented procedures to reconcile these accounts, but also describe needing greater visibility/reporting capability to capture the necessary transactional data required for reconciliation.
As has been discussed previously, monitoring and reconciling accounts is made substantially more difficult due to the number of standalone systems being maintained by the schools.  This is due both to the level of manual intervention required to keep multiple system in synch, and to the different designs/structures of the local systems/tools and the SIS.

Another factor that has been previously discussed is the processing of awards without accurate funding source information.  Many schools use clearing accounts to make initial awards, then utilize cost transfers via the accounting system to charge the correct account.  As a result, data in the SIS may not accurately reflect the funding source for a particular award, further complicating monitoring and reconciliation, since multiple systems are required to provide an accurate picture of particular awards.
Finally, since one of the key contributors to the volume of award changes is the changing of credit hours or the credit mix, it is important for schools to have visibility into these credit changes.  Several schools cite the difficulty in knowing when these changes occur and the resulting impact on the award change process.  The Future State design effort should explore ways to both limit credit changes, and ways to better monitor and respond to the changes.

The table below identifies key inhibitors in the monitoring and reconciling of departmental aid awards, and describes opportunities for improvement to be explored during the Future State design process. 
Monitoring / Reporting Inhibitors and Opportunities 
	ID
	Inhibitor
	Impact
	Schools Impacted
	Opportunity

	M1


	Lack of documented 

processes and procedures for SIS award reconciliation
	Reconciliation, if done at all, is difficult to do; and difficult to generate a consistent outcome
	ALL


	Establish standard procedures for reconciliation  of awards/accounts in SIS

	M2
	Reporting capability limited
	Limits visibility into system & transactions, limiting monitoring and reconciliation ability
	ALL


	Conduct requirements gathering to determine end-user reporting needs

	M3


	Maintenance of multiple 
systems makes monitoring, reconciling difficult. No standard process for reconciliation
	Manual maintenance of stand-alone systems (with different award structures than SIS) and SIS limits ability to reconcile, and increases likelihood of errors
	ALL
	Develop standard reconciliation guidelines for all schools

	M4


	Use of clearing accounts 

and cost transfers for some transactions limits 

monitoring/reconciliation
	Increases likelihood that SIS will not have accurate accounting data.  Need to access SIS and Accounting system to compile complete data set.  Particularly important for monitoring grant expenditures.
	AS, CU, EN


	Create common policy/guidelines on awards without funding sources

	M5
	No automatic notification of credit changes by students
	Requires end-users to proactively query SIS to determine credit changes.  May increase likelihood of incorrect awards & need to retroactive changes
	ALL
	Identify better reporting tools to flag credit changes that impact dept. awards


Documentation, Training & Support
Documentation

Currently, documentation (both functional and technical) reside in multiple locations, primarily on the websites for SFS and SIS.  Within the sites current documentation resides both in formal documents, as well as in notes from user group meetings and elsewhere.  The main communication channel is the regularly scheduled User Group meeting.  As a result, many end users experience difficulty in finding the current procedures for a given transaction or scenario.

Training

The challenge with documentation spills over into training as well.  With the pace of fixes, changes, and enhancements, it is difficult for the training team to keep training materials updated.  It is equally difficult to ensure that end users are adequately informed and/or trained, although an annual refresher training has been conducted.

Support

Under the current support structure, requests come in through the Perceptis help desk, through Student Financial Services help desk, or directly to the SIS functional/technical experts.  All calls coming through Perceptis (tier I) are automatically routed to the SIS functional/technical experts (tier II).  The following table shows the number of cases logged by month since Perceptis assumed help desk support.
	Nov-09
	11

	Dec-09
	40

	Jan-10
	71

	Feb-10
	31

	Mar-10
	21

	Apr-10
	18

	May-10
	29

	Jun-10
	102

	Jul-10
	86


Since this represents less than a full year of data, it is difficult to draw many conclusions.  However, the data does reflect the cycle of awards, in that the highest number of cases were reported at the beginning of a semester, and during peak periods of award processing activity.

Support calls have also been distributed across the schools in ways that are consistent with the size/volume of activity of the schools.  The following table shows the distribution of support requests by school, since November, 2009.

	Architecture (AR)
	15

	Arts & Sciences (AS)
	98

	Athletics (AT)
	1

	Batten (BA)
	1

	Continuing & Prof. Studies (CP)
	9

	 Curry (CU)
	51

	Darden (DA)
	8

	McIntire (MC)
	2

	Engineering (EN)
	60

	Medicine (MD)
	36

	Nursing (NR)
	15

	Blank
	99


This distribution suggests that, despite different organization structures and different roles/responsibilities for awarding/processing, no one model has proven superior in administering departmental aid via the SIS. (an exception here is Law (LW), with no reported cases.  This may be attributed in part to the extensive SIS functional/technical experience of the school’s departmental aid director)
Inhibitors and Opportunities

As has been discussed in the context of the individual processes, the lack of adequate documentation (primarily procedural), is a significant overall inhibitor.  In addition to the documentation itself, a common challenge experienced by the schools is the difficulty in locating the latest information about changes to processes or changes to the SIS.  Because the SIS is changing frequently, it is difficult to adequately document the changes.  Also, because the information is contained in both formal documents and in meeting notes, etc. it is difficult for end users to get a complete picture of a particular process.  The end result of this is an increase in processing errors, and an increase in support calls (coincidentally, the support calls are directed to same resources creating the documentation).
The issue of resources is critical in this area.  Both SIS and SFS resources are responsible for fixes/enhancements to the system, producing documentation, and fielding support inquiries.  As is the case in the schools, the lack of adequately trained resources creates an opportunity for significant bottlenecks in documentation, training and support processes; and may also cause delays in developing and deploying system fixes and enhancements.  The Future State design effort should address the need to adequately resource these important areas.

In the schools, the issue of resources is equally important.  The inherent complexity of the SIS makes it vital that end users have both the capability and the capacity to effectively process transactions.  The question of whether the system is too complex for the current group of end users, regardless of the amount of training or documentation, is an important one.  However, it is difficult to answer this question until efforts are made to strengthen the documentation and training programs.

The table below identifies key inhibitors in the documentation, training, and support for departmental aid processes, and describes opportunities for improvement to be explored during the Future State design process. 
Documentation/Training/Support Inhibitors and Opportunities 
	ID
	Inhibitor
	Impact
	Schools Impacted
	Opportunity

	T1
	Current documentation 

unavailable and/or located in multiple places/websites
	End users lack current information, resulting in increased errors and increased Help Desk inquiries
	ALL


	Maintain current documentation, and streamline sources and locations for easier access.  Increase “push” communication to user community.

	T2
	Training unable to stay current with frequency of changes
	End users lack current information, resulting in increased errors and increased Help Desk inquiries
	ALL
	Increase supplemental training opportunities, including online training.

	T3
	System complexity and 

interconnectivity pushes limits of end-user capability
	With so many variables to account for, most end-users struggle with many transactions/changes. This results in increased errors and Help Desk inquiries
	ALL


	Create more scenario-based “how do I…” reference guides and checklists to aid end-users

	T4
	Lack of visibility into 

system by 

school/department staff
	School/department staff are generally the first point-of-contact for dept. aid issues.  Lack of visibility (directly or through reporting) limits their ability to resolve issues, driving increased volume to Help Desk
	ALL
	Find ways to increase end-user visibility into accounts/transactions, and provide better reporting tools, to reduce Help Desk traffic

	T5


	Same resources making changes to SIS, developing documentation & training, and answering Help Desk inquiries
	Lack of resources (particularly during peak seasons) results in lower support levels, delays in fixes/enhancements, and lack of up-to-date documentation/training
	ALL
	Increase cross-training of support/development staff.  Shift level 2 support away from key development staff to allow focus on changes/ enhancements.  Shift documentation responsibility to others within SFS/SIS.


Future State Design Considerations

Design of the future state policies, processes, and tools will be primarily based on the inhibitors and opportunities identified in this review.  To effectively address a large number and variety of inhibitors, a structure is required that groups common issues, and brings together key stakeholders for those issues.

The inhibitors/opportunities identified on the preceding pages have been grouped into the following categories.

1. Budget for Graduate Aid
2. Funding Awards
3. Implementation

4. Other High-Level Issues

The proposed structure would create four working groups organized to address each of the four categories above.  By organizing in this way, we can maximize the time commitment of each of the working group members by focusing on issues relevant to those members.  The following tables list the specific issues/opportunities to be addressed by each working group.
Budget for Graduate Aid

The Budget working group will include senior representatives from the schools, as well as representatives from the Budget Office, Provost Office, VPR, Sponsored Programs, SFS, and ISDS.

	ID
	Inhibitor
	Opportunity

	B1
	Disconnect between award 
cycle and budget cycle
	Identify ways to provide earlier estimates to schools regarding funding and tuition rates

	B2


	Difficulty budgeting in 
potential grant changes
	Leverage best-practices on-Grounds to more accurately incorporate expected grant changes

	B3


	Stand-alone budgeting 
spreadsheets may not have 
current  data on tuition, 
students, etc.
	Explore better reporting & other tools to leverage Integrated System data

	B4


	Lack of documented policy / 
procedural guidance to 
schools 
	Provide clear policy / procedure documentation to schools 

	D6
	Inability to carryover certain 
funding sources 
	Identify ways to reduce end-of-year changes to spend-down accounts


Funding Awards

The Funding working group will include senior representatives from the schools, as well as representatives from the Budget Office, Provost Office, VPR, Sponsored Programs, SFS, and ISDS.

	ID
	Inhibitor
	Opportunity

	D1
	Extensive splitting of awards
	Identify ways to reduce # and simplify $ value of splits

	D3
	Determining awards without 
determining funding source
	Create common policy/guidelines on awards without funding sources

	D4


	Schools only able to see 
dept. portion of awards. Fed portion may not be available until July.
	Provide Fed loan information earlier in cycle to support admission offers

	D8
	Depts. Make only partial 
awards, then add to later
	Look at ways to encourage depts. to make complete award up-front

	P3


	Many schools make awards 
without knowing funding 
source (need ability to enter 
item types without PTAO’s)
	Create common policy/guidelines on awards without funding sources

	M4


	Use of clearing accounts 

and cost transfers for some transactions limits 

monitoring/reconciliation
	Create common policy/guidelines on awards without funding sources


Implementation

The Implementation working group will include front-line representatives from the schools, as well as representatives from Sponsored Programs, SFS, and ISDS.

	ID
	Inhibitor
	Opportunity

	D2
	Use of multiple stand-alone 
systems
	Explore options for tools to support pre-SIS processes and SIS entry

	D5
	Inability to manage 

restrictions on fellowships/ 

scholarships in SIS
	Look for ways to capture restrictions in SIS, or in separate toolset

	D7
	Dept. awards based on $$’s, 
not %
	Synchronize $$ based awards with SIS requirement for %.

	P1
	Requires duplicate manual 
entry
	Explore ways to provide schools with single entry point for initial awards.

	P7
	Difficulty processing 

awards/stipends between 

schools
	Explore mechanisms to award across schools and programs

	M1


	Lack of documented 

processes and procedures for SIS award reconciliation
	Establish standard procedures for reconciliation  of awards/accounts in SIS

	M2
	Reporting capability limited
	Conduct requirements gathering to determine end-user reporting needs

	M5
	No automatic notification of credit changes by students
	Identify better reporting tools to flag credit changes that impact dept. awards


Other High-Level Issues
The working group looking at other high-level issues will include senior representatives from the schools, as well as representatives from the Provost office, VPR, SFS and ISDS.

	ID
	Inhibitor
	Opportunity

	P4


	Struggle to get awards 
entered prior to bills 
generated (& often don’t 
know registration info for 
students)
	Ensure all item types available earlier in award cycle.  Identify ways to increase window for award entry.  Look for ways to reduce registration changes by students.

	P6
	Volume of transactions to process within a short 

window
	Explore ways to ease the load on central office staff (spread out entry period, delegate processing to depts., etc.)

	T3
	System complexity and 

interconnectivity pushes limits of end-user capability
	Create more scenario-based “how do I…” reference guides and checklists to aid end-users


Appendix A:  Current State School Process Flows
(To be inserted)
Appendix B:  Departmental Aid Cycle
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