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Comments related to moving AL questions & study abroad instructions (Comment numbers 6, 7, 8)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0006
Name: Anonymous
All library questions that are proposed to be added to the Institutional Characteristics survey should instead be moved to the library survey. It will be confusing for people to know or locate 
which survey contains the specific library information they need if is in different surveys. 
Since there is a stand-alone Library survey, it would be best for it to contain all the questions
about school libraries.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0007
Name: Anonymous
Please move all questions about the library to the Library survey instead of the Institutional Characteristics survey. Since there is a stand-alone library survey, people seeking information about the library would look for data in that survey instead of the Institutional Characteristics survey.

The deletion of the wording to exclude students who are attending at a branch campus is confusing to schools that have an additional location outside of the United States. These schools have three situations that should be addressed in the instructions of each survey if students should be included or excluded. If there are any of situations please make sure to clarify that in the instructions. It would be helpful if you could mention in the FAQs why this wording was changed. The three situations are:

1. Student is admitted to and will attend all years at your school's foreign location.

2. Student is admitted into the foreign location of your university but attends the USA location for a semester - Include only during the visiting semester in the USA or exclude this semester? If these students are to be included in only some some surveys please make sure to note that in the instructions.

3. Student is admitted into and attends the USA location but takes a semester at a foreign location that may or may not be associated with your school.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0008
Name: Anonymous
Please elaborate in the directions what students should be included in each survey when a school has a location outside of the United States. The deletion in the instructions to exclude students enrolled in a branch campus makes it confusing to determine if students should be included or excluded from the various surveys under these conditions:

Please clarify if students should be included or excluded for the following scenarios for schools that have locations in the USA and another country:

1. Student is admitted to and will attend all years at the foreign location.

2. Student is admitted into the foreign location but attends the USA location for a semester - Include only during the visiting semester in the USA or exclude this semester?

3. Student attends the USA location but takes a semester at a foreign location that may or may not be associated with your school.
Response:
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback dated February 24, 2016, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comment proposing to move questions related to academic libraries from the Institutional Characteristics component to the Academic Libraries component because of confusion over library information being located in two surveys. However, it is necessary that questions about academic libraries span across both surveys because the two surveys are collecting different types of information.
The Institutional Characteristics component’s purpose is to collect information about an institution's mission, student services, and student charges. The library questions included within this component are intended to collect information on the library services offered to students. The Institutional Characteristics component allows institutions with or without an academic library the ability to provided information on what/if library services are offered to their students.
The Academic Libraries component’s purpose is to collect information on library collections, expenses, and types of library services provided by degree-granting postsecondary institutions with a library. The academic library questions asked in the Institution Characteristics component do not align with the purposes of the Academic Libraries survey. Thus, their requirement in the Institutional Characteristics component is necessary since they align with the purpose of that survey component.
In response to the comments about study abroad students, NCES will create a Study Abroad Tip Sheet, to be posted to the page http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/Section/Data_tip_sheet, that will better clarify when and how these students will be reported for each of the survey components. The tip sheet will include the following table.
Reporting study abroad students enrolled for credit at the institution, by role of the institution and IPEDS survey component
	Survey component
	Role of the institution where the student is enrolled for credit

	
	Home institution
	Host institution

	Fall Enrollment
	Include as degree-seeking only if student is taking courses for credit at the institution or if the institution provides the instructional resource (classroom, instructors) at the foreign location;
Include in retention calculations (freshman study abroad students can be added to the first-time cohort and sophomore study abroad students can be considered part of the retained cohort)
	Include as non-degree-seeking;
Exclude from retention calculations

	12-month Enrollment
	Include in enrollment if student is taking courses for credit at the institution or if the institution provides the instructional resource (classroom, instructors) at the foreign location
	Include in enrollment

	Graduation Rates and Graduation Rates 200%
	Include in first-time cohort and completion
	Exclude from first-time cohort and completion

	Outcome Measures
	Include in first-time cohort and outcomes
	Exclude from first-time cohort and outcomes

	Institutional Characteristics
	Exclude students’ cost of attendance
	Exclude students’ cost of attendance

	Student Financial Aid
	Exclude students’ cost of attendance
	Exclude students’ cost of attendance

	Finance
	Include in FTE and scholarships/fellowships processed by the institution
	Include in FTE and scholarships/fellowships processed by the institution


NOTE: For student to be reported by either home or host institution, the student must be enrolled for credit at that institution. Study abroad students can include U.S. students taking courses abroad or foreign students taking courses at a U.S. institution
Home institution – student is seeking a degree at that institution but may be taking classes in a foreign location
Host institution – student is visiting and taking courses for credit, but not seeking a degree at that institution
Answers to the scenarios posed in the comment can be found in the table, which includes more details about the role of the U.S. institution and how students can be reported under several components.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to interlibrary loan fees on AL (Comment numbers 9, 10)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0009
Name: Robert Dugan
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Library component; 
Library Expenses
Materials/services expenses
All other materials/service cost

The instructions state to "Include fees paid to bibliographic utilities if the portion paid for the interlibrary loan can be separately counted." is confusing concerning interlibrary loan fees. Suggest changing the instructions to read: "Include the interlibrary loan fees paid to bibliographic utilities if the interlibrary loan costs paid can be separated out from the expenses paid to the bibliographic utility."
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0010
Name: Robert Dugan
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Libraries component
Library Expenses
All other operations and maintenance expenses

The instructions state to "Report any other maintenance expenses that have not already been reported in this section. Include: National, regional, and local bibliographic utilities, networks and consortia.

Suggest that this bullet point in the instructions be expanded to include "If interlibrary loan is included as an expense with bibliographic utilities but the costs cannot be separated out, include the interlibrary loan costs here with the library's expenses of the bibliographic utilities."
Response
Dear Mr. Dugan,
Thank you for your feedback posted March 14, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comment proposing to clarify instructions related to Library Expenses – other materials/service cost in the Academic Libraries component because the current instructions are confusing concerning interlibrary loan fees. In response to your recommendations, NCES will update their instructions on reporting “other materials/service cost” from stating, “Include fees paid to bibliographic utilities if the portion paid for the interlibrary loan can be separately counted” to now state, “Include the interlibrary loan fees paid to bibliographic utilities if the interlibrary loan costs paid can be separated out from the expenses paid to the bibliographic utility.” Also, NCES will update their instructions on reporting all other operations and maintenance expenses by including the following statement, “If interlibrary loan is included as an expense with bibliographic utilities but the costs cannot be separated out, include the interlibrary loan costs here with the library's expenses of the bibliographic utilities." We believe that the change in instructions should result in a better understanding of the survey question and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to national level collections on AL (Comment numbers 11, 14)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0011
Name: Robert Dugan
Academic Libraries Component
Library Collections
Books Digital/Electronic

Current instructions state to "Include e-book titles in aggregated sets in which the library selected the aggregator even if not each individual e-book title." 

A problem may occur when academic libraries include counts of books in national-level collections for which they have access. These counts overstate the e-books titles under the administrative control of the library.

Suggest adding the following language in the instructions: "Do not count e-book titles from the HathiTrust, Center for Research Libraries, Internet Archive, and similar collections unless the library owns the digitized item and it is accessible under current copyright law."
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0014
Name: W. Bede Mitchell
I second this suggestion:
Academic Libraries Component
Library Collections
Books Digital/Electronic

Current instructions state to "Include e-book titles in aggregated sets in which the library selected the aggregator even if not each individual e-book title."

A problem may occur when academic libraries include counts of books in national-level collections for which they have access. These counts overstate the e-books titles under the administrative control of the library.

Suggest adding the following language in the instructions: "Do not count e-book titles from the HathiTrust, Center for Research Libraries, Internet Archive, and similar collections unless the library owns the digitized item and it is accessible under current copyright law."
Response
Dear Mr. Dugan and Mr. Mitchell,
Thank you for your feedback posted March 14, 2016 and March 16, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to not count e-book titles from national collections (e.g. Hathi Trust or Internet Archive) unless the library owns the digitized item and it is accessible under current copyright law. In response to your recommendation, NCES plans to exclude e-book titles from national collections unless the library owns the digitized item and it is accessible under current copyright law. The intent of the AL component is for institutions to report what is in their library collection. While e-book titles from national collections (such as Hathi Trust) may be in an institutions discovery tool, we are asking that an institution report the number of titles for which they have "item" records. Including e-book titles from national collections inflate the overall counts for most institutions. This guidance was provided by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component and NCES accepted their recommendation to not include these items. We believe that the changes in definitions/instructions discussed above should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to reporting physical media on AL (Comment numbers 12, 40)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0012
Name: Robert Dugan
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Libraries Component
Library Collections
Media - Physical

The opening line of the instructions states "Report the number of titles of media materials . . ." but the last line of the same paragraph reads "Items packaged together as a unit and checked out as a unit are counted as one physical unit." 

The last line is confusing since libraries are instructed to only report titles. 

Suggestion is to delete the last sentence, "Items packaged together as a unit (e.g. two CD-ROMs for one record book) and checked out as a unit are counted as one physical unit." from the instructions.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0040
Name: Linda Miller
About the definition for Physical Media in the Academic Libraries survey: 

-Please see a possible suggestion below to clarify the definition. (The text "displayed by visual projection or magnification, or through sound reproduction, or both" is part of the definition for audiovisual materials, and could be confusing here.)
-The serial and microform formats are secondary to type of material (e.g., you can have a serial map, a serial text-based microform, a microform map). May respondents ignore any duplication this might cause in within the media count, or between the media and serial counts (most here caused by microforms)?
-I wonder if it would be more helpful to data users to have some of these counts separated.

Physical Media
Report the number of titles of media materials. ADD: INCLUDE AUDIOVISUAL MATERIALS, CARTOGRAPHIC MATERIALS, GRAPHIC MATERIALS AND THREE-DIMENSIONAL ARTEFACTS AND REALIA. [REMOVE: THAT ARE DISPLAYED BY VISUAL PROJECTION OR MAGNIFICATION, OR THROUGH SOUND REPRODUCTION, OR BOTH, INCLUDING SOUND RECORDINGS, MOTION PICTURES AND VIDEO RECORDINGS, MICROFORMS, CARTOGRAPHIC AND GRAPHIC MATERIALS. ITEMS PACKAGED TOGETHER AS A UNIT (E.G., TWO CD-ROMS FOR ONE RECORD BOOK) AND CHECKED OUT AS A UNIT ARE COUNTED AS ONE PHYSICAL UNIT.]
Response
Dear Mr. Dugan and Ms. Miller,
Thank you for your feedback posted on March 14, 2016 and April 6, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to clarify instructions related to Physical Media in the Academic Libraries component, since the current instructions are confusing because libraries are instructed to only report titles and the AL component now includes serials. In response to your recommendations, NCES will update their instructions on reporting physical media to state, “Report the number of titles of media materials. Include audio visual materials, cartographic materials, graphic materials and three-dimensional artefacts and realia”
In response to clarifying how institutions should report media and serials, NCES is working with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component to ensure that survey tips, and FAQs are provided, along with survey instructions and definitions, that provides guidance on what items are included in each category. However, NCES currently does not have plans to have separate counts for types of materials categorized within media because of the burden that it would create on institutions reporting to IPEDS. We believe that the change in instructions and additional guidance provided on the AL component for media and serials should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to interlibrary services on AL (Comment number 13)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0013
Name: David Larson
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.
Academic Library component: 
Section 1
Does your institution have interlibrary services?

"Interlibrary services" is not defined and should be replaced with the more-commonly used "interlibrary loan services." The definition of "interlibrary loan services" should reference Section 1.0 of the Interlibrary Loan Code for the United States (http://www.ala.org/rusa/resources/guidelines/interlibrary): "Interlibrary loan is the process by which a library requests material from, or supplies material to, another library" where "'material' includes books, audiovisual materials, and other returnable items as well as copies of journal articles, book chapters, excerpts, and other non-returnable items."
Response
Dear Mr. Larson,
Thank you for your feedback posted March 15, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comment proposing to rename and redefine interlibrary services to interlibrary loan services in Section 1 of the Academic Libraries (AL) component because the current term is not commonly used. In response to your recommendation, NCES will change the terminology in Section 1 of the AL component from interlibrary services to interlibrary loan services in order to align the AL survey with language commonly used in the AL field. Also, NCES will provide clarification to the term interlibrary loan services by aligning the definition with what is commonly used in the field by referencing Section 1.0 of the Interlibrary Loan Code for the United States stating, “Interlibrary loan is the process by which a library requests material from, or supplies material to, another library" where "'material' includes books, audiovisual materials, and other returnable items as well as copies of journal articles, book chapters, excerpts, and other non-returnable items." We believe that the change in terminology should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to reporting serials on AL (Comment numbers 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0015
Name: Susanna Smith
For the serials "Add "Serials" row to Library Collections and include in the calculated total for circulation", I am concerned because the instructions are not clear. We subscribe to thousands of serials through our databases, which are already covered in full. Is this meant to cover those serials we subscribe to separately? Would this include paid digital subscriptions to newspaper and serial websites, like the Chronicle of Higher Education's site?

If this is the case, the instructions need to be modified: Serials - Report the number of publications issued in successive parts, usually at regular intervals, and, as a rule, intended to be continued indefinitely. Serial subscriptions include periodicals, newspapers, annuals (reports, yearbooks, etc.), memoirs, proceedings, and transactions of societies. This does not include serials accessed through a database, but those purchased separately. Include (or do not include!) paid access to websites that house the content of particular serials (ie: "The Chronicle of Higher Education")

If I have misunderstood, then the instructions need to be more specific about WHERE you want us to gather all the serials data
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0016
Name: Robert Dugan
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Libraries component
Library Collections
Serials, Physical

The proposed instructions for Serials, Physical states: "Report the number of publications issued in successive parts, usually at regular intervals, and, as a rule, intended to be continued indefinitely. Serial subscriptions include periodicals, newspapers, annuals (reports, yearbooks, etc.), memoirs, proceedings, and transactions of societies."

For the instructions:
1. clarify that libraries report the number of serials publications titles. If titles are not included in this instruction, libraries may report the number of serial issues or serial volumes (e.g., there may be 12 volumes for one serial publication title). The reporting of titles for serials publications parallels the current instructions concerning microforms (Media, Physical) which asks libraries to report the number of titles rather than the number of units (e,g., reels of microfilm). 
2. emphasize that bound serial volumes are reported as physical books. Libraries are likely to report the number of bound serial volumes in the Serials, Physical box. That may be IPEDS' intent. If so, then the current text instructions for Books, Physical needs to be revised to instruct respondents to report bound physical serial volumes as Serials, Physical.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0017
Name: Robert Dugan
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Libraries component
Library Collections
Serials, Digital/Electronic

The proposed instructions for Serials, Digital/Electronic are not included in the proposed survey revision. Suggest that IPEDS develop these instructions with assistance from the ACRL, ALA and ARL Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component New Data Elements and Definitions.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0019
Name: Mary Jane Petrowski
I support Robert Dugan's suggestion below:

Academic Libraries component
Library Collections
Serials, Physical

The proposed instructions for Serials, Physical states: "Report the number of publications issued in successive parts, usually at regular intervals, and, as a rule, intended to be continued indefinitely. Serial subscriptions include periodicals, newspapers, annuals (reports, yearbooks, etc.), memoirs, proceedings, and transactions of societies."

For the instructions:
1. clarify that libraries report the number of serials publications titles. If titles are not included in this instruction, libraries may report the number of serial issues or serial volumes (e.g., there may be 12 volumes for one serial publication title). The reporting of titles for serials publications parallels the current instructions concerning microforms (Media, Physical) which asks libraries to report the number of titles rather than the number of units (e,g., reels of microfilm). 
2. emphasize that bound serial volumes are reported as physical books. Libraries are likely to report the number of bound serial volumes in the Serials, Physical box. That may be IPEDS' intent. If so, then the current text instructions for Books, Physical needs to be revised to instruct respondents to report bound physical serial volumes as Serials, Physical.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0020
Name: Mary Jane Petrowski
I support Robert Dugan's comment below:
The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.
Academic Libraries component
Library Collections
Serials, Digital/Electronic
The proposed instructions for Serials, Digital/Electronic are not included in the proposed survey revision. Suggest that IPEDS develop these instructions with assistance from the ACRL, ALA and ARL Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component New Data Elements and Definitions.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0022
Name: Terri Fishel
By adding Serials to the IPEDS academic library data form, the Definition for Physical Books needs to be addressed. The form for 2015-16 states for Physical Books (include government documents and serial backfiles) - so will serial backfiles be in Serial count or Book count?

Strongly recommend that all definitions for the IPEDS collection are consistent with the ACRL Annual Survey definitions. The current ACRL survey allows for a single form to be filled in and the IPEDS are extracted as a separate file. Consistency between the two data collections would allow for fewer questions and a better understanding of what is being collected.
Response
Dear Ms. Smith, Mr. Dugan, Ms. Petrowski, and Ms. Fishel,
Thank you for your feedback submitted during the 60-day review process, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comment on the addition of collecting data on physical and digital/electronic serials and the instructions that accompany these additions in the Academic Libraries survey component. NCES is aware that the alignment of our definitions and instructions with the standards within the academic library field for materials classified in physical and digital/electronic collection and circulation is of upmost importance.
NCES is currently working with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component to define and provide guidance on reporting serials in the Academic Libraries component, as well as ensuring all our definitions and instructions align with other items collected in the AL component and with the expected standards within the academic library field.
The AL component will ask that institutions report the number of physical and digital/electronic serial titles that are accessible to users through the library’s catalog or discovery system. A serial is a publication in any medium issued in successive parts bearing numerical or chronological designations and intended to be continued indefinitely. This definition includes, in any format, periodicals, newspapers, and annuals (reports, yearbooks, etc.); the journals, memoirs, proceedings, transactions, etc. of societies; and numbered monographic series. An e-serial is a periodical publication that is published in digital form to be displayed on a computer screen. The AL component will also provide additional guidance that institutions report serial titles and not subscriptions, include count of ceased titles if available, and include open access (OA) titles if the individual titles are searchable through the library’s catalog or discovery system. We believe that the results in this collaboration with the ACRL and ARL Joint Advisory Task Force should result in a better understanding of how to report serials and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to databases and discovery systems on AL (Comment numbers 18, 21)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0018
Name: Robert Dugan

The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Libraries component
Library Collections
Databases, Digital/Electronic

A database is defined in the instructions. The text also instructs the respondent to not include discovery systems in the count of databases. Suggest that IPEDS:
a. link the phrase "discovery tool" to the Glossary at this instance in the instructions 
OR
b. include the Glossary definition for discovery system at this point in the instructions
OR
c. provide a brief or otherwise truncated definition for discovery system at this point in the instructions, such as "Discovery systems are end-user software-based platforms which enable users to simultaneously search metadata in a unified index of local library holdings, electronic collections, and external indexes, and presents search results in a single interface."
Docket: ED-2016-ICCD-0020
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-2019
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0021
Name: Mary Jane Petrowski

I support the comment below:

The Department of Education is especially interested in public comment addressing the following issues: 4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected.

Academic Libraries component
Library Collections
Databases, Digital/Electronic

A database is defined in the instructions. The text also instructs the respondent to not include discovery systems in the count of databases. Suggest that IPEDS:
a. link the phrase "discovery tool" to the Glossary at this instance in the instructions 
OR
b. include the Glossary definition for discovery system at this point in the instructions
OR
c. provide a brief or otherwise truncated definition for discovery system at this point in the instructions, such as "Discovery systems are end-user software-based platforms which enable users to simultaneously search metadata in a unified index of local library holdings, electronic collections, and external indexes, and presents search results in a single interface."
Response
Dear Mr. Dugan and Ms. Petrowski,
Thank you for your feedback posted March 21, 2016 and March 22, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to clarify instructions related to databases and discovery systems in the Academic Libraries component. In response to your recommendation, NCES will provide a link to the glossary definition of discovery systems in the Digital/Electronic Database section of the Academic Libraries instructions that state, “Do not include discovery systems in the count of databases.”  Also, NCES will provide clarification to the terminology of databases and discovery system by providing an FAQ that discusses the difference between the two terms. We believe that the change in instructions should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to schedule materials and links in collection system (Comment number 23)
Name: Jarod Hightower-Mills
I would strongly recommend that IPEDS in the future make sure that the dates for the next collection period before the Fall Collection period closes. Institutions and departments involved in collecting and reporting this data needs to plan for when they need to have resources available to respond to next year's surveys. 

In addition, the survey guides should be revised to make them for user-friendly. If possible, the survey data entry GUI should link directly to relevant information so that people who are new to IPEDS reporting can complete the survey accurately and efficiently.
Response
Dear Mr. Hightower-Mills,
Thank you for your feedback dated March 23, 2016, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regard to the comment about the collection schedule, NCES currently provides the schedule for the new collection during the Winter/Spring collection. While this may seem late, this helps to ensure that the dates for the collection are fixed and less likely to change due to unanticipated circumstances. However, the dates do follow a pattern that, assuming there are not unanticipated circumstances, can be estimated by an institution. Registration typically starts the first or second Wednesday in August, with the Fall collection opening 4 weeks after registration and lasting 6 weeks for keyholders and 8 weeks for coordinators, the Winter collection opening 6 weeks after the Fall coordinator close and lasting 9 weeks for keyholders and 11 weeks for coordinators, and the Spring collection opening at the same time as the Winter collection and lasting 18 weeks for keyholders and 20 weeks for coordinators.
In regard to the comment about the survey guide and links within the data collection system to help materials, we continuously looks at ways to improve these materials and have a number of links to the materials within the survey pages. On survey pages there are, as applicable, links to screen level instructions, glossary definitions, screen tips, and instructional videos. The Help menu includes a detailed New Keyholder Handbook, full survey materials, data collection system instructions and tutorial, flyers with more information on our training and dedicated IPEDS Help Desk, and more. NCES will continue to identify ways for improvement in this area, and will implement any identified improvements for the next OMB clearance.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to institutional repository on AL (Comment numbers 24, 25)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0024
Name: Rachel Kirk
What is the preferred methodology for quantifying usage for Institutional Repository documents? We first considered using Bitstream views, but realized that this metric is not as analogous to full-text downloads as we originally thought. We are using Dspace for our institutional repository.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0025
Name: Rachel Kirk
Please provide instructions on determining usage/circulation for documents in Institutional Repositories.
Response
Dear Ms. Kirk,
Thank you for your feedback posted March 30, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comments.
Thank you for submitting your comments regarding the collection of Institutional Repositories in the Academic Libraries (AL) component. In response to your comments and questions on providing instructions and methodology on how to report institutional repositories in the AL component, NCES does not plan to collect data on institutions repositories on the AL survey. This guidance was provided by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component and NCES accepted their recommendation that collecting this information across all institutions is currently not viable and would increase the burden for institutions to report to IPEDS. However, NCES will clarify in the AL component’s instructions/FAQs that IPEDS does not ask institutions to report institutional repositories. We believe that not including institutional repositories will reduce the burden of institutions reporting to IPEDS and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to agreement with changes on AL (Comment number 26)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0026
Name: Rosanne Cordell
The changes to the Academic Libraries portion seem reasonable.
Response
Dear Ms. Cordell,
Thank you for your feedback posted March 31, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regards to your comment stating that the changes to the Academic Libraries (AL) component are reasonable. We value your feedback and believe that the changes proposed to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19 AL component should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to consortia funds and reserve circulation on AL (Comment number 27)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0027
Name: Steven Ovadia

1. Please add money spent on behalf of an institution, for consortial systems where a centralized office contributes resources
2. Include reserve circulation as part of physical circulation.
Response
Dear Mr. Ovadia,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 1, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regards to your comments proposing to add expenses from consortia systems that contribute resources to an institution and to include reserve circulation as part of a library’s physical circulation. The intent of Section II: Expenses of the AL component is for institutions to report funds expended by the library from its regular budget or from the institution’s budget (if library items are identifiable to report). We do not currently plan to include expenses from entities that contribute resources to the library outside of the institution. The survey’s intent is to focus on the expenses of only the institution. The one exception to this is in the case of a consortia where individual library members share all the same library resources and library budget. In this case a parent/child relationship for reporting AL data may be established if certain criteria are met.
In response to your recommendation to include reserve circulation as part of a library’s physical circulation, NCES will begin to count under initial circulation of physical items the physical-print reserve circulation (this way the initial circulation count will reflect all physical-print circulation of content whether it is part of the regular print collection or the reserve print collection). We believe that the change in collection should provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to volume count and national collections on AL (Comment number 28)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0028
Name: Karl S
It's time to end the "volume count" of physical books. This is difficult to compile in modern automation systems and more or less irrelevant when it comes to digital content. It is a leftover from an earlier age of library comparisons that has outlived its usefulness.

As a library administrator doing comparison work, I want to see how many "titles" a library provides access to, in print or digital form, broken down by formats (print book, electronic book, print serial, electronic serial, etc.). Like many libraries, we have overlap in titles held in print and electronic format, etc., so the overall number of titles need not equal the sum of titles by format.

I would also like to see what percentage of content in a library's discovery environment is purchased, licensed, demand-driven acquisition, or open access. 

The dramatic shift in access and acquisition options is driving innovation in library services, and we shouldn't exclude huge swaths of library content because our definitions are wedded to an old-fashioned model of library collections. Contrary to other commentators who want to exclude broadly available open access titles (e.g. Hathi Trust or Internet Archive) because they think it "inflates" counts, I think it is interesting to know how open access content is becoming a part of the package of services that libraries are providing. It is helpful, however to know how much content comes from a particular mode of acquisition/access.
Response
Dear Karl S.,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 1, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regards to your comments proposing to: (1) stop counting volumes of physical books, (2) include percentages of content in a library’s discovery environment; and (3) include broadly available open access titles (e.g. Hathi Trust or Internet Archive) in the collection.
In response to your recommendation to stop counting volumes of physical books, NCES will change our physical book circulation definition to only include counting titles, not volumes. This will ensure that the definition for physical books aligns with the definitions of other circulation counts collected for IPEDS.
In regard to your second recommendation to include percentages of content in a library’s discovery environment, NCES does not plan to include this on the AL component. Currently, most institutions do not have a way to report this information without substantially increasing their burden to report to IPEDS. NCES will bring this topic to the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component and discuss the possibility of adding this in the future.
Finally, in response to your recommendation to include broadly available open access titles in the collection, NCES does not plan to include this on the AL component. The intent of the AL component is for institutions to report what is in their library collection. While broadly available open access titles (such as Hathi Trust) may be in an institutions discovery tool, we are asking that an institution report the number of titles for which they have "item" records. Including broadly available open access titles inflates overall counts for most institutions since these are available to almost all of them. The IPEDS AL component is directed towards what is in the institutions library collection. This guidance was provided by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component, and NCES accepted their recommendation to not include these items. We believe that the changes in definitions/ instructions discussed above should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to all proposed changes (Comment number 29)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0029
Name: Rachel Whittingham
These changes are thoughtful, reasonable and should be approved.
Response
Dear Ms. Whittingham,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 1, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regards to your comment stating that the changes are thoughtful, reasonable, and should be approved. We value your feedback and believe that the changes proposed to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19 AL component should result in a better understanding of the survey components and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to digital and electronic circulation on AL (Comment numbers 30, 41)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0030
Name: Susan Erickson
The question about digital/electronic circulation needs clarification. There are a number of usage statistics that could be used to determine this. Having each library make it's own judgment call about which count to use is not useful for trying to get comparative statistics across institutions.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0041
Name: Linda Miller
For the Academic Libraries survey:
Comments about the definition for Digital/Electronic Circulation or Usage:

-The definition is somewhat confusing on COUNTER reports. I think that MR2 use is the same use as MR1, but broken out by media type. And, I think that BR2s and BR1s aren't to be provided for the same use, so are not duplicative. 
-COUNTER release 4 allows for providers to provide BR2s that report at a level more granular than section, but requires that they report which type of use is being reported.
-It seems that to make the data useful for benchmarking purposes (although there will always be caveats), the national surveys should break e-resource use into specific categories, OR request that only certain categories be reported (i.e., COUNTER). (Possible categories?: BR1, BR2-section, BR2-more granular or otherwise inflated, MR1or2, sessions, views, other)
-Many universities have more than one campus and therefore more than one IPEDS ID. However, more and more, e-subscriptions are being purchased jointly between campuses.
Response
Dear Ms. Miller and Ms. Erickson,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 1, 2016 and April 6, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to clarify instructions on reporting digital/electronic circulation. In response to your comments, NCES plans to work with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component to provide survey tips and FAQs that can give additional guidance on how institutions report digital/electronic circulation. However, NCES does not plan to ask institutions to report circulation based on specific categories nor does NCES plan on requiring institutions to report digital and electronic usage using a specified methodology. Currently, not all institutions that report data in the AL component have the ability to report digital and electronic usage based on COUNTER reports. NCES does not plan on requiring institutions to use the COUNTER method because it would increase reporting burden and possible costs to the institutions. NCES believes that asking institutions to report digital and electronic usage based on COUNTER reports (if available) and if not available, report based on other means for monitoring digital and electronic usages (downloads, session views, transaction logs, etc.) is the best avenue since there is not a preferred/consistent method of collecting digital and electronic usage in the AL field. We believe that not mandating a method of reporting digital and electronic usage will reduce the burden on institutions reporting to IPEDS. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to reserves and renewals on AL (Comment number 31)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0031
Name: Anonymous
The comment that follows pertains to the answer/submission to Total physical circulation under Section I Physical Group Information on the AL component of IPEDS...."Frustrating as this definition doesn't match the 2015-16 IPEDS instructions. I am using the 15-16 instructions meaning I should add my reserve count back in, (which was itemized/taken out in ACRL-#62). I am also leaving out my renewals with this question, again per the 15-16 instructions. If the total physical circulation should include reserves and renewals, this number should be lines 60-62 from the ACRL, not just line #60 (initial circulation)."
Response
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 1, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comment requesting clarification on how to report reserves and renewals in physical circulation for the AL component. In the 2015-2016 instructions, reserves and renewals were removed from reporting under physical collection in the AL survey. In 2015-16, for those libraries using the ACRL survey to also report their IPEDS AL data, they should have reported line 60 (initial circulation) as the IPEDS number and not sum lines 61 and 62 into line 60 because the IPEDS AL component did include reserves and renewals as part of a library’s physical circulation.
Based on feedback from the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component, in 2016-17 NCES will begin to count under initial circulation of physical items the physical-print reserve circulation (this way the initial circulation count will reflect all physical-print circulation of content whether it is part of the regular print collection or the reserve print collection). However, this will not include renewals or equipment circulation counts because the practice of lending equipment varies from library to library considerably in terms of what the equipment (ranging from bicycles to cords) is making any comparison difficult. We believe that the change in collection should provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to print photographs on AL (Comment numbers 32, 34, 45)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0032
Name: Robert Dugan
Academic Library Component
Library Collections
Physical Books

The instructions ask that responders "Include print photographs, duplicates and bound volumes of periodicals and music scores."

Please reconsider the inclusion of print photographs in reporting in Library Collections
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0034
Name: Linda Miller
Academic Libraries
Section I
Library Collections/Circulation
Definition for Physical Books

Please remove the phrase "print photographs" in caps below. It doesn't appear to be part of the NISO definition, and is potentially confusing.

Physical Books (include government documents and serial backfiles) - Report the number of volumes using the ANSI/NISO Z39.7-2013 definition for volume, which is as follows: A single physical unit of any printed, typewritten, handwritten, mimeographed, or processed work, distinguished from other units by a separate binding, encasement, portfolio, or other clear distinction, which has been cataloged, classified, and made ready for use, and which is typically the unit used to charge circulation transactions. Include PRINT PHOTOGRAPHS, duplicates and bound volumes of periodicals and music scores. For purposes of this questionnaire, unclassified bound serials arranged in alphabetical order are considered classified. Exclude microfilms, maps, nonprint materials, and uncataloged items. Include Government document volumes that are accessible through the library's catalogs regardless of whether they are separately shelved. "Classified" includes documents arranged by Superintendent of Documents, CODOC, or similar numbers. "Cataloged" includes documents for which records are provided by the library or downloaded from other sources into the library's card or online catalogs.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0045
Name: Steve Hiller
Physical books includes photographs and Physical Media includes graphic materials. The definition provided for graphic materials includes photographs. Photographs have traditionally been counted as physical media/graphic materials and recommend that they are part of that category and not counted under physical books.
Response
Dear Mr. Dugan, Ms. Miller, and Mr. Hiller,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 4, 2016 and April 8, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comments.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to remove reporting print photographs in physical books in the Academic Libraries (AL) component. In response to your recommendations, NCES will remove reporting print photographs in physical books because we already ask institutions to report graphic material (including photographs) in physical media. We believe that the change in instructions should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to combining reporting of restricted & unrestricted institution grants (Comment number 33)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0033
Name: Vincent Castano
Having reviewed the proposed changes, I see no adverse impact for gathering the required data at my institution. I do have a concern regarding changes to the Finance portions; specifically, the combination of unrestricted and restricted data for reporting purposes. Annual Title III applications request data elements that include these categories. By combining these figures, I am curious as to whether the combined data will adversely affect data reporting from these categories.
Response
Dear Mr. Castano,
Thank you for your feedback dated April 04, 2016, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
NCES has requested that “institution grants (unrestricted)” and “institution grants (restricted)” be combined into one field called “institution grants (restricted and unrestricted)” on the Scholarship/Fellowship portion of the Finance survey. This change will only impact the reporting of institution grants on the Scholarship/Fellowship screen and will not affect the reporting of unrestricted or restricted data on any other portion of the Finance survey (e.g., unrestricted or restricted revenues or net assets).
Additionally, Title III applications typically pull data from the Expense screen of the Finance survey, which will not be impacted by the change to the Scholarship/Fellowship screen. As such, we do not believe that the requested change to combine “institution grants (unrestricted)” and “institution grants (restricted)” into one field will adversely affect data reporting for Title III applications.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to open access on AL (Comment number 35)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0035
Name: Anonymous
The definition for Digital/Electronic Books does not address open access items. It is only addressed in the FAQ. It would make things easier for users, and more consistent for reporting, if it was included in the definition.
Response
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 5, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In response to your recommendation, NCES will address in the definition/instructions for digital/electronic books how to report open access items. While NCES does allow open access items to be included if the individual titles are searchable through the library’s catalog or discovery system, broadly available open access titles will not be to include in the AL component. The intent of the AL component is for institutions to report what is in their library collection. While broadly available open access titles (such as Hathi Trust) may be in an institutions discovery tool, we are asking that an institution report the number of titles for which they have "item" records. Including broadly available open access titles inflates the overall counts for most institutions since these are available to almost all of them. The IPEDS AL component is directed more towards what is in the institutions library collection. This guidance was provided by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component and NCES accepted their recommendation to not include these items. We believe that the changes in definitions/instructions discussed above should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to material expenditures on AL (Comment number 36)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0035
Name: Linda Miller
Some possible suggestions to clarify the Materials Expenditures definitions. Possible additions in caps; possible text to remove in caps in brackets.

One-time purchases of books, serial back-files, and other materials
Provide the cost of one-time purchases of books, serial backfiles, and other materials. Report expenses for published materials in all formats including archives and special collections [REMOVE: EXCEPT CURRENT SUBSCRIPTIONS TO SERIALS]. Include one-time acquisitions ... 

Ongoing commitments to subscriptions
Report expenses for ongoing COMMITMENTS [REMOVE: SUBSCRIPTIONS TO SERIALS] in all formats, including duplicates, for all outlets. THIS INCLUDES SERIALS AND ANY OTHER ITEMS COMMITTED TO ANNUALLY, AS WELL AS ANNUAL E-PLATFORM OR ACCESS FEES. These are publications issued in successive parts, usually at regular intervals, and, as a rule, intended to be continued indefinitely. PRINT-BASED Serial subscriptions include periodicals, newspapers, annuals (reports, yearbooks, etc.), memoirs, proceedings, and transactions of societies. Include the costs of electronic serials bought in aggregations and serial packages. Include abstracting and indexing services and any database that requires an annual subscription fee. [REMOVE-ADDED ABOVE: INCLUDE ANNUAL ELECTRONIC PLATFORM OR ACCESS FEES.] Do not include subscription fees if THEY ARE [REMOVE: IT'S] part of an annual consortium fee. Government documents received serially are included if they are accessible through the library's catalog. 

All other materials/service cost (line 22) 
Report additional materials/service costs that have not already been reported in this section. 
Other materials may include: 
-Document delivery/interlibrary ... 
-Other expenses for information resources. [REMOVE: REPORT EXPENSES SUCH AS THOSE FOR CARTOGRAPHIC MATERIALS AND MANUSCRIPTS*] Include copyright fees and fees for database searches, e.g. (Lexis-Nexis). 

*A comment about the last suggestion above: It seems, by definition, that expenses for maps and manuscripts should be included in the first 2 measures and not this last measure. Not sure what "costs such as" means in that sentence
Response
Dear Ms. Miller,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 5, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In response to your suggestions and based on feedback from the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component, NCES has updated the definitions and instructions of Section II: Expenses of the AL component to reflect how institutions now report collections and expenses of serials. The overall changes to instructions/definitions of the AL components, that now reflect the inclusion of serials, can be viewed in the Supporting and Related Material documents for Forms and Instructions for the proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. We believe that the changes in definitions and instructions should provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to context boxes and counts on AL (Comment number 37)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0037
Name: Anonymous
Comments about context boxes:
-It appears that none of the context boxes in the Academic Libraries survey will be used in the College Navigator Website. Could the instructions note that instead of saying some are, and not indicating how we can tell which?
-The survey requires some counts must be submitted, but offers no way to indicate publicly just how rough an estimate might be.
Response
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 5, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In response to your recommendation to clarify instructions about context boxes, NCES will provide new instructions stating that context boxes in the AL component will not be used on the College Navigator website. While some IPEDS surveys have context boxes that are used on the College Navigator website, College Navigator does not currently use any of the AL component’s context boxes and NCES will change the instructions to reflect this.
In regard to your second recommendation to include guidance on how institutions can estimate counts, NCES does not plan on making any additional changes on how to report counts than is already provide in the instructions. The intent of the AL component is for institutions to report actual numbers based on their collections and expenses and not provide estimates. In cases where IPEDS, along with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component, have decided that some institutions may not be able to provide accurate counts, we have provided guidance on how to provide estimates. For example, institutions that report as a consortium member might not have access to digital/electronic circulation counts for their individual institution. In this case, IPEDS provides a method for estimating usage for just their institution by using the percentage of the institution’s contribution to the total consortia fee or by using the percentage of the institution’s Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) student to the consortia’s total FTE student count. However, if not directly addressed in the instructions on how to provide estimates, NCES expects the institution to provide actual counts for AL collections and expenses.
We believe that the clarifications in definitions/instructions discussed above should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to adding questions on AL (Comment number 38)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0038
Name: Rebecca T
I agree with the suggestion to redefine volumes in a collection to include eBook titles. If the old volumes definition remains, I would like to see a question added to show the percentage of expenses spent on print vs. digital titles. That is a trend worth documenting. 

Other suggestions for new questions: 
Membership in consortia (how many state and private) to reduce expenses.
Add computer lab assistance (non-appointments) to staff assistance in addition to reference.. 
iPad equipment circulation and the accompanying staff time spent on iPad assistance (and breakage, replacement).
Response
Dear Rebecca T,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 5, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to: (1) stop counting volumes of physical books, (2) count types of consortiums that institutions are members; and (3) collect information about assistance provided by libraries for computer labs and iPad support in the Academic Libraries (AL) component.
In response to your recommendation to stop counting volumes of physical books, NCES will change our physical book circulation definition to only include counting titles, not volumes. This will ensure that the definition for physical books aligns with the definitions of other circulation counts collected for IPEDS.
In regard to your second recommendation to count types of consortiums that institutions are members, NCES does not plan to include this on the AL component. The AL component is solely focused on institutions reporting their collections and expenses and is not focused on the type (e.g. private or public) that academic libraries partner with to provide resources to their students.
Finally, in response to your recommendation to collect information about assistance provided by libraries for computer labs and iPad support in the AL component, NCES does not plan to include this on the AL component. This guidance was provided by Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component that advises IPEDS on the AL component. NCES accepted the Joint Advisory Task Force’s recommendation to not include these items because not all institutions have access to provide this information and requiring them to do so would increase their burden to report to IPEDS. We believe that the changes and non-changes in definitions/instructions discussed above should result in a better understanding of the survey questions and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to IC question, serials, and centralized funding on AL (Comment number 39)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0039
Name: Anonymous
Page 8 (Table 2): Add the following item: which of the following library resources or services does your institution provide ... This would be more appropriately asked on the Library Survey, as at my institution the office filling out the Institutional Characteristics does not have this information available to them.

Page 18 (Table 14) Adding a serials row for volume count and circulation count ... This is a step backwards - physical volume counts are fairly useless, why complicate them by separating books from serials? Also, we do not track circulation by type of material, never have. Most of our usage is electronic, and we're more interested in counts of titles, not physical volumes.

Not mentioned, please add: Please include a line on money spent on behalf of an institution, where a centralized office contributes resources. In our case the university system provides an amount of money managed by the campuses that provides twice as many resource dollars as I spend locally. Without that information, someone looking at our number of databases and usage numbers would get a very incomplete picture.
Response
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 5, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to: (1) move the library resources and services question from the institutional characteristics (IC) component to the Academic Libraries (AL) component; (2) count titles instead of volumes for physical collections and circulation; and (3) add expenses from consortia systems/centralized offices that contribute resources to an institution’s academic library.
In response to your recommendation to move the question related to academic libraries from the IC component to the AL component, NCES believes it is necessary that questions about academic libraries span across both surveys because the two surveys are collecting different types of information.
The Institutional Characteristics component’s purpose is to collect information about an institution's mission, student services, and student charges. The library questions included within this component are intended to collect information on the library services offered to students. The Institutional Characteristics component allows institutions with or without an academic library the ability to provided information on what/or if library services are offered to their students.
The Academic Libraries component’s purpose is to collect information on library collections, expenses, and types of library services provided by degree-granting postsecondary institutions with a library. The academic library questions asked in the Institution Characteristics component do not align with the purposes of the Academic Libraries survey. Thus, their requirement in the Institutional Characteristics component is necessary since they align with the purpose of that survey.
In response to your recommendation to stop counting volumes of physical books, NCES will change our physical book circulation definition to only include counting titles, not volumes. This will ensure that the definition for physical books aligns with the definitions of other circulation counts collected for IEPDS.
Finally, in response to your recommendation to add expenses from consortia systems/centralized offices that contribute resources to an institution’s academic library, NCES does not plan on adding this to the current survey. The intent of Section II: Expenses of the AL component is for institutions to report funds expended by the library from its regular budget or from the institution’s budget (if library items are identifiable to report). We do not currently plan to include expenses from entities that contribute resources to the library outside of the institution. The survey’s intent is to focus on the expenses of only the institution. The one exception to this is in the case of a consortia where individual library members share all the same library resources and library budget. In this case a parent/child relationship for reporting AL data may be established if certain criteria are met. We believe that the changes in collection and the need for certain instructions/questions to remain the same, as discussed above, should provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to indexing and abstracting services on AL (Comment number 42)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0042
Name: Anonymous
A question about the following FAQ for the Academic Libraries survey: Why would electronic indexing/abstracting service expenses that aren't ongoing costs be reported in 'Other materials/service costs'?

FAQ
Reporting Expenses
1) Where do we report expenses for electronic journals and electronic indexing/abstracting services available on the Internet?
Report electronic journal and indexing/abstracting service expenses with 'Ongoing commitments to subscriptions' if they require an annual fee. If not, report electronic journal expenses under 'One-time purchases of books, serial backfiles, and other materials' and electronic indexing/abstracting services under 'Other materials/service costs'.
Response
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 6, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In response to your question, NCES asks that institutions report indexing/abstracting service expenses that are not ongoing cost in “All other materials/service costs” because indexing/abstracting services does not align with the other two categories that we collect for material/service expenses. These other two categories are “One-time purchases of books, serial backfiles, and other materials” and “Ongoing commitments to subscriptions.”
Paid subscriptions for electronic journals and indexes/abstracts available via the Internet were reported with “Electronic serial” expenses under the previous Academic Libraries Survey (ALS). However, ALS was reintegrated into IPEDS in 2014 to create the current AL component. During this reintegration, NCES consolidated expenditure categories according to guidance provided through the IPEDS Technical Review Panel (TRP) #35, Reintegrating the Academic Libraries Survey into IPEDS. TRP #35 provided guidance for IPEDS to collapse items that were reported under electronic serial in the ALS survey to be reported as materials/services expenses in the current AL component. We believe that the changes in definitions/instructions discussed above should provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your question and feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to agreement with prior comment (Comment number 43)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0043
Name: Anonymous
I agree with this comment.
Response
Dear Anonymous,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 6, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
It is not completely clear which of the comments you were agreeing with, but as this is comment 43 I am including the response to comment 42 in hope that it addresses your comment.
Thank you for submitting your question about reporting indexing/abstracting service expenses. In response to your question, NCES asks that institutions report indexing/abstracting service expenses that are not ongoing cost in “All other materials/service costs” because indexing/abstracting services does not align with the other two categories that we collect for material/service expenses. These other two categories are “One-time purchases of books, serial backfiles, and other materials” and “Ongoing commitments to subscriptions.”
Paid subscriptions for electronic journals and indexes/abstracts available via the Internet were reported with “Electronic serial” expenses under the previous Academic Libraries Survey (ALS). However, ALS was reintegrated into IPEDS in 2014 to create the current AL component. During this reintegration, NCES consolidated expenditure categories according to guidance provided through the IPEDS Technical Review Panel (TRP) #35, Reintegrating the Academic Libraries Survey into IPEDS. TRP #35 provided guidance for IPEDS to collapse items that were reported under electronic serial in the ALS survey to be reported as materials/services expenses in the current AL component. We believe that the changes in definitions/instructions discussed above should provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported. Thank you again for your question and feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to graduate students (Comment numbers 44, 47)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0044
Name: Brian Carolan



Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0047
Name: Nancy Marcus


Response
Dear Dr. Carolan and Dr. Marcus,
Thank you for your feedback dated April 8 and April 18, 2016, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regard to your comment regarding your support for the overall goal to reduce burden, we appreciate the feedback and we continue to work to decrease burden for institutions whenever possible.
In regard to your comment regarding the need to disaggregate graduate student data reported in the Fall Enrollment and 12 Month Enrollment components, for this clearance process we do not have any research guide the collection of these data. We have taken note of your concern and will consider it as an area for research and development for IPEDS and appreciate your willingness to serve as a resource in this area.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to graduate students (Comment numbers 46, 49)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0046
Name: Suzanne Ortega
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0049
Name: Steven Matson
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Response
Dear Drs. Ortega and Matson,
Thank you for your feedback dated April 8 and April 18, 2016, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
In regard to your comment regarding your support for the overall goal to reduce burden, including the changes to the “Graduate Assistants, by function” in the Human Resources component, we appreciate the feedback as we continue to work to decrease burden for institutions whenever possible.
In regard to your comment regarding the need to disaggregate graduate student data reported in the Fall Enrollment and 12 Month Enrollment components, for this clearance process we do not have any research to guide the collection of these data. We have taken note of your concern and will consider it as an area for research and development for IPEDS and appreciate your willingness to serve as a resource in this area.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to OM, study abroad, and ADM (Comment number 48)
Document:  ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0054
Name: Joyce Smith
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Response
Dear Ms. Smith,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 18, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
The comments are 1. NACAC supports the Department’s plans to introduce an Outcome Measures to capture Pell Grant recipients’ successful completion of their degrees, 2. NACAC does not object to the inclusion of students studying abroad or studying at the branch campus in a foreign country in institutional Outcome Measures, and 3. NACAC supports the propose change from “Don’t Know” to “Considered But Not Required” on the Admissions survey component.
NCES appreciates your comments of support on the addition of the Pell Grant recipient cohort, which will provide more information on these low-income students’ success rates, and instructions to include study abroad students to the Outcome Measures (OM) survey component. Thank you also for supporting the improvements to the Admissions survey component, which will provide a better and clearer understanding of institutions’ admissions considerations.
Sincerely,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment related to Pell Grad Rates (Comment number 50)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0050
Name: Edward Sullivan
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Response
Dear Dr. Sullivan,
Thank you for your feedback dated April 18, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
NCES appreciates your support to begin collecting outcome data on Pell Grant recipients. We also recognize your comment to change the directions when identifying the Pell Grant recipients at point of cohort entry instead of throughout the measurement period of 8 years.  However, collecting at point of entry means the data metric would be undercounting the number of Pell recipients during the 8 year measurement. In other words, NCES would not account for the students who did not receive a Pell Grant their first year, but were recipients in their successive years. Other commenters have cited that loss would be between 11% (APLU) - 25% (TICAs). As an important federal program that supports the postsecondary access of low-income Americans, we cannot afford to undercount any of these students. To ensure there is no confusion between the full-time Pell Grant graduation rate disclosure that must be disclosed by institutions, NCES will propose to include those cohort counts and resulting rates in the Graduation Rate (GR) survey with specific instructions for that collection.  In addition, NCES will specify in the Outcome Measures (OM) instructions that the collected Pell data are not the Pell Grant disclosure rates that will be collected in GR survey, and further make clarification between the proposed GR 150% Pell Cohort disclosure rate and OM Pell Grant completion rates at 6 years and 8years.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to Pell Cohort in Outcome Measures Comments 51, 52, 55, 59, 60
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0051
Name: Christine Keller

Please see the attached letter from the Association of Public & Land-grant Universities in response to the proposed addition of a Pell Grant recipient cohort to the Outcome Measures (OM) Survey component of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). 

For questions, please contact Christine Keller at ckeller@aplu.org.

Thank you.
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0052
Name: Kati Haycock
Attached, please find comments from the Education Trust.
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0055
Name: Mamie Voight
Attached is a letter from the Postsecondary Data Collaborative in response to the proposed addition of a Pell Grant recipient cohort to the Outcomes Measures Survey component of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0059
Name: Antoinette Flores
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0060
Name: Katie Zaback
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Comment related to removing Pell OM Cohort (Comment number 54)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0054
Name: Kent Phillippe
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Comment related to disaggregating OM cohort by Pell (Comment number 61)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0061
Name: Anonymous
[image: ]
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Comment related to disaggregating OM cohort by Pell  (Comment number 63)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0063
Name: Lindsay Ahlman
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Response
Dear Ms. Keller (APLU), Ms. Haycock (Education Trust), Ms. Voight (Postsec Data Collaborative), Ms. Flores (Center for American Progress), Mr. Jones and Ms. Zaback (Complete College America), Mr. Bumphus (American Association of Community Colleges), Mr. Brown (Association of Community College Trustees), and Ms. Ahlman (The Institute for College Access and Success),
Thank you for your feedback responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS and the very detailed and compelling set of recommendations sent by you on behalf of your organizations. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comments.
NCES recognizes these commenters are among the expert IPEDS data users, many of whom have been invited to participate and comment in the IPEDS Technical Review Panels (TRP) that serve as the source for making changes to the IPEDS data collection. Each organization submitted similar recommendations related to the OM survey.  As such, NCES has organized one response grouping together the recommendations.
Based on the comments from this Federal Register Notice, NCES plans to hold a TRP in August of 2016 to allow a representative group of higher education institutions and data users to review a new OM survey component with Pell Grant cohorts for each of the four cohorts and possibly to be completed by all institutions.  At this time NCES believes that the expansion of the OM survey component to include these cohorts would benefit from broader industry input to consider survey form layout, instructions, and consistency with other parts of IPEDS.  NCES has been in contact with OMB and are in agreement that a subsequent IPEDS package will be submitted in the fall of 2016 to address the input that will made during the August 2016 TRP and in response to its report.
Many commenters proposed that the Pell Grant cohort should be added to the Graduation Rates (GR) survey.   NCES appreciates your support to begin collecting GR data on Pell Grant recipients and will propose the collection of the 150% graduation rate in the GR survey.  As cited in several of your comments there is already legislative language that institutions should be preparing these data for the public and thus, collection within IPEDS should not pose a significant burden but will allow for a singular access to the GR 150% graduation rate for a Pell Grant cohort.  Updates to the GR survey will be present in the 30-day materials, to be published in June 2016, and NCES plans to interact with the postsecondary community to create instructions for this collection during the summer of 2016 in order to allow for the collection to begin in the 2016-17 collection cycle.
We also recognize your comment to change the directions when identifying the Pell Grant recipients at point of cohort entry instead of throughout the measurement period of 8 years.  However, collecting at point of entry means the data metric would be undercounting the number of Pell recipients during the 8 year measurement. In other words, NCES would not account for the students who did not receive a Pell Grant their first year, but were recipients in their successive years. Some commenters have cited that this would result in an undercount of somewhere between 11% (APLU) and 25% (TICAS). As an important federal program that supports the postsecondary access of low-income Americans, we cannot undercount any of these students. To ensure there is no confusion between the full-time Pell Grant disclosure graduation rates that must be disclosed by institutions, NCES will post in the Outcome Measures instructions that the collected data are not the  Pell Grant disclosure rates, and further make clarification between the proposed GR 150% Pell Grant disclosure and OM Pell Grant completion rates at 6 years and 8years.  This will be further discussed in the August 2016 TRP, but will remain as defined in the OM survey for now.

Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division



Comments related to CoA and net price (Comment number 56)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0056
Name: Michael Runiewicz
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Response
Dear Mr. Runiewicz,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 19, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to: (1) provide a clearer definition of income that prohibits or explicitly allows the use of methodologies other than FM to calculate income; (2) allow institutions to provide a median values for scholarships and grants to replace or be listed in addition to the average that is calculated in net price data; and (3) include an “institutional net price” that included only tuition, fees, room, and board as costs.
In response to your recommendation that NCES should clearly define the method of how institutions determines Expected Family Contribution (EFC), NCES does ask that a minimal set of input elements (income, number in family, and dependency status or factors that estimate dependency status) be included in an institution’s EFC. However, NCES plans to continue to allow institutions to use either Federal Methodology or Institutional Methodology to approximate the student’s EFC because we believe that this provides flexibility in allowing institutions to ask users to provide whatever information is necessary for the institution to be able to approximate an accurate EFC for their institution. This guidance was provided to NCES through Technical Review Panels on cost of attendance and net price calculations for institutions.
In response to your suggestion to collect median values for scholarships and grants to replace or in addition to the average that is calculated in net price, NCES only collects net price based on average because it is mandated by law in Higher Education Act (HEA). HEA states, “The term ‘net price’ means the average yearly price actually charged to first-time, full-time undergraduate students receiving student aid at an institution of higher education after deducting such aid, which shall be determined by calculating the difference between – (A) the institution’s cost of attendance for the year for which the determination is made; and (B) the quotient of – (i) the total amount of need-based grant aid and merit-based grant aid, from Federal, State, and institutional sources, provided to such students enrolled in the institution for such year; and (ii) the total number of such students receiving such need-based grant aid or merit-based grant aid for such year. In order not to provide additional reporting burden on the institutions, we do not require the collection of median values as well.
In response to your recommendation to include an “institutional net price” that includes only tuition, fees, room, and board as cost, NCES does not only include these categories in the calculation of cost of attendance due to guidance provided in HEA and recommendations given in Technical Review Panels (TRPs) for IPEDS. HEA states, The term ‘cost of attendance’ means the average annual cost of tuition and fees, room and board, books, supplies, and transportation for an institution of higher education for a first-time, full-time undergraduate student enrolled in the institution. The calculation of COA expanded to also include other expenses (personal expenses, transportation, etc.) in TRP #26 “Requirements of Higher Education Opportunity Act: Multi-Year Tuition Calculator and Net Price Calculator Template,” which allows institutions to accurately calculate their COA based on additional factors that might influence costs. We believe that the current instructions for reporting cost of attendance and net price reflect what is required by law in HEA and the guidance given in TRPs and should provide for accurate and quality data being reported. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to changes to Finance (Comment numbers 57, 64)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0057
Name: Susan Menditto
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0064
Name: Susan Menditto

This letter is an addendum that augments NACUBO's comments submitted during business hours on April 18, 2016 and specifically addresses proposed "scholarship and discount" information changes.
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Response
Dear Ms. Menditto,
Thank you for your feedback dated April 18, 2016, on behalf of the National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO), responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
NCES appreciates NACUBO’s recommendations and support for the requested changes to the Finance survey. However, we will decline to collect functional expense for just the categories listed in the comment. IPEDS Finance data is accessed by a variety of data users; including the U.S. Census Bureau, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, other departments within the U.S. Department of Education, the Delta Cost Project, and various accrediting bodies for analysis. Several publications, including the annually published Digest of Education Statistics, also use the Finance data for long term trends in postsecondary expenditures. As such, we cannot discontinue the collection of the functional expense by the current categories and begin collection by a new set of categories.
We recognize that the allocation of expense is subjective and will follow the recommendation to emphasize this point to data users wishing to compare functional expenses across institutions. Similarly, NCES already has a tip sheet that explains in detail the fundamental difference between the recognition of Pell Grants under FASB and GASB standards (http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/Section/fct_ipeds_finance_03072007_3), but we will make an effort to emphasize this point in the instructions and FAQs. In response to the recommendation to update functional expense category definitions annually using the NACUBO Financial and Accounting Manual, this is not feasible because changes to the survey require approval from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Neither NCES nor OMB will have the resources sufficient to complete an approval process annually.
NCES has worked with NACUBO in the past to ensure that collected fields will not place too much additional burden on institutions and the industry and will continue to work with NACUBO to determine whether addition of the new fields collecting sources of discounts will be problematic for data reporters. If current software systems for a substantial number of institutions do not support reporting of the discount sources, NCES will consider removing the additional requested fields. Again, we thank you for the feedback and look forward to working with your organization.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments related to emphasizing E12 over EF (Comment numbers 58, 65)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0058
Name: Dennis Devery
The Division could enhance the quality, utility and clarity of the information to be collected if it eliminated or adjusted the Fall Enrollment data collection. 
Currently fall enrollment data is a snap shot of enrollments, usually on a specific date 15 October, that is then reported in multiple government and non-governmental arenas. 
The problem is that these enrollment figures are a fraction of the actual total enrollments for many colleges and universities across the nation. Non-Traditional students now make up
a majority of college and university enrollments and these students and their enrollment timelines do not conform to the traditional Fall and Spring enrollment timelines of the past. Because this data comes early in the year and is highlighted in numerous government and non-governmental reports it distorts the actual college and university
enrollment situation. If the intent is to provide enrollment data that is reflective of college and university enrollments today then we should eliminate Fall enrollment date collection and just use total enrollment data or highlight total (12 month enrollment data) as the primary enrollment data and use Fall enrollment data as secondary data.
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0065
Name: Ann Marie Senior

1) Is there still a need for this component since there is also a 12 Month Enrollment component of IPEDS?
The Fall Enrollment file collects data at a single point in time and does not accurately capture the full year enrollment counts – this is especially true for colleges and universities serving nontraditional students. Although the Fall Enrollment counts are not for the complete academic year, they are nonetheless used in high profile reports that are used to disseminate college enrollment counts to the public (e.g. College Navigator Website, IPEDS Data Center, IPEDS Data Feedback Reports, College Affordability and Transparency Center Website). This gives the impression that they reflect the full year counts when in fact they are just representing the partial year counts.
(4) How might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be
collected?
Suggestion: The 12 month file provides a truer picture of the enrollment counts of each institution and is the better way to make comparisons between institutions. Since the difference between the Fall enrollment counts and the 12 month enrollment counts varies greatly between institutions, would it be possible to only have one enrollment component that reflects the full year enrollment counts instead of the partial year? Or would it be possible that the Fall Enrollment counts not be used for public reports since they only represent a partial count of the final year end counts? The variables collected on the Fall Enrollment report are appropriate, however, the narrow time frame for snapshotting the counts does not seem to be as necessary or useful as it was when we did not have the 12 month enrollment file.
Response
Dear Mr. Devery and Ms. Senior,
Thank you for your feedback dated April 18 and 19, 2016, responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) published in the Federal Register. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made. We are grateful for this process and your comment.
NCES recognizes that the student count reported in the Fall Enrollment survey may not capture the “nontraditional” students that enroll during periods of times not allotted to the fall census window. This is why we created the 12-month Enrollment survey – to capture students that enroll during other time periods of the year. However, the 12-month enrollment count is not without its weaknesses. Students who transfer during the 12-month time frame to different institutions will be counted multiple times. The Fall Enrollment count does not experience this same issue because it is a snapshot of enrollment at one particular time. As such, NCES relies on both enrollment surveys to give an accurate picture of student enrollment at postsecondary institutions. The Fall Enrollment count would better reflect enrollment at the more traditional institutions where the majority of students enroll by the fall census date. For institutions that enroll more nontraditional students, the 12-month enrollment count would better reflect their population.
While many IPEDS publications use the Fall Enrollment count, NCES has always tried to educate the higher education community and the public on the differences between the two enrollment surveys. Fall Enrollment counts are used in College Navigator because the Higher Education Act, as amended, mandated that the number of degree- or certificate-seeking undergraduates enrolled who have transferred to another institution is displayed, and this information is collected in the Fall Enrollment survey. IPEDS Data Feedback Reports are customizable while both enrollment surveys’ data are displayed in the Data Center. However, we recognize that more can be done to inform the public, so NCES is working on a brochure that will explain both the surveys and their differences. This brochure is expected to be published by the end of 2016.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division


Comment related to veteran’s benefits and definitions and instruction clarifications on SFA (Comment number 62)
Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0062
Name: Georgia Whiddon
Regarding (5) how might the Department minimize the burden of this collection on the respondents:

Secure cooperation with Department of Defense and Veteran's Affairs to assist with the collection of veterans educational benefit information for Section 2: Military Servicemembers and Veteran's Benefits.

Regarding (4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected:

Consider moving Yellow Ribbon matching fund data into Section 2: Military Servicemembers and Veteran's Benefits. At least clarify the instructions regarding the reporting of the amount of Yellow Ribbon funds matched by the institution. It is baffling that Yellow Ribbon funding (amounts funded either directly from the VA and/or matched by the institution) are prohibited from being recognized and reported as Expected Financial Assistance (EFA), and yet IPEDS is asking for this level of data assistance in what essentially are EFA sections. 

Divide Group 1 into full-time and part-time. There may be significant differences in costs between full-time and part-time populations, and the current lack of identifying this distinction may lead to flawed conclusions. Additionally, allow undergraduate populations to be sub-divided into sub-groups based on significant differences in cost within an institution, which will provide researchers with the opportunities to evaluate meaningful data and reach relevant conclusions.

Clarify definitions used throughout IPEDS instructions to assure equitable and comparable reporting and also to be sure that researchers are likewise fully informed of the definitions and that they are able to understand the differences in definitions. For example, what does it mean for a student to be "awarded" a loan? Does this mean that the student was offered the loan? Does it mean that they accepted the loan? Does it mean that they received a loan disbursement? Students may be offered a loan and accept a loan, and yet if the student fails to complete the required steps, may never receive a disbursement of a loan. If it is important to recognize these distinctions, then clarification is needed.

Finally, it seems additional data which could prove useful in research and for policy decisions may be just too difficult to obtain, at least via IPEDS. For example, when collecting student debt data, it would be useful to identify the portion of debt being used towards non-tuition/fee costs (such as living expenses) versus tuition/fee costs so that researchers may understand why students borrow. It seems this would help not only researchers, but also the public in understanding the reasons and use of federal loan funds borrowed. In the current IPEDS methodology it is impossible to address such queries. Reporting this distinction of loan use may prove daunting for institutions, but if this is viewed as pertinent information that would be of value, then efforts for such data collection should be explored. Similarly, it may be useful to explore methods of collecting student debt data for students enrolled in programs where education delivery is for the most part via on-line.
Response
Dear Ms. Whiddon,
Thank you for your feedback posted April 19, 2016 responding to a request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-19. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) appreciates your interest in IPEDS. The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) provides an opportunity for an open and public comment period where comments on collections can be made.  We are grateful for this process and your comment.
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to: (1) secure cooperation with the Department of Defense and Veteran’s Affairs to assist in the collection of data for SFA Section II; (2) move Yellow Ribbon matching fund data to SFA Section II; (3) divide Group 1 in SFA to full-time and part-time; (4) clarify definitions used in IPEDS (e.g. awarded); and (5) collect student debt data.
In response to your first recommendation to secure cooperation with the Department of Defense and Veteran’s Affairs to assist in the collection of data for SFA Section II, NCES discussed this type of cooperation at Technical Review Panel (TRP) #36 “Collecting Data on Veterans.” However, TRP #36 identified the following technical issues with the VA providing data to institutions for reporting to IEPDS:
· Inability of VA data to distinguish between undergraduate and graduate student beneficiaries;
· Reconciling institution facility codes used by VA and UnitID used by IPEDS;
· Lack of alignment in IPEDS and VA reporting periods, fluctuating variables like overpayments and underpayments that change over time, due to the transactional nature of the data system;
· Duplication of data for students who attend and receive benefits at more than one facility code; and
· Inability to validate data at the institution level other than Post-9/11GI Bill benefits.
Given the technical issues that were identified in the TRP discussion, the panel agreed that mapping VA data to IPEDS data for reporting to IPEDS is not feasible at this time.
In response to your second recommendation to move Yellow Ribbon matching fund data to SFA Section II, NCES does not plan to make this changes because Section II reporting is only for benefits provided directly through Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits and Department of Defense Tuition Assistance Programs. The Yellow Ribbon program through the Post-9/11 GI Bill is an institutional aid matching program only for tuition and fees for students attending participating institutions. The institutional aid provided through the Post-9/11 GI Bill Yellow Ribbon
matching program should not be reported in the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s total dollar amount of benefits/assistances because the funding comes from the institution not directly from the benefit/assistance programs. The institution’s matching funds from the Yellow Ribbon program should be reported under institutional aid in SFA section I as it aligns with the institutional data reported in this section. The reporting instructions for Yellow Ribbon matching fund data came from guidance provided during TRP #36.
In response to your third recommendation to divide Group 1 in SFA to full-time and part-time, NCES does not plan to make this change because the Higher Education Act (HEA), as amended, requires institutions to report financial aid data for multiple groups of students (including Group 1 – all new and continuing undergraduate students). Also, dividing Group 1 into only full-time and part-time students is not feasible because this categorization would exclude degree/certificate-seeking students, non-degree/certificate seeking students, and all other students, which is a reporting requirement.
In response to your fourth recommendation to clarify definitions used in IPEDS for SFA (e.g. awarded), NCES defines terminology through the SFA instructions, glossary, and FAQs of the SFA survey package. For example, SFA provides the following FAQ, “Question: What does ‘aid awarded’ mean? Answer: Institutions should report on grant or scholarship aid that has been awarded to students. This may be different from aid that was actually disbursed to students. For example, a student may be awarded grant or scholarship aid at the beginning of the academic year but then leave the institution before the entire amount is disbursed. In this case, you would report the original amount of grant or scholarship aid that was awarded, even though the entire amount was not actually disbursed to the student. For reporting loans to students, institutions should continue to report on loans that were awarded to and accepted by the student.” However, NCES will review SFA instructions, glossary, and FAQ to ensure all terminology is clearly defined.
Finally, in response to your recommendation to collect student debt data, NCES does not collect this information because these data are collected through the Office of Federal Student Financial Aid. We believe that the current SFA data being collected and instructions for reporting should provide for accurate and quality SFA data from institutions. Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely Yours,
Richard J. Reeves
Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
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UNIVERSITY FAX: 973-655-7869

April 6, 2016

Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
Privacy, Information and Records Management Services
Office of Management

U.S. Department of Education

RE: CGS Response to Comment Request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) 2016-2019 (Federal Register Number 2016-03338)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

As Associate Dean of The Graduate School at Montclair State University in Montclair, NJ, | appreciate the
opportunity to provide comments and feedback on proposed modifications to the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data collection instruments. Montclair State University,
classified as Doctoral Research University—Moderate Research Activity by The Carnegie Classification
of Institutions of Higher Education, offers over 100 programs (post-baccalaureate certificates, master’s,
and doctoral degrees) that serve approximately 4100 graduate students.

IPEDS is an essential data tool for the higher education community and offers basic data points for
enroliment, degrees conferred, jobs created, and dollars spent by U.S. postsecondary institutions.
Broadly speaking, | support the overarching theme of the proposed revisions that aims to reduce burden
for institutions; however, at present, IPEDS data collection efforts have continued to place emphasis on
baccalaureate education. Particularly, when it comes to the enrollment data, IPEDS, in its current form,
does not offer a nuanced benchmark that is reflective of the graduate education community.

| encourage the Department of Education to disaggregate graduate student data reported in Part A — Fall
Enroliment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall Enroliment by Distance Education
Status of the Fall Enroliment Form, and in Part A — Unduplicated Count, Part B — Instructional Activity in
the 12-month Enroliment Form by master’s degrees, doctor’s degree-research/scholarship, doctor’s
degrees-professional practice, doctor’s degrees-other, and post-baccalaureate certificate programs.
Having disaggregated figures for all post-baccalaureate degree objectives will offer a more accurate
picture of the state of graduate education. Moreover, this will allow institutions such as Montclair State
University to identify enrollment patterns by degree objectives (post-baccalaureate certificate programs,
master’s degrees, etc.) and compare these patterns to peer institutions.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns. | hope that the Department of Education will consider
Montclair State University as a resource on this issue and other issues of importance to graduate
education. If you have questions, please do not hesitate to call on me at 973.655.7175 or
carolanb@mail.montclair.edu.

Regards,

Brian V. Carolan
Associate Dean

montclair.edu

1 Normal Avenue * Montclair, NJ 07043 « An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Institution
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UNIVERSITY | THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

Offece of the Dean

April 14, 2016

Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
Privacy, Information and Records Management Services
Office of Management

U.S. Department of Education

RE: CGS Response to Comment Request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) 2016-2019 (Federal Register Number 2016-03338)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

As Dean of the Graduate School at Florida State University in Tallahassee, FL, I appreciate the
opportunity to provide comments and feedback on proposed modifications to the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) data collection instruments.

Florida State University is a Research 1 institution and one of two preeminent universities in the State
of Florida. In fall 2015, 6,740 graduate students, 596 Law students, and 483 Medical students were enrolled in
a degree program in one of our 17 schools and colleges. We offer master's degrees in 102 programs, advanced
master's/specialist degrees in 19 programs, doctorates in 67 programs and two professional degrees (Law and
Medicine). Each year the institution awards over 2,000 graduate and professional degrees.

IPEDS is an important data tool for the higher education community and offers basic data points for
enrollment, degrees conferred, jobs created, and dollars spent by U.S. postsecondary institutions. At present,
IPEDS data collection efforts have continued to place emphasis on baccalaureate education. Particularly, when
it comes to the enrollment data, IPEDS, in its current form, does not provide information that is helpful in
understanding demographic trends at the post-baccalaureate level.

In my capacity as Dean, I encourage the Department of Education to disaggregate graduate student
enrollment data reported in Part A - Fall Enrollment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall
Enrollment by Distance Education Status of the Fall Enrollment Form, and in Part A - Unduplicated Count,
Part B - Instructional Activity in the 12-month Enrollment Form by master’s degrees, doctor’s degree-
research/scholarship, doctor’s degrees-professional practice, doctor’s degrees-other, and post-baccalaureate
certificate programs. Having aggregate figures for all post-baccalaureate degree objectives will offer a more
accurate picture of the state of U.S. graduate education.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns. I hope that the Department will consider Florida
State University as a resource on this issue and other issues of importance to graduate education. If you have
questions, please do not hesitate to call on me at 850 644-3501 or nmarcus@fsu.edu.

Sincerely,

Nancy Marcus

314 Westcott Building, Florida State University, P.O. Box 3061410, Tallahassee, FL 32306-1410
Telephone 850.644.3501 + Fax 850.644.2969 « www.gradschool.fsu.edu
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

April 8, 2016

Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division

Privacy, Information and Records Management Services

Office of Management

U.S. Department of Education ,

RE: CGS Response to Comment Request; Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) 2016-2019 (Federal Register Number 2016-03338)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

On behalf of the Council of Graduate Schools (CGS), | appreciate this opportunity to
provide comments and feedback to Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) 2016-2019 (Federal Register Number 2016-03338). CGS membership includes
roughly 500 universities in the United States that annually award the vast majority of
U.S. doctorates and master’s degrees each year.

'IPEDS is an important data tool for the higher education community and offers basic
data points for enrollment, degrees conferred, jobs created, and dollars spent by U.S.
postsecondary institutions. Also, the data collected via IPEDS establishes the “IPEDS
universe,” which serves as the most reliable reference point for various postsecondary
sample survey projects. Broadly speaking, we support the overarching theme of the
proposed revisions that aims to eliminate data points with low utility and reduce burden
for institutions, including the proposed simplification of “Graduate assistants, by function”
in the Human Resources (HR) Form. However, CGS also observes that IPEDS data
collection efforts have continued to place their emphasis on baccalaureate education.
Particularly, when it comes to the enrollment data, IPEDS, in its current form, does not
offer a nuanced benchmark that is reflective of the graduate education community.

The IPEDS data collection instruments only asks aggregated enroliment data for all
post-baccalaureate enroliment in both the 12-month Enrollment Form and Fall
Enroliment Form. The term “graduate students” for the purpose of IPEDS includes a
range of degree objectives: master's degrees, doctor's degree-research/scholarship,
doctor’s degrees-professional practice, doctor's degrees-other, and post-baccalaureate
certificate programs. Yet, race/ethnic and gender compositions of these degree
objectives, as well as modes of delivery (e.g., distance education) and enroliment
intensity (e.g., full-time v. part-time) varies. For example, the most recent CGS/GRE
Survey of Graduate Enrollment and Degrees indicated that women represented about
60% of master’s enroliments, while they only constituted about one-half of US doctoral
enrollments. Thus, having aggregated figures for all post-baccalaureate degree

AFFILIATES
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Graduate Schools of Graduate Schools of Graduate Schools of Graduate Schools





objectives do not offer meaningful pictures that inform about the state of U.S. graduate
education.

Recommendation: Disaggregate graduate student enroliment data reported in
Part A — Fall Enrollment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall
Enroliment by Distance Education Status of the Fall Enroliment Form, and in Part
A — Unduplicated Count, Part B — Instructional Activity in the 12-month
Enrollment Form by master’'s degrees, doctor’s degree-research/scholarship,
doctor’s degrees-professional practice, doctor's degrees-other, and post-
baccalaureate certificate programs.

Furthermore, as the only national organization that represents master’s and doctoral
education in the United States, CGS wishes the Department of Education to consider us
as a resource when exploring data tools that better inform the graduate education
community. Specifically, we would appreciate opportunities to be a part of future IPEDS
technical review panels (TRPs), as CGS has been represented in TRPs for other NCES
data collection efforts, including National Postsecondary Student Aid Study and
Baccalaureate & Beyond Longitudinal Study. -

Sincerely,

Suzanne T. Ortega
President
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Recommendation: Disaggregate graduate student enrollment data reported in
Part A - Fall Enrollment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall
Enrollment by Distance Education Status of the Fall Enrollment Form, and in Part
A~ Unduplicated Count, Part B — Instructional Activity in the 12-month
Enrollment Form by master's degrees, doctor's degree-researchischolarship,
doctor's degrees-professional practice, doctor's degrees-other, and post-
baccalaureate certificate programs.

Furthermore, as the only national organization that represents master's and doctoral
‘education in the United States, CGS wishes the Department of Education to consider us
s a resource when exploring data tools that better inform the graduate education
‘community. Specifically, we would appreciate opportunities to be a part of future IPEDS
technical review panels (TRPs), as CGS has been represented in TRPs for other NCES
data collection efforts, including National Postsecondary Student Aid Study and
Baccalaureate & Beyond Longitudinal Study.

Sincerely,
e

Suzanne T. Ortega
President
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April 15, 2016

CHAPEL HILL, NC 27599=-4010 gradinfo@unc.edu
http://gradschool.unc.edu

Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
Privacy, Information and Records Management Services
Office of Management

U.S. Department of Education

RE: Response to Comment Request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) 2016-2019 (Federal Register Number 2016-03338)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

In my capacity as Dean of The Graduate School at The University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, I appreciate this opportunity to provide comments and feedback to
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-2019 (Federal
Register Number 2016-03338). UNC-Chapel Hill enrolls over 8,200 graduate students
each year and awards over 2,500 graduate degrees on an annual basis.

IPEDS is an important data tool for the higher education community and offers basic
data points for enrollment, degrees conferred, jobs created, and dollars spent by U.S.
postsecondary institutions. Also, the data collected via IPEDS establishes the “IPEDS
universe,” which serves as the most reliable reference point for various postsecondary
sample survey projects. Broadly speaking, | support the overarching theme of the
proposed revisions that aims to eliminate data points with low utility and reduce burden
for institutions, including the proposed simplification of “Graduate assistants, by
function” in the Human Resources (HR) Form. However, IPEDS data collection efforts
have continued to place their emphasis on baccalaureate education. Particularly, when
it comes to the enrollment data, IPEDS, in its current form, does not offer a nuanced
benchmark that is reflective of, and therefore highly useful to, the graduate education
community.

The IPEDS data collection instruments only asks aggregated enrollment data for all
post-baccalaureate enroliment in both the 12-month Enrollment Form and Fall
Enrollment Form. The term “graduate students” for the purpose of IPEDS includes a
range of degree objectives: master’s degrees, doctor’s degree-research/scholarship,
doctor’s degrees-professional practice, doctor’'s degrees-other, and post-baccalaureate
certificate programs. Yet, race/ethnic and gender compositions of these degree
objectives, as well as modes of delivery (e.g., distance education) and enroliment
intensity (e.g., full-time v. part-time) varies. For example, the most recent CGS/GRE
Survey of Graduate Enrollment and Degrees indicated that women represented about
60% of master’s enrollments, while they only constituted about one-half of US doctoral
enrollments. Thus, having aggregated figures for all post-baccalaureate degree





objectives do not offer meaningful pictures that inform about the state of U.S. graduate
education.

Recommendation: Disaggregate graduate student enroliment data reported in
Part A — Fall Enroliment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall
Enrollment by Distance Education Status of the Fall Enrollment Form, and in Part
A — Unduplicated Count, Part B — Instructional Activity in the 12-month
Enrollment Form by master’s degrees, doctor’'s degree-research/scholarship,
doctor’s degrees-professional practice, doctor’s degrees-other, and post-
baccalaureate certificate programs.

Furthermore, please consider the Council Graduate School (CGS), which represents
over 500 institutions conferring graduate degrees, as a resource when exploring data
tools that better inform the graduate education community. Specifically, CGS would
make informed contributions as part of future IPEDS technical review panels (TRPS), as
CGS has been represented in TRPs for other NCES data collection efforts, including
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study and Baccalaureate & Beyond Longitudinal
Study.

Sincerely,
Steven W. Matson, PhD

Professor of Biology
Dean, The Graduate School
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Recommendation: Disaggregate graduate student enrollment data reported in
Part A~ Fall Enrollment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall
Enrollment by Distance Education Status of the Fall Enrollment Form, and in Part
A~ Unduplicated Count, Part B ~ Instructional Activity in the 12-month
Enrollment Form by master's degrees, doctor's degree-researchischolarshi
doctor's degrees-professional practice, doctor's degrees-other, and post-
baccalaureate certificate programs.

Furthermore, please consider the Council Graduate School (CGS), which represents
‘over 500 insitutions conferring graduate degrees, as a resource when exploring data
tools that better inform the graduate education community. Specifically, CGS would
make informed contributions as part of future IPEDS technical review panels (TRPs), as
CGS has been represented in TRPs for other NCES data collection efforts, including
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study and Baccalaureate & Beyond Longitudinal
Study.

Sincerely,
Steven W. Matson, PhD

Professor of Biology
Dean, The Graduate School
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April 15,2016

‘The Honorable Joba B. King. Jr.
US. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue SW.
Washington, DC 20202

Docket No. ED-2016-ICCD-0020
Dear Secretary King.

On behalf of the National Association for College Admission Counseling (NACAC),
thank you for the opportunity fo submit comments on the National Ceter for Educational
Statistics” proposed changes to the 2016-2019 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS). Founded in 1937, NACAC is a membership association of over 15,000
‘professionals who help students plan for and pursue postsecondary education. NACAC
‘members include school counselors, college admission officers, community based
‘organizations, independent educational consultants, and others with experience advising
students and families on making informed postsecondary plans. In addition to our
advocacy work, NACAC is engaged in research on higher education access and.
ensoliment trends.

‘Proposed Changes to the Outcome Measures Form
'NACAC is pleased that the Department plans to introduce an Outcome Measure to
capture Pell Grant ecipients” successful completion of their degrees. We believe these
data will directly help students and families make important decisions about college
enrollment and bolster essential research on college success. It i an unfortunate, but
‘undeniable, reality that low-income students o not fare equally at every institution of
higher education. Disaggregating Outcome Measures by Pell Grant recipient stafus will
shed light on the relative strength of an instifution in supporting its low-income sfudents
‘on a path toward eraduation. This information, combined with other considerations, such
s cost of attendance, may be critical o a student weighing her enrollment options.
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‘The Department has many tools at its disposal, such as the College Navigator and
College Scorecard, to help students access and understand the implications of certain
institutional data. Incorporating Pell Grant recipient.specific Outcome Measures could
strengthen these fools by allowing low-income sudents to befter judge how institutions
support students ike themselves not only get fo—but also get through—callege. The
‘proposed changes constitue a promising frststep in collecting robust dafa that can
‘benefit student consumers.

In addition to belping students make decisions, Pell Grant recipient outcome data will
‘elp researchers understand the factors that defermine why some institufions gracuate
Pell Grant recipients at higher rates than others. For example, these data will elp answer
questions such a5, do Pell Grant recipients graduate at higher rates at colleges of  certain
size? Does studying alongside a critcal mass of other Pell Grant recipients correlate with
igher levels of degree complefion? By separating out Outcome Measure data for Pell
Grant recipients,researchers will be able to glean which insffufional characterstics o
‘practices contribute fo successful completion. Although further disageregating each
Outcome Measure cobort by Pell stafus would be most insightful, NACAC hopes that
even the proposed all-inclusive data for Pell Grant recipients will positively inform
institusional decision-makers and lead to widespread adoption of best practices.

Although NACAC strongly supports the inclusion of Outcome Measuzes for Pell Grant
recipients in PEDS data, we are concerned that some stae funding models that base
allocation of tate insifutional ad on student outcomes may encowage intittions to
reduce entollment oflow.-income students. A recent study inthe Journal of Education
Finance shows that intitutions that receive budget allocations under 2 “performance-
‘based funding” model receive les Pell Grant dollarsthan institutions not subject o this
funding model. See Robert Kelchen & Luke Stedrak, Does Performance-Based Funding.
Affect Colleges” Financial Priorities? 41 . of Educ. Fin. 302 (2016). Performance-based
Funding models reward insitutions based on various critera, which may include mumber
of low-income students enrolled. 25 well 2 overall graduation rate andlo graduation
rates for low-income students, amoneg other factors. Because of the weight frequently
given to graduation ates, institutions may be incentivized to minimize enrollment of low-
income studeats, who tend to graduate at a ar lower rate than thir high-income peers.
NACAC hopes thatthe availability of Pell Grantrecipient Outcome Measures in IPEDS
will not exacerbate this rend of reducing access, but rather will provide policymakers
and institutional leaders with the data and research hey need to optimize low-income
student success atal instfutions.

NACAC has no objection to the inclusion of students studying abroad or studying ata.
‘oranch campus in a foreign counfry in institutional Outcome Measures. We are pleased
that many students have the opporfunity to pursue  global postsecondary education, and
we believe that including these students in Outcome Measures data will encourage
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accountability and promote excellence in academic services for all students, regardiess of
the campus at which they are enrolled in any given semester.

‘Proposed Changes to the Admissions Form

'NACAC supports the proposed change from “Don’t Know” to “Considered But Not
‘Required.” We believe this i a step toward more precise reporting of the factors that
conribute to admission decisions, which will help students and school counselors.
‘understand the intricacies of the admission process at different institutions. NACAC
appreciates the diversity of institutional approaches to admission, which vary greatly.
Anually, NACAC surveys its membership to compile a signature report, Siafe of
College Admission, in which we track industry-wide trends and innovations in
‘postsecondary recruitment and enollment. NACAC is appreciative of the aftention the
Department of Education pays to instifutional-level admission procedures, and we
encourage the Department to contine making adjustments to the Admissions Form that
will further allow institutions to more accurately report how they evaluate applications
for admission. NACAC is available fo help to the Department think through what
additional modifications would make sense.

Thank you for proposing these changes to the 2016-19 IPEDS data collection. For more
information on NACAC's recommendations, or fo learn more about NACAC’s research
on college recruitment and earollment, please contact Michael Rose, Associate Director
for Government Relations, at mrose@nacacnet orz.

Sincerely.

e

Joyce Smith
Chief Executive Officer
‘National Association for College Admission Counseling
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April 13,2016

Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
‘Privacy. Information and Records Management Services
Office of Management

U.S. Department of Education

RE: Comment on Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-2019 Collection
Package (Federal Register Number 2016-0333, OMB Control Number 1850-0552)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

We submit the following comments in response to the referenced 60-day Notice and request for
‘comment on the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2016-2019 collection.

Our comments are focused on the collection of a new Pell Grant Cohort within the Outcomes Measures
survey. We appreciate the significant investment in students represented by the Pell grant program and.
the rationale for collecting this information in IPEDS. At the California State University, our robust
financial aid program enables access fo a high-qualify education while maintaining affordability for
students. Tn 2014-15, eighty percent of CSU students received financial aid, and fifty-five percent of
CSU undergraduates were Pell Grant recipients

Suggested Changes and Rationale

« We would request that the Depariment clarify or reconsider the proposed determination of the
Pell Grant Cohort based on eceipt of Pell anytime in eight years covered in the Outcome
‘Measutes reporting period. as stated in Supporting Statement Part A. Doing so introduces a Pell
graduation rate measure that is inconsistent with prior Departmental guidance and infroduces
‘biases into the calculation of a Pell graduation rate that may not be desiable.

o Suggested Change: Pell Grant Cohort includes students fom the four OM cohorts who
ceceived a Pell Grant in the period used for determining the cohort (e.g. fall term or full

year of entry)
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Our suggested change results in a rate that is consistent with the recommendations of TRP #24 and the
Department's final guidance on disclosure requirements required under the Higher Education
Opportuaity Act of 2008 (34 CFR 668.45). It also aligns to standard professional practice in the
computation of such rates by higher education instifutions nd research groups, including a recent
national survey of Pell graduation rates conducted by the Education Trust (btips://edtmst org/rp-
content/uploads/2014/09 ThePellPartnership EdTrust 20152.pdo).

All institutions are currently required to generate Pell graduation rates bised on stafus at entry, and it is
ot sufficiently clear from the notice why the Depariment is suggesting a departure in this policy
‘guidance. We would expect many reporting instifutions would be confused by this change or would fail
1o recognize it without further explanation and outreach from the Department,

Defining the Pell cohort cumulatively introduces additional biases into the Pell graduation rate and
‘malkes if more difficult o inferpret.
 Since a student must be ensolled to receive a Pell grant, students that do nof persist will not have
the same opporfunify to be counted as Pell participants as those students that do persist. This
Leads to upward bias in the graduation rate for the Pell cohort relative to the non-Pell cohort, 25
‘both inclusion in the Pell cohort and graduation rates increase with persistence. We cannot know
or appropiately account for whether sfudents who leave the institution would have been
otherwise been retained if they had applied for aid, but we would not assume these outcomes are
uarelated to income stafus and financial considerations.
 Pell program requirements, as well students’ financial sifuation, can change over the reporting
period. By basing the cohort on receipt at entry, those temporal effects do not alter the
composition of the cohort over fime.

We understand and appreciate the complexity of implementing a Pell graduation rate that satisfies the
information needs of many constituencies. Aftempting to be inclusive of all students touched by the Pell
program during their undergraduate career in this rate will likely produce measures that are less vseful
than rates based on the student’s Pell status at eniry, which is the current standard.

‘Thank you for the opportuaity fo comment on the proposed changes to IPEDS.

Sincerely.

‘Edward Sullivan, Ph.D.
Assistant Vice Chancellor, Academic Research and Resources
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M. Richard Reeves
1PEDS Program Director

National Center for Education Statitics
Potomac Center Plaza

550 12th Street SW, Room 4134
Washington, DC20202

Dear Mr. Reeves:

“Ths letter i nresponse to the proposed addition of a Pell Grant recipient cohort to the Outcome Measures
(OM) Survey component of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

It is encouraging that the Department o Education (D) i taking steps to include indicatorsof the
postsecondary success of Pelrecipients n IPEDS. Many inthe higher education communty, including the
PostsecData Collaborative, have advocated for the addition of Pell gradation rates to IPEDS.* For example, 2
2008 IPEDS Technical Review Panel (TRP) recommended establishing  PellGrant sub-cohortInthe Graduate
Rate Survey.* Addtionally, the Committee on Measures of Student Success (CMISS) calledfor ED to direct the.
Nationl Center for Egucation Statistics (NCES) 1030 Pell gracation rates to PEDS and convene 2 TRPto
Getermine how to do so."

‘These data would provide students, poicymakers, nstitutions, and policy researchers withinformation on how.
outcomes for lowr-income students vary across nstitutions and how they compare with the outcomes of more.
‘well-resourced classmates. While Sec. 488(a)(3) of the Higher Education Opportunity Actof 2008 (HEOA)
recuires insttutions to cisclose graduation ates disaggregated based on Pell status, research has shown
inadequate compliance with this dsclosure requirement *Furthermore, a5 3 disclosure requirement,these data
are difficuit 0 collect and use in 3 comprehensive way because gathering them requires contacting thousands of
incividual colleges.~ APLU strongly supports the adition of low-income student outcomes toIPEDS.

APLU supports the majorityof recommendations outlined na separate etrer from the Postsecondary Data
Collaborstive (PostsecData) andis one of the signatories. As statedin thatleter,there are several aterative:
‘methods or inclucing Pell outcomes data with the IPEDS collection and each are preferredby different
members of the higher education community. APLU strongly recommends incorporating a Pell cohort nto the
‘GRS over the other altematives thatnvolve additions o changes within the OM survey -5 describedin the.
Federal Register or 3 escribed within the PostsecData letter. APLU recommends the addition o the GRS for
Several reasons.

 Itis consistent with the current HEOA disclosure requirements and the recommendation of TRP #24.~

It wouldbe comparable topre-existing and commonly used graduation ates, ncluging those
cisaggregating by race and gender. The comparabiltyis very important toprovide ananchor and a
context forthe reporting of graduation rates for a new subgroup, particularly one as high-profle as the
Pellconort.

It wouldbe 3 more meningful and understandable metic for most audiences andhelp to minimize
inaccurate interpretations and comparisons. The proposed OM Pell cohort combining varying.
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attendance and enrollment patterns would make ft iffcult f not impossible, o draw any valid
‘conclusions about true differences inoutcomes for Pell grant student s the mix of student types and
enrollments vary widely across nstittions.

It wouldminimize burden by algning with the HEOA disclosure requirement thatnstitutions are aiready
reauired to calculate.

 willalso minimize burden by not ntroducing another Cohort o the relatvely new OMsurvey, whichis
aiready causing confusion and aditionsl work or keyholders.

‘While the addition of a FTFT Pel cohort is ot anideal solution asfirst-time, full-time students are not

representative ofthe entire student body at many nsfitutions, APLU believes s 2 solution that appropriately

balances thereporting of meaningtul information with the institutional burden reguired.

o further ensure these data are s useful 3s possible, APLU Joins withthe PostsecData Collaborative inmaking.

the following recommendations on appropriate ways touse the results and proposed technicalspecifications to

improve their overall qualiy.

A Use Pell graduation rates to measure successfor low-income students, not the effectiveness of th Pell Grant.
orogram
8. Make the resuits more useful by improving how the Pl cohort and outcome data are specified
L. Do ot combine students of varying attendance and enrollment patterns into one Pell cohort
2. Define Pelrecipients as those students who recive Pell when they intially envollin college (Pell at
‘entry), not those who receive Pell atany point while enrolledin colege (Pell ever)
3. Requireallinsitutions to report outcomes for Pel students, not only degree-granting Institutions
4. ReportPell outcomes after 100, 150, and 200 percent of program time insteadof or inadition to) ater
ands years
5. Disaggregate cohorts by credential sought
Eachof these recommendations is discussedin detail below.

A Use Pellgraduation rates to measure success forlow. ncome students, ot the effectiveness of the Pell
Grant program

In ight of the widespread support for agditionaldata on how Iow-income stugents are served by their

respective nstittions, NCES' proposal is a posiive one. When available, Pell (and non-Pell) graduation rate data

can help identiy insttutions that ae serving low-income students wel and closing gaps betweenthem and their

higher income classmates, while alsoshining alight on campuses that could serve low-income students btter.™

Pell receiptserves as a useful prowy for income satus, lluminating trends in outcomes by economic status.™

However, proper use of these data i ey, s Pell graduation rates are not an appropriate measure of
effectiveness forthe Pell Grant program as the Federal Register notice suggests when referring fothe new
measure as 3 means "toassess the effectiveness of this large federalinvestment to undergraduate students. "
PellGrants make college possible fornearly eight million Americans whorely on the grants toattend and
‘complete college. Many improvements tothe Pell program are necessary o increase it effectiveness, incuding
increasing the grant’s purchasing power beyond the e than 30 percent offour-year public college costs that
the maximum grant currently covers* If nstitution-level Pel racuation rates prove to be lower than rates for
non-Pell tudents, those findings should not be Interpreted as 3 failure of the program iself, butrather spur
insttutional improvement efforts and further investment i the Pell program. We cannor stress enough how
importantitis to maintain focus on the use of 3 Pell receiptindicator a5 3 proxy to determine how low-income
students are served atthe postsecondary level.
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8. Make the results more useful by improving how the Pell cohort and outcome data are specified
Members of the higher education community who have advocated for and plan on using Pell outcome data have

serious concerns regarding the proposed Implementation of this new measure and expectsignificant barrers to
robust and beneficial analysi of the data 25 specified. Toremedy these challenges, we propose the following:

1 Donot combine students of varying attendance and enrollment patterns into one Pell cohort. The
roposed approach o using an aggregated conortraises the most serlous concerns.Ifmplementedas.
roposed, the Pell OM cohort would mixwidely arying student populations nto one, irmespective of
attendance intensity and enrollment status First-time, transfer, full-ime, and part-time students
‘experience ifferent enrollment and completion trajectories,” and, when combined, createa
heterogeneous coort. Itwill therefore be impossible ot whether the varying Pell graguation rates
across colleges area result of true differences i outcomes for Pell tudents o because of meaningful
ifferences inthe types ofstudents Intitutions enroll and attendance pattens of those enrolled.

T heterogeneity s also problematic when comparing Pell outcomes with non-Pell outcomes because.
Pell recipients and non-ecipients attend part-time and transfer a ifferent rates.= As a resul, the.
cistrbution of attendance and enrollment patterns within the Pel cohort will b different from the
cistribution within the non-Pell cohort, making comparisons between the two cohorts Gfficut o
interpret. Aditionally, the aggregated conort seems tobein conflictwith TRP #2¢'s recommendation,
which called fora first-time full-time FTFT) Pl sub-cohort as well 35 a first-time part-time (FTPT) Pel
Sub-cohort ifa part-time cohort were to be established.™

Furthermore, the results will not be comparable to other cohortstypically usedn igher education.In
fact, the aggregated cohort deviates from current feld practice. For example:

3. Complete College America (CCA) colects Pel graduationrates for i separate cohorts -
certificate, associate, and bachelor's-seeking crossed with FTFT, FTPT, andtransfer (ful-and
part-time combined)

b, The Student Achievement Measure (SAM) calculatesstudent outcomes separately for FTFT and
transfer ful-time students intheirbachelor's model. They also ncluge optional bachelor's
cohorts forfirt-time part-time and transfer part-time students.” Inthe associate/ cerificate
‘mogel,they collecttwo cohort: ull-time students including frst-time and transfer) and part-
time students (incucing first-time and ransfer) ™ While SAM Goes not currently disagaregate
for Pel status, it does seta clear precegent of reporting outcomes separately for cohorts
Gefinedby attendance and enrollment satus. SAM wilalso be acding the capabilty for
reporting Pel student outcomes a5  sub-cohort 10 exiting modelsn all 20167~

<. Stotutory requirements or disclosure pertaintothe completion/graduation rate of
certifcate/ degree-seeking fulltime undergraduate students, and are required by aw to be.
cisaggregated by gender and race/ethricityas well 3 Pell receip,recelpt of subsicized Stafford
Ioans bt not Pel, and neither the specifiedloans nor ell.~ Based on this disclosure.
recuirement, The Education Trust's "The PellPartnership research calculates Pell gradation
rates using a FTFT conort =

2. Define Pell recipients as those who receive Pell a entry, not those who receive Pell ever. Voluntary.
ata initiatives have ed the way n defining and collecting Pel graduation ates, and severa define Pell
receiptbasedon status at entry for cohort-based measures, like graduation rates.™ We recommend
efining Pel at entry for outcome data n IPEDS, 3s well. While identifying Pell recipients at entry will
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‘omitan estimated 11 percent o stugents per cohort who become low-income afterthei ist year or
‘3pply foraidand are accurately captured as low-income ater n their college careers, ™ the benefitsof
Gefining Pl at entry outwelghthis downside:

.. Timeliness: Defining Pel ever requires waiting for thefull measurement ime period (8 years) to
elapse before reporting outcome information, whereas efning Pell at entry allows for eariier
reporting asthe cohort progresses. Whilethe OM survey only requires retrospective reporting
atthe 8-year mark it could evolve in the future o include mre frequent, earler reporting. Even
ot reported o IPEDS more frequently, insitutionslikely wilwant o check on the progress of
theirPell cohort atearler intervals, providing them with more real-time Gata toinform
insttutional policies, rather than waiting 8 years for retrospective data. These nterim checks.
willbe GificutfPell i not defined at cohort entry.

. Consistency: Other elements of OMand GRS cohorts (attendance status, enrollment ntensity,
race/ethnicity, gender) allare defined at entry, so defining Pl at entry would be consistent
with other IPEDS cohort-based elements. Furthermore, all dependent students who remain
enrollecfor 8 years willage out o dependency status while envolled, making them more fikely.
0 become Pel-eligible inlater years. While these stugents ae legitimately Pel -lgible,
‘combining them with students who qualfied for Pell for the majority ofthei college enroliment
‘mudies the proxy and builds Inconsistencies nto the measurement.

€ TRPrecommendations: TRP #24 recommends using Pell at entry, s2ying “those conort members
‘whoreceveg Pell dollars cisbursements) during the official student financialaid year forthe
Year inwhichthe cohort i established” should be counted as Pelrecipients.

. Clrity: Defining Pell everraises questions about how to classify students whorecelve Pell
‘Grants only inyear 7 or § because theirPell status would be different at the 6-year and &-year
outcome points.Including year 7/8 Pl recipients inthe Pell cohort for 6-year outcomes seems.
imprecise, but exclucing them at year & and including them at year § i nconsistent and crestes
‘comparabiltyproblems.

.. Insubstantiol value added: Defining Pell ever does not produce substantially ifferent graduation
rates than efining Pell at entry. Among students who recelve Pell at entry, 35 percent sttaina
credential at their firstinstitution, compared with 34 percent of students who recelved Pel ver.
= Ths trend of simila results holds across institution types, with the largest difference
occurring at private non-profit four-yearinstitutions (43 percent completionfor Pelat entry,
‘comparedwith 1. percent for Pell ever). Stugents whoreceive Pell ever are slightly (5.5
percentage points) more likely o transfer than students who only recelve Pell atentry, perhaps
because they receive Pel at the subseguent nstiution. Given the relatively small iference in
results alongside the substantial benefits outined above, Pell at entry s a better option.

To account fo the estimated one-guarter of Pel recipients per cohort who recelve Pell at some point
bt not n ther first year the IPEDS Completions survey could cisaggregate the number of completers
by whether they recelved Pell ever. Completer counts are more sited o a Pel ever prory because the.
‘counts are retrospective by nature. Furthermore, Gefining Pel at entry for cohort measures andPell
‘ver for completer counts would mirror the methogology implemented by CCA and Access toSuccess.
(a2s)7

Redquire alnstitutions to report Pell outcomes, not ony degree-granting intitutions. Only degree-
granting instituions are required o complete the OM survey, 5o by including a Pel cohortin the OM.
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Survey but not the GRS, the feld will still mis outcome Information for approximately 436,000 Pell
recipients attending nearly 2,700 non-degree-granting nstitutions. =

4. Report Pel outcomes after 100, 150, and 200 percent of program time instead o after 6:and 8 years.
Reporting outcomes only 316 and 8 years makes the proposed metric very retrospective, with more lag.
in reporting, and would only provide data on commanity college students at 300 and 400 percent of
time. While these extended timeframes may be useful for communty colleges, they should be
dditionsl options, rather than replacements for the shorter timeframes requiredin HEA. The 6-3nds-
Year timeframes are builtintothe OMsurvey, soif Pell completion outcomes were to remainin the OM
ratherthan the GRS then this recommendation would require changes to the survy itself. For more
‘Getailed recommendstions onimproving the OM survey, please refer to PostsecData’s December 2014
comments.

5. Disaggregate cohorts by credential sought. Mearingful examination of student outcomes necessitates
an understanding of student intentions. Several voluntary data iitatives (including SAM, CCA, and A25)
cisaggregate cohorts accordingly.™ Aditionally nsttutions that offer multiple credentials already are
reauired 10 report the graduation rates of bachelor's egree-seekers separately from other credential-
Seekers,and mustfurther report the program length or each{federal aid ecipient o the National
Stugent Loan Data System (NSLDS). With these reporting measures n place, instituions should
aiready be prepared toreport credential sought.

APLU values the Department's efforts tomprove postsecondary data systems, support efforts o collect more.
‘comprehensive data on student outcomes, and commends NCES fortaking tisstep in whatis certainlythe right
cirection. Ultimately, APLU supports the development of a tuden-level data collection to streamiine collection
‘and reporting, allowing or the most useful metics to be calculated with ess concern about reporting burden.
APLU 3lso trongly recommends replacing the GRS metrics witha model similar tothe Student Achievement
Measure (SAM).

“Thank you for the opporturity to comment on the proposed changes as well s for houghtful onsideration of
our feedbackand recommendations. Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate tocal or emil me,
Cheller@aplu.org or 202-476-6043.

Sincerely,

Cristine M Keller
Vice President, Research & Policy Analysis
Executive Director, Student Achievement Measure
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April 18,2016, The Education Trust

Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
US. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW

181 Room 2€.103

Washington, DC 20202

Dear Director,Information Collection Clearance Division:

Please accept The Education Trust's comments on the proposed information collection (Docket Number
ED-2016-1CCD-0020) posted February 18, 2016.

A college degree isthe surest path to social and economic mobilty i this country. As the primary federal
aid program to help low-income students pay for college, the Pell Grant program is a ritialinvestment in
the nation's economy and sociey.

Pellgives more than 8.5 millon students—most from families making $40,000 or less—access to the
postsecondary education they might not have otherwise received. Nearly half of il Latino undergraduate.
Students and more than 60 percent of Afrcan American students receive Pel. Moreover, Pell represents a
significantinvestment of federal resources—roughly $30.6 biion i 2014-15.

Butfor the scale and importance of this investment, we know alarmingly tte about college outcomes for
Pell reciplents. Institution-level Pell graduation ratesare notincluded in any public,federal data collecton.
Indeed, n order to equip students, parents, and policymakers with information on how well nsttutions
across the country are serving Pell students compared with other students, The Education Trust had to
undertake 2 year-long data colection efort.

‘The data we colleted shed light on important trends, ncluding that Pell tudents are much more likely to
attend institutions with lower graduation ates for all tudents and much fess kel to atend intitutions
that graduate most of theirstudents. The data also show that there are hundreds of colleges that
successfully serve Pel students, and that these insitutions exist across a range of selectivty, sector, and
mission. These institutions provide promise and proof that getting more Pell students through collegeis an
attainable goal—ifleaders make completion and equity a top priority.

Pellgraduation data should be an important factor i any lowsincome student's decision about which
college o attend. These data should also be used to dentity and learn from successful institutional
practices and polcies—and, conversely,to shine a lght on nstitutions that need to Improve. To serve
these purposes, annual Pell graduation ratesfor all institutions must be publicy available. That's why The.
Education Trust wholeheartedly supports including graduation ratesfor Pel recipientsin the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and appreciates the U.S. Department of Education’s
commitment to increased transparency and better, more actionable data.

However, we're concerned that the current proposal will generate institutionalPell graduation rates that
Wil have limited practical utity. As such, our comments offer broad support for an expanded data
collection to nclude Pell graduation rates and detalled recommendations for mproving on the proposal.




image20.png
‘Assessing the current proposal

The proposalto create a Pell sub-cohort from students included in each of the four cohorts i the Outcome
Mieasures (OM) Surve would imit the usefulness of the data and the abilty of data users to make useful
comparisons for two main reasons:

= This proposal daes not disageregate the Pell cohort by enrollment status(fst-versus non-frst-
time) or attendance status (ful-versus part-time). But institutions diffr sigaifcantly inthe types
of students they enrall, meaning that comparisons between nstitutions should take enrollment
and attendance patterns into account. Otherwise, ifferences in Pel graduation rates between
situtions may be due o differences inthe types of students enrolied rather than insitutions”
abilty to serve low-income students. Faulty comparisons would undermine the efforts of
policymakers to hold institutions accountable for the success of all of thei students, nstitutionsl
leaders o benchmark their performance against similar institutions, and students and familiesto
‘make informed colege choices.

Moreover, creating cohorts that don'tdistinguish between attendance and enrallment patterns
wauld make it ifficul o assess real differences in outcomes between Pell recipents and other
students. The enrollment patterns o students that receive Pell and those that don't are not always.
the same. Creating cohorts that don'ttake these enrollment differences into account could make.
the comparisons between Pell and non-Pel students look worse than they actually are.

“ The OM framework doesn' allow for disaggregation by award type. But there is a marked
difference—in both value and average time-to-degree—between bachelor's degrees and other
‘award types. Without cisaggregation by award type, graduation rates for the Pellcohort willbe:
misieading at insttutions where significant percentages of students pursue muliple award types.
"Moreover, without disagregation by award type, the OM Survey would nclude six- and eight.year
outcomes for schools that primarily award certificates and associate degrees, which is too much
time to measure success

Inadition to these data quality and utlity concerns, i’ aso important to note that th current proposal
does not satisfy the disclosure requirements of the 2008 Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA). Under
HEOA,institutions ae required to disclose the completion/graduation rates of cerificate- and degree-
seeking ulltime students, disagaregated by Pl status. Under this proposal nsttutions would sl be
required to make these disclosures,in addition to reporting the new Pell cohort i the OM Survey. While
one of the main justifications fo the additon of the Pel sub-cohort to the OM Survey is the minimal added
Institutional burden, the misalignment with HEOA disclosure clearly contradicts that.

Recommendations

We recommend that the .. Department of Education incorporate a Pel ub-cohort into the Graduation
Rate Survey (GRS component of IPEDS. Collecting Pelloutcomes through the GRS would have three
primary beneits:

“ Allowing the Pell cohort to be disagaregated by award type;

= Generating data that are comparable to pre-existng and commonly used graduation rates, such a5
those disaggregated by race and gender; and

* Minimizing burden by aligning with existing HEOA disclosure requirements. Is important to note.
here that including a Pel sub-cohort in the GRS does not necessitate thatinstitutions disaggregate
the pell sub-cohort by racefethnicity and gender.
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The GRS Pell sub-cohort shauld be based on receipt of ell a entry. Thi
data with other reporting categories in the GRS and other data sources.

Simpler and would align the pell

We acknowledge the downside of this proposal—thatlike all graduation rates in GRS, a Pel sub-cohort
Would exclude part-time and transfer students. But in additon to the beefislisted above, we believe that
the benefit of not mixing students with different enrollment and attendance patterns makes this the best
approach for getting useful data on Pelland non-Pell graduation rates without signficantly increasing
Institutional burden.

Collection through the GRS is our recommended approach. f the Department nstead chooses to pursue the
collction through the OM Survey, we recommend that the Pell colection be added as a category within
each of the four OM cohorts,rather than constructing @ Pel ub-cohortfrom each of the four cohorts. In
addition, we recommend that the OM survey be amended to disaggregate each cohort by degree sought,
and report outcomes at 100 percent, 150 percent, and 200 percent of time. These improvements on the
proposalto calect Pell outcomes through the OM Survey would increase burden, but would make the OM
collection useful and allow for comprehensive and meaningful analyses.

Conclusion
We appreciate the Department' efforts to il what has,fo far too long, been a void i the information
available to higher education stakeholders—from policymakers to institutional leaders, advocates to
students and families. Our recommendations are aimed at making sure that we fll the void the right way—
with useful, meaningful data.

We thank you for your time and attention to the important matter and welcome the opportunity to
provide any additionalinformation as you move forward with thisimportant effort.

I

Kati Haycock
The Education Trust
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April 18,2016

M. Richard Reeves
IPEDS Program Director

National Center for Education Statitics
Potomac Center Plaza

550 12th Street SW, Room 4134
‘Washington, DC 20202

Dear Mr. Reeves:

“This letter i submitted on behaf of the Postsecondary Data Collaborative (PostsecData) in response to the proposed
addition of a Pell Grant recipient cohort o the Outcome Measures (OM) Survey component of the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). PostsecData is comprised of organizations committed to the use of high-
‘quality postsecondary data to improve student success and advance educational equity.

Itis very encouraging that the Department of Education (ED) is taking steps to include indicators of the postsecondary
Success of Pell recipients in IPEDS. The higher education community — including PostsecData — has frequently advocated
for the adtion of Pl graduation rates to IPEDS. For example, 2 2008 IPEDS Technical Review Panel (TR) recommended
‘establishing 3 Pell Grant sub-cohort in the Graduate Rate Survey * Additionally, the Committee on Measures of Student
Success (CMSS) called for ED to direct the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to add Pell graduation rates to
1PEDS and convene a TRP to determine how to do s0.*

‘These data could provide students, policymakers, nstitutions, and policy researchers with information on how outcomes
for low-income students vary. institutions and how they compare with the outcomes of more well-resourced
classmates. While Sec. 488(2)(3) of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (HEOA) requires institutions to diclose:
graduation rates disaggregated based on Pell status,* research has shown inadequate compliance with this disclosure
requirement* Furthermore, as 2 disclosure requirement, these data are difficult to collect and use in @ comprehensive
‘way because gathering them requires contacting thousands of individual colleges * We applaud ED for responding to the
Clarion call o the addition of low-income student outcomes to IPEDS. To ensure these data are as useful as possible, we
make the following recommendations that advise on appropriate ways to use the results, propose a series of technical
Specifications, and present alternate solutions that would implement those specifcations:

A Use pell graduation rates to measure success for low-income students, not the effectiveness of the Pell Grant program
B. Make the resuits more useful by improving how the Pell cohort and outcome data are specified
1. Do not combine students of varying attendance and enrollment patterns into one Pell cohort
2. Define Pellrecipients as those students who receive Pl when they initally enroll n college (Pell at entry), not
those who receive Pell at any point while enrolled in college (Pell ever)
3. Require al institutions to report outcomes for Pellstudents, not only degree-granting institutions.
4. Report Pell outcomes after 100, 150, and 200 percent of program time instead of (or in addition to) ater 6 and 8
years
5. Disageregate cohorts by credential sought
.. Implement an afternate solution for collcting essential data on Pellstudent outcomes
1. Incorporate 2 Pell cohortinto the Graduation Rate Survey (GRS)
2. Disageregate each OM cohort by Pel, using the existing OM survey
3. Disagregate each OM cohort by Pell, using 2 revised OM survey.
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Each of these recommendations i discussed in defail below.

A Use pell graduation rates to measure success for low-income students, not the effectiveness of the Pell Grant
program

I light of the widespread support for additional data on how low-income students are served by their respective

institutions, NCES’ proposal is a positive one. When available, Pell(and non-Pell) graduation rate data can help identify

institutions that are serving low-income students well and closing gaps between them and their higher income classmates,

‘while also shining alight on campuses that could serve low-income students better.” Pel receipt serves as 2 useful proxy

for income status, lluminating trends in outcomes by economic status *

However, proper use of these data i key, as Pel graduation rates are not an appropriate measure of effectiveness for the
Pell Grant program as the Federal Register notice suggests when referring 10 the new measure as 3 means "to assess the
effectiveness of this large federal investment to undergraduate students * Pell Grants make college possible for nearly
eight million Americans who rely on the grants to attend and complete college. Many improvements to the Pell program
are necessary 10 increase its effectiveness, including increasing the grant’s purchasing power beyond the less than 30
percent of four-year public college costs that the maximum grant currently covers ® If insitution-level Pell graduation
rates prove to be lower than rates for non-Pell students, those findings should not be interpreted as 2 faiure of the
program itsef, but rather spur institutional improvement efforts and further investment in the Pell program. We cannot
Stress enough how important it i to maintain focus on the use of a Pel eceipt indicator a5 3 proxy to determine how low-
income students are served at the postsecondary level.

B. Make the resuits more useful by improving how the Pell cohort and outcome data are specified

Members of the higher education community who have advocated for and plan on using Pell outcome data have serious
‘concerns regarding the proposed implementation of this new measure and expect significant barriers 10 robust and
benefical analysi of the data as specified. To remedy these challenges, we propose the following:

1. Do not combine students of varying attendance and enroliment patterns into one Pell cohort. The proposed
2pproach of using an ageregated conort raises the most serious concerns. If implemented as proposed, the Pell
OM cohort would mix widely varying student populations into one, irespective of attendance intensity and
enroliment status. First-time, transfer, full-time, and part-time students experience different enrollment and
completion trajectories,* and, when combined, create 2 heterogeneous cohort. It will therefore be impossible to
tell whether the varying Pell graduation rates across colleges are 3 result of true differences in outcomes for Pell
students or because of meaningful differences in the types of students institutions enroll and attendance patterns.
of those enrolied.

This heterogeneity is also problematic when comparing Pell outcomes with non-Pell outcomes because Pell
recipients and non-recipients attend part-time and transfer 3t different rates.  As a resul, the distribution of
attendance and enroliment patterns within the Pell cohort wil be different from the distribution within the non-
Pell cohort, making comparisons between the two cohorts difficult 1o interpret. Additionally, the ageregated
cohort seems to be in confict with TRP #24's recommendation, which called for a fist-time ful-time (FTFT) Pell
sub-cohort as well a5 2 firs-time part-time (FTPT) Pell sub-cohortf 2 part-time cohort were to be established

Furthermore, the results will not be comparable to other cohorts typically used in higher education. In fact the.
aggregated cohort deviates from current field practice. For example:

2. Complete Coflege America (CCA) collects Pell graduation rates for nine separate cohorts — certficate,

‘associate, and bachelor's-seeking crossed with FTFT, FTPT, and transfer (ful-and part-time combined).
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b The Student Achievement Measure (SAM) calculates student outcomes separately for FTFT and transfer
fulltime students in their bachelor’s model. They also include optional bachelor's cohorts for first-time
part-time and transfer part-time students.® In the associate/certificate model, they collect two cohors:
fulltime students (including first-time and transfer) and part-time students (including first-time and
transfer).* While SAM does not currently disageregate for Pell status, it does set a clear precedent of
reporting outcomes separately for cohorts defined by attendance and enrolment status. SAM will also be
‘adding the capabty for reporting Pel student outcomes as a sub-cohort to existing models n fall 2016

. Statutory requirements for disclosure pertain to the completion/graduation rate of certificate/degree-
Seeking full-time undergraduate students, and are required by law to be disageregated by gender and
race/ethnicity as well as Pell receipt, receipt of subsidized Stafford loans but not Pell, and neither the
specified Ioans nor Pell* Based on this disclosure requirement, The Education Trust's "The Pell
Partnershipy research calculates Pell graduation rates using a FTFT cohort >

2. Define Pell recipients as those who receive Pell at entry, not those who receive Pell ever. Voluntary data
inititives have led the way in defining and collecting Pell graduation rates, and several define Pellreceipt based
on status at entry for cohort-based measures, like graduation rates  We recommend defining Pellat entry for
outcome data in IPEDS, s well. While identifying Pell recipients at entry will omit an estimated 11 percent of
Students per cohort who become low-income after thei first year or 3pply for aid and are accurately captured as
low-income later n their college careers,* the benefits of defining Pellat entry outweigh this downside:

2. Timeliness: Defining Pell ever requires waiting for the full measurement time period (8 years) to elapse
before reporting outcome information, whereas defining Pell at entry allows for eariier reporting as the.
‘conort progresses. While the OM survey only requires retrospective reporting t the 8-year mark, it could
evolve in the future to include more frequent, earlier reporting. Even if not reported to IPEDS more
frequently, institutions likely will want to check on the progress of their Pell cohort at earler intervals,
providing them with more real-time data to inform institutional policies, rather than waiting & years for
retrospective data. These interim checks will be dificult i Pel i not defined at cohort entry.

b. Consistency: Other elements of OM and GRS cohorts (attendance status, enrollment intensity,
race/ethnicity, gender) all are defined at entry, 50 defining Pell at entry would be consistent with other
IPEDS cohort-based elements. Furthermore, ail dependent students who remain enrolled for 8 years will
age out of dependency status while enrolled, making them more likely to become Pell-eligible in later
years. While these students are legitimately Pell-cligible, combining them with students who quaified for
Pell for the majority of their college enrollment muddies the proxy and builds inconsistencies into the
measurement.

€ TRP recommendations: TRP #24 recommends using Pell at entry, saying “those cohort members who
received Pell dollars (disbursements) during the officia student financial aid year for the year in which the.
cohortis established” should be counted as Pellrecipients.

. Clarity: Defining Pell ever raises questions about how to classify students who receive Pell Grants only in
Year 7 or 8 because thei Pell status would be different at the &-year and 8-year outcome points. ncluding
Year 7/8 Pell recipients in the Pell cohort for 6-year outcomes seems imprecise, but excluding them at
Year 6 and including them at year 8 i inconsistent and creates comparabiliy problems.

e.. Insubstantial value added: Defining Pell ever does not produce substantialy different graduation rates
than defining Pell at entry. Among students who receive Pell 3t entry, 35 percent attain a credential at
their fistinsttution, compared with 34 percent of students who received Pell ever. = This rend of similar
results holds across insttution types, with the argest difference occurring at private non-profit four-year

B
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nsttutions (49 percent completion for Pell at entry, compared with 51 percent for Pell ever). Students
who receive Pell ever are sightly (5.5 percentage points) more likely o transfer than students who only
receive Pell atentry, perhaps because they receive Pell at the subsequentinstitution. Given the relatively
small difference in results alongside the substantial benefits outlined above, Pell at entry is a better
option.

To account for the estimated one-quarter of Pellrecipients per cohort who receive Pell at some point but not in

their first year,  the IPEDS Comletions survey could disaggregate the number of completers by whether they

received Pell ever. Completer counts are more suited to a Pell ever proxy because the counts are retrospective by.

nature. Furthermore, defining Pellat entry for cohort measures and Pell ever for completer counts would mirror

the methodology implemented by CCA and Access to Success (A25).*

3. Require al institutions to report Pell outcomes, not only degree-granting institutions. Only degree-granting
institutions are required to complete the OM survey, so by including a Pell cohort in the OM survey but not the.
(GRS, the field will tll miss outcome information for approximately 436,000 el recipients attending nearly 2,700
non-degree-granting institutions. ¥

4. Report Pell outcomes after 100, 150, and 200 percent of program time instead of (or in addition to) after 6 and
8 years. Reporting outcomes only at & and 8 years makes the proposed metric very retrospective, with more lag.
i reporting, and would only provide data on community college students at 300 and 400 percent of time. While.
these extended timeframes may be useful for community colleges, they should be additional options, ather than
replacements for the shorter timeframes required in HEA. The 6- and S-year timeframes are builtinto the OM.
survey, 5o f Pell completion outcomes were to remain in the OM rather than the GRS the this recommendation
‘would require changes 10 the survey itsel. For more detailed recommendations on improving the OM survey,
please refer to PostsecData's December 2014 comments.

5. Disaggregate cohorts by credential sought. Meaningful examination of student outcomes necessitates an
understanding of student intentions. Several voluntary data initiatives (including SAM, CCA, and A2S) disaggregate.
cohorts accordingly.* Additionally, institutions that offer multiple credentials already are required o report the.
‘raduation rates of bachelor's degree-seckers separately from other credential-seekers, and must further report
the program length for each federalaid recipient to the National Student Loan Data System (NSLDS) = With these
reporting measures in place, nstitutions should aready be prepared to report credential sought.

.. Implement an altemate solution for coflecting essential data on Pell student outcomes

Incorporating the above recommendations, we put forward a series of alternatives to the method of including Pell
‘outcome data proposed i the Federal Register. We recognize that each approach has benefits and drawbacks that
must be considered. Several partner organizations are submifting separate comments that make the case for one o
more of these options.

1. Incorporate a Pell cohort into the GRS: Add Pell(at entry) as 3 disageregate to the GRS component of IPEDS, in-
line with extant HEOA disclosure requirements and the recommendation of TRP #24.% The primary limitation of
this approach s that the resulting Pell graduation rates would be limited to FIFT students, which are not
representative of the entire student body at many insttutions. However, it would be consistent with as well as
‘comparable to pre-existing and commonly used graduation rates, such as those disageregated by race and gender
Incorporating Pell s a disaggregate in the GRS would address all the recommendations lsted above, including.
disaggregating bachelor's rom associate/certificate-seekers and reporting on the 100 percent, 150 percent, and

o
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200 percent timeframe. Furthermore, it would minimize burden by aigning with the HEOA disclosure requirement
that institutions are already required to calculate.

‘The notice n the Federal Register states burden and confidentiaty issues are associated with incorporating Pell
graduation rates into the GRS instead of the OM survey.  However, these issues can be overcome. Simply
including a Pell sub-cohortin the GRS should not necessitate disaggregating the Pell sub-cohort by race/ethnicity
and gender. Rather, the GRS could maintain the race/ethicity and gender disageregates as-is and add a separate.
Pell sub-cohort that does not disageregate further. The Federal Register nofice als cites the potenial to calculate.
non-Pell outcomes as 3 justification for using OM, but non-Pell outcomes could be calculated using the GRS as
wel.

2. Disaggregate each OM cohort by Pell, using the existing OM survey: Add Pell recipients to the OM survey 35 3
variable for disaggregation for each of the four established cohorts, ather than a separate cohort that aggregates
important and distinct elements of the others. This approach would not address the long 6- and -year reporting
timeframes or the disaggregation by credential level, but it would have the benefit of capturing more than FTFT.
Students. Most importanty, it would produce separate results for cohorts of differing attendance and enroliment
Statuses. It would require more institutiona effort o report these four Pell cohorts than Option #1 would require.

3. Disaggregate each OM cohort by Pell, using a revised OM survey: Add Pell recipients to the OM survey s 3
variable for disaggregation for each of the four established cohorts rather than a separate cohort, refine the OM
survey to disagaregate each cohort by level of degree sought, and adjust the reporting timeframe. The
PostsecData Collaborative published a ltter in response to RTT's Report and Suggestions from IPEDS Technical
Review Panel 45: Outcome Measures in December 2014 that made detailed recommendations as to how this
disaggregation for more robust analysis could be accomplished. = This solution would produce the most
comprehensive results, but would require the greatest institutional reporting effort.

Option 1 Option2 Option3
Includes more than FTFT X X
‘Aligns with HEOA disclosure X X
“Allows for comparisons with

graduation rates by x x
race/ethnicity and gender

Disageregates by credential X X
level

Reports attimely intervals X X

Most importantly, in designing a Pell completion rate metric, we urge the Department to avoid combining students of
differing attendance and enrollment statuses into one Pell recipient cohort, and we emphasize the importance of framing
the data’s purpose as advancing educational equity and institutional improvement rather than program evaluation.

This letter is supported by 15 organizations committed to high-quality postsecondary data. We truly value the
Departments efforts to improve postsecondary data systems, we support effort to collect more comprehensive data on
student outcomes, and we commend NCES for taking this step in what s certainy the right direction. Our hope is that, by
providing multiple alternatives to the proposed measures, NCES will have not only the additional information and
Substantive feedback t seeks from the higher education community, but the freedom to adopt a measure that truy helps
us best understand how to support millions of low-income students and the institutions that serve them. Moreover,
Studentlevel data collection would streamiine collection and reporting, allowing for the most useful metrics to be

s
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calculated with less concern about reporting burden, 50 we suppOrT the development of such asystem. Thanik you for the
opportunity to comment on the proposed changes as well as for thoughtful consideration of our feedback and
recommendations. f you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call or email Maie Voight at mvoight@ihep.org
or (202) 587-4967.

Sincerely,

‘Association of Public & Land-grant Universiies
‘Campaign for College Opportunity

‘Center for Law and Social Policy

Complete College America

Data Quality Campaign

‘Georgetown Center on Education and the Workforce.
Institute for Higher Education Policy

National Association for College Admission Counseling
National College Access Network

National Skills Coalition

New America

Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in Higher Education
Southern Education Foundation

‘The Education Trust

‘Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education

Young Invincibles
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Mr Richard Reeves
IPEDS Program Director

National Centerfor Education Statistics
Potomac CenterPlaza

550 12th Street SW, Room 4134
Washington, DC 20202

Re: Agency Information Collection Activiies; Comment Request; Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System(IPEDS) 20162019
Docket ID# ED-2015-1CCD-0020

Apil 18,2016
DearMr. Reeves,

‘Thank youfor the opperturity to submit commertsinresponse to the addition of a Pell
Grant recipient cohort to the Outcome Measures (OM) Survey of the Integrated
‘Postsecondary Education Data System(IPEDS). This comment i submitted on behalfof
the Center for American Progress’ postsecondary education policy team.

‘The Center for American Progress (CAP) is anindependent, norparisanthink tank.
dedicatedto improvingthe lives of all Americans hrough progressive ideas andaction.
CAP's postsecondary educationpolicy programis built on the belief that robust and
‘complete datais a crucial clement o improving equity, acess to high-quality programs,
‘and completion outcomesin higher education

s such, we believe measures to gauge the postsecandary success of Pell ecipients are
‘animportantaddiionto IPEDS and applaud the Departmert of Education for addressing
the outcomes of all students. These data will allow students institutions of higher
<ducation, and policymakerstosee how student outcomes vary by insttution and horw
well institutions are doingin serving the needs oflow-income studens.

‘While the addition of a Pell ecipient cohortis a welcome one, the proposedmanrerin
‘which the datawill be collected andreportedraises concems about itsusefulness. As
‘proposed, a standalone Pell ecipient cohort measuredin a Emited manner creates baries
to beneficial analysis. This comment addresses these concems and provides the following.
recommendations forhory the Departmert can ensuxe that these data are usefil and
comparable to othermeasures available through IPEDS:

Do not combine Pell ecipients of varying enroliment andattendance pattems
* Requirenon-degree grantinginstitutions to report Pell outcomes.
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+ Report Pell outcomes for 100,150, and 200 percentof programtime.
+ AddPel outcomesto the Graduation Rate Survey

1. Do not combine Pell recipients of varyingenrollment and attendance
patterns

s proposed, Pell ecipientswould be groupedinto one cohorthat orbinesfst ime,
Fullime, part-time,and transfr students. Comlining sudest ofvarying nvolbmertand.
attendance pattemsnto one groupis roblemaic becase student inthese groupshave.
ifferent ersistence andcompletionoutcarmes.) Forexarpe, Al e students atpublic
fouryearmstutionshave 70 percent sxyear conpletiontate whereas par tme
Studentshavea 157 percentcompletionrate 2 The combined conpletionrate ofbothful.
and part i students wouldmake it ifiul to discem whethera chool'sPell
completionrateistrly 2 measire of ow income studentoutcomes orsimply reflecive
ofstudent entolmert sndintensiy pattems

‘Furthermore, s our colleagues fromthe Postsecondary Data Collaborative note, Pell
Tecipients attend par-time and transfer at ifferet rates than theirnon.Pell peers. For
‘example, 14 percent Pelrecipients began as part-time studens and25 8 percert of Pell
xecipients transfemred * Onthe otherhand, 24 1 percent ofnon-Pellecipients beganpart-
time and 316 percentofnon-tecipierts transfemred atsome point during their
‘postsecondary education.* These differences wouldmaket ifficult to compare
‘outcomes betsveenzecipients andnon-recipierts.

Insteadofa combined standalone cohart, Pel ecipients should be reported as sub-groups
of each ofthe four OM survey coharts. This means that fulltime first-time, part-fime
fist-time, fulltime non-first time, and part time, non-first ime entering student cohorts
shouldall be disaggregated by Pell receipt. Doing so would ensure that the dataare both
‘meaningfil enoughto make comparisons aqoss nstitutions andcomparable to non-Pell
recipient outcomes.

2. Require non-degree granting instifutions to reportPell outcomes

‘Students andpolicymakers needto be able to understand Pellrecipient outcomes atall
institutions. However, non-degree grantinginstitutions are cunently notrequiredto

#Nationsl Studert Claaringhause Research Cante, “Completing Colege: A National View of Studert.
Attainment Rates 112009 Cohart” availabl a htos:Insrssearchcentar og/signaturaraporti0).
“lbia

=Sas commentby Postsacondsry Dats Collborstve.

“Ibia
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completethe OM survey, and wouldnothave to subit data on Pel complefionzates
Given thatnondegree gantnginsitutions serve over 400,000 Pellecipients, and
xeceive over$1 6 bllon in federal Pell grant funding each year itis importanithat
Students, policymakars, andthe public are aware of studert outcomes andhor el these
‘paticularinstitutions serve theirlow-income students S Therefore Pel- grant completion
reporting should be required of all nstitutions, not just degree granting.

3. Report Pell outcomes for 100,150, and 200 percentof program time

‘The OM survey only requires nstitutions to report completion rates a fersix and eight
‘ears afterentryS Although these data canbe valusble, outcomes needto be known on
‘musch earkir imeframes. Thisis particularly true fortwo-year conmurity colleges which
‘aim forstudentsto completemuchsooner than six or eight years, but also valuable for
four-yearstudents. At both two-and four-year schools, some are kely to perform better
than others at gettinglow-income studerts to complete on time. Knowing earlier
completionrates could provide valuable decision making information for prospective.
Low-income students. The Departmert should createreportingrequiremerts for 100, 150,
'and 200 percent of programtime i the OM Survey or altematively include a Pell cohort
in the Graduation Rate Survey.

4. Add Pell outcomes data to the Graduation Rate Survey

‘While the GraduationRate Survey (GRS)is mited in that it only measures first-time,
full time students, it offers the ability to disagaregate outcomes by race, gender, and
associate/cartificate-secker status. It also includes completionat 100, 150, and 200
percentoftime. Pell shouldbe addedasa disaggregate ofthe GRS so that firsttime full-
time Pellrecipient outcomes are consistentand comparable to other commorly used
‘graduationrate information from IPEDS.

‘These proposedsecommendations couldimprovethe collective understanding of o~
income student outcomes and provide valuable information on howbest to support these
Students overthe curent proposedmeasure. We thark you fortakingup this importart
improvement instudert level data andthe opporturity to cormert on the proposed
changes. For furtherinformation, please contact Antcinette Flores at
aflores@americanprogress.os

#Cap analysisof IPEDS 2014.
#Nations Centar for Education Satiics,"Outcoma Measures Survey raquentl Asked Quastons.”
available st nitpe/nces 4 o/ peds od]2015 Outcomehisssures FAGE ook
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April 18,2016

M. Richard Reeves
IPEDS Program Director, National Center for Education Statistics
Potomac Center Plaza, 550 12th Street SW, Room 4134

‘Washington, DC 20202
Re: Complete College America response to proposed inclusion of Pell Grant recipient cohort to OMS

Dear Mr. Reeves:

Complete College America is pleased the US. Department of Education (ED) plans to measure the
success of Pell recipients via IPEDS, however, the proposed ED approach lacks key components.
necessary to effectively measure Pell Grant student success.

ED's proposal adds burden without providing needed data, in that:

1. Tt does not align with existing disclosure requirements that requir collecting graduation
within 100%, 150%, and 2009% time fo al irt-time, ful-Gme students recerving Pell.

2. It mixes full-tine and part-time students and frst-time and transfer students, as well as
credential types.

s such, the resulting data would yield results highly related to the type of student being enrolled,
rather than the type of outcome they accomplish.

A5 holder of the largest national data set of Pel student graduation outcomes, Complete College
America urges ED to make the following changes to your proposal:!

1. Utilize existing disclosure requirements to add Pell cohort to the Graduation Rate
Survey.2 Use the same format for including race ethnicity breakouts. This approach is
aligned with the industry standard for graduation rates and will ensure the data available in
IPEDS meets the disclosure requirement, which eases institutional burden. The Graduation
Rate Survey also separates credential types.

2. Collect outcome data for part-time and transfer students. Do this by either:

. Adding a part time and transfer cohort to the Graduation Rate Survey, broken
‘outby all students and Pell students, or

b. Disaggregating each Outcome Metric cohort by Pell, using the existing Outcome.
Metrics survey and collecting data disaggregated by all four cohorts.

3. Define Pell recipients as students who receive Pell at first enrollment (*Pell at
entry’), not those whao receive Pell at any point (“Pell ever”). This expedites data
collection and provides consistency.

#Since 2011, Complte College America has anually collected Pel graduation rates for fll-time, part ime
and transfer students from more than 28 states and over 500 public nstitutions.
2 The Higher Education Opporcunity Actof 2008 requires disclosure of graduation ratesfor Pell students.

429'% VERMONT STREET SUIT 300 INDIANAPOLI, INDIANA 48302 PHONE 317-344-0038. FAES17-3442078
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To implement these recommendations, we also encourage IPEDS to consider the more
comprehensive fix proposed by the Postsecondary Data Collaborative in December 2014

Collecting Pell student graduation data in IPEDS will provide invaluable information about low-
income student performance and ease burden for institutions. While Complete College America has
‘been pleased to demonstrate the feasibility of an annual collection of Pell grant graduation rates,
the prospects for college completion reforms are more likely if the federal government accepts this
responsibility. These data provide students, policymakers, istitutions, and policy researchers with
information on outcomes of low-income students and a way to identify where Pell investments are
‘most effective.

‘Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. Again, we applaud your leadership in
‘proposing long overdue additions to IPEDS for the purpose of measuring the success of America’s

Pell grant recipients. The Pell grant is an extraordinarily important investment to ensure access fo
‘higher education. Let's make the most o this rare opportunity to encourage innovations necessary
for more Pel student success.

Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to call or email Katie Zaback at
Izaback@completecollege.org or (303) 349-4084.
Sincerely,

Stan Jones
President
Complete College America

CC: Kate Mullan.

* nsticutefor Higher Education Polcy (December 2014),
s/ seureihep.org sitesdefault/Fles uploads [docs  press/postssedata.comments._on ipeds_outcome me
‘asures_trp_dec 2014.pdf

429'% VERMONT STREET SUIT 300 INDIANAPOLI, INDIANA 48302 PHONE 317-344-0038. FAES17-3442078
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Appendix I: Direct Response to Department Supporting Statement

‘The US. Department of Education suggests in the register that:

“creating a cohort of Pell Grant recipients in the OM survey component is 2 better vehicle
for data collection than creating 2 sub-Pell Grant cohort in Graduation Rates. Graduation
Rates disaggregates reporting by race/ethnicity and gender and OM does not. The
institutional burden, particularly at smaller institutions, would be greater f Pell Grant
recipients had to be disaggregated by race /ethnicity and gender. Also, as several TRP (e.g,
#524,37, 40, and 45) have repeatedly argued, while such information would be desirable,
‘small cel szes become an issue due to potential disclosure of identifying information. Last,
by collecting data on Pell Grant recipients through the OM survey component, non-Pell
‘Grant recipient outcome data can also be calculated. The higher education community has
frequently advocated for measures that allow for the comparison between Pell Grant.
recipients and non-Pell Grant recipients. Institutions would report the Pell Grant recipients
‘across all of the OMs, and non-Pell Grant recipients could be calculated by subtraction.”

‘We disagree with the Department for the following reasons:

« Pell students would not have to be disaggregated in the Graduation Rate Survey. Rather,
they could be added as a breakout if small n's and burden are a confimed concern.

= The Outcomes Metrics Survey does not help institutions meet disclosure requirements. A
Key benefit of reporting Pell graduafing rates to IPEDS i the ability to reduce burden.
required from disclosure.

 Wesee no reason non-Pel students can also be subfracted in the Graduation Rate Survey
the same way they could be in the Outcomes Mefrics Survey.

In addition, there is no justification for failing to disaggregate by attendance status (full-time or
‘part-time) or postsecondary experience (firsttime or non-first-time). All other data in the
Outcomes Metric Survey is reported by the four enrollment categories: (full-time, first-time; part-
time, first-time; full-time, non-first-time, part-time, non-first-time). Reporting data this way will
Seriously mask distinctions between groups of students and the effectiveness of instifutions in
‘meeting the needs of those students. See 2 comparison of data outcomes on the next page, which is
‘based on the data already collected by Complete College America.

Furthermore,wilethe Higher Education Opportunity Act equires disclosure of graduation rates
for Pellstudents, there s inadequate compliance.‘What's more, 2 a isclosure requirement, these.
data cannot be effciently accessed and compared. We need to know which institutions are best
‘meeting the needs of Pell students—analysis bt facilitated by eficient data collection in IPEDS.

* Carey, K. & Kelly, AP. (November 2011), The tuth behind higher education disclosure laws, American
Enterprise Instiute,retvieved from bt/ /uww.aci.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/-
‘ruhhighereddisclosurelaws._185621335060.pdf

429'% VERMONT STREET SUIT 300 INDIANAPOLI, INDIANA 48302 PHONE 317-344-0038. FAES17-3442078
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How Institutional Ability to Serve Different Types of Students
‘would be Hidden in the Current Methodology

Curvent propozal would yieldthese results ‘Bresing theseaut would iedth follow results o
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Example Findings:

* Institution 1& 11 have different outcomes overall in the current proposal but breakout data.
shows they have similar outcomes for transfer students, their differences are due to full-

time students.
« Even though institution 12 has lower graduation rates overall, they are getting the best.
results with part-time students.

429'% VERMONT STREET SUIT 300 INDIANAPOLI, INDIANA 48302 PHONE 317-344-0038. FAES17-3442078




image37.png
April 18,2016

Richard Reeves
IPEDS Program Director.

National Center for Education Statistics
Potomac Center Plaza

550 12th Street SW, Room 4134
Washington, DC20202

Re: DocketNo.: ED-2016-1CCD-0020

Dear Mr. Reeves:
‘This letter is submitted on behalf ofthe American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC) in responseto the Request for Comments posted inthe Federal Register regarding.
the authorization to continue the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
data collection for 2016-2019. We commend the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) for rouinely solicitinginput from the higher education community on many
proposed policies.

AACC represents the nation's more than 1,100 community colleges and recognizes the
valueof annual IPEDS data collections. AACCis acutely sensitiveto the instifutional burden
the surveys represent, a burden that could be lessened.

‘We are grateful for the addition of the Outcomes Measures, which follow on the work ofthe
Department's Committee onthe Measures of Student Success. However, A4CC does not
support the proposed addition of new Pell Grant recipient completionrates fo the
Outcomes Measure Survey. Our reservations do not reflect a lack of nterest in instifutional
data concerning Pell Grant recipients, but concers the specific form of the proposed
collection. Morethan 3 million community college students receive Pell Grants each year,
‘and Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study (BPS) data showthat, on
average, they graduate at higher rates than students who do not receivethe grants. Thisis
ot true for most other sectors of higher education. Ourreasons for opposingthe Pell
Grant collection as proposedare:

1. The Higher Education Act (HEA)is currently inthe process ofbeing
reauthorized. Whileitis likely that this process will not be completed for a
‘number of months, the evident Congressional interest i federal data collection
‘and institutional transparency makes itprudent to wait until Congress has acted
in this area. AACC has articulated a comprehensive set of recommendations
designed to streamline data collections inthe completion area whilemore
accurately presenting the outcomes of community colleges. Congress and other
parties are understandably interested in identifyingthe success of Pell Grant.

. . . . £z LRea———
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recipients, but these data should be integrated info what we hope are improved
data collections takingplace under a revised HEA. This includes asixyear
‘commaunity college graduation rate, with transfers out included inthe rate.

‘These proposals are grounded in AACC's Voluntary Framework of Accountability,
‘whichhas broad acceptance throughout the community college universe, and
whichis also ntegrated into the Student AchievementMeasure (SAM)
framework.

2. Under the HEA, colleges are currently required to disclose graduation rates by
Pell Grant status for their students. The new proposed measure does not align
with these required disclosures, which are restricted to first-time, full-time
Students, and only for students who receivea Pell Grant in their firstterm.
Collectingoutcomes of Pell Grant recipients usinga different methodology will
‘produce different results that will cause confusion rather than present helpful
‘additional information on the outcomes of Pell Grant recipients. Again, Congress
shouldact to set definitive policies that more efficiently and effectively integrate
the required disclosures into the institutional reporting requirements done via
IPEDS.

3. The data will notbe disaggregated by attendance status (full time or part-time)
or postsecondary experience (first-time or non-first-time). All students who
begin at a collegeare includedin the cohort. Not differentiating outcomes along.
these important dimensions, and instead combiningall four into 2 single Pell
Grant recipient cohort, drastically limits the value ofthe data collected for.
Students who received a Pell Grant at any time during their enrollmentperiod. In
fact, itobscures as much s it reveals.

For these reasons, AACC strongly encourages NCESto remove the Pell Grant cohort from
the Outcomes Measures inthe 2016-2019 or future data collections of IPEDS, We are
‘hopeful that numerous completion-related reporting requirements will be simplifiedinthe
comingmonths.

‘Thank youfor yourattention to these views. Ifyouhave any questions, please contact Kent
Phillippe, kphillippe@aace.nche.edu, or David Baime, dbaime@asccnche.edu.

Sincerely,

Walter G. Bamphus.
President and CEO
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April 18,2016

Kate Mullan
Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
US. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avemue SW

Washington, DC 20202

‘Re: Docket ID ED-2016-1CCD-0020

On bebalf o the Association of Communiy College Trustees (ACCT), I am writing to offer comments on
the Department of Education’s Nofice of Proposed Rulemaking published on February 18, 2016
conceming nerw data elements in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data
collection.

ACCT is a non.profit educational erganization of governing boards,representing more than 6,500 elected
and appointed trustees who govern over 1,100 communty. technical. and jusior colleges i the United
States and beyond. Forty ive percent of all undergraduate studentsare enolled in community colleges,
‘more than in any other sector.' In 2011, 64 percent of ur stdents envolled part-time, 32 percent worked.
fll-tme while enrolled in school, and 18 percent were single with dependents * These factors, among
otters, are obstace that our tudens fce to completion. While our colleges atempt to provide th best
services and programs possible o support these students, the reality is that may community callege
students will truggle to complte a credential on time,ifat all.

We believethat accurae data are  key to better nderstanding how community colleges can beter serve
thei students. Whle we applaud the Department’s addition of a Pell grant.eceiving cobort t the anmal
IPEDS data collecion, we are concerned that the aggregationof the Outcomes Measures cohorts (rst-
‘e full-time, st ime part.time, non-frst-time full-time and non.rst.time partfime) wil mask the
‘sraduation rate of this important cobort. By nature o their eollment, fll-ime students complete at
faster rates than do part.time students, which lead to higher graduation rate fo that group, especially in
theshortterm (e.2 150 percent of sormal ime). Thi presens 2 roblem when full-tme and part-me
students are combined into one reparting cohort, Because most community college students enroll part-

* American Associaton of Community College (2016). Community colege fast facs Retreved from.
iep/fwsrw 3acc nche e/ AboutCC/Pages fastfacsfactshest aspx.

* Natonal Center for Education Statistics, U.. Department of Education (2015). Demographic and enroliment
characteistics of nontraditionsl undergraduates: 2011-12. Retieved from
itp/nces o gov/pubs2015/2015025 pat.
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time, overall Pell grant recipient graduation rates will e skewed lower for community colleges, due only
10 students” need to balance their education with the rest of their e obligations.

We recommend thatthe Pell Grant recipient Outcome Measures be reported for each of the Outcome
‘Measures cohart groupings 5o as to provide comparabilty among institution fypes and between
commaunity colleges. These data will be more useful fo instifufions interested in improving outcomes of
specific student groups and help students who re using these daa to determine which instiution will
‘provide them with the best opporhnity to succeed.

‘We look forward to working closely with the Department and NCES in this important mafter. If you have
any questions, please feel free to contact to contact me at sbrown@acct org or (202) 775-4663.

Sincerely,

Mk G

J. Noah Brown
ACCT President and CEO
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Information Collection Clearance Division
US. Department of Education

400 Maryland Ave, SW.

LB, Room 2E103, Washington, DC 20202
(submitted electronically via regulations gov)

Re: Docket ID ED-2016-1CCD-0020
Dear Ms. Mullan:

‘These comments are n response to the February 18, 2016 Federal Register notice soliciting input on
proposed changes to the U.S. Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) data collection. The Institute for College Access & Success (TICAS) works to make higher
education more available and affordable for people of all backgrounds. Through nonpartisan research,
analysis, and advocacy, we aim to improve the processes and public policies that can pave the way to
successful educational outcomes for students and for sociery.

We applaud the Department of Education (the Departmen) for proposing to collect data o Pell Grant
recipients’ college outcomes in IPEDS, as TICAS and many other groups have recommended for years.
Colecting and disseminating these data via IPEDS would provide students, policymakers, nstitutions,
‘and policy researchers with critical information on how outcomes for low-income students vary across.
insttutions, and how they compare with the outcomes of more well-resourced classmates. Having
accessible and reliable completion data for Pell Grant recipients willao help students and families
make informed choices about enrollng i nstitutions that serve al students well.

However, the proposal put forward by the Department s highly problematic, because it unnecessarily
blurs distinctions between student groups and restricts the ability to make comparisons across
colleges. To address ths problem, the Postsecondary Data Collaborative offers several options that
would provide more meaningful data than the current proposal. We suppOTt one of these options, to
disagaregate each Outcome Measures (OM) conort by Pel status using the existing OM survey, because
we believe it offers the best balance becween insttutional burden resuiting from increased reporting.
requirements and robust and useful measures of Pell student outcomes.

Concerns with the Proposed Approach to Collecting Pell Graduation Rates

Stugents entering schools as first-time full-time, first-time part-time, non-first-tme fulltime, and non-
fist-time part-fime experience different enrollment and compleion trajectories,* and providing a
separate metric for each group s criicalto producing fair and meaningful measures. Vet the.
'Department’s proposal would ask colleges to report on allof these students grouped together, counter to
virtually every other student outcome measure. Grouping those students together severely Imits one’s

U5, Department o Eduction. Februsry 18, 2016. Comment Reques; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data

System (IPEDS) 2016-2015. Federal Regiser Notice, Docket ID: ED-2016-CCD-0020.

itpe/fusnw £p0.zou/foeyelokelFR-2016-02-18/p0t/2016-03335 pot.

" Chen, 1., Chiane, Y., Dundr, &, Park, , Shapio, ., Torre, ., & Ziskin, M. November 2012, “Completing colege:

A ationsl view of student sttainment rates* (Sgnature report no. ). National Student Cearinghouse Research
ttpenseresesrchcenterorg/up-contentluploade/NSC Signature. Report 4.6t
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ability to draw conclusions about differences in graduation rates between different nstitutions and
between el Grant recipients and non-Pel-Grant recipients. Furthermore, measures for an aggregated
£roup will ot be comparable to other cohorts typically used i higher education.

With a combined cohort, it will be impossible to tellwhether differences in graduation rates reflect
2ctual variations in outcomes, or whether the rates simply reflect differences n attendance patterns or
enroliment intensity. The below table provides an example of how combining full-and part-time
students can lead to a misleading representation of an insitution's graduation rate. Compared to School
8, School A has higher graduation rates for both ful-time students (60% versus 58%) and part-time
Students (40% versus 36%). However, School B has a higher overal graduation rate for the full- and part-
time students combined (53% versus 50%) due to having 2 larger share of full-time students.

‘School A (50% ull-ime) School B (80% fulltime]
Compieters | Entering | Graduation | Completers | Entering | Graduation
within sixyears | cohort | rate within sxyears | conort | rate

Fulame |60 w0 e us 20 s

Parceme |40 w0 |ao% . 50 6%

Combined | 100 w0 s 13 R

While these ssues will imit the comparabilty of allschools’ rates, they will resuit in particularly
misleading rates for schools,lie community colleges, which enroll large shares of part-time students.
who take longer to complete.

‘These same issues also make comparisons between Pell and non-Pellstugents iffcult o interpret,
because Pellrecipients and non-recipients attend part-time and transer a different rates.”

Furthermore, the combined cohort deviates from current practices i the field, and the measures for an
aggregated group will ot be comparable to other cohorts typically sed in higher education. For
example:

2. Complete College America (CCA) collects Pell graduation rates for nine separate cohorts
— centificate, associate, and bachelor's-sesking crossed with first-time full-time (FTFT),
first-time part-time (FTPT), and transfers-in (full-and part-time combined).*

b The Student Achievement Measure (SAM) calculates student outcomes separately for
FTFT and transfer ful-time students in their bachelor's model. They also include optional

#Firs.time students who receive Pel Grants are more kel o enrol full time and transfer than frtime students
Who dontreceive PllGrants.Seventy-Tue percent of fst ime students in 2003-04 who received Pel Grans 3t
Some point before 2003 began 25 excusivly ful-time, compared t0 62% o students who never received el
(Grants. Adcitonslly, 35% of first-time stucents n 2003-08 who recsived Pel Grants 3t ome point before 2003 had
transferred to 3 diferent nsitution duringthat scyear period, ompared to 29% of students who never received
PellGrants. Calcuations by TICAS on data from th US. Department of Education, 2003-04 Beginning
Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Sudy, Second Follow-Up (BPS-04-09)

* Complete Coliege America. 2015. Complete Collegs America common college complecon metrics techical gude
Iast updated Apri 23, 2015. i/ /completacoliege org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/2014- Metrcs Technical-
Guide-Final03022015 pat
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BA-seeking cohorts for FTPT and transfer-in part-time students > While SAM doss not
currenty disageregate by Pell status, it does set a clear precedent of reporting
‘outcomes separately for cohorts defined by attendance intensity and previous college
‘experience. SAM will 150 be adding the capabilty for reporting Pell student outcomes
252 sub-conort to existing models in Fall 2016 *

. Statutory requirements for discosures by colleges pertain to the graduation rate of
certficate/egree-secking full-time undergraduate students, and are required by law ©o
be disaggregated by gender and race/ethnicity 35 well s by Pell receipt, receipt of
subsidized Stafford loans but not Pell, and nefther subsidized loans nor Pell” Based on
this dislosure requirement, The Education Trust's “The el Partnershipy” research
calculates Pell graduation rates using a FTFT cohort

‘Three Recommendations for Collecting Data on Pell Grant Recipient Outcomes

1. Require colleges to report Pell recipient outcome measures with student cohorts disaggregated.
We strongly recommend disaggregating the Pell graduation outcomes by the four estabiished
'OM subgroups, rather than as a new agzregate cohort that combines allfour subgroups This
willCorrect the major shortcoming of the current proposal, and ensure measures of graduation
‘outcomes for Pell students that can accurately inform students and their families, 25 well as
researchers, advocates, and policymakers, about how wellinstitutions serve low-income
Students.

‘We also recommend that BA-graning institutions be required to disageregate the reported
‘outcomes by BA-seeking and non-BA-seeking students, The OM section currently does not
require colleges to report on outcomes disaggregated by award. As described in our prior
comments,” combining al award levels makes t iffcu to derive meaningful comparisons.
between colleges with different mixes of awards by level (e g, two colleges with a 75%
‘completion ate where one awards primarily bachelor's degrees and one awards primarily short-
term certificates) because completion rates for shorter-term programs tend to be higher simply
e to the smaller number of credits required. Furthermore, four-year colleges already break.
‘out BAseekers and non-BA-seekers in the GRS component of IPEDS, 50 these institutions.
already have experience created these cohorts, minimizing the additional burden of reporting
thislevel of detal

2. Consistent with the current proposal include al students who ever received Pellover the course
of the measurement period. Pl Grant recipients can be identified using more or less inclusive
Gefinitions. A Pell cohort can be defined most narrowy as students who receive the grant during
their firt year enrolled (“Pell-at entry”) or most broadly a5 students who ever receive the grant
Guring the entire measurement period (“Pel-ever’). We support the Department’s proposal to
use a “Pell-ever” cohort, which ensures that outcome measures reported are nclusive of al Pel

* Student Achievement Messure. 2014. Methodology for calculating the bachelo’ degree-seeking cohors metric,
updsted August 20, 2014, hto: /bt 1/ITHPxS.

FHinds, T. & Keller, C., email communicston to HEP from Association of Public & Land-grant Uriversiies (3PLU),
March 25, 2015.

720 USC 1032(a)(1) htp://1.usa gou/10TGL

Nichols, A. 2015. The Pel Partnership: Ensuring o Shared Responsibiltyfor ow-Income Studen Success.
pitps:fectrust orgrszourcelpelerscrates

P TICAS. 2014, Comments on TRP4S Outcomes Measures.

bitp:tcas orgsites/defaut/fles/oub Fles/TICAS comments on TRPAS Outcomes Measures pdf
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Students. Due to isues such as ailure to file the FAFSA each year o being deemed temporarily
ineligible under Satisfactory Academic Progress rules, some students may receve Pell n some
Years but not others, despite being low income during the entire eight-year period covered by
‘M. Other students may be low income for part of the measurement period but not al o it
Using 2 Pell-ever cohort ensures that al such students are included, making it more robust
proxy of low-income status than a Pell-at-entry cohort. Other groups engaged in voluntary.
reporting iniiatives als recognize the inclusiviy of a Pell-ever cohort

Based on our analysi, ifthe Department were to define Pell students a5 only those who
received the grant n their first year, about a quarter of Pel recipients would be excluded from
the Pell cohor. Exclusions of Pel students would be concentrated at two-year institutions and
‘among students attending less than fulltime, who are less likely to receive Pell n their first
Year." The Postsecondary Data Collaborative also identified a very similar share of Pell Grant
recipients who would be excluded using a Pell-at-entry cohort.

In addition to its inclusiveness, a Pell-ever cohort i more consistent with other measures; for
‘example, the Voluntary Framework for Accountabiliy defines Pell recipients using 3 Pell-ever
conort

3. Consistent with the current proposal collect outcomes on more than just irt-time ful-time
Students. The Department's proposa! o collect these data as part of the Outcome Measures
(OM) survey, 25 opposed to the Graduation Rate Survey (GRS) is appropriate. Including non-
frst-time and non-ful-time students in the Pell cohort, 3 the OM survey allows but GRS does
not,wil ensure that these nationally collected data cover al undergraduates, and s in line with
shifts i the higher education community generaly towards data collection that better
encompasses the diversity of studens’ paths and experiences. Using an FTFT conort would
‘exclude 42% of entering students who receive Pell Grants. At communfty colleges, almost haif
(48%) of entering Pell Grant recipients would be excluded from a FTFT cohort

Finally, we wish t0 note our concern that the Federal Register notice suggests requiring these new data
253 means "to assess the effectiveness o ths large federal investment to undergraduate students."**
‘The Pell Grant program is our nation's most valuzble investment in higher education, making college.

The Education Trst. May 2012. Replenishing Opportuniy in America: The 2012 midterm repert of public hgher
education systems i the Access to Success ntiatie (technical appen). hip: bt y/TXQ70G.
* Overal, almost a quarter (23%) of Pell Grant ecipients do not receive a Pl Grant during their it year of
college. Among PellGrant ecipients attending two-year instittions, 29% do not receive thei it Pll Grant unti
after their fistyear. Addiionaly, PellGrant recipients who startoff atcending college exclusvely part-time are s
Iikely 1o receive 3 ell Grant during their firt year than those sartng college exchusivey full tme (S75% and 815,
respectively). Caculatons by TICAS on data from the U.S. Depsrtment of ducation, 2003.03 Baginning.
Postsecondary Students Longitudinal cudy, Second Follow-up (BPS:04/09).Figures refiect undergraduate students
enrollingin collge for the frt time in 2003-08 who received Pell Grants st soms paint during the sx years sfter
enrolling. Attendance intensity and nstitution type reflect students’ attendance during their st year.
 American Assocation of Community Coleges. November 2015. Voluntary Framework of Accountabily metrics
manuol version 4.0. hto: /s 3acc nehe.sdu/Documents/VEAMetricManusLoct.
" Caculations by TICAS on fall enrllment and student financil aid data for 2013-18 rom the U.S. Department of
Education,Inegrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Note thatstudents at commurity colleges
have th fargest number of studntz who would be exciuded from 3 FTFT cohort, compared to other nsttution
ypes.

‘Supporting statement part 4, 60-day Federa Register notice (February 19, 2016]for Docket ED-2016-1CCD-0020:
‘Agency information collecton actvites; Comment reques; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data ystem
IPEDS) 2016-2015, 51 Fed. Reg. 8181 (February 15, 2016).
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possible for neariy eight millon Americans each year, * and many rigorous studies on the effectiveness.
of Pell Grants and other need-based grant aid have found them to aciltate students’ enrollment,
persistence, and completion. It would be  mistake to interpret Pell Grant recipient graduation rates as
evidence to the contrary, particularly given the substantialdecline in the grant’s purchasing power over
the st 40 years 7

“Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of our feedback and recommendations. Ifyou have any
questions, piease feel free to contact me at shiman @ticas.org or 202-854-0232.

Sincerely,

Lindsay Ahiman
Senior Policy Analyst
‘The Institute for College Access & Success (TICAS)

U. Department of Education. 2016. Fscal Year 2017 Budget Request: tudent Financial Assistance.

bitp://1 s gou/1LZ7Y, Page 024,
* For more information see TICAS. 2016.“Pel Grants Help Keep College Affrdabi for Millons of Americans ™
bitpfticas org st defaut/fles/pub fiszloverall pel one-pager ot

e 55,515 marimum Pell Grantin 2016-17 is expected to cove less than 30 percent ofthe cost of publc four
‘year college. College cost are defned here a5 average totl in-statetution, fees, room, and board. Pojected
College costs for 2016-17 were estimated by using the average annusl ncresce in costs over the most recent ive
‘years. Clculations by TICAS using College Board, 2015, Trends n Colege Pricing 2015, Tabl 2,

Btp:/bit 1u/1Pv1251, and U.S.Department of Education, Pell Grant payment and disbursement schedules
o0 69 sovlapcetters/GENIE0Lhtm.
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STUDENT FINANCIAL SERVICES

April 18,2016

Ms. Kate Mullan
Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW., LBJ, Room 2E103
Washington, DC 20202-4537

Dear Ms. Mullan:

‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revision of the Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS), published in the Federal Register on February 16, 2016, docket mumber ED-2016-ICCD-
0020,

‘Washington University in St. Louis is a medium-sized, independent rescarch university that values the function
of IPEDS data collection as a 0ol to provide pertinent financial aid information to prospective students, higher
education researchers, and the press. Due o the wide-ranging availability and use of IPEDS data, the data
collection effort should be conducted in such a way that sceks to uniformly collect and disseminate information
in a format most useful o all stakcholders. At this time of reconsideration of IPEDS data collection, there is an
opportunity to improve the process to address the growing gap between financial aid practices, data collection,
and the public consumption of this data.

Income Used in Net Price Data
‘When a student nitially considers a lis of schools to consider, it is a value judgment the student makes with the
input of their family, fiiends, media, and data from sources such as IPEDS. Therefore, it s of the ufmost
importance that the student has accurate information to make an informed decision. The net price data collected
in IPEDS is widely used in this regard. These measures provide an average net price as well as an average for
Families in certain income ranges for students in groups 3 and 4. Due to differences in interpretations of the
requirements and the statistics used to report this data, there are more accurate and effective ways to represent
et price costs to students;

Atthis time, the methods used to determinc the income range for a student vary greatly across insfitutions. The
current description of how to determine income for 2 student instructs users to “use the income that was used by
your financial aid office to determine the students’ Expected Family Contribution (EFC).” At many institutions,
there are multiple expected family contributions that are calculated. While the federal EFC, derived from

federal methodology (M), is used to award federal need-based com ponents, a unique institutional methodology
‘may also be used to calculate  separate EFC that determines the amount of institutional need-based assistance
the student receives. For example, a school may allow business losses to reduce income and/or consider the
income from a noncustodial household in their own calculations.

Washingion University in St Louis, Campus Box 1041, One Brookings Drive t. Lous, Missouri 631304859
(314) 935-5500, (885) 547-6670, Fox: (314) 935-4037, Emait: inancial @wustl.ec, Webste: fs wustl eco
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The at-a-glance view of net price that IPEDS provides is a valuable tool for quick comparisons. The trade-off
between accuracy and speed can be seen in the different results of the NPC and an average obtained from
IPEDS. Ideally, the resulfs of one federally required measure of a student’s net price should closely align with
other federally reported measures on the same topic. Today, the difference between a student’s estimated net
price from their IPEDS family income range and the results of a can be drastically different. This is due, in part,
to NPC guidelines that explicitly allow the use of either federal methodology or an institutional methodology to
arrive at the student's netprice. Additionally, the federally provide NPC template uses the median amount of
scholarships and grants as opposed (0 average values used by IPEDS. As a measure of central tendency, the
average is the most heavily influenced by the presence of statistical outliers and/or small sample sizes.

Cost of Attandance (COA
“Another item that would inerease transparency would be to highlight the most pertinent COA elements that
appear in the net price data. When comparing schools, the most important elements of COA are insttutional
charges (tuition, fees, room, and board). The non-insttutional elements (miscellaneous, transportation, books,
and supplies) are a the discretion of the school and can vary greatly. For example, when examining the 2016
U.S. News and World Report top 20 schools, the difference between the highest (UC Berkeley- $5,554) and
lowest (1ohns Hopkins- $2,223) reported non-institutional costs for the 2014-2015 academic year is $3,331
‘This is a significant cost difference and ultimately is not one that would be incurred by the typical student. To @
large extent any differences in non-institutional costs are determined by the choices of the student and have
litle to nothing to do with the school.

Proposals
In order to address the issues listed above, please consider the following proposals:

« Provide a clearer definition of income that prohibits or explicitly allows the use of methodologies other
than FM o calculate income.

« Allow institutions to provide a median value for scholarships and grants to replace or be lsted in
addition to the average that is calculated in net price data.

« Include an “institutional net price” that includes tuition, fees, room, and board as costs. This measure
would allow for easier comparisons of actual charges a student would have at a particular school. This
would be meant to supplement the existing net price information. It would also remove some inceative
for schools to minimize the amount of non-institutional costs reported in COA.

Thank you for this opportunity to make suggestions regarding IPEDS data collection. 1 hope they are useful to
this current exercise or a future Technical Review Panel.

Best Regards,

Rdifors

Director, Student Financial Services
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April 18,2016

Department of Education Notice
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 2016-2019
Docket ID No.: ED-2016-1CCD-0020

To Whom It May Concern:

Lam writing on behalf of the National Association of College and University Business Officers
(NACUBO). Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the “Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) 2015-2016. A Revision of Existing Information Collection.”
NACUBO is specifically commenting on revising suggested changed to the IPEDS Finance
Survey.

‘Natueal and Functional Expense Reporting

'NACUBO applauds the proposal to streamline expense reporting. The current requirement to
ross tabulate natural with functional expenses and allocate the operation and maintenance of
‘plant, depreciation. and interest expense categories within the cross fabulation is burdensome and.
confusing.

'NACUBO supports the proposed method of separately collecting functional and natural

expenses. We approve of collecting only key nafural expenses (salaries, benefits, depreciation
and interest). Along those lines, we would prefer that the survey only collect significant
Sunctional expense categories as follows:

Education and General expenses (E&G)

‘Sponsored research
Ausiliaries

Hospital (medical) services
Independent operations

‘We recogaize that users of longitudinal data would miss the E&G expense details of instruction,
academic support, student services, public service, institutional support, scholarships, etc
‘However, in practice, there is enough judgment applied when allocating costs within the detailed.
categories to render them insufficient for comparison.

Alternatively, i the details must be collected (as proposed), we ask that [PEDS emphasize:
1. The importance of E&G totals for each instifution because the complexity of educational
costs is best represented by aggregating multifaceted expense details that support the full
educational mission.
2. A disclaimer about comparability of defailed finctional categories among instifutions.
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Further, since NACUBO maintains the functional chart of account definifions within its
Financial Accouating and Reporting Manval, we ask that a complete set of updated definitions
be provided annvally with Finance Survey instructions. NACUBO can anaually provide an
‘updated link to the functional definitions.

‘Scholarships and Discounts

'NACUBO supports increasing comparability for sources of student financial aid across all
instifutions, especially given different accounting and recognition criteria for Pell Grants
‘befween the Govemmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the Financial Accounting
Standards Board (FASB). When gathering the source components of an instifution’s fuition
discount, NACUBO recommends that survey instructions clearly explain the following.
Sundamental difference befuween recognition of Pell Grants under GASB and FASB:

For Pell Grants, only public institutions should report an amouat as a discouat source
(because, according to GASB, Pell Grants are recognized as revemue and also a
discount—or scholarship expense—when the prant is applied as payment on the student’s
account or disbursed fo the sfudent). Alternatively. independent not-for-profit (NFP)
instifutions should not have Pell Grants as a discount or scholarship-funding sovrce. NFP
instifutions follow FASB standards, and because Pell Grants are a payment on a sfudent’s
account, FASB would not consider the student’s grant as a source of institutional

revenve. Rather, Pell Grants are considered “agency” transactions and pass directly to the
student (fypically as a form of payment for uition or fees on the studeat’s accouat).

T conclusion, I'd like to thanis you for your consideration and time in reviewing our comments.
Sincerely,

‘Susan M. Menditto
Director, Accounting Policy.
National Association of College and University Business Officers
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Addendun to Originally Submitted Comments
April 18,2016
Department of Education Notice

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 2016-2019
Docket ID No.: ED-20161CCD-0020

To Whom It May Concern:

Lam writing on behalf of the National Association of College and University Business Officers
(NACUBO). This letter is an addendum that augments NACUBO's comments submitted.
during business hours on April 18, 2016 and specifically addresses proposed “scholarship
and discount” information changes.

As previously noted, given different accounting and recogaition criteria for Pell Grants between
the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the Financial Accounting Standards
‘Board (FASB). NACUBO supports increasing comparabilify for sources of student financial aid
across all institutions. However, it has subsequently come to NACUBO's attention that
specifically mapping sources of institutional aid (known as the discount) will be problematic for
some institutions becavse software systems used in higher education do not provide a method—
through operational process or reporting—for specifically identifying the source of the discouat.
'NACUBO does not know how pervasive this issue is, but would be willing to work with the
‘Department of Education to shed some light on ifs significance.

‘Based on NACUBO's discovery. we hope that ED might consider a transition period—to allow
software providers fo make necessary updates—and insfifutions to train staff on new processes.
In the interim. perhaps an additional question(s) can be added to the current Part E (GASB) / Part
C (FASB). “Scholarships and Fellowships,” which allows instifutions to indicate if Pell Grants
are treated as:

o Pass-through aid

o Institutional revenue (and therefore contained in the discount tofal)

In conclusion, T'd like to thani: you for your consideration and time in reviewing these additional
comments.

Sincerely,

‘Susan M. Menditto
Director, Accounting Policy
National Association of College and University Business Officers




