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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

Role of the institution where the student is enrolled for credit
Survey component E— R—
Home institution Host institution

Fall Enrollment Include as degree-seeking only if student is taking Include as non-degree-seeking;

courses for credit at the institution or if the institution .

. . . Exclude from retention

provides the instructional resource (classroom, .

- . . calculations

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)
12-month Include in enrollment if student is taking courses for Include in enrollment
Enrollment credit at the institution or if the institution provides the

instructional resource (classroom, instructors) at the

foreign location
Graduation Rates Include in first-time cohort and completion Exclude from first-time cohort
and Graduation and completion
Rates 200%
Outcome Measures Include in first-time cohort and outcomes Exclude from first-time cohort



http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/Section/Data_tip_sheet

and outcomes
Institutional Exclude students’ cost of attendance Exclude students’ cost of
Characteristics attendance
Student Financial Exclude students’ cost of attendance Exclude students’ cost of
Aid attendance
Finance Include in FTE and scholarships/fellowships processed | Include in FTE and
by the institution 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-2016-1CCD-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

10



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

11



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
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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
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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
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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.
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-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)
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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
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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).
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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 ...
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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?
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-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,
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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
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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
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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
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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

7 MONTCLAIR STATE el
UNIVERSITY S

Aprd 8, 2018

Kate Mullan

Privacy. information and Records Managemeni Services
Office of Management
U.S. Department of Education

RE: CGS Response to Comment Request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) 2016-2013 (Federal Register Number 2016-03338)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

As Associate Dean of The Graduate Schoal at Montclair State University in Montclair, M., | appreciate the
opporiunity to provide commenis and feedback on proposed modifications io the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data collection instruments. Montclair State University,
classified as Doctoral Research University—Moderale Research Activity by The Camegie Classification
of Institutions of Higher Education, offers over 100 programs (post-baccalaureate certificates. master's,
and docioral degrees) that senve approximately 4100 graduate students.

IPEDS is an essantial data tool for the higher education community and offers basic data points for
enmoliment, degrees confermed. jobs created. and dollars spent by L1.5, postsecondary nstitutions.
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 i comes to the enmliment data, IPEDS, in ifs current form,
does not offer a nuanced benchmark that is reflective of the graduate education commumnity.

| encourage the Depariment of Education fo disaggregate graduate student data reported in Part A - Fall
Enroliment for Graduate Students, Fall Enroliment Summary, Fall Enrollment by Distance Education
‘Status of the Fall Enmoliment Form, and in Part A — Unduplicated Count, Part B — Instrucional Activity in
the 12-month Enmoliment Form by master's degrees, doctor's degree-reseanchischolarship, 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 acourate
jpicture of the state of graduate education. Moreover, this will allow instituions such as Montclair State
University fo identify enrollment pattems by degree objectives (post-baccalaureate cerfificate programs.
master's degrees, etc.) and compare these pattems to peer institutions.

Thank you for your consideration of my concems. | hope that the Department of Education will consider
Montclair State University as a resource on this issue and other issues of importance o graduate

education. If you have questions, please do not hesitate io call on me at 873.855.7175 or
carolanbif mail montclair.edu.

Regards.

montclair.edu
1 Mormal Avenue « Montclair, NJ 07043 - An Equal OpportunitylAfiematve Action Instition
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0047
Name: Nancy Marcus

FLORIDA STATE
UNIVERSITY  THe GrADUATE SCHDOL
; (e of the Dazr

April 14, 2016

Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
Privacy, Information and Records Management Services
U5, Department of Education

FE: CG5 Response to Comment Fequest. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPED'S) 2016-2019 (Federal Register Number 2016-(3338)

Dear Ms. Mullan,

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

Florida State Undiversity is a Research 1 mstitution and one of two preeminent urdiversities in the State
of Florida. In fall 2015, 6,740 graduate students, 396 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.

[PEDS 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 comrent form, does not provide information that is helpful in
understanding demographic trends at the post-baccalaureate level.

In my capacity as Dean, | encourage the Department of Education to disaggregate graduate student
mollnmtdalarepm?ad.mpmﬂ—fnﬂfauullnﬂ\lfmednateStudﬂlb,?nﬂf:uulhrmtSnmury, 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-baccalanreate
certificate programs. Having aggregate figures for all post-baccalaureate degree objectives will offer a more
accurate picture of the state of U 5. graduate education.

Thank you for your consideration of my concems. [ 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,
7("? M
Nancy Marcus

314 Westcott Building, Florida State University, P.O. Box 3061410, Tallahaszee, FL 32306-1410
Telephone B50.644.3501 - Fax B50.644.2969 - www.gradschool fsu edu

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

26



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

UNCIL OF O Dugortt Cin S ik
{ Supont Circle, NW » SUita 200 » Wask nglon, DC 20020-114(
GRADUATE SCHOOLS (2] 451-3857 = Fx [202] £61-3853 « weweLgSnet, Org

CFFICE 035 THF SRFS DENT

April 8, 2018

Kate Mullan

Acting Diregtor, Information Collection Cloarance Division
Privacy, Information and Records Management Senvices
Office of Management

U.5. Department of Education

RE: CGS Response to Comment Request; Integrated Postsscondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) 2016-2013 (Federal Register Number 20156-03338)

Dear Ms, Mullan.

On behalt of the Council of Graduate Schools (CGS), | appreciata this oppariunity 1o
provide comments and feedback 1o Integrated Postsocondary Education Dala System
(IPEDS) 2016-2019 {Faderal Register Numbsr 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 offars basic
data points for anroliment, degrees conferred, jobs created, and dollars spent by LS.
postsecondary institutions, Also, the dala collected via IPEDS establishes the “IPEDE
univerze," which serves as the maost reliable reference point lor various postsecondary
sample survey projects. Broadly speaking, we support the overarching theme of the
proposed revisions that aims o eliminate data points with low utility and reduce burden
for institutions, including the proposad simplification of *Graduste assistants, by function”
in the Human Resources (HR) Form. However, CGS also observes thal IPEDS data
collection sfforts have contifiuad to place thalr emphasis on baccalaureate education,
Particularly, whan it comas to the enrcllment data, IPEDS, in its currant form, doas not
affer a nuanced benchmark that is reflective of the graduate sducation community.

The IPEDS data collection instruments only asks aggregated enraliment data for all
post-baccalavreats anroliment in both the 12-month Enroliment Form and Fall
Enrcliment Fomm. The term “graduala students” for tha purposa of IPEDS includes a
range of degree objectives: master's degrees, doctor's degree-researchischolarship,
doctor's degrees-professional practice, doctor’s degrees-other, and post-baccalaureste
cerilicate programs, Yet. race/sthnic and gender composilions of these degree
objactives, as well as modes of delivery (a.g., distance aducation) and enrallment
intensity (e.g., full-time v. part-time} varies. For axampla, the mos! recent CGS/GRE
Survey of Graeduate Enroliment and Degrass indicated that woman reprasented about
60% of master's enrollments, while they only constituled about cne-half of US doctoral
enroliments. Thus, having aggregated figures for all post-baccalaureate degree

AFFILIATES

Confereqca Hortheastern Mislwrserm W an
& Sl Azzoclatlon ALIOCIATON Ajsociasion
Gradurts Schpals ol Brduate Sthools o Sanili i e S by of Geadud e S v s
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objectives do not offer meaningful pictures that inform about the state of U.S. graduate
education.

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
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.

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,
A /
7

Suzanne T. Ortega
President

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0049
Name: Steven Matson
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Apnl 15, 2016

Kate Mullan

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

U_S. Department of Education
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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, | 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 studenis
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 enroliment, degrees confermed, 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 efforis
have continued to place their emphasis on baccalaureate education. Particularly, when
it comes to the enroliment 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 enroliment data for all
post-baccalaureate enroliment in both the 12-month Enroliment 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., fulHime v. part-time) vanes. For exampie, the most recent CGS/GRE
Survey of Graduate Enroliment and Degrees indicated that women represented about

60% of master's enrcliments, while they only consfituted about one-half of US doctoral
enroliments. 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 Enrollment for Graduate Students, Fall Enrollment Summary, Fall
Enrollment by Distance Education Status of the Fall Enrcliment 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 contnbutions as part of future IPEDS technical review panels (TRPs), as
CGS has been represented in TRPs for other NCES data cellection efferts, including
Mational 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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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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April 15, 2016

The Honorable John B. King, Jr.
U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue STW
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 to submit comments on the National Center for Educaticonal
Statistics” proposed changes to the 2016-2019 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS). Founded in 1937, NACAC iz 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 worl, NACAC is engaged in research on higher education access and
enrollment trends.

Proposed Changes to the Outcome Measures Form

WACAC is pleased that the Department plans to introduce an Outcome Measure to
capture Pell Grant recipients’ successful completion of their degrees. We believe these
data will directly help students and families make impeortant decisions about college
enrollment and bolster essential research on college success. It is an vnfortunate, but
undeniable, reality that low-income students do not fare egually at every institution of
higher education. Disaggregating Outcome Measures by Pell Grant recipient status will
shed light on the relative strength of an institution in supporting its low-income students
on a path toward graduation. This information, combined with other considerations, such
as cost of attendance, may be critical to a student weighing her enrollment options.

NATCAC

Matiaral Assodiaton far
Colkine AEmipEon Counsaing

1050 N Highland Street, Suite 300 | Arlington, VA 22201 | BOD.BZZ G285 | nacacnatorg
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hiaborial Asscoialian for
Lollate Admigaian Loungsing

1050 M Highland Siesd, Suite 400 | Arlinglon, WA 22209 | 8008228265 | nacacrel oo

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 Cutcome Measures could
strengthen these tools by allowing low-income students to better judge how institutions
support students like themselves not enly get fo—but also get through—college. The
proposed changes constitute a promising first step in collecting robust data that can
benefit sudent consumers.

In addition to helping students make decisions, Pell Grant recipient outcome data will
help researchers understand the factors that determine why some institutions graduate
Pell Grant recipients at higher rates than others. For example, these data will help answer
questions such as, do Pell Grant recipients graduate at higher rates at colleges of a certain
size? Does studying alongside a critical mass of other Pell Grant recipients comelate with
higher levels of degres completion? By separating out Outcome Measure data for Pell
Grant recipients, researchers will be able to glean which instiitional characteristics or
practices contribute to successful completion. Although further disaggregating each
Outcome Measure cohort by Pell status would be most msightful NACAC hopes that
even the proposed all-inclusive data for Pell Grant recipients will positively mform
institutional decision-makers and lead to widespread adoption of best practices.

Although NACAC strongly supports the inclusion of Outcome Measures for Pell Grant
recipients in IPEDS data, we are concemed that some state funding models that base
allocation of state institutional aid on student outcomes may encourage institutions to
reduce enrollment of low-income students. A recent study in the Jowrnal of Education
Finance shows that mstitutions that receive budget allocations under a “performance-
based funding”™ model receve less Pell Grant dollars than institutions not subject to this
funding model. See Fobert Kelchen & Luke Stedrak, Does Performance-Based Funding
Affect Colleges” Financial Prierities? 41 J. of Educ. Fin. 302 (2016). Performance-based
funding models reward institutions based on varous entena, which may mclude number
of low-income stadents enrolled, as well as overall graduation rate and/or graduation
rates for low-income students, among other factors. Because of the weight frequently
given to graduation rates, institutions may be incentivized to mimmize enrellment of low-
income students, who tend to graduate at a far lower rate than their high-income peers.
NACAC hopes that the availability of Pell Grant recipient Outcome Measures m IPEDS
will net exacerbate this trend of reducing access, but rather will provide policymakers
and mmstitutional leaders with the data and research they need to optimize low-income
student success at all institutions.

NACAC has no objection to the inclusion of students studying abroad or studying ata
branch campus in a foreign country in instiutional Cutcome Measures. We are pleased
that many students have the opportunity to pursue a global pestsecondary education, and
we believe that including these students in Outcome Measures data will encourage

32



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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The California State University
QFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR

401 Golden Shore, 64 Floor Edward Sulfivan, Ph.D.
Long Beach, CA 90502-4210 Assistant Vice Ghancelor
calstate edy Academic Research and Resources
— [562) 9514767
. esulivaniealsiate. aduy
Aprl 13, 2016
Kate Mullan
Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
Provacy, Information and Fecords 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 2016-033258, OME Control Number 1850-0582)

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 Cohert 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 to a high-gquality education while maintaining affordability for
students. In 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 Department clarify or reconsider the proposed determination of the
Pell Grant Cohort based on receipt of Pell anytime in eight wears covered in the Outcome
Measures 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 introduces
biases into the calculation of a Pell graduation rate that may not be desirable.

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

year of entry).
CSU Campuses Fresno Monterey Bay San Francisco
Bakersfield Fullerton Northridge San José
Channel Islands Humibsoddt Pomona San Luis Obispo
Chico Long Beach Sacramenio San Marcos
Dominguez Hills Los Angeles San Bemardino Sonoma
East Bay Maritime Academy San Diego Stanislaus
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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 goidance on disclosure requirements required uvnder the Higher Education
Opportunity Act of 2008 (34 CFE 668.45). It also aligns to standard professional practice in the
computation of such rates by higher education institutions and research groups. including a recent
national survey of Pell graduation rates conducted by the Education Trust (https:/edtrust orgiwp-
contentuploads/2014/09/ ThePellPartnership EdTrust 20152 pdf).

All institutions are currently required to generate Pell graduation rates based on status at entry. and it is
not sufficiently clear from the notice why the Department is suggesting a departure in this policy
guidance. We would expect many reporting institutions would be confused by this change or would fail
to recognize it without further explanation and outreach from the Department.

Defining the Pell cohort cumulatively introduces additional biases into the Pell graduvation rate and
malees it more difficunlt to interpret.

s Since a smdent must be ensolled to receive a Pell grant, students that do not persist will not have
the same opportonity to be counted as Pell participants as those students that do persist. This
leads to vpward bias in the graduation rate for the Pell cohort relative to the non-Pell cohort, as
both inclusion in the Pell cohort and graduation rates increase with persistence. We cannot Imow
or appropriately account for whether students whe leave the institution would have been
otherwise been retained if they had applied for aid, but we would not assume these cutcomes are
unrelated to income status and financial considerations.

s Pell program requirements, as well students” financial situation. can change over the reporting
period. By basing the cohort on receipt at entry, those temporal effects do not alter the
compeosition of the cohort over time.

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to IPEDS.

Sincerely,

Edward Sullivan, Ph.D.
Assistant Vice Chancellor, Academic Fesearch and Resources
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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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ASSOCIATION OF
PUBLIC
LAND-GRANT
UNIVERSITIES

Wpril 18, 2016

Mr. Richard Reeves

IPEDS Program Director

Mational Center for Education Statistics
Potomac Center Plaza

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

Dear Mr. Regves:

This letteris inresponse 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 of Education (ED) is taking steps to include indicators of the
postsecondary success of Pell recipients in IPEDS. Many inthe higher education community, incleding the
PostsecData Collaborative, have advocated for the addition of Pell graduation rates to IPEDS." Forexample, a
2008 [PEDS Technical Review Panel (TRP) recommended establishinga Pell Grant sub-cohort inthe Graduate
Rate Survey.” Additionally, the Committee on Measures of Student Success (CMS5) called for EDto direct the
Mational Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to add Pell graduation rates to IPEDS and convene a TRP to
determine how to do s0.

These data would provide students, policymakers, institutions, and policy researchers with information on how
outcomes for low-income students vary across institutions and how they compare with the ocutcomes of more
well-resourced classmates. While Sec. 488(a)(3) of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (HEQA)
reguires institutions to disclose graduation rates disaggregated based on Pell status,” research has shown
inadeguate compliance with this disclosure reguirement.” Furthermore, as a disclosure reguirement, these data
are difficult to collect and use in a comprehensive way because gathering them reguires contacting thousands of
individual colleges * APLU strongly supports the addition of low-income student outcomes to IPEDS.

APLU supports the majority of recommendations outlined ina separate letter from the Postsecondary Data
Collaborative [PostsecData) and is one of the signatories. As statedinthat letter, there are several alternative
methods for including Pell outcomes data with the IPEDS collection and each are preferred by different
members of the higher education community. APLU strongly recommends incorporating a Pell cohort into the
GRS over the other alternatives that involve additions or changes within the OM survey - as describedin the
Federal Register or as described withinthe PostsecData letter. APLU recommends the additionto the GRS for
several reasons.

* |t is consistent with the current HEQA disclosure reguirements and the recommendation of TRP #24.~

+ |t would be comparable to pre-existing and commonly used graduation rates, including those
disaggregating by race and gender. The comparabilityis very important to provide ananchor and a
context for the reporting of graduation rates for a new subgroup, particularly one as high-profile as the
Pell cohort.

+ |t would be a more meaningful and understandable metric for most audiences and help to minimize
inaccurate interpretations and comparisons. The proposed OM Pell cohort combining varying

1307 New York Avenue, W, Suite 400, Washington, DC 200054722 - 202.478.60440 - fax 202 475.6046 « vorw.aplu.om
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B. Maoke the results more useful by improving how the Pell cohort and outcome dato are specified

Members of the higher education community who have advocated for and planon using Pell outcome data have
serious concerns regarding the proposed implementation of this new measure and expect significant barriers to
robust and beneficial analysis of the data as specified. To remedy these challenges, we propose the following:

1. Donot comhbine students of varying attendance and enrollment patterns into one Pell cohart, The
proposed approach of using an aggregated cohort raises the most serious concerns. If implemented as
proposed, the Pell OM cohort would mix widely varying student populations into one, irrespective of
attendance intensity and enrollment status. First-time, transfer, full-ime, and part-time students
experience different enrcllment and completion trajectories,™ and, when combined, create a
heterogeneous cohort. [twill therefore be impossible totell whether the varying Pell graduation rates
across colleges are a result of true differences inoutcomes for Pell students or because of meaningful
differences inthe types of students institutions enroll and attendance patterns of those enrolled.

This heterogeneity is also problematic when comparing Pell outcomes with non-Pell cutcomes because
Pell recipients and non-recipients attend part-time and transfer at different rates.™ As a result, the
distribution of attendance and enrollment patterns within the Pell cohort will be different from the
distribution within the non-Pell cohort, making com parisons between the two cohorts difficultto
interpret. Additionally, the agegregated cohort seems to be in conflict with TRP #24's recommendation,
which called for a first-time full-time [FTFT) Pell sub-cohort as well as a first-time part-time (FTFT) Pell
sub-cohort if a part-time cohort were to be established. ™

Furthermaore, the results will not be comparable to other cohorts typically usedin higher education. In
fact, the aggregated cohort deviates from current field practice. Forexample:

a. Complete College America (CCA) collects Pell graduation rates for nine separate cohorts —
certificate, associate, and bachelor's-seeking crossed with FTFT, FTPT, and transfer (full- and
part-time combined).™

b. The Student Achievement Measure (SAM) calculates student outcomes separately for FTFT and
transfer full-time students intheir bachelor's model. They alsoinclude optional bachelor's
cohorts for first-time part-time and transfer part-time students.™ Inthe associate,/certificate
model, they collect two cohorts: full-time students [including first-time and transfer) and part-
time studenis {including first-time and transfer). = While SAM does not currently disaggregate
for Pell status, it does set a clear precedent of reporting outcomes separately for cohorts
defined by attendance and enrollment status. SAM will also be adding the capability for
reporting Pell student outcomes as a sub-cohort to existing models infall 20167

€. Stotutory requirements for disclosure pertain tothe completion/graduation rate of
certificate/degree-seeking fulltime undergraduate students, and are required by law to be
disagegregated by gender and race/ethnicity as well as Pell receipt, receipt of subsidized Stafford
loans but not Pell, and neither the specified loans nor Pell. = Based on this disclosure
requirement, The Education Trust's "The Pell Partnership” 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 initiatives have led the wayin defining and collecting Pell graduation rates, and several define Pell
receipt based on status at entry for cohort-based measures, like graduation rates.™ We recommend
defining Pell at entry for outcome data in IPEDS, as well. While identifying Pell recipients at entry will

38



omitamestimated 11 percent of students per cohort who become low-income after their first year or
apply for aid and are accurately captured as low-income later intheir college careers,™ the benefits of
defining Pell at entry outweigh this downside:

a.

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 earlier
reporting as the cohort progresses. While the OM survey only reguires retrospective reporting
atthe B-year mark, it could evolve in the future to include more freguent, earlier reporting. Even
if not reported to IPEDS more freguently, institutions likely will want to check on the progress of
their Pell cohort at earlier intervals, providing them with more real-time data to inform
institutional policies, rather than waiting B years for retrospective data. These interim checks
will be difficultif Pell is not defined at cohort entry.

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

TRP recommendations: TRP #24 recommends using Pell at entry, saying “those cohort members
whio received Pell dollars (disbursements) during the official student financial aid year for the
year inwhich the cohort is established” should be counted as Pell recipients. =

Clarity: Defining Pell ever raises guestions about how to Classify students who receive Pell
Grants only inyear 7 or 8 because their Pell status would be different at the &-year and B-year
outcome points. Including year 7/8 Pell recipients inthe Pell cohort for 6-year outcomes seems
imprecise, but excluding them at year & and including them at year 8 is inconsistent and creates
comparability problems.

Insubstantial value added: Defining Pell ever does not produce substantially different graduation
rates than defining Pell at entry. Among students who receive Pell at entry, 35 percent attaina
credential at their first institution, compared with 34 percent of students who received Pell ever.
= This trend of similar results holds across institution types, with the largest difference
occurring at private non-profit four-year institutions (49 percent completion for Pell at entry,
comparedwith 51 percent for Pell ever). Students who receive Pell ever are slightly (5.5
percentage points) more likely to transfer than students who only receive Pell at entry, perhaps
because they receive Pell at the subseguent institution.™ Given the relatively small difference in
results alongside the substantial benefits outlined above, Pell at entry is @ better option.

To account for the estimated one-guarter of Pell recipients per cohort who receive Pell at some point
but not in their firstyear,™ the IPEDS Completions 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. Furthermaore, defining Pell at entry for cohort measures and Pell
ever for completer counts would mirror the methodology implemented by CCA and Access toSuccess
(A2S).=

Require all institutions to report Pell outcomes, not only degree-granting institutions. Only degree-
granting institutions are reguired to complete the OM survey, so by including a Pell cohort in the OM
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survey but not the GRS, the field will still miss outcome information for approximately 436,000 Pell
recipients attending nearly 2,700 non-degree-granting institutions =

4. Report Pell outcomes after 100, 150, and 200 percent of program time instead of after & and B years.
Reporting cutcomes only at & and B years makes the proposed metric very retrospective, with more lag
in 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, theyshould be
additional options, rather than replacements for the shorter timeframes required in HEA. The &- and 8-
year timeframes are built into the OM survey, soif Pell completion outcomes were to remain inthe OM
rather than the GRS thenthis recommendation would reguire changes to the survey itself. For more

detailed recommendations onimproving the OM survey, please refer to PostsecData’s December 2014
comments.

5. Disaggregate cohorts by credential sought. Meaningful examination of student outcomes necessitates
anunderstanding of student intentions. Several voluntary data initiatives (including SAM, CCA, and A25)
disaggregate cohorts accordingly. == Additionally, institutions that offer multiple credentials already are
required to report the graduation rates of bachelor's degree-seekers separately from other credential-
seekers, and must further report the program length for each federal aid recipient to the Mational
Student Loan Data System [N5LDS). = With these reporting measures in place, institutions should
dlready be prepared to report credential sought.

APLU values the Department's efforts to improve postsecondary data systems, supports efforts to collect more
comprehensive data on student outcomes, and commends NCES for taking this step inwhat is certainly the right
direction. Ultimately, APLU supports the development of a student-level data collection to streamiline collection
and reporting, allowing for the most useful metrics to be calculated with less concern about reporting burden.

APLU alsostrongly recommends replacing the GRS metrics with a model similar to the Student Achievement
Measure [SAM).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes as well as for thoughtful consideration of
our feedback and recommendations. If you have any guestions, please do not hesitate to call or email me,
ckeller@aplu.org or 202-478-6043.

Sincerely,
Christine M Keller

Vice President, Research & Policy Analysis
Executive Director, Student Achievement Measure

Engle, )., Huglsman, M., Long, AA., & Voight, M. [March 2014}, Mapping the postsecondary data domain: problems and
possibilities, institute for Higher Education Policy, retrieved from
http:/woenw.ihe p.org/sites/default/files/uplosds/docs/pubs/mapping_the_postsecondary_dstz_domain_-
_main_report_revised. pdf; Institute for Higher Education Policy [November 2012}, IHEP comments in response to technical
request for information onthe Postsecondary Institutionzl Rating System (PIRS), retrisved from
http:/wenw.ihep.org/press/opinions-and-state me nts/ihep-comments-response-tech nical-reque st-information-
postsecondary; Institute for Higher Education Policy (December 2014), PostsecDeta comments on IPEDS Outcomea Measures
Technical Review Panel, retrieved from
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http:/f'wwnw.ihe p.org/sites/default/files/uploads/docs/press/postsecd ata_comments_on_ipeds_outcome_messures_trp_d
ec_2014. pdf

RTI international, Report and suggestions from IPEDS Technical Review Panel #24: Collecting GRS data for part-time
students and Pell Grant recipients (accessed 2016 March 11), retrisved from
https://edsurveys.ri.org/IPEDS_TRP_DOCS/prod/documents/TRP_24 Summary_final. pdf

LL5. Department of Education [Decamber 2011), Committes on Mezsures of Student Success: Report toSecretary of

Education Arne Duncan, retrieved from http:/fwwe 2. ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/cmss-committee-report-final. pdf
*Higher Education Oppartunity Act, Public Law 110-315, 110th Congress (2008).
*Caray, K. & Kelly, A.P. [Movember 2011}, The truth behind higher education disdosure |aws, American Enterprise institute,
retrieved from http:/www.zeiorgfwp-content/uploads/201 11 1/-truthhighe reddisclosurelsws_ 185621335060, pdf
“ Michols, A H. [September2015), The Pell partnership: Ensuring 2 shared responsibility for low-income student success, The
Education Trust, retrieved from https://edtrust.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/ThePellPartnership_EdTrust_20152 pdf
* Higher Education Oppaortunity Act, Public Law 110-315, 110th Congress [2008); AT international, Report and suggestions
from IPEDSE Techniczal Review Panel #24.
= Nichaols.
=While Pellreceipt is a frequentlyused proxyfor low-income students, itis not perfect. Some students, particularly st low-
cost institutions like community col le ges, would qualify for Pell, butdo notreceive it simply because they do not apply for
federal financial aid. When using Pell a5 a proxy for income status, these students will be counted as non-Pell, even though
they are low-income . However, Pell remains the best available prosy.
= Supporting statement part & 60-day Federal Register notice (February 19, 2016) for Docket ED-2016-ICCD-0020: Agency
information collection activities; Comment request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Diata System [IPEDS) 2016-2019,
81 Fed. Reg. 8181 (February 18, 2015).
= College costs are defined here as average total in-state tuition, fees, room, and board at publicfour-yearcolleges.
Projected college costs for 2016-17 were estimated byusing the average annual increase in costs overthe most recentfive
years. Figures for Pell Grant maximum amount are for 2016-17. Calculations by The Institute for College Access & Sucoess
using College Board (2015 ), Trends in college pricing 2015 [Table 2), retrieved from http://bitly/1Pyv2sland U5
Department of Education, Pell Grant payment and disburse ment schedules, retrieved from
http://fifap.ed gov/dpcletters/GEM 1601 htmi
= Chen, )., Chiang, ¥., Dundar, A., Park, E, Shapiro, D, Torres, V., & Ziskin, M. (November 2012), Completing college: A
national viewof student attsinment rates [Signature reportno. 4), Notional Student Clearinghouse Research Center,
retrieved from https://nscresearcheenter.org/wp-content/uploads/M5C_Signature_Report 4.pdf
== 0n average, 14 percentof Pell Grant recipients in 2002-04 began as part-time studentsin that same year, while 24.1
percent of non-recpients began part-time. An average 25.9 percent of 2003-04 Pell recipients who started that yearwould
later transfer, compared with 31.6 percent of non-redpients. IHEP analysis of U.5. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, 2003-04 Be ginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal 5tudy, Second Follow-up
[BP5:04,/09), computation by NCES PowerStats Version 1.0 onMarch 15, 2016, variables used were ATTEND, PROUTEY, &
PELLO4, weight variable was WTBDO0.
=% BTl international, Report and suggestions from IPEDS Technical Review Panel #24.
= Complete College America, Complete College America commaon college completion metrics technical guide, |ast updated
April 23, 2015, retrieved from http://completecollege.org/wp-content/uploads/2014,/11,/20 14-Metrics- TechnicaHGuide-
Final-D4022014.pdf
= The Student Achievement Measure, 3AM methodology for calculating the bachelor's degree-seeking cohort metric,
updated August 20, 2014, retrieved from
https://s2 amazonzws.comstudentschieve memtmeasu re /SAMEPermanent+Lin ks/SANMEBachelors+Modek Methodology.pd
f
= The Student Achievement Meosure, 54N methodology for calculating the associste degres- and certificate-seeking
cohort metric, luly 1, 2013, retrieved from
https://s3 . amazonaws.com/studentzchisve me nmtmeasu e /SANFPerman e nt+Lin ks/SAN+Associste+3 26+ Cartificate+Model
+Methodology. pdf
= Hinds, T. & Keller, C., email communication from Association of Public & Land-grant Universities [APLU), March 29, 2016.
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== 20 USC 1092 (a)(1), accessad 2016 March 16, retrieved from https:/fwww.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2014-
title20/pdf/USCODE-2014-title20-chap 2 B-subchap V-partF-sec 1092 pdf

= Nichals.

= Complete College America and Access to Success both count Pell redpients as those whareceived Pell st entry for their
gradusation rate measures, while the Voluntary Framework for Accountability identifies Pell recipients as those who have
ever received Pell. A25 and CCA slso disaggresate the total number of degrees conferred by Pell ever. Complete College
America, Complete College America comman college completion metrics technical guide; The Education Trust (May 2012),
Replenishing opportunity in America: The 2012 midterm report of public higher education systemsin the Access to Success
initiative [technical appendix), retrieved from http:/fedtrust.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10//A25 2012 Appendic. pdf;
Voluntary Framework of Accountability (November 2015}, Voluntary Framework of Accountability metrics manual wversion
4.0, retrieved from http://vfa.zacc. nche.edu/Documents/VFAMetr csManual pdf

= |HEP anzalysis indicates 11 percent of the BP5;04/09 cohort did not receive Pell at entry in 2003-04 but did receive Pall at
some point, by 2009. Computation by NCES Poweritats Version 1.0on March 29, 2016, variables used were PELLCUDS &
PELLO4, weight variable was WTBIO0.

== BT1 international, Report and suggestions from IPEDS Technical Review Panel #24.

== |HEP analysis of BP5:04/09, computation by NCES PowerStats Version 1.0on March 17, 2018, variables usad were
PELLO4#, PELLCUDS, PROUTEY, & FSECTOR, weight warizble was WTBODO.

= 0n average, 26.2 percentof students who received Pell at entry in 2003-04 |ater transferred. Students who were
counted as having received Pell at any point through 2009 had transferred from first institution at 2 rate of 31.7 percent
overzll. IHEP analysis of BPS:04/09, computation by NCES Powerstats Version 1.0on April 5, 2016, variables used were
PELLD4, PELLCUDD, & PROUTEY, weight variable was WTBIDD.

= f those who did notreceive Pellat entry in 2003-04, 17 1 percent would |ater receive Pellwhile 82.9 percent would
not. Ofthose who received Pell by 2009, 76.5 percent received Pell at entry in 200304 and 23 5 percent did not. IHEP
analysis of BP5;04/09, computation by NCES PowerStats Version 1.0on March 29, 2016, variables used were PELLCUDS &
PELLO4, weight variable was WTBIO0.
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== The Student Achievement Meosure, 3AM methodology for calculating the bachelor's degree-seeking cohort metric; The
Student Achievement Measure, 5AM methodology for calculating the associste degree- and certificate-seeking cohort
metric; Complete College America, Complete College America commeon college completion metrics technical guide; The
Education Trust (May 2012).

== [ 5. Department aof Education Office of Federgl Student Aig (October 2015), Mational Student Loan Data System
enrallmentre porting guide, retrieved from

http://ifap.ed gov/nsldsmaterials attachments/MewNSLDEEnrollmentReportingGuide. pdf

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0052
Name: Kati Haycock

Attached, please find comments from the Education Trust.
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April 18, 2016

Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW

LBJ Room 2E-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 is the surest path to social and economic mobility in this country. As the primary federal
aid program to help low-income students pay for college, the Pell Grant program is a critical investment in
the nation’s economy and society.

Pell gives more than 8.5 million students—most from families making 540,000 or less—access to the
postsecondary education they might not have otherwise received. Nearly half of all Latino undergraduate
students and more than 60 percent of African American students receive Pell. Moreover, Pell represents a
significant investment of federal resources—roughly $30.6 billion in 2014-15.

But for the scale and importance of this investment, we know alarmingly little about college outcomes for
Pell recipients. Institution-level Pell graduation rates are not included in any public, federal data collection.
Indeed, in order to equip students, parents, and policymakers with information on how well institutions
across the country are serving Pell students compared with other students, The Education Trust had to
undertake a year-long data collection effort.

The data we collected shed light on important trends, including that Pell students are much more likely to
attend institutions with lower graduation rates for all students and much less likely to attend institutions
that graduate most of their students. The data also show that there are hundreds of colleges that
successfully serve Pell students, and that these institutions exist across a range of selectivity, sector, and
mission. These institutions provide promise and proof that getting more Pell students through college is an
attainable goal—if leaders make completion and equity a top priority.

Pell graduation data should be an important factor in any low-income student's decision about which
college to attend. These data should also be used to identify and learn from successful institutional
practices and policies—and, comversely, to shine a light on institutions that need to improve. To serve
these purposes, annual Pell graduation rates for all institutions must be publicly available. That's why The
Education Trust wholeheartedly supports including graduation rates for Pell recipients in the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and appreciates the U.5. Department of Education’s
commitment to increased transparency and better, more actionable data.

Howewver, we're concerned that the current proposal will generate institutional Pell graduation rates that

will have limited practical utility. As such, our comments offer broad support for an expanded data
collection to include Pell graduation rates and detailed recommendations for improving on the proposal.
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Assessing the current proposal

The proposal to create a Pell sub-cohort from students included in each of the four cohorts in the Outcome
Measures (OM) Survey would limit the usefulness of the data and the ability of data users to make useful
comparisons for two main reasons:

*  This proposal does not disaggregate the Pell cohort by enrollment status {first- versus non-first-
time) or attendance status (full- versus part-time). But institutions differ significantly in the types
of students they enroll, meaning that comparisons between institutions should take enrollment
and attendance patterns into account. Otherwise, differences in Pell graduation rates between
institutions may be due to differences in the types of students enrolled rather than institutions”
ability to serve low-income students. Faulty comparisons would undermine the efforts of
policymakers to hold institutions accountable for the success of all of their students, institutional
leaders to benchmark their performance against similar institutions, and students and families to
make informed college choices.

Moreaver, creating cohorts that don’t distinguish between attendance and enrcllment patterns
would make it difficult to assess real differences in outcomes between Pell recipients and other
students. The enrollment patterns of students that receive Pell and those that don't are not always
the same. Creating cohorts that don't take these enrollment differences into account could make
the comparisons between Pell and non-Pell students look worse than they actually are.

=  The OM framework doesn't 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 disaggregation by award type, graduation rates for the Pell cohort will be
misleading at institutions where significant percentages of students pursue multiple award types.
Moreaver, without disaggregation by award type, the OM Survey would include six- and eight-year
outcomes for schools that primarily award certificates and associate degrees, which is too much
time to measure success.

In addition to these data quality and utility concerns, it's also important to note that the current proposal
does not satisfy the disclosure requirements of the 2008 Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEQA). Under
HEOA, institutions are required to disclose the completion/graduation rates of certificate- and degree-
seaking full-time students, disaggregated by Pell status. Under this propozal, institutions would still be
required to make these disclosures, in addition to reporting the new Pell cohort in the OM Survey. While
one of the main justifications for the addition of the Pell sub-cohort to the OM Survey is the minimal added
imstitutional burden, the misalignment with HEOA disclosure clearly contradicts that.

Recommendations

We recommend that the U.5. Department of Education incorporate o Pell sub-cohort into the Groduation
Rate Survey (GRS) component of IPEDS. Collecting Pell outcomes through the GRS would have three
primary benefits:

= Allowing the Pell cohort to be disaggregated by award type;

*  Generating data that are comparable to pre-existing and commonly used graduation rates, such as
those disaggregated by race and gender; and

=  Minimizing burden by aligning with existing HEOA disclosure requirements. It's important to note
here that including a Pell sub-cohort in the GRS does not necessitate that institutions disaggregate
the Pell sub-cohort by race/ethnicity and gender.
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The GRS Pell sub-cohort should be based on receipt of Pell at entry. This is simpler and would align the Pell
data with other reporting categories in the GRS and other data sources.

We acknowledge the downside of this proposal—that like all graduation rates in GRS, a Pell sub-cohort
would excdude part-time and transfer students. But in addition to the benefits listed 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 Pell and non-Pell graduation rates without significantly increasing
institutional burden.

Collection through the GRS is our recommended approach. If the Deportment instead chooses to pursue the
collection through the OM Survey, we recommend that the Pell collection be odded os o category within
each of the four OM cohorts, rather than constructing o Pell sub-cohort from each of the four cohorts. In
addition, we recommend that the OM survey be amended to disoggregete each cohort by degree sought,
and report outcomes at 100 percent, 150 percent, and 200 percent of time. These improvements on the
proposal to collect Pell autcomes 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’s efforts to fill what has, for far too long, been a void in the information
available to higher education stakeholders—from policymakers to institutional leaders, advocates to
studenits and families. Our recommendations are aimed at making sure that we fill 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 additional information as you mowve forward with this important effort.

Lyl —

Kati Haycock
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

April 18, 2016

Mr. Richard Reeves

IPEDS Program Director

National Center for Education Statistics
Potomac Center Plaza

550 12th Street 5W, Room 4134
Washington, DC 20202

Dear Mr. Reeves:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the Postsecondary Data Collaborative (PostsecData), 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). PostsecData is comprised of organizations committed to the use of high-
quality postsecondary data to improve student success and advance educational eguity.

It is very encouraging that the Department of Education (EDY) 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 addition of Pell graduation rates to IPEDS.* For example, a 2008 IPEDS Technical Review Panel [TRP) recommended
establishing a Pell Grant sub-cohort in the Graduate Rate Survey.® Additionally, the Committee on Measures of Student
Success (CM3S) called for ED to direct the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to add Pell graduation rates to
IPEDS and convene a TRP to determine how to do so®

These data could provide students, policymakers, institutions, and policy researchers with infermation on how outcomes
for low-income students vary across institutions and how they compare with the cutcomes of more well-resourced
classmates. While Sec. 488(a)(3) of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (HECA) requires institutions to disclose
graduation rates disaggregated based on Pell status,® research has shown inadeguate compliance with this disclosure
requirement.”? Furthermere, as a disclosure requirement, these data are difficult to collect and use in a comprehensive
way because gathering them requires contacting thousands of individual colleges.® We applaud ED for responding to the
clarion call for 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 selutions that would implement those specifications:

A Use Peil graduation rates to measure success for low-income students, not the effectiveness of the Pell Grant program
B. Make the results more useful by improving how the Pell cohart and outcome data are specified

1. Do not combine students of varying attendance and enrollment patterns into one Pell cohort

2. Define Pell recipients as those students who receive Pell when they initially enreoll in college (Pell at entry), not
those who receive Pell at any point while enrelled in college (Pell ever)

3. Require all institutions to report outcomes for Pell students, not only 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

5. Disaggregate cohorts by credential sought

C. Implement an aiternate solution for collecting essential data on Pell student outcomes

1. Incorperate a Pell cohort into the Graduation Rate Survey (GRS)
2. Disaggregate each OM cohort by Pell, using the existing OM survey
3. Disaggregate each OM cohort by Pell, using a revised OM survey
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Each of these recommendations is discussed in detail below.

A. Use Peil groduation rates to measure success for low-income students, not the effectiveness of the Pell Grant
program

In 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 dosing gaps between them and their higher income classmates,
while also shining a light on campuses that could serve low-income students better.” Pell receipt serves as a useful proxy
for income status, illuminating trends in outcomes by economic status.®

However, proper use of these data is key, as Pell graduation rates are not an appropriate measure of effectiveness for the
Pell Grant program as the Federal Register notice suggests when referring to the new measure as a 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 to 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 institution-level Pell graduation
rates prove to be lower than rates for non-Pell students, those findings should not be interpreted as a failure of the
program itself, but rather spur institutional improvement efforts and further investment in the Pell program. We cannot
stress enough how important it is to maintain focus on the use of a Pell receipt indicator as a proxy to determine how low-
income students are served at the postsecondary level.

B. Make the results more useful by improving how the Pell cohort and outcome dato are specified

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

1. Do not combine students of varying attendance and enrollment patterns into one Pell cohort. The proposad
approach of using an aggregated cohort raises the most serious concerns. If implemented as proposed, the Pell
OM cohort would mix widely varying student populations into one, irrespective of attendance intensity and
enrollment status. First-time, transfer, full-time, and part-time students experience different enrollment and
completion trajectories,™ and, when combined, create a heterogeneous cohort. It will therefore be impossible to
tell whether the varying Pell graduation rates across colleges are a result of true differences in cutcomes for Pell
students or because of meaningful differences in the types of students institutions enrcll and attendance patterns
of those enrolled.

This heterogeneity is also problematic when comparing Pell outcomes with non-Pell cutcomes because Pell
recipients and non-recipients attend part-time and transfer at different rates.!® As a result, the distribution of
attendance and enroliment patterns within the Pell cohort will be different from the distribution within the non-
Pell cohort, making comparisons between the two cohorts difficult to interpret. Additionally, the aggregated
cohort seems to be in conflict with TRP #24's recommendation, which called for a first-time full-time (FTFT) Pell
sub-cohort as well as a first-time part-time (FTPT) Pell sub-cohort if a part-time cohort were to be established 2

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:

a. Compiete College America (CCA) collects Pell graduation rates for nine separate cohorts — certificate,
associate, and bachelor's-seeking crossed with FTFT, FTPT, and transfer (full- and part-time combined).**
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b. The Student Achiewement Measure (SAM) calculates student outcomes separately for FTFT and transfer
full-time 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 cohorts:
full-time students (including first-time and transfer) and part-time students (including first-time and
transfer).”® While SAM does not currently disaggregate for Pell status, it does set a clear precedent of
reporting outcomes separately for cohorts defined by attendance and enrollment status. SAM will also be
adding the capability for reporting Pell student outcomes as a sub-cohort to existing models in fall 2016

C. Statutory reguirements for disclosure pertain to the completion/graduation rate of certificate/degree-
seeking full-time undergraduate students, and are required by law to be disaggregated by gender and
race/ethnicity as well as Pell receipt, receipt of subsidized Stafford loans but not Pell, and neither the
specified loans nor Pell.*® Based on this disclosure requirement, The Education Trust's "The Pell
Partnership” research calculates Pell graduation rates using 2 FTFT cohort.®®

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

a. Timeliness: Defining Pell ever requires waiting for the full measurement time period (8 years) to elapse
before reporting cutcome information, whereas defining Pell at entry allows for earlier reporting as the
cohort progresses. While the OM survey only requires retrospective reporting at the B-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 earlier intervals,
providing them with more real-time data to inform institutional policies, rather than waiting 8 years for
retrospective data. These interim checks will be difficult if Pell is 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, so defining Pell at entry would be consistent with other
IPEDS cohort-based elements. Furthermore, all 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-eligible, combining them with students who qualified for
Pell for the majority of their college enrcllment muddies the proxy and builds inconsistencies into the
measurement.

C. TRP recommendations: TRP #24 recommends using Pell at entry, saying “those cohort members who
received Pell dollars [disbursements) during the official student financial aid year for the year in which the
cohort is established” should be counted as Pell recipients.™

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

e. Insubstantial value gdded: Defining Pell ever does not produce substantizlly different graduation rates
than defining Pell at entry. Among students who receive Pell at entry, 35 percent attain a credential at
their first institution, compared with 34 percent of students who received Pell ever. 2 This trend of similar
results holds across institution types, with the largest difference occurring at private non-profit four-year
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institutions (49 percent completion for Pell at entry, compared with 51 percent for Pell ever). Students
who receive Pell ever are slightly (5.5 percentage points) more likely to transfer than students who only
receive Pell at entry, perhaps because they receive Pell at the subsequent institution.®* 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-guarter of Pell recipients per cohort who receive Pell at some point but not in
their first year,® the IPEDS Completions 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 Pell at entry for cohort measures and Pell ever for completer counts would mirror
the methodology implemented by CCA and Access to Success [A25).2

3. Require all 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 still miss outcome information for approximately 436,000 Pell 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 6 and B years makes the proposed metric very retrospective, with more lag
in 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, rather than
replacements for the shorter timeframes required in HEA. The &- and B-year timeframes are built into the OM
survey, so if Pell completion outcomes were to remain in the OM rather than the GRS then this recommendation
would require changes to the survey itself. 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 A25) disaggregate
cohorts accordingly.2® Additionally, institutions that offer multiple credentials already are required to report the
graduation rates of bachelor's degree-seekers separately from other credential-seekers, and must further report
the program length for each federal aid recipient to the National Student Loan Data System (NSLDS).* With these
reporting measures in place, institutions should already be prepared to report credential sought.

C. Implement an alternate solution for collecting 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 in the Federal Register. We recognize that each approach has benefits and drawbacks that
must be considered. Several partner organizations are submitting separate comments that make the case for one or
more of these options.

1. Incorporate a Pell cohort into the GRS: Add Pell (at entry) as & disaggregate to the GRS component of IPEDS, in-
line with extant HEOQA disclosure requirements and the recommendation of TRP #24 3% The primary limitation of
this approach is that the resulting Pell graduation rates would be limited to FTFT students, which are not
representative of the entire student body at many institutions. However, it would be consistent with as well as
comparable to pre-existing and commonly used graduation rates, such as those disaggregated by race and gender.
Incorporating Pell as a disaggregate in the GRS would address all the recommendations listed above, including
disaggregating bachelor’s from associate/certificate-seekers and reporting on the 100 percent, 150 percent, and
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200 percent timeframe. Furthermore, it would minimize burden by aligning with the HEQOA disclosure requirement
that institutions are already required to calculate.

The notice in the Federal Register states burden and confidentiality 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-cohort in the GRS should not necessitate disaggregating the Pell sub-cohort by race/ethnicity
and gender. Rather, the GRS could maintain the race/ethnicty and gender disageregates as-is and add a separate
Pell sub-cohort that does not disaggregate further. The Federal Register notice also cites the potential to calculate
non-Pell outcomes as a justification for using OM, but non-Pell cutcomes could be calculated using the GRS as
well.

2. Disaggregate each OM cohort by Pell, using the existing OM survey: Add Pell recipients to the OM survey as a
variable for disaggregation for each of the four established cohorts, rather than a separate cohort that aggregates
important and distinct elements of the others. This approach would not address the long &- and B-year reporting
timeframes or the disaggregation by credential level, but it would have the benefit of capturing more than FTFT
students. Most impeortantly, it would produce separate results for cohorts of differing attendance and enrcliment
statuses. It would require more institutional effort to report these four Pell cohorts than Option #1 would reguire.

3. Disaggregate each OM cohort by Pell, using a revised OM survey: Add Pell recipients to the OM survey as a
variable for disaggregation for each of the four established cohorts rather than a separate cohort, refine the OM
survey to disaggregate each cohort by level of degree sought, and adjust the reporting timeframe. The
PostsecData Collaborative published a letter in response to RTI's Report and Suggestions from IPEDS Technical
Rewview Panel 45: Outcome Measures in December 2014 that made detailed recommendations as to how this
disaggregation for more robust analysis could be accomplished. 32 This solution would produce the most
comprehensive results, but would require the greatest institutional reporting effort.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Includes maore than FTFT X X
Aligns with HEOA disclosure X X
Allows for comparisons with
graduation rates by X X
race/ethnicity and gender
Disaggregates by credential X X
level
Reports at timely intervals X X

Most importantly, in designing a Pell completion rate metric, we urge the Department to avoid combining students of
differing attendance and enrcliment 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 commitied to high-guality postsecondary data. We truly value the
Department's efforts to improve postsecondary data systems, we support efforts to collect more comprehensive data on
student cutcomes, and we commend NCES for taking this step in what is certainly the right direction. Our hope is that, by
providing multiple aliternatives to the proposed measures, NCES will have not only the additional information and
substantive feedback it seeks from the higher education community, but the freedom to adopt a measure that truly helps
us best understand how to support millions of low-income students and the institutions that serve them. Moreover,
student-level data collection would streamline collection and reporting, allowing for the most useful metrics to be
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calculated with less concern about reporting burden, so we support the development of such a system. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on the proposed changes as well as for thoughtful consideration of our feedback and
recommendations. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call or email Mamie Voight at mvoight@ihep.org
or (202) 587-4967.

Sincerely,

Association of Public & Land-grant Universities
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

MNational Association for College Admission Counseling
National College Access Network

Mational 5kills Coalition

MNew 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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analysis of BP504/09, computation by NCES PowerStats Version 1.0 on April 5, 2016, variables used were PELLOS, PELLCLIOS, &
PROUTEY, weight variable was WTBODD.

= Note: Of those who did not receive Pell at entry in 2003-04, 17.1 percent would later receive Pell while 2.9 percent would not. OF
those who received Pell by 2008, 76.5 percent received Pell at entry in 2003-04 and 23.5 percent did not. Source: IHEP analysis of
BP5:04/0%, computation by NCES PowerStats Version 1.0 on March 29, 2016, varizbles used were PELLCUOS & PELLOE, weight
variable was WTB000.

* Complete College America (2015, April 23); The Education Trust {May 2012).

T |HEP analysis of IPEDS 2014, undergraduate students receiving Pell Grants {14) at non-degree-granting institutions, IPEDS
DataCenter on March 18, 2016.

* The Student Achievement Measure (2014, August 20); The Student Achievement Measure (2013, July 1); Complate College
America (2015, April 23); The Education Trust (May 2012).

¥ ) 5. Department of Education Office of Federal Student Aid (October 2015), Notional Student Loan Data System enroliment
reporting guide, retrieved from http://fap.ed gov/nsldsmaterials/attachments/MewNSLDSEnrolimentReportingGuide. pdf

* Higher Education Opportunity Act, Public Law 110-315, 110th Congress (2008); RTI International, Report and suggestions from
IPEDS Technical Review Panel #24.

2 supporting statement A: 60-day Federal Register notice (February 19, 2016).

# |nstitute for Higher Education Policy (December 2014, PostsecData comments on IPEDS Outcome Measures Technical Review
Panel, retrieved from

http://www.ihep.org/sites/default ffiles/uploads/docs/press/postsecdata_comments_on_ipeds_ocutcome_measures_trp_dec_2014.
pdf
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0059
Name: Antoinette Flores

ir. Richard Reeves

IPEDS Program Director

Mational Center for Education Statistics
Potomac Center Flaza

330 12th Street SW_FEoom 4134
Washington, DC 20202

Be: Agency Information Collection Activities; Comment Request; Integrated
Postzecondary Education Data System(IPEDS) 2016-2019
Docket ID= ED-2013-ICCD-0020

Aprl 18,2016
Dearlir. Eesves,

Thank youforthe opporturity to submnat conrments inresponse to the addition ofa Pell
Gramnt recipient cohort to the Cutcome Measiwes (OM) Survey ofthe Integrated
Postzsecondary Education Data System(IPEDS). This conumert is submitted on behalf of
the Center for American Progress’ postsecondary education policy team

The Center for Amerncan Progress (CAP) is anindependent, nonpartizanthinlk tank
dedicatedto improving the lives of all Amerncans through progressive ideas andaction.
CAFP’s postsecondary educationpolicy programis built on the beliefthat robust and
complete dataiz a crucial element of improving equity, access to high-quality programs,
and completion outcomes in higher education

As such, we believe measures to gauge the postsecondary success of Pell recipients are
animportant addition to IPEDS and applaud the Department of Education for addressing
the outcomes of all students. These data will allow students, institutions ofhigher
education, and policymakers to see how student outcomes vary by institution and how
well mstitutions are doingin serving the needs oflow-income students.

While the addition of a Pellrecipient cohortis a welcome one, the proposedmannerin
which the datawill be collected and reported raises conceams abowut its usefulness. As
proposed, a standalone Pell recipient cohort measuredin a limited manner creates bames
to beneficial analysis. This comment addresses these concems and provides the following
recorumendations for howthe Departiment can ensire that these data are usefil and
comparable to othermeasures available through IFEDS:

¢ Do not combine Pellrecipients of varying enrollment and attendance pattems
¢+ Fequrenon-degree granting mstitutions to report Pell outcomes
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¢ Eeport Pell outcormes for 100,130, and 200 percent of programtime
o  AddPell outcomes to the Graduation Fate Survey

1. Do notcombine Pell recipients of varying enrollment and attendance
patterns

Az proposed, Pell recipients would be grouped into one cohort that combines first-time,
full-titne, part-time, and transfer students. Combining students of varying enrollment and
attendance pattems mto one group is problematic because students in these groupshave
different persistence and completionoutcomes.! For examyple, full-time students at public
four-yearinstitutions have a 70 percert six vear conpletionrate whereas part-timme
students have a 15 7 percent cormpletionrate 2 The combined completion rate ofhoth full
and part-time students would make it difficult to discem whether a school’s Pell
completionrateis truly a measire oflow-income student outcomes or simply reflective
of student enrollment and mtensity pattems.

Furthermore, as our colleagues fromthe Postsecondary Data Collaborative note, Pell
recipients attend part-time and transfer at different rates than their non-Pell peers. For
example, 14 percent Pellrecipients began as part-time students and 23 .9 percent of Pell
recipients transferred  Onthe otherhand, 24 1 percent of non-Pell recipients began part-
tirne and 31.6 percentofnon-recipients transferred at some point during their
postsecondary education * These differences would malkee it difficult to compare
outcomes betweenrecipients andnon-recipients.

Insteadofa combined standalone cohort, Pell recipients should be reported as sub-groups
of each ofthe four OM survey cohorts. This means that full-time first-time, part-time
first-time, full-time non-first-time, and part-tirme, non-first-time entening student cohorts
should all be disaggregated by Pell receipt. Dong so would ensure that the data are both
meaningful enough to make compansons across institutions and comparable to non-Pell
recipient outcomes.

2. Require non-degree granting institutions to report Pell outcomes

Students andpolicymakers need to be able to understand Pell-recipient outcomes atall
mnstitutions. However, non-degree granting mstitutions are currently notrequired to

! Mational 5tudent Clearinghouse Research Center, "Completing College: A National View of Student

Attasinment Rates— Fall 2009 Cohort,” available at https://nscresearchoenter. org/signsturereport 10/
? |bid.

* 5ze comment by Postsecondary Data Collaborative.

* |bid.
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complete the OM survey, and would nothave to subrat data on Pell completion rates.
Given that non-degree granting institutions serve over 400,000 Pell-recipients, and
receive over 31 6 billion m federal Pell grant finding each vear, it is importantthat
students, policymakers and the public are aware of student outcomes andhowwell these
particular institutions serve their low-income students 7 Therefore, Pell-grant completion
reporting should be required of all institutions, not just degree granting.

3. ReportPell outcomes for 100,150, and 200 percent of program time

The O survey only requires institutions to report completion rates after six and eight
vears after entry. 5 Although these data canbe valuable, outcomes need to be known on
much earliertimeframes. This iz particularly true for two-year conmmunty colleges which
aim for students to completemuch sooner than six or eight years, but also valuable for
four-wear students. At both two- and four-year schools, some are lilely to perfonm better
than others at gettinglow-income studernts to complete on time. Knowing earlier
completion rates could provide valuable decision making mformation for prospective
low-income students. The Department should createreporting requirements for 100, 150,
and 200 percent of programtimne in the OM Survey or altematively include a Pell cohort
m the Graduation Bate Survey.

4. Add Pell outcomes data to the Graduation Rate Survey

While the GraduationFate Survey (GE.5)is limited in that it only measures first-time,
full-titne students, it offers the ability to disaggregate outcomes by race, gender, and
associate’certificate-seeker stams. It also nclndes completionat 100, 130, and 200
percent oftime. Pell shouldbe addedas a disaggregate ofthe GRS so that first-time full-
titrie Pell-recipient outcomes are consistent and conparable to other conmnonly used
graduationrate information from IPEDS.

These proposed reconmmendations could improvethe collective understanding o flow-
meome student outcomes and provide valuable mformation on howbest to support these
students overthe cirrent proposed measire. We thank vou fortalang up this important
mprovemesnt in studert-level data and the opporturity to conment on the proposed
changes. For firtherinformation, please contact Antoinette Flores at

aflores@ americanprogress.org.

* CAP analysis of IPEDS 2014.
® Mational Center for Education Statistics, "Outcome Measures Survey frequently Asked Questions,”
available at https://nces.ed.gow/ipeds/pdff2015 Outcomehdeasures FAQS pdf
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Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0060
Name: Katie Zaback

COMPLETE
COLLEGE
AMERICA

April 18,2016

Mr. 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 U.S. 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.

It does not align with existing disclosure requirements that require collecting graduation
within 100%, 150%, and 200% time for all first-time, full-time students receiving Pell.

It mixes full-time and part-time students and first-time and transfer students, as well as
credential types.

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

As holder of the largest national data set of Pell 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.? Use the same format for including race fethnicity 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.

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

a. Adding a part-time and transfer cohort to the Graduation Rate Survey, broken
out by 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.

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

! Since 2011, Complete College America has annually collected Pell graduation rates for full-time, part-time
and transfer students from more than 28 states and over 500 public institutions.

1

The Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 requires disclosure of graduation rates for Pell students.

429 E VERMONT STREET SUITE 300 INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46202 PHONE 317-344-0038 FAX 31T-344-2074
wWw. COMPLETECOLLEGE. ORG
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To implement these recommendations, we alse encourage IPEDS to consider the more
comprehensive fix proposed by the Postsecondary Data Collaborative in December 2014.2

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, institutions, 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
propesing long overdue additions to IPEDS for the purpose of measuring the success of America’s
Pell grant recipients. The Pell grant is an extracrdinarily important investment to ensure access to
higher education. Let's make the most of this rare opportunity to encourage innovations necessary
for more Pell student success.

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

Stan Jones
President
Complete College America

CC: Kate Mullan

3 Institute for Higher Education Policy [December 2014),
http:/ fwww.ihep.orz/sites default/files fuploads /docs fpress/postsecdata_comments_on_ipeds_outcome_me
asures_trp_dec_2014.pdf

429 E VEEMONT STREET SUITE 300 INDIANAPOLIE, INDIANA 46202 PHONE 317-344-0038 FAX 31T-344-2074
www. COMPLETECOLLEGE. ORG
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Appendix I: Direct Response to Department Supporting Statement

The U.5. Department of Education suggests in the register that:

“creating a cohort of Pell Grant recipients in the OM survey component is a better vehicle
for data collection than creating a 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 if Pell Grant
recipients had to be disaggregated by race/ethnicity and gender. Also, as several TRP (e.g.
#3 24, 37,40, and 45) have repeatedly argued, while such information would be desirable,
small cell sizes 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 0Ms, 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 confirmed concern.

*  The Qutcomes Metrics Survey does not help institutions meet disclosure requirements. A
key benefit of reporting Pell graduating rates to IPEDS is the ability to reduce burden
required from disclosure.

=  We see no reason non-Pell students can also be subtracted in the Graduation Rate Survey
the same way they could be in the Outcomes Metrics Survey.

In addition, thers is no justification for failing to disaggregate by attendance status [full-time or
part-time) or postsecondary experience [first-time 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 institutions in
meeting the needs of those students. See a comparison of data outcomes on the next page, which is
based on the data already collected by Complete College America.

Furthermore, while the Higher Education Opportunity Act requires disclosure of graduation rates
for Pell students, there is inadequate compliance. *What's more, as a disclosure requirement, these
data cannot be efficiently accessed and compared. We need to know which institutions are best
meeting the needs of Pell students—analysis best facilitated by efficient data collection in IPEDS.

* Carey, K. & Kelly, A.P. (November 2011), The truth behind higher education disclosure laws, American
Enterprise Institute, retrieved from http:/ fvrww.aeiorg/wp-content/uploads /201111~
truthhighereddisclosurelaws_185621335060.pdf

429 E VEFMONT STREET SUITE 300 INDIANAPOLIE, INDIANA 48202 PHONE 317-344-0038 FAX 31T7-344-2074
www.COMPLETECOLLEGE. ORG
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How Institutional Ability to Serve Different Types of Students
would be Hidden in the Current Methodology

Current proposal would yield these results Breaking these out would yield the follow results for
for 4-Year Institutions: 4-Year institutions:
On Time Graduation Rates
All Studsnts Full Time Part Time Transfer
Institution 1 20% 13% 0% 4
Instinution 2 T4 <2% 0% 2%
Institution 3 3% <5% 0% 9%
Institution 4 T4 4% 0% 17%
Instinution & 3% 1% 0% ]
Institution & 5% 2% 0% 17%
Institution 7 11% 3% 0% 2%
Instinution 8 3% 5% 0% 14%
Institution 9 % <3% 0% 16%
Institution 10 14% 10% 0% 3%
Instiution 11 8% 26% 3T
Institution 12 14% 8% 14% 3%
Institution 13 38% 36% 5%
Instihution 14 4% 31% 4%
% of Total Entering Students
Full-Time Part-Time Transfer
Institution 1 73% 1% 2%
Institution 2 59% 15% 26%
Institution 3 60% 12% 2E%
Institution 4 56% 12% 3%
Institution 5 52% 5% 3%
Institution & 58% 12% 3%
Institution 7 58% 5% 36%
Institution 8 57% 5% %
Institution 9 69% 3% 3%
Institution 10 72% 4% 24%
Institution 11 81% 0% 19%
Institution 12 58% 5% ™%
Institution 13 86% 0% 14%
Institution 14 82% 0% 18%
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 E VEEMONT STREET SUITE 300 INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 48202 PHONE 31T7-344-0038 FAX 31T7-344-2074
wwwW. COMPLETECOLLEGE. ORG
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Comment related to removing Pell OM Cohort (Comment number 54)

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0054
Name: Kent Phillippe

April 18, 2016

Richard Reeves

IPEDS Program Director

Mational Center for Education Statistics
Potomac Center Plaza

230 12th Street SW, Room 4134
Washington, DC20202

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

Dear Mr. Reeves:

This letter is submitted on behalf of the 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
(NCE3) for routinely soliciting input from the higher education community on many
proposed policies,

AACC represents the nation's more than 1,100 community colleges and recognizes the
value of annual [PEDS data collections. AACCis acutely sensitiveto the institutional burden
the surveys represent, a burden that could be lessened.

We are grateful for the addition ofthe Qutcomes Measures, which follow on the work of the
Department's Committee onthe Measures of Student Success. However, AACC does not
support the proposed addition of new Pell Grant recipient completion rates to the
Outcomes Measure Survey, Our reservations do not reflect a lack of interest in institutional
data concerning Pell Grant recipients, but concerns 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 donot receivethe grants, Thisis
not true for most other sectors of higher education. Ourreasons for opposingthe Pell
Grant collection as proposed are:

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 in 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 while more
accurately presenting the outcomes of community colleges. Congress and other
parties are understandably interested in identifyingthe success of Pell Grant
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recipients, but these data should be integrated into what we hope are improved
data collections takingplaceunder a revised HEA. This includes a sixyear
community college graduation rate, with transfers out included in the rate.

These proposals are grounded in AACC's Voluntary Framework of Accountability,
which has broad acceptance throughout the community college universe, and
whichis alsointegrated 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 arerestricted to first-time, full time
students, and only for students who receive a Pell Grant in their firstterm.
Collecting outcomes 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
should act 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-timeor part-time)
or postsecondary experience (first-ime or non-first-time). All students who
begin at a college are included inthe cohort Not differentiating outcomes along
these important dimensions, and instead combining all four into a single Pell
Grant recipient cohort, drastically limits the value of the data collected for
students who received a Pell Grant at any time during their enrollmentperiod. In
fact, itobseures as much as 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 simplified inthe
comingmonths,

Thank you for your attention to these views. Ifyouhave any questions, please contact Kent

Phillippe, kphillippe@aacc.nche edu, or David Baime, dbaime@aace.nche.edu.

Sincerely,

Walter G. Bumphus
President and CEQ

Comment related to disaggregating OM cohort by Pell (Comment number 61)

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0061
Name: Anonymous
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Aprl 18, 2016

Eate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
1.5, Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20202

Be: Docket ID ED-2016-ICCD-0020

On behalf of the Association of Commumity College Tmstees (ACCT), I am writing to offer comments on
the Department of Education’s Notice of Proposed Enlemaking published on February 18, 20146
concemning new data elements in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IFEDS) data
collection.

ACCT is a non-profit educational organization of governing boards, representing more than 6,300 elected
and appointed trustees who govern over 1,100 commumity, technical, and junior celleges m the United
States and beyond. Forty five percent of all undergraduate students are enrolled in community colleges,
more than in any other sector.' In 2011, 64 percent of our students enrolled part-time_ 32 percent worked
full-time while enrolled in school, and 18 percent were single with dependents * These factors, among
others, are cbstacles that our students face to completion. While our colleges attempt to provide the best
services and programs pessible to support these students, the reality is that many commmumity college
students will struggle to complete a credential on time, if at all.

We believe that accurate data are a key to better understanding how community colleges can better serve
their students. While we applaud the Department’s addition of a Pell grant-receiving cohort to the annual
IPEDS data collection, we are concemed that the aggregation of the Outcomes Measures cohorts (first-
time full-time, first-time part-time, non-first-time full-time and non-first-time part-time) will mask the
graduation rates of this important cohort. By nature of their enrollment, full-time students complete at
faster rates than do part-time students, which lead to hugher graduation rates for that group, especially in
the short-term (e.g. 130 percent of normal time). This presents a problem when full-time and part-time
students are combined into one reporting cohort. Because most commumity college students enroll part-

! American Association of Community Colleges (2016). Community college fast facts. Retrieved from
http:/fwww.aacc.nche_ edufAboutCC/Pages ffastfactsfactsheet.aspx.

* National Center for Education Statistics, U.5. Department of Education (2015). Demographic and enrcliment
characteristics of nontraditional undergraduates: 2011-12. Retrieved from
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2015/2015025. pdf.

101 U Sermsk WML Safle 300, Waihisghon. OE D836
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time, overall Pell grant recipient graduation rates will be skewed lower for commumity colleges, due only
te students” need to balance their education with the rest of their life obligations.

We recommend that the Pell Grant recipient Outcome Measures be reported for each of the Cutcome
Measures cohort groupings so as to provide comparability ameng institution types and between
comnmnity colleges. These data will be more useful for institutions interested in Improving cutcomes of
specific student groups and help students whe are using these data to determine which mstitution will
provide them with the best opportumity to succeed.

We look forward to working closely with the Department and WCES in this important matter. If you have
any guestions, please feel free to contact to contact me at nbrown/@acet.org or (202) 773-4568.

Sincerely,

B Mk, Qo

J. Noah Brown
ACCT President and CEQ

Comment related to disaggregating OM cohort by Pell (Comment number 63)

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0063
Name: Lindsay Ahlman
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college
April 18, 2016 accessOisuccess
Kate Mullan ' ’
Acting Director l
Information Collection Clearance Division
U5 Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave, 5W
LEJ, Room 2E103, Washington, DC 20202
(submitted electronically via regulations.gov)

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

These comments are in response to the February 18, 2016 Federal Register notice soliciting input on
proposed changes to the U 5. Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System [IPEDS) data collection.® The Institute for College Access & Success (TICAS) warks 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 1o
successful educational outcomes for students and for society.

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

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

Concerns with the Proposed Approach to Collecting Pell Graduation Rates

Students entering schools as first-time full-time, first-time part-time, non-first-time full-time, and non-
first-time part-time experience different enrollment and completion trajecto ries,z and providing a
separate metric for each group is critical to producing fair and meaningful measures. Yet the
Department’s proposal would ask colleges to report on all of these students grouped together, counter ta
virtually every other student outcome measure. Grouping those students together severely limits one's

tus. Department of Education. February 18, 2016. Comment Request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) 2016-2015. Federal Register Motice, Docket ID: ED-2016-1CCD-0020.

https:/www.gpo.gov fdsys pka/FR-2016-02-18/pdf/2016-0333 8. pdf.

: Chien, 1., Chiang, Y., Dundar, A., Park, E, Shapirg, 0., Torres, V., & Ziskin, M. Movember 2012 "Completing college:
A mational view of student attainment rates” (Signature report no. 4). National Student Clegringhouse Research
Center. https://nscresearchcenter.org/wp-content/uploads /N3C Signature Report 4.pdf.
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ability to draw conclusions about differences in graduation rates between different institutions and
between Pell Grant recipients and non-Pell-Grant recipients. Furthermore, measures for an aggregated
group will not be comparable to other cohorts typically used in higher education.

With a combined cohort, it will be impossible to tell whether differences in graduation rates reflect
actual variations in outcomes, or whether the rates simply reflect differences in attendance patterns or
enrollment intensity. The below table provides an example of how combining full- and part-time
students can lead to a misleading representation of an institution’s graduation rate. Compared to School
B, School A has higher graduation rates for both full-time students (60%: versus 58%:) and part-time
students (40%: versus 36%:). However, School B has a higher overagll graduation rate for the full- and part-
time students combined (53% versus 50%) due to having a larger share of full-time students.

School A [50% full-time) School B [B0% full-time)
Completers Entering | Graduation | Completers Entering | Graduation
within six years | cochort rate within sk years cohort rate
Full-time &0 100 0% 115 200 GE%
Part-time 40 1040 405 18 50 365
Combined 100 200 i 133 250 53%

While these issues will limit the comparability of all schools' rates, they will result in particularly
misleading rates for schools, like 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-Pell students difficult to interpret,
because Pell recipients and non-recipients attend part-time and transfer at different rates’

Furthermore, the combined cohort deviates from current practices in the field, and the measures for an
aggregated group will not be comparable to other cohorts typically used in higher education. For
example:

a. Compiete College America (CCA) collects Pell graduation rates for nine separate cohorts
— certificate, associate, and bachelor's-seeking crossed with first-time full-time (FTFT),
first-time part-time (FTPT), and transfers-in (full- and parc-time n::u:Jr'|1t:cir'||3|:I]|.‘ll

b. The Student Achievement Measure (5AM) calculates student outcomes separately for
FTFT and transfer full-time students in their bachelor's model. They also include optional

* First-time students who receive Pell Grants are more likely to enrcll full-time and transfer than first-time students
who don't receive Pell Grants. Seventy-five percent of first-time students in 2003-04 who received Pell Grants at
some point before 2009 began as exclusively full-time, compared to 62% of students who never received Pell
Grants. Additionally, 35% of first-time students in 2003-04 who received Pell Grants at some point before 2009 had
tranzferred to a different institution during that six-year period, compared to 25% of students who never received
Pell Grants. Calculations by TICAS on data from the U5, Department of Education, 2003-04 Beginning
Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study, Second Follow-Up [BP5:04-09).

: Complete College America. 2015. Complete College America commaon college completion metrics technical guide

last updated April 23, 2015._ http./fcompletecollege.orgfwp-content/uploads/2014/11/2014-Metrics-Technical-
Guide-Final-04022014 pdf.
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BA-seeking cohorts for FTPT and transfer-in part-time students.” While SAM does not
currently disaggregate 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 also be adding the capability for reporting Pell student outcomes
as a sub-cohort to existing models in Fall 20165

C. Statutory requirements for disclosures by colleges pertain to the graduation rate of
certificate,/degree-seeking full-time undergraduate students, and are required by law to
be disaggregated by gender and race/ethnicity as well as by Pell receipt, receipt of
subsidized Stafford loans but not Pell, and neither subsidized loans nor Pell.” Based on
this disclosure requirement, The Education Trust's "The Pell Partnership™ research
calculates Pell graduation rates using a FTFT cohort®

Three Recommendations for Collecting Data on Pell Grant Recipient Qutcomes

1. Require colleges to repart Pell recipient outcame measures with student coharts disaggregoted.
We strongly recommend disaggregating the Pell graduation outcomes by the four established
OM subgroups, rather than as a new aggregate cohort that combines all four subgroups. This
will correct the major shortcoming of the current proposal, and ensure measures of graduation
outcomes for Pell students that can accurately inform students and their families, as well as
researchers, advocates, and policymakers, about how well institutions serve low-income
students.

We also recommend that BA-granting institutions be required to disagsregate the reported
outcomes by BA-seeking and non-BA-seeking students. The OM section currenthy does not
require colleges to report on outcomes disaggregated by award. As described in our prior
cnmments,g combining all award levels makes it difficult to derive meaningful comparisons
between colleges with different mixes of awards by level (e.g., two colleges with a 75%:
completion rate 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
due to the smaller number of credits required. Furthermore, four-year colleges already break
out BA-seekers and non-BA-seekers in the GRS component of IPEDS, so these institutions
already have experience created these cohorts, minimizing the additional burden of reporting
this level of detail.

2. Consistent with the current proposal, include all students who ever received Pell over the course
of the measurement period. Pell Grant recipients can be identified using more or less inclusive
definitions. A Pell cohort can be defined most narrowly as students who receive the grant during
their first year enrclled {“Pell-at entry™), or most broadly as students who ever receive the grant
during the entire measurement period (“Pell-ever”). We support the Department’s proposal to
use a “Pell-ever” cohort, which ensures that outcome measures reported are inclusive of all Pell

* Student Achievement Measure. 2014 Methodology for calculating the bochelor’s degree-seeking cohort metric,
updated August 20, 2014, hetp://bit ly/ATEP=5r.

. Hinds, T. & Keller, C., email communication to IHEP from Assocdiation of Public & Land-grant Universities [APLU],
March 25, 2016.

720 UsC 1092{a)(1). htrp://1.usa. gov/10dTGLx.

8 Michols, A. 2015. The Pell Partnership: Ensuring a Shared Responsibility for Low-Income Student Success.
https:/fedtrust.org fresource /pellsradrates).

" TICAS. 2014. Comments on TRP4S Outcomes Measures.

http://ticas.org/sites/default/files/pub files/TICAS comments on TRP45 Qutcomes Measures. pdf.
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students. Due to issues such as failure to file the FAFSA each year or being deemed temporarily
ineligible under Satisfactory Academic Progress rules, some students may receive Pell in some
years but not others, despite being low income during the entire eight-year period covered by
OM. Other students may be low income for part of the measurement period but not all of it.
Using a Pell-ever cohort ensures that all such students are included, making it a more robust
proxy of low-income status than a Pell-at-entry cohort. Other groups engaged in veluntary
reporting initiatives also recognize the inclusivity of a Pell-ever cohort.2®

Based on owr analysis, if the Department were to define Pell students as only those who
received the grant in their first year, about a quarter of Pell recipients would be excluded from
the Pell cohort. Exclusions of Pell students would be concentrated at two-year institutions and
among students attending less than full-time, who are less likely to receive Pell in their first
1,.'ntailr.11 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 is more consistent with other measures; for
example, the Voluntary Framework for Accountability defines Pell recipients using a Pell-ever
cohort.™

3. Consistent with the current proposal, collect outcomes an more than just first-time fuli-time
students. The Department’s proposal to collect these data as part of the Dutcome Measures
(OM) survey, as opposed 10 the Graduation Rate Survey (GRS) is appropriate. Including non-
first-time and non-full-time students in the Pell cohort, as the OM survey allows but GRS does
not, will ensure that these nationally collected data cover all undergraduates, and is in line with
shifts in the higher education community generally towards data collection that better
encompasses the diversity of students” paths and experiences. Using an FTFT cohort would
exclude 42% of entering students who receive Pell Grants. At community colleges, almost half
(48%) of entering Pell Grant recipients would be excluded from a FTFT cohort.”

Finally, we wish to note our concern that the Federal Register notice suggests requiring these new data
as a means "to assess the effectiveness of this large federal investment to undergraduate stud ents.™**
The Pell Grant program is our nation’s most valuable investment in higher education, making college

" The Education Trust. May 2012. Replenishing Opportunity in America: The 2012 midterm report of public higher
education systems in the Access to Success initiative (technical appendix). http//bit ly/1TEO7OG.

u Owerall, almost a quarter (23%) of Pell Grant recipients do not receive a Pell Grant during their first year of
college. Among Pell Grant recipients attending two-year institutions, 2%% do not receive their first Pell Grant until
after their first year. Additicnally, Pell Grant recipients who start off attending college exclusively part-time are less
likely to receive 3 Pell Grant during their first year than those starting college exclusively full-time [57% and 813,
respectively). Calculations by TICAS on data from the U.5. Department of Education, 2003-04 Beginning
Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study, Second Follow-up (BPS:04/09). Figures reflect undergraduate students
enrolling i college for the first time in 2003-04 who received Pell Grants at some point during the six years after
enrolling. Attendance intensity and institution type reflect students’ attendance during their first year.

Y American Association of Community Colleges. November 2015. Voluntary Framework of Accountability metrics
manual version 4.0. hitp:f vfa aacc nche edu/DocumentsVEAMetricshanual pdf.

¥ raleulations by TICAS on fall enrollment and student fimancial aid data for 2013-14 from the U5, Department of
Education, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Mote that students at community colleges
have the largest number of students who would be excluded from a FTFT cohort, compared to other institution
types.

" Supporting statement part &, 60-day Federal Register notice (February 13, 2016 for Docket ED-2016-1CCD-0020:
Agency information collection activities; Comment request; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS) 2016-2019, 81 Fed. Reg. 8181 {February 18, 2018).
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possible for nearly eight million Americans each year, Y and many rigorows studies on the effectiveness
of Pell Grants and other need-based grant aid have found them to facilitate students’ enrollment,
persistence, and ::a.mpleriun_’j It would be a mistake to interpret Pell Grant recipient graduation rates as
evidence to the contrary, particularly given the substantial decline in the grant's purchasing power over
the last 40 years.”

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

Sincerely,

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

Buys. Department of Education. 2016. Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Request: Stwdent Financial Assistance.
http:/fl usa gov/ 1L Z7Y. Page O-24.

* Eor more information, see TICAS. 2016. “Pell Grants Help Keep College Affordable for Millions of Americans.”
http:/fticas.ore/sites/default ffiles/pub _files/overall pell one-pager.pdf.

Y The 55,815 maximum Pell Grant in 2016-17 is expected to cover less than 30 percent of the cost of public four-
year college. College costs are defined here as average total in-state tuition, fees, room, and board. Projected
college costs for 2016-17 were estimated by using the average annual increase in costs over the most recent five
years. Caloulations by TICAS using College Board, 2015, Trends in College Pricing 2015, Table 2,

http: /it by f1Pyw2s), and L5, Department of Education, Pell Grant payment and disbursement schedules
http://fap.ed gov/dpcletters/GEM1601 . htmil.
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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
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Comments related to CoA and net price (Comment number 56)

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0056
Name: Michael Runiewicz

£ Washington University in St Louis

STUDENT FINANCIAL SERVICES

April 18, 2016

Ms. Kate Mullan

Acting Director, Information Collection Clearance Division
U5, Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue SW., LBI, Room 2ZE103
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 Fehruary 16, 2016, docket number ED-2016-1CCD-
0020.

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

Income Used in Net Price Data

When a student initially considers a list of schools to consider, it is a value judgment the student makes with the
input of their family, friends, media, and data from sources such as [PEDS. Therefore, it is of the utmost
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
net price costs to students.

At this time, the methods used to determine the income range for a student vary greatly across institutions, The
current description of how to determine income for a 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 caleulated. While the federal EFC, derived from

federal methodology (FM), is used to award federal need-based com ponents, a unigue institational methodology
may also be used to calculate a 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.

Washington University in 5t. Louis, Campus Box 1041, One Brookings Drive, 5t. Louis, Missouri 631304899
{314) 935-5900, (388} 547-6670, Fax: (314) 935-4037, Email: financal@wustl.edu, Website; sfs.wustledy

71



Ms. Kate Mullan
April 18, 2016
Page 2

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 ditferent results of the NPC and an average obtained from
IPEDS. Ideally, the results 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 net price. Additionally, the federally provide NPC template uses the median amount of
scholarships and grants as opposed to 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 increase 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 institutional
charges (tuition, fees, room, and board). The non-institutional elements (miscellaneous, transportation, books,
and supplies) are at the diseretion of the school and can vary greatly, For example, when examining the 2016
1.8, News and World Report top 20 schools, the difference between the highest (UC Berkeley- $5,554) and
lowest (Johns 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 smdent. To a
large extent any differences in non-institutional costs are determined by the choices of the student and have
little to nothing to do with the school.

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

e Provide a clearer definition of income that prehibits or explicitly allows the use of methodologies other
than FM to calculate income.

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

s 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 incentive
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. [ hope they are useful to
this current exercise or a future Technical Review Panel.

Best Regards,

Michael J. Runicwi;

Director, Stmdent Financial Services
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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
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Comments related to changes to Finance (Comment numbers 57, 64)

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0057
Name: Susan Menditto

» Matioeal Association of College and Univérsity Businiees Dfficers
1110 viarmant Avenue, NV, Sufle 800, Weshington DE 20005-3544
T 202851 2500 F 202.861 3583

NACUBD wAaee. g

April 18, 2016

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

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing on behalf of the Naticnal Association of College and University Business Officers
(WACUBOQ). Thank you for the opportunity to conument on the “Inte grated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) 2015-2016, A Revision of Existing Information Collection ™
NACUBO is specifically commenting on revising suggested changed to the [PEDS Finance
Survey.

Natural and Functional Expense Reporting

NACUBO applands the proposal to streamline expense reporting. The current requirement to
cross tabulate natural with fonctional expenses and allocate the operation and maintenance of
plant, depreciation, and interest expense categories within the cross tabulation is burdensome and
confusing.

NACUBO supports the proposed method of separately collecting functional and natural
expenses. We approve of collecting only key natural expenses (salanies, benefits, depreciation
and interest). Along those lines, we would prefer that the survey only collect significant
functional expense categories as follows:

Education and General expenses (E&G)
Sponsored research

Anxiliaries

Heospital (medical) services
Independent operations

We recognize that nsers 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, if the details must be collected (as proposed), we ask that IPED'S emphasize:

1. The importance of E&G totals for each institution because the complexity of educational
costs 1s best represented by aggregating multifaceted expense details that support the fisll
educational mission.

2. A disclaimer about comparability of detailed functional categories among institetions.
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Further. since NACUBO maintains the functional chart of account definitions within its
Financial Accounting and Reporting Manual, we ask that a complete set of updated definitions
be provided annually with Finance Survey instructions. NACUBO can annually provide an
wopdated link to the functional definitions.

Scholarships and Discounts

NACUBO supports increasing comparability for sources of student financial aid across all
institutions, especially given different accounting and recognition criteria for Pell Grants
between the Govermmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the Financial Accounting
Standards Board (FASB). When gathering the source components of an institution’s fuition
dizscount, NACUBO recommends that survey instructions clearly explain the following
fundamental difference between recognition of Pell Grants under GASB and FASB:

For Pell Grants, only public institutions should report an amount as a discouat source
(becanse, according to GASE, Pell Grants are recognized as revenue and also a
discoumt—or scholarship expense—when the grant is applied as payment on the student’s
account or disbursed to the student). Alternatively, independent not-for-profit (NFP)
nstitutions should not have Pell Grants as a discount or scholarship-funding source. NFP
mstitutions follow FASEB standards, and becaunse Pell Grants are a payment on a student’s
account. FASE would not consider the student’s grant as a source of institutional
revenue. Rather, Pell Grants are considered “agency” transactions and pass directly to the
student (typically as a form of payment for tuition or fees on the student’s account).

In conclusion, I'd like to thank 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

Document: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0064
Name: Susan Menditto

This letter is an addendum that augments NACUBOQO's comments submitted during business hours on April 18, 2016
and specifically addresses proposed "scholarship and discount" information changes.
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T 2028612500 F 2008602583

NACUBO s nscih. o

» Mational Actociation of College and University Business Dificers
1110 Vermont Avensz, NW, Sufa BO0, Washinglon D 20005-3544

Addendum to Originally Submitted Comments
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:

I am writing on behalf of the Wational Association of College and University Business Officers
(NACUBQ). This letter is an addendum that augments NACUBOs 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 recognition eriteria for Pell Grants between
the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the Finaneial Accounting Standards
Beard (FASB), NACUBO supperts increasing comparability for sourees 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 discount.
NACUBO does not know how pervasive this issue 13, but would be willing to work with the
Department of Education to shed some light on its significance.

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

# Pass-through aid

or
+ Institutional revenue (and therefore contained in the discount total)

In conclusion, I'd like to thank you for your consideration and time in reviewing these additional
conunents.

Sincerely,

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

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
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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?
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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
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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.
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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;

e 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 IT, 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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