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Dear all who submitted a comment: 
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) 2019-20 through 2021-22. 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. Please see responses to your specific comments below.
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Academic Libraries Staffing and Electronic Circulations (Comment # 6)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0006
Name: Tracey Mendoza
Date posted: March 25, 2019
Changes suggested for Academic Libraries will help understand staffing levels. Would like to see a return to the ratio of librarians to students as there is one for faculty / instructional staff to students.
Changes suggested in other areas such as electronic circulation are also welcomed
Response – Academic Libraries Staffing and Electronic Circulations (Comment # 6)
Dear Tracey Mendoza, 
Thank you for submitting your comments in support of changes to staffing and electronic circulation counts to the Academic Library (AL) survey. In response to your comment on a ratio of librarians to students, 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 a calculated derived variable in the datacenter on the IPEDS’s “Use the Data” webpage to account for this ratio when the data are released from the 2020-21 data collection.
Thank you for submitting your comment 
Thank you again for your feedback.
Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection - General (Comment # 7)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0007
Name: Thomas Kenny
Date posted: March 25, 2019
(1) Is this collection necessary to the proper functions of the Department; 
I do not believe that IPEDS data is necessary for proper functioning of the US Department of Education as it works towards its stated objective: "Our mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access." I have never seen IPEDS data used to improve the quality of education offerings and do not believe it impacts access to education one way or the other. 
(2) will this information be processed and used in a timely manner;
I do not believe the information will be processed and used in a timely manner. The information collected is typically on obscure cohorts of students from many years ago and is irrelevant to current students by the time it's collected and published. Furthermore, I do not believe this data is regularly used by schools or their students. Students don't even know that this information is available, nor would they know what to do with the data if they did look it up in the first place because it's difficult to interpret and ultimately not actionable. Instead, it mostly just sits there.
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate;
I do not believe the estimate of time burden is accurate. The estimates presume that all schools possess a student information system and HR information system that are tailored to fit IPEDS reports. Most software companies charge an excessive amount to create these custom reports and otherwise the time burden of reporting is much longer.
(4) how might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected; and 
I believe that the Department should survey students about what information they would find helpful for screening school options. I believe that schools would benefit most by relying upon their own historical data trends and comparing basic data sets that students request from different schools.
(5) how might the Department minimize the burden of this collection on the respondents, including through the use of information technology.
The biggest source of the burden comes from trying to manually compile data and/or use data from both legacy and current software systems. Additionally, when new information than was previously disclosed is requested about a cohort of students from 5+ years ago, it's almost impossible to find a report that has the relevant data. I don't know how the logistics would work to have the Department create sample reports and work with major software vendors to ensure the reports are feasible based on industry-standard data collection processes. Then they should make sure major vendors have established data collection to support generating these reports for current and future cohorts and not go backward with such collections.
Response - General (Comment # 7)
Dear Thomas Kenny, 
In regard to the Department’s mission (https://www2.ed.gov/about/overview/mission/mission.html), there are several aspects to the overarching mission which also includes “Promote improvements in the quality and usefulness of education through Federally supported research, evaluation, and sharing information” and “Increase the accountability of Federal education programs to the President, the Congress, and the public”. These two aspects of the mission are heavily data-driven and require statistical metrics to inform the Department’s stakeholders and taxpayers that their financial and political support are helping the students of America.  NCES would like to take this opportunity to illustrate how the IPEDS data collection fits clearly in the Department’s mission.
The IPEDS data are collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), which is the primary federal entity for collecting and analyzing data related to education in the U.S. and fulfills a Congressional mandate to collect, collate, analyze, and report complete statistics on the condition of American education; conduct and publish reports; and review and report on education activities. A majority of the data collected by the IPEDS are required by law; more information about the origin of IPEDS items can be found in the publication “The History and Origins of Survey Items for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (2016–17 Update)”, available at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/NPEC2018023.pdf. 
While there is no itemized account of who uses the IPEDS data, the Department recognizes a variety of users – from students, parents, counselors, policy makers at the local, state, and federal levels; institutions of higher education; higher education associations; think-tank researchers; and the press regularly reach out to NCES for IPEDS data. IPEDS data also serve as the sampling frame for the NCES sample surveys that answer questions about college costs, debt, and post college activities. NCES strives to maintain a timely release of accurate data so that these stakeholders have access to the most up to date information about higher education. For example, NCES receives many questions about student graduation and completions. The Graduation Rate cohorts that are reported, which are legally required and specified by the Student Right to Know and Campus Security Act of 1990, include students that completed within the most recent academic year, and the timeframes are based on the expected timeframes for students to complete (within 150%). The Outcome Measures cohorts, which were created to address the postsecondary industry’s request to provide alternative measures of student success, reflect an expanded depiction of graduation rates (especially for the 2-year sector) through the inclusion of part-time and transfer students, who are a growing population that have been largely ignored through the focus on first-time, full-time undergraduate students. Both Graduation Rates and Outcome Measures provide the most complete picture of student completion at an institution while not overburdening institutions. 
All burden estimates are based on the responses to the burden questions at the end of each survey component. Institutions have the option of reporting their time burden to NCES.  Based on reported data, NCES calculates the burden estimates to reflect the industry burden. In 2017, NCES recalibrated its burden questions, which went through a rigorous cognitive interview evaluation of with a sub-sample of institutions that report to IPEDS. 
Students have multiple ways of gathering college information and some may not feel comfortable reaching out to individual institutions for more information. While IPEDS data do not cover all areas of interest for students, which vary greatly from student to student, the College Navigator, which not only presents IPEDS data but also Veteran Affairs and Federal Student Aid cohort default rates, can be one of many college resources for students’ college choice. IPEDS serves to inform students to narrow their search and reach out to a smaller number of institutions. Additionally, it allows institutions to compare themselves to peer institutions across the U.S. and its territories versus requesting data on a student by student request basis. 
Finally, NCES makes clear to the public the legal requirements for reporting that extend beyond five years, and institutions that receive Title IV student aid from the federal government, which provides access to students, are expected to understand the requirements and report to IPEDS. Major vendors are also aware of reporting requirements, since all requirements are in the public space. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Certificates, Human Resources – SOC, and Duplicative Data (Comment # 8)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0008
Name: Michael Lane
Date posted: March 26, 2019
Comments for proposed changes to IPEDS 2019-20 though 2021-22. Comments are my own and may or may not represent the views of my employer.

Subbaccalaureate certificates: one concern I have here is how our accrediting body is going to treat "new" levels appearing in IPEDS. In the past any new level offered by the institution required a Substantive Change. Has there been any outreach to accrediting bodies for their feedback?

Human Resources: I believe reporting by occupational category has significant value and does not add very much to the burden because most institutions, I believe, will have already classified their employees. This data has particular value when looking at trends in various employment categories over time. This can be particularly useful when an institution has undergone a systems change and may have lost older data. In that case their IPEDS submission may be the only good source of their employment in prior years by occupational category. The changes to occupational categories have already made it rather difficult to do comparisons to prior years. Lumping everything into management or non-management would reduce the value so much it may not even be worth reporting.

Duplicative Federally Reported Data: Nothing significant that I'm aware is being reported multiple times to Federal agencies. I'm not sure why this came up. I've been doing this work for a long time and I can't think of a single significant case where IPEDS data is reported multiple times to the Federal government more than once.

Response – Certificates, Human Resources – SOC, and Duplicative Data (Comment #8)
Dear Michael Lane, 
NCES is adding the new level based on feedback from the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC) and TRP #52, Subbaccalaureate Certificates. The findings of the TRP were made public and were open for public comment, including to comments from accrediting bodies. In addition, this OMB clearance process is open to the public comment, including comments from accrediting bodies. Using the NPEC and TRP panels, NCES decided to add this new level to differentiate certificates of less than one year, however, it is important to note that this will not require institutions to add a program, they will just need to separate their less than one year certificates based on their hours; thus, there is no need for a substantive change. 
After receiving feedback from other federal agencies and postsecondary institutions, NCES determined that it is necessary to include SOC codes in the HR component. NCES provides these data to other federal agencies to meet required reporting requirements, which impede IPEDS ability to currently remove these reporting measures from the collection. IPEDS will continue to evaluate other options available to reduce reporting burden for the HR component and across all IPEDS surveys. However, the IPEDS’s HR survey will not currently incur any changes from that of the 2018-2019 collection. 
Finally, thank you for your comment related to burden. NCES wants to ensure that it is investigating all opportunities for reducing undue burden on institutions, and feedback such as yours is helpful in understanding that NCES is collecting unique data. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Burden (Comment #9)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0009
Name: Joe Stankovich
Date posted: March 26, 2019
I will focus on #5 here - "How might the Department minimize the burden of this collection on the respondents, including through the use of information technology?" Has the department ever done an audit of how often data from each IPEDS survey is used (publications, journals, etc) and/or access (eg, via IPEDS Use The Data, etc)? I have to believe that certain surveys are accessed/used much less often (perhaps Libraries, etc) than others (perhaps Fall Enrollment, etc). I know usage may not mean that an area or question is unimportant, but I firmly believe that the Dept of Ed needs to start thinking about what can be removed from IPEDS in an era where surveys/questions seem to be added with much greater frequency. Colleges feel the burden, even ones with robust reporting staff, and it takes away from the time to do internal research which often benefits the institutional improvement more so. Thanks for listening!
Response – Burden (Comment #9)
Dear Joe Stankovich, 
NCES is always concerned about any undue burden placed on institutions. A majority of the items in the IPEDS survey are required by law and/or are used by other federal agencies to meet reporting requirements (more information about the origin of IPEDS items can be found in the publication “The History and Origins of Survey Items for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (2016–17 Update)”, available at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/NPEC2018023.pdf). However, NCES does continue to monitor the utility of the data through keeping abreast of current research, engaging with the research community, and using web analytics to better understand how the data are being used. After using the information from web analytics, for example, NCES may then use a Technical Review Panel meeting to determine whether burden can be reduced by removing data elements, only to find that while the usage may appear low, the data are used by small numbers of researchers or analysts that impact a large number of institutions (for example, state level researchers often use certain IPEDS elements to supplement their data). The Academic Libraries data are widely used by librarians; we consistently work with associations representing libraries to ensure we are collecting and reporting only data that are useful to librarians. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – General (Comment #10)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0010
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: March 26, 2019
Change request - I would like to see where our data for Fall Enrollment can be entered while in October, when we pull the data. Currently we have to wait to enter our information for March.
Response – General (Comment #10)
Dear Anonymous, 
The IPEDS collection schedule is designed to align the collection of data from institutions to the times when the information is available. In addition, it is designed so that NCES is able to prepare the necessary materials before opening each collection. IPEDS survey components are administered in three collection periods: fall, winter, and spring. The fall collection consists of the 12-month Enrollment (E12), Completions (C), Institutional Characteristics (IC) and Institutional Characteristics Header (IC Header) survey components. The fall data collection period begins in September and ends in mid-October for keyholders. The winder data collection includes the 200 Percent Graduation Rates (GR200), Admissions (ADM), Graduation Rates (GR), Outcome Measures (OM), and Student Financial Aid (SFA) survey components. The winder data collection starts in mid-December and ends in mid-February. The spring data collection consists of the Academic Libraries (AL), Fall Enrollment (EF), Finance (F), and Human Resources (HR) survey components. The spring data collection starts in mid-December, as does the winter data collection. However, the spring collection survey components close in mid-April. 
Since EF collects student enrollment counts as of institution’s official fall reporting date, this date may or may not fall in the period of the fall collection, which begins in September and ends in mid-October. Therefore, EF is one of the surveys in the spring collection, which starts in mid-December and closes in mid-April, allowing for institutions to have their final EF student counts and sufficient time to report these counts to IPEDS.    
Based on a technical review panel meeting in 2008, some changes were made to the schedule (https://edsurveys.rti.org/IPEDS_TRP_DOCS/prod/documents/TRP_20_20080216.pdf). These changes included allowing institutions to report Fall Enrollment starting during the Winter collection, which opens in early December. We encourage institutions to report as early as possible. 
Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – General (Comment #11)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0011
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: March 26, 2019
Change Request - Would there be any way possible to stop cross reporting. I currently have to wait for another depratment's information before I can enter mine. This same department already enters information for IPEDS. Why can the two entries not communicate on your side?
Response – General (Comment #11)
Dear Anonymous, 
Institutions are expected to coordinate their reports to IPEDS, as institutions are required by law to report to IPEDS in a timely and accurate manner. NCES has created a number of resources to help institutions coordinate; if you are having challenges with coordination at your institution, I would encourage you to check out some of the IPEDS tutorials, such as “Building an IPEDS Calendar”, that are available at https://www.airweb.org/collaborate-learn/professional-development-training/ipeds-tutorials. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment – Outcome Measures (Comment # 12)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0012
Name: Grace Chalon
Date posted: April 15, 2019

In regards to data collection Outcomes survey:
The Outcomes survey is the most time-consuming to complete. We already provide 4-year, 6-year and 8-year graduation ratesof first-time, degree-seeking students. We supply enrollment and graduation data through the National Student Clearing House. The Outcomes data reports on another group of undergraduates based on a full year time period that sets the start and end dates in the middle of ever-changing summer sessions. There are always students who apply for semesters but attend within a year of their application. There are always students who sit out a few semesters and return, and these students cannot be adequately tracked by any survey. 

I have two suggestions:
1. If there are questions in Outcomes that are essential, combine them in the Grad Rates survey and eliminate the Outcomes survey
2. Change the reporting period to allow the entire summer, or request reports by academic year beginning in fall terms. Choosing July 1 as a start causes a lot of confusion in determining which year a student is reported. Most student information systems revolve around the academic year, not the government fiscal year.

In regards to the electronic file transfer:
In our experience, we found an issue that affected our reporting via file transfer. We developed a program to create the data for part of a survey and transmitted the data. We originally intended to enter the remaining data manually. However, the remainder of the survey data was developed and a new file was transmitted. The new file contained data corrections to the original. The new file did not overwrite the first data submission and caused errors that were not noticed until after the reporting period had ended. I think the option should be offered to OVERWRITE existing data when submitting electronically.

Response – Outcome Measures (Comment #12)
Dear Grace Chalon,
Thank you for your feedback posted on April 15, 2019 responding to a 60-day request for comments on proposed changes to the Department of Education’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-22. 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 purpose of the Outcome Measures (OM) survey component is to address the limitations of the Graduation Rates survey component. The collection of graduation rates is defined by statute (Student Right to Know and Campus Security Act) and restricted to data collection on first-time, full-time undergraduate students. The OM survey is not defined similarly and thus provides the opportunity to follow the original recommendations of the 2012 Committee on Measures of Student Success, which were to broaden the coverage of student graduation data to reflect a more diverse student population at two-year institutions and improve the collection of the overall student progression and completion data. With this purpose in mind, OM allows for a more complete collection on graduation rates by instructing academic reporters to report on a full year student cohort instead of a Fall census-based cohort. This decision was greatly supported by the several data users including researchers and policy analysts (refer to 2016-2019 IPEDS OMB 60-day and 30-day public comment periods ID: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0001 and ID: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0068). The July start date allows for the inclusion of more students in Outcome Measures, particularly students that enroll in the Spring that have not been included in prior cohorts. The NCES chose a July 1 start for the Outcome Measures full-year entering cohort because it aligns with the 12-month Enrollment Survey (E12) component that begins its reporting period of July 1 through June 30 as well as with the Federal Student Aid (FSA) practice of awarding of student aid starting on July 1. IPEDS Enrollment data are used in quality assurance checks for data reported to Outcome Measures. By collecting information on Pell Grant students in Outcome Measures, NCES believed that institutions would be able to report with a July 1 start date since they are already complying with FSA’s July 1 awarding practice. NCES strongly considered the increased institutional burden and determined that the need to be accountable and transparent to the public outweighs the burden of having a separate and non-duplicative survey component from Graduation Rates, as well as choosing a July 1 start date for its full year entering cohort.
Thank you for bringing to our attention the issue with the electronic file transfer feature of the Data College System (DCS). After discussions with our Data Collection System developer, we learned that this should not have happened. We have forwarded him the issue and he is looking into it further. If you have the same issue in the future, please reach out to the Help Desk as soon as possible at (877) 225-2568 or ipedshelp@rti.org. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Academic Libraries, General (Comment # 13)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0013
Name: Michael Maciel
Date posted: April 18, 2019
I would like to address the current serials (print and electronic) data that is being requested. Knowing the number of serials that a library has in its holdings does not provide any kind of actional item to evaluate a collection. 
Two points to consider:
1. Based upon the definition, Library No. 1 could have one issue of one volume of a serial title, while Library No. 2 may have a complete 20 year run of the same serial. The current IPEDS instructions would result in both libraries reporting a count of one. There is no qualitative element to reporting serial titles held. 
2. Consider the case where Library No. 1 is much older and was at one time better funded relative to Library No. 2. Library No. 2, in this example, was established years after Library No. 1 and, again as an example, only in the past 20 years Library No. 2's reputation grew to match/exceed enrollment of Library No. 1 (a better example would be a at one time all male or all female university that opened up its enrollment to include all genders). Library No. 1 will always have a greater number of serials to report just because of its age and not because of its current efforts to meet its current users. 
Serials counts should reflect both a quantitative and qualitative element. That is why in the past academic libraries have attempted to capture the number of currently subscribed to serials rather than historical serials titles holdings.
One suggestion is to report total number of serials subscriptions - NOT de-duped. Several professional organizations in the past have attempted to provide de-duped serials subscriptions counts but methodologies to de-dupe serial titles have varied greatly. Providing serials counts that are not de-duped, used in conjunction with serials expenditures, enables analyses and benchmarking based upon mean per title costs. 
The current reporting of serials titles, regardless of whether they are currently being subscribed to or not, in addition to not providing any meaningful qualitative point of view, cannot be used in conjunction with serials expenditures to get an actionable statistic.
Response – Academic Libraries, General (Comment #13)
Dear Michael Maciel, 
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing changes on reporting in the Academic Library (AL) component. In response to your first comment on reporting serial titles, the intent of the AL component is for institutions to report what is in their library collection without overburdening the institutions. NCES worked with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component and it was determined that trying to differentiate between libraries with “complete runs of titles,” therefore instructing libraries to “only report titles for which you have a complete run” would increase the burden for reporting. Therefore, NCES only requests institutions to report serials by titles. 
In response to your second comment on reporting serial titles, the purpose of the AL component is to account for what in an institution’s library collection without applying weighting factors, such as the institution’s age. Within the IPEDS’s datacenter on the IPEDS’s “Use the Data” webpage, data users have access to additional variables (e.g. institution’s age) to account for the additional factors within their data analysis. 
In response to your third comment on reporting total number of serials subscriptions, NCES worked with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component and it has determined that reporting the number of only current subscription print serial holdings would undercount the number of serial titles which are available in academic libraries for use. However, the Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component will continue to review the possibility of reporting de-duped serials subscriptions counts in future AL components. 
Finally, in response to your comments on reporting qualitative and quantitative data, the IPEDS’s surveys are quantitative. IPEDS does not currently collect qualitative data in the AL component because of the increase in burden that would be required by the institutions.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection –Academic Libraries, Serial Usage (Comment # 14)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0014
Name: David Alexander
Date posted: April 25, 2019
For reporting electronic serials usage I would like to see the reference to availability in the catalog removed. The data is coming from Counter Reports and counter reports have nothing to do with whether or not the resource is listed in the catalog. 
Response – Academic Libraries, Serial Usage (Comment #14)
Dear David Alexander, 
Thank you for submitting your comments proposing to clarify instructions on reporting digital/electronic circulation. After reviewing the instructions for digital/electronic circulation, the Academic Library (AL) component does not reference the availability in the catalog or discovery system in the text under total digital/electronic circulation or usage. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comments on the IPEDS data collection –Academic Libraries, Changes - General (Comment #s 15 and 29)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0015
Name: Starr Hoffman
Date posted: April 25, 2019

I am the Director for Strategic Planning and Assessment at an academic library. I am highly in favor of the change in the Academic Libraries section to include the new categories for professional staff, all other staff, and student assistants. This will match historic statistics gathered through 2012, and is very useful for comparing staffing across academic libraries. I both submit this information for my library and am a heavy user of the full dataset, to view how our library staffing patterns compare to universities similar to mine. 
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0029
Name: Lisa Pritchard
Date posted: May 8, 2019
I support the proposed changes to the Academic Libraries section of IPEDS. The additional information about digital circulation and instructions about the appropriate collection of database statistics in compliance with COUNTER statistics standards will help libraries accurately report use of library materials. And, the continued reporting of FTE professional librarian statistics will assist with national bench marking projects and outcomes assessments. 
Response – Academic Libraries, Changes - General (Comment #s 15 and 29)
Dear Starr Hoffman and Lisa Pritchard,
NCES appreciates your comments in support of the proposed changes to the Academic Library component. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Academic Libraries, Staffing (Comment # 16)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0016
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: April 26, 2019
We divide our counts by librarians, other professional staff, and all other staff as follows:
Librarians classified in librarian series title
Other professional staff non-represented staff
All other staff represented staff
In the Other professional staff the note says this:
Report Other professional staff by number of FTEs: Other professional staff are staff performing professional level tasks who, though not librarians, have equivalent education and training in related fields (e.g., archives, preservation or conservation, computer sciences, business administration, education).
I find it interesting that information technology is not listed. Computer sciences seems rather limiting and creates some confusion about other IT type professional staff.
Response – Academic Libraries, Staffing (Comment # 16)
Dear Anonymous, 
In response to your comment on the “Other Professional Staff” category for the Academic Library (AL) survey, NCES plans to work with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on providing more guidance in the instructions for these categories in order to capture all necessary aspects, such as information technology. Any minor changes made to these instructions will be provided in a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo and made prior to these new categories being collected in 2020-2021; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection –Academic Libraries, Electronic Usage (Comment  # 17)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0017
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: April 29, 2019
I just have a comment on the addition of usage of e-serials of all types to the electronic usage item. The usage counts already are rather confused by the different types of use (downloads, views, etc) so the numbers end up being quite a mix usually quite high, at least in our case. It is good to try to get a handle on ejournals usage of course. But adding it in to the usage of all e stuff isnt going to tell you much other than that people make a lot more use of the e collections than the print. So Id suggest collecting usage for ejournals separately from the ebooks etc.
Response – Academic Libraries, Electronic Usage (Comment # 17)
Dear Anonymous, 
In response to your comment on reporting e-journals separately from e-books, NCES worked with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component and it was determined that trying to differentiate and report usages on different e-resources would increase the burden for reporting. Therefore, NCES only requests institutions to report an overall electronic/digital usage count. However, NCES will continue to work with the Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component to review the possibility of breaking these usage data points out (i.e. e-serials, e-books and e-media) without overly increasing burden.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection –Academic Libraries, Staffing and Circulations (Comment  # 18)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0018
Name: Nikki DeMoville
Date posted: April 29, 2019

Academic Libraries/Library Collections/Circulation: I see that the survey continues to require that libraries exclude DDA/PDA collections from the title count and usage reports. This is often extremely difficult to manage as libraries typically have DDA and owned content on the same platform and the reports, especially usage, may only be available with all content combined. In addition, this policy fails to recognize that many libraries rely on DDA/PDA/EBA programs for a significant portion of their collections and view them in the context of aggregated or subscribed collections. The usage of these resources is also exactly as legitimate and important as the usage of any perpetually or explicitly licensed content. Excluding these collections results in a serious undercount of both the amount of content available and the amount of usage and impact of these resources, giving an inaccurate view of library digital/electronic collections.
Digital/Electronic Circulation or Usage (e-books and e-serials): The text repeatedly references COUNTER 4 reports. As of January 2019, COUNTER 5 replaces COUNTER 4 and the report names have changed. For example, Book Report 2 (BR2) has been replaced by Book Requests Excluding OA (TR_B1). COUNTER 5 also reports Open Access usage differently.
Library Staff: It might be helpful to clarify phrasing such as ""not librarians."" Does this mean professional staff lacking the library degree (e.g. MLIS), or does it include staff who have the library degree but are in positions not officially classed as ""librarian"" (e.g. high level support staff)? This may be an important distinction at institutions where a clear distinction is made between ""library faculty"" (i.e. ""librarians"") and ""library staff"" (i.e. all other non-management positions), but the distinction between levels of work performed is less clear."
Response – Academic Libraries, Staffing and Circulations (Comment # 18)
Dear Nikki DeMoville, 
Thank you for submitting your comments on: (1) including DDA/PDA collections; (2) digital/electronic usage reporting; and (3) the proposed changes to collecting library staff. 
In response to your comment on including DDA/PDA collections in the Academic Library (AL) component, NCES understands that DDA/PDA collections are very important to academic libraries because the availability of the titles enable the users to select desired content rather than depending upon the librarians to do so.  However, those titles not selected are unacquired -- not purchased.  Therefore, if the DDA/PDA/EBAs titles are counted, that would exaggerate the title count of what the library has acquired. If a title from a DDA/PDA/EBA is selected by the patron, the title would be included in the library’s online catalog of resources and counted. Therefore, in an effort not exaggerate academic libraries’ titles counts, IPEDS will continue excluding DDA/PDA collections from the AL component.
In response to your comment on updating COUNTER 4 report to COUNTER 5 reporting for digital/electronic usage, NCES will request that Academic Libraries report during the 2019-2020 IPEDS collection COUNTER 4 or its successor for digital/electronic usage. Additionally, 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 on instructions for reporting digital/electronic usage based on COUNTER 5 and update the instructions through a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo prior to 2020-2021 IPEDS collection; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
In response to your comment on the proposed changes to collecting library staff, the intent of collecting the category “librarians” is to account for the classification of personnel based upon the job position as funded by the institution, not the academic degree the person has earned. NCES plans to work with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on providing more guidance in the instructions for the staffing categories. Any changes made to these instructions will be provided in a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo and made prior to these new categories being collect in 2020-2021; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – CIP (Comment # 19)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0019
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: April 29, 2019

I would like to see major field of study to include Information and Library Studies.  
Response – CIP (Comment # 19)
Dear Anonymous,

Thank you for submitting your comment proposing include information and library studies in the major fields of study specified in the Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP). In response to your recommendation, NCES notes that the CIP currently includes several fields of study related to library studies under CIP code 25. These programs are defied as “Instructional programs that focus on the knowledge and skills required for managing and/or maintaining libraries and related information and record systems, collections and facilities for research and general use.” CIP code 25.0101 is used to classify Library and Information Science programs specifically. These programs are defined as “[programs that focus] on the knowledge and skills required to develop, organize, store, retrieve, administer, and facilitate the use of local, remote, and networked collections of information in print, audiovisual, and electronic formats and that prepares individuals for professional service as librarians and information consultants.”

While IPEDS uses the CIP to collect program-level data in the Completions and Institutional Characteristics survey components, changes to the CIP codes are not made by the IPEDS program. If you would like to suggest changes to CIP code 25 or any other codes, please send them to CIP2020@ed.gov. 

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments on the IPEDS data collection – 12 Month Enrollment (Comment #s 20, 25, and 42)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0020
Name: Viktor Brenner
Date posted: May 2, 2019
I have concerns about extending E12 to report by student category (first-time, transfer etc). Open enrollment institutions like ourselves generally do not track students in this way--we need to classify students post-hoc for reporting to IPEDS. I fear it will be a substantial burden to change E12 in this way.

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0025
Name: Lor Miller
Date posted: May 2, 2019

The proposal to add the Outcome Measures disaggregations to the 12-month enrollment survey will add a significant reporting burden, not unlike that of the OM survey itself. Factors affecting the burden include 1) a high percentage of high school students at our institution who are enrolled in college level courses, and their change of status during a fiscal year, 2) assessing a “first-time"” label for transfer students and fiscal year credit load status will require IT support/programming which has not been needed for prior IPEDS reports, and 3) our institution submits enrollment reports to the state department of education based on an academic (fall term through summer term) rather than a fiscal year (July 1 through June 30) which makes reconciliation with IPEDS impossible.

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0042
Name: Mark Pioli
Date posted: May 20, 2019

Dear Colleagues,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the IPEDS collection for 2019-20 through 2021-22.

The majority of the proposed changes make clear sense and either improve the usefulness of the data collected or reduce the collection burden on institutions. The additional detail requested in the Finance survey is a good example of the former, and the simplification of HR reporting by function rather than occupational code is a good example of the latter. 

On the other hand, the changes proposed for the 12-Month Enrollment survey both increase the reporting burden and fail to add significant value for data users. Aligning the E12 survey with the categories in the OM survey is of little analytic utility to UW System, and I know that many other institutions share that opinion. Balancing value and burden is tricky, and we appreciate NCES's efforts to do so. However, this in an instance in which the burden clearly outweighs the value.

Sincerely,

Mark Pioli
Response – 12 Month Enrollment (Comment #s 20, 25, and 42)
Dear Viktor Brenner, Lor Miller, and Mark Pioli,

There are several reasons for the proposed change to 12-month Enrollment (E12) survey component, including demand and interest from the data users/researcher community, requests from Technical Review Panels (TRPs), and enhancement of data quality. 
NCES collects institutional enrollment data twice per year. The Fall Enrollment (EF) survey component is a snapshot of enrollment counts during the fall term, with data disaggregated by race/ethnicity, gender, student level (i.e., undergraduate and graduate level), age, state of residence, attendance status, degree-seeking status, and major field of study. The 12-month Enrollment (E12) component collects a cumulative, unduplicated headcount of students enrolled at any point over the course of an entire calendar year, but is currently disaggregated only by student level, gender, and race/ethnicity. 
Data users and researchers have consistently voiced their interest in and demand for EF data disaggregations to be collected in the E12 survey component. Panelists attending TRP #54, Exploring Topical Issues in Higher Education (held in October 2017) suggested that including the disaggregations collected in the EF survey component within the E12 survey component will streamline existing reporting and minimize burden while increasing utility of the data.  
Institutions have reported data disaggregated by these same categories for the EF since the 2006-07 data collection, and by doing so have already established these groups in their database programming or collection system. NCES is asking for institutions to extend the count to a 12-month period, which presents better enrollment data for program institutions with continuous enrollment. As EF data only captures one point of an institution’s enrollment, E12 data allows institutions to be transparent about their enrollment activities by having unduplicated, 12-month period enrollment data. 
Finally, adding EF data elements to E12 allows for a better integration of the Outcome Measures (OM) and E12 survey components, resulting in better alignment of IPEDS data, enhancement of data checks, and improvement of data quality. Like the alignment of EF and the Graduation Rates (GR) survey components, where the cohort data for the graduation rate information reported in GR are collected in the EF survey component, the cohort data for the OM survey component will be collected in the E12 survey component. In addition, this will help institutions to report the OM survey component, since they will have already placed students in appropriate categories for reporting to the 12-Month Enrollment survey component.  
We understand that institutions report to several entities in addition to NCES and that there may be questions on data. NCES provides clear instructions and definitions to explain the data that are reported to NCES. These instructions and definitions should be used when there are questions about the reported data, particularly when compared with data from other entities (e.g., state level education departments).
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Burden (Comment #21)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0021
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 1, 2019

It is not clear how the proposed changes in any way reduce the reporting burden on institutions. Rather it seems the proposed changes only serve to add more nuance and complexity to the reporting burden, which does not in any way reduce the burden. The additions should be balanced with proposals for how other data points will no longer be collected at least on as frequent a basis. Similar to how certain data points are only collected on an every other year basis, it would be worth exploring what other data points could be collected on a similar schedule. Thank you.
Response – Burden (Comment #21)
Dear Anonymous,

The proposed changes are not made with the expectation that they will reduce burden. The exception was the changes being proposed for the Human Resources component; however, those changes will be removed from the final package based on feedback from other commenters that the data are used to meet the requirements of other federal reporting. 

The NCES will continue to seek ways to decrease burden, including an examination of any reporting requirements that could be collected with less frequency. However, it is important to note that a majority of the data collected by the IPEDS are required by law and/or are used by other federal agencies to meet reporting requirements; more information about the origin of IPEDS items can be found in the publication “The History and Origins of Survey Items for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (2016–17 Update)”, available at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/NPEC2018023.pdf.

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Burden (Comment # 22)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0022
Name: Richard Miller
Date posted: May 1, 2019

According to NCES, there's about 4500 colleges and universities in the country. Around 2000 of these institutions enroll 1,000 or fewer students. The details required to complete an IPEDS report today are almost ludicrous. For many schools, there's more data than students. 
The regulatory burden imposed by this system is distracting at a time when a focus on teaching and learning ought to be the priority. 
As much as I like the job security that comes from this situation, it is time to simplify the system.
Response – Burden (Comment # 22)
Dear Richard Miller,

The NCES is always concerned about any undue burden placed on institutions. NCES, which collects IPEDS data for about 6,600 institutions (many of which have fewer than 1,000 students), is the primary federal entity for collecting and analyzing data related to education in the U.S. and fulfills a Congressional mandate to collect, collate, analyze, and report complete statistics on the condition of American education; conduct and publish reports; and review and report on education activities. A majority of the data collected by the IPEDS are required by law and/or are used by other federal agencies to meet reporting requirements; more information about the origin of IPEDS items can be found in the publication “The History and Origins of Survey Items for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (2016–17 Update)”, available at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/NPEC2018023.pdf. 

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Gender Identity (Comment # 23)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0023
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 2, 2019
I am concerned about the lack of recognition of gender identities outside cisgender male and female categories for students and faculty in IPEDS. These categories encourage higher education professionals to stick to binary gender theories. Students of 2020 deserve to be asked about their gender identities in a respectful way that doesn't exclude groups. If their identities are truly important to IPEDS, then we should collect and report it as accurately as we know how.
If we are concerned with measuring student gender identity, more identities should matter than male and female. At the very least allowing an other category would allow us to start to understand our students and their experiences being transgendered on campus.
Response – Gender Identity (Comment # 23)

Dear Anonymous,

NCES is aware of concerns related to the collection of data on gender. A Technical Review Panel was held On October 25 and 26, 2016 (TRP #51) to engage the postsecondary community in initial conversations on collection and reporting of gender data. The panel consisted of individuals representing institutions, researchers, state governments, the federal government, higher education associations, and other experts. The ideas and suggestions raised by the panel were for informational purposes; NCES continues to work with federal agencies and within any appropriate legislation which might provide future final guidance with respect to collecting and reporting information on sex and gender identity. The work from TRP #51 is intended to serve as a resource for informing such future guidance.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Race/Ethnicity (Comment # 24)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0024
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 2, 2019
The IPEDS definitions for "race" categories builds upon a 400 year old concept of human "races" as created by white supremacist researchers. The "race" concept and categories were later adopted by the U.S. government for tracking slaves (i.e., in the 1790 census) and then for enforcing segregation. Post 1965, we continued to use the concept of "race", claiming that now it is a tool that can be used to create the equity that it had taken away. Therefore, the new concept of "race" was supposed to be determining who is a part of groups who are known to face systematic discrimination in the U.S. (past and present). 
Yet, in the IPEDS definitions, race is conceptualized as national origin, a concept far removed from systematic discrimination in the U.S. toward certain cultural groups. So my question is, if IPEDS cares about national origin, then the categories should reflect nations and not "races". If IPEDS is interested in determining who is a part of a cultural (aka ethnic) group, then ask about ethnic groups, not "races". 
Finally, race is continually misused in higher education racial climate research such that researchers are ignoring the impacts of discrimination on campus (Harper, 2012) in favor of deficit theories (i.e., the 400 year old concept of race). We need to ask students if they are part of groups that are discriminated against on campus if we really want a tool to measure inequity in student outcomes. We need to stop using these five race categories and move on to more advanced measures of inequity in higher education. If we don't change our measures, we should expect to see a continuation of deficit explanations of "race" differences in student outcomes for decades to come.
Key References:
Harper, S. R. (2012). Race without racism: How higher education researchers minimize racist institutional norms. The Review of Higher Education, 36(1), 9-29.
Hoquet, T. (2014). Biologization of race and racialization of the human: Bernier, Buffon, Linnaeus. In The Invention of Race (pp. 17-32). Routledge.
Morning, A. (2018). Kaleidoscope: contested identities and new forms of race membership. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 41(6), 1055-1073.
Zuberi, T., & Bonilla-Silva, E. (2008). White logic, white methods : Racism and methodology. Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield.
Response – Race/Ethnicity (Comment # 24)
Dear Anonymous, 
NCES is required by law to collect data using race/ethnicity categories. The IPEDS.as the data collection system used to collect these data for NCES, adopted the current aggregate categories for reporting R/E data in accordance with the final guidance issued by the U.S. Department of Education on October 19, 2007. These changes are necessary to implement the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) 1997 Standards for Maintaining, Collecting, and Presenting Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity (Maintaining, Collecting, and Reporting Racial and Ethnic Data to the U.S. Department of Education, 10/19/07, Federal Register, Volume 72, Number 202, pp. 59266-59279).
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection - Burden (Comment #26)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0026
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 2, 2019

We are a private, for-profit, open enrollment institution. We offer only one (1) degree in our program. We are a small institution and the burden of IPEDS reporting has become significant. Increasing that burden seems ludicrous in light of the fact that our students do not use the College Navigator search. We have students come to us because they seek only the one degree that we offer.
Response – Burden (Comment #26)
Dear Anonymous,

The NCES will continue to seek ways to decrease burden, however, it is important to note that a majority of the data collected by the IPEDS are required by law and/or are used by other federal agencies to meet reporting requirements; more information about the origin of IPEDS items can be found in the publication “The History and Origins of Survey Items for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (2016–17 Update)”, available at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/NPEC2018023.pdf.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Academic Libraries, General (Comment #27)
Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0027
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 2, 2019
Hello-
About the Academic Libraries changes:
For the definition for Total digital/electronic circulation or usage: could you better merge in the fact that serial downloads are now to be included. One example: why is the word only still in the first sentence of the second paragraph (Include usage for e-books and e-media titles ONLY)?
The following FAQs need to be updated because of the new inclusion of e-serial downloads:
Reporting Digital/Electronic collections: 2
Reporting Digital/Electronic circulation: 1
Why do the e-resource use measure definitions not mention COUNTER 5 at all? I would guess that you want us to include GOA use (which the TR_B1 and TR_J1 master reports exclude). Specifying that you would prefer to have title vs. page download counts for e-books should also be described differently with COUNTER 5. 
About FAQ #7 of What are the basic steps for obtaining title counts for digital/electronic circulation?: I believe now that Ebrary is part of Proquest this is no longer a problem. But other publishers may still be doing this.
In the definition for digital/electronic serials: please dont use periodical when you mean serial.
Thank you.
Response – Academic Libraries, General (Comment # 27)
Dear Anonymous, 
Thank you for submitting your comments on:1) minor wording errors/outdated language in the Academic Library (AL) survey based on proposed changes; 2) Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) #7; and 3) reporting digital/electronic usage based on COUNTER. 
In response to the wording errors/outdated language in the AL instructions, NCES will ensure that all the instructions and FAQs (i.e. removal of “Only” in digital/electronic usage instructions, changing periodicals to serials, etc.) reflect the proposed changes to the AL survey. NCES plans to work with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on providing more clarification and accuracy in the instructions for the proposed changes. Any minor changes made to these instructions will be provided in a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo and made prior to these new categories being collected in 2020-2021; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
In response to your comment on FAQ #7, NCES plans to work with the Joint Advisory Task Force on reviewing this FAQ and the continual need for its inclusion in the AL survey. Any minor changes made to these instructions will be provided in a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo and made prior to these new categories being collected in 2020-2021; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
In response to your comment on updating COUNTER 4 report to COUNTER 5 reporting for digital/electronic usage, NCES will request that Academic Libraries report during the 2019-2020 IPEDS collection COUNTER 4 or its successor for digital/electronic usage. Additionally, NCES plans to work with the Joint Advisory Task Force on IPEDS/AL Component on instructions for reporting digital/electronic usage based on COUNTER 5 and make minor updates to the instructions through a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo prior to 2020-2021 IPEDS collection; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Human Resources, SOC (Comment # 34)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0034
Name: Sunny Fuller
Date posted: May 10, 2019
I believe the changes made to the HR portion beginning on page A-9 will decrease the reporting burden. 
It will allow for more consistency and less errors
Response – Human Resources, SOC (Comment # 34)
Dear Sunny Fuller,
Thank you for your response on NCES’s attempt to reduce burden by removing the Standard Occupational Category (SOC) codes from the Human Resource (HR) component. However, after receiving feedback from other federal agencies, postsecondary institutions, and others, NCES determined that it is necessary to include SOC codes in the HR component. NCES provides these data to other federal agencies to meet required reporting requirements, which impede IPEDS ability to currently remove these reporting measures from the collection. IPEDS will continue to evaluate other options available to reduce reporting burden for the HR component and across all IPEDS surveys. However, the IPEDS’s HR survey will not currently not incur any changes from that of the 2018-2019 collection.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely yours,
 
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comments on the IPEDS data collection – Human Resources, SOC (Comment #s 28, 30, 35, 44, and 54)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0035
Name: Brenda Bailey
Date posted: May 13, 2019
Comments are my own and may or may not represent the views of my employer.
Human Resources: We have already done a considerable amount of work to place employees into an occupational category based on the SOC for IPEDS reporting. This IPEDS data is not just used by NCES. Researchers also download data for peer analysis and other research. It is used by the Higher Learning Commission and others for their data collections. HLC doesn't categorize employees as management or non-management, they collect numbers for administration and staff. See the attached definition. Administration includes management and many other current IPEDS categories. 
The IPEDS HR survey was changed to comply with the requirement to align IPEDS HR reporting with the Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) system in 2012-13. At that time we were told that all federal agencies that publish occupational data for statistical purposed are required to use the SOC in order to increase data comparability. Did this requirement go away?
Aggregating everything into management or non-management would reduce the value of the data collected. I suggest that the IPEDS HR Survey continue to collect employee data by the SOC categories. If NCES wants to summarize at the management and non-management levels, they already have a crosswalk for doing that. Others like HLC could still use their administration and staff categories. And anyone else who want to research a particular category based on SOC would still have that ability.
[image: ]

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0030
Name: Sarah Parsons
Date posted: May 10, 2019
I am writing to express my disagreement with the proposed changes to the Human Resources (HR) survey. While the proposed change would decrease the reporting burden, it would result in less information being collected about the labor profile at higher education institutions. I use this data in my research and believe it is valuable for allowing a close examination of the higher education landscape.

[bookmark: _Hlk9113645]Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0028
Name: Polly Prewitt-Freilino
Date posted: May 3, 2019
In an attempt to cut costs and make college more affordable it is important for administrators to be able to benchmark their staffing levels by SOC occupational categories eliminating these categories will make this work more difficult. I hope that you might reconsider changing the HR survey. Many institutions have already built the technical reporting structures to complete these surveys. These information should be of great value.
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0044
Name: Robin Shores
Date posted: May 20, 2019
I strongly object to the proposed change to the IPEDS-HR reporting categories. Institutions already invested in making the shift to SOC-based coding in 2012, and so the bulk of that foundational work is behind us. The burden now is keeping our codes and crosswalks accurate and up-to-date, which is simply a matter of good data practices for any coding system. And we are now realizing the benefits of having the data on occupational categories for our own institutions, as well as for peer institutions, available through the IPEDS Data Center. This information has been extremely important in charting progress on diversity initiatives. There are major differences in race/ethnicity and gender distribution of employees across some of the categories. Grouping all staff into Management versus Non-management will mask those differences, making it more difficult for institutions to understand where efforts for improvement could be most effectively targeted. The roots of the IPEDS-HR are in EEO. Abandoning this relatively new system just as it is proving so valuable in this regard is not justified by the minimal reduction to burden.

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0054
Name: Kymber Taylor
Date posted: May 21, 2019
Please reconsider the proposed changes to the IPEDS-HR staff reporting categories. 
Firstly, the initial burden of implementing the SOC system is far outweighed by the benefit of having demographic data at all levels of our institutions. I am concerned that if we adopt the proposed classification of just management and non-management, as an industry, we will lose some ability to measure and monitor our diversity initiatives. We can't afford this loss. 
Secondly, please ensure that any revised collections will still fulfill EEO-6 reporting requirements and that we will not be required to both report IPEDS-HR and an EEO-6 report. My concern is that the additional compliance reporting will add to the overall burden of our universities.
Response – Human Resources, SOC (Comment #s 28, 30, 35, 44, and 54)
Dear Polly Prewitt-Freilino, Sarah Parsons, Brenda Bailey, Robin Shores, and Kymber Taylor,
[bookmark: _Hlk9231390]Thank you for your response on NCES’s attempt to reduce burden by removing the Standard Occupational Category (SOC) codes from the Human Resource (HR) component. After receiving feedback from other federal agencies, postsecondary institutions, and others, NCES determined that it is necessary to include SOC codes in the HR component. NCES provides these data to other federal agencies to meet required reporting requirements, which impede IPEDS ability to currently remove these reporting measures from the collection. IPEDS will continue to evaluate other options available to reduce reporting burden for the HR component and across all IPEDS surveys. However, the IPEDS’s HR survey will not currently not incur any changes from that of the 2018-2019 collection. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments on the IPEDS data collection – Completions, Distance Education (Comment #s 31 and 32)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0031
Name: Lor Miller
Date posted: May 8, 2019

The proposed change to the Completions Survey regarding distance education status of programs uses terminology that is unclear. The statement "At least one program in this CIP uses distance education as a supplement for onsite classes" could be interpreted in a number of ways. 

A "uses distance education as a supplement for onsite classes" could mean the existence of some distance education component, however small, for any of the courses within the particular program that the institution considers face-to-face. 

It could also mean that the program has some required classes that are offered as distance learning classes in addition to those that are only offered face-to-face. Our institution offers Composition 101 online, which is a course that is required for the vast majority of our programs. Would those programs then, be considered to be "using distance education as a supplement for onsite classes"?

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0032
Name: Lor Miller
Date posted: May 8, 2019

The attached proposed additional questions to the Completions Survey appear to be added at the CIP and the specific award level, yet the questions are specifically asked at the CIP level which causes a disconnect.

If the answers to the distance education questions are needed at the CIP and award level, then the questions need to be changed accordingly. 

For example; instead of "All programs in this CIP can be completed entirely via distance education", it would need to read “All programs in this CIP with this award level can be completed entirely via distance education".

[image: ]

Response – Completions, Distance Education (Comment #s 31 and 32)
Dear Lor Miller,
In response to your recommendation to clarify the distance education questions in the Completions component, NCES will add “in this award level” to each of the response options. NCES will also change “supplement” to “non-mandatory” in the response options. The new version of the distance education question in the 30-day Federal Register Notice includes this terminology; changes can be seen in the document ‘IPEDS 2019-20 through 2021-22 C Completions’.  We believe that the change in wording should result in a better understanding of the survey question and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Finance, Health Ratios (Comment # 33)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0033
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 8, 2019

The proposed change is to add a new screen to collect numerator and denominator for calculating financial health ratios (applies to degree-granting institutions). This proposed change should comply with the Higher Learning Commission which excludes GASB 68 and GASB 75.

Response – Finance, Health Ratios (Comment #33)
Dear Anonymous,
The changes proposed to the Finance survey component are based on feedback from IPEDS Technical Review Panel #57, IPEDS Financial Metrics, held in December 2018. NCES uses feedback from higher education experts, including institution level data reporters, researchers, state governments, and higher education associations. NCES also regularly works with higher education experts to make changes based on changes to the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) accounting standards. 
Through IPEDS, NCES collects and makes publicly available information related to the financing and management of postsecondary education to help meet data collection and reporting requirements outlined in federal statute; these requirements are often different from the requirements of regional accreditors (such as the Higher Learning Commission) and other entities. 
NCES provides clear instructions and definitions to explain the data that are reported to NCES. We understand that institutions report to several entities in addition to NCES and that there may be questions on data. These instructions and definitions should be used when there are questions about the reported data.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Certificates, Distance Education, 12 Month Enrollment (Comment # 36)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0036
Name: Mamie Voight
Date posted: May 17, 2019
In the attached letter, 34 signed members of the Postsecondary Data Collaborative submit our comment for review. PostsecData is a nonpartisan coalition of organizations representing students, higher education institutions, states, employers, and privacy and security experts committed to using high-quality postsecondary data to improve transparency, increase student success, and reduce educational inequity.

If you have any questions about these comments, please contact Mamie Voight, vice president of policy research at the Institute for Higher Education Policy (mvoight@ihep.org or 202-587-4967).
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Response – Certificates, Distance Education, 12 Month Enrollment (Comment # 36)
Dear Mamie Voight,
NCES appreciates your comments related to balancing the need to reduce burden with the need for data to ensure transparency, and continues to work to address these concerns. As you noted, we are working to identify any ways we can decrease burden but do not want to create gaps in data, and any changes based on what we learn from this process would be undertaken with care not to create any gaps. 
The changes to the certificates of less than one year were based on feedback from Technical Review Panel #52, Subbaccalaureate Certificates, held in March of 2017, as well as a paper commissioned by the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC; Miller, A., Erwin, M., Richardson, S., Arntz, M. Collecting and disseminating data on certificate awards (NPEC 2016). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Postsecondary Education Cooperative. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/resource/download/NPECCertificateAwardsData.pdf ). The TRP recommended revising the term “formal award”, and NCES worked with the NPEC to refine this term. The term “recognized credential” is used by the Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA), and the term “recognized postsecondary credential” is used by the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). In order to be clear to institutions, and to better align with FSA and the WIOA, NCES chose to use the term “recognized postsecondary credential”. It is important to note that the data collected in the Completions component does currently include non-Title IV eligible certificates, and the TRP recommended keeping non-Title IV certificates because restricting certificates to Title IV eligible programs would greatly reduce the total number of certificates reported each year and underestimate the instructional activity provided by these institutions.
Thank you for your support of the changes to distance education and to the disaggregation of categories in the 12 Month Enrollment component, as well as your suggestions for new data elements. NCES will continue, through its research and development process, to consider changes that are key to maintaining the relevance and utility of IPEDS data. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division

Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Completions and 12 Month Enrollment (Comment #s 38 and 53)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0038
Name: Suzanne Simpson
Date posted: May 20, 2019
See attached file for comments regarding ED-2019-ICCD-0028.
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Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0053
Name: Jennifer Moore
Date posted: May 21, 2019
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Response – Completions and 12 Month Enrollment (Comment #s 38 and 53)
Dear Suzanne Simpson and Jennifer Moore, 
The change to the certificates of less than one year were based on feedback from Technical Review Panel #52, Subbaccalaureate Certificates, held in March of 2017, as well as a paper commissioned by the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC; Miller, A., Erwin, M., Richardson, S., Arntz, M. Collecting and disseminating data on certificate awards (NPEC 2016). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Postsecondary Education Cooperative. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/resource/download/NPECCertificateAwardsData.pdf ). The TRP recommended revising the term “formal award”, and NCES worked with the NPEC to refine this term. The term “recognized credential” is used by the Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA), and the term “recognized postsecondary credential” is used by the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). In order to be clear to institutions, and to better align with FSA and the WIOA, NCES chose to use the term “recognized postsecondary credential”. It is important to note that the data collected in the Completions component does currently include non-Title IV eligible certificates, and the TRP recommended keeping non-Title IV certificates because restricting certificates to Title IV eligible programs would greatly reduce the total number of certificates reported each year and underestimate the instructional activity provided by these institutions.
In response to your recommendation to clarify the distance education questions in the Completions component, NCES will add “in this award level” to each of the response options. NCES will also change “supplement” to “non-mandatory” in the response options. The new version of the distance education question in the 30-day Federal Register Notice includes this terminology; changes can be seen in the document ‘IPEDS 2019-20 through 2021-22 C Completions’.  We believe that the change in wording should result in a better understanding of the survey question and provide improved accuracy and quality of the data being reported.
The proposed distance education questions on enrollment are currently collected in the Fall Enrollment survey component, and NCES understands that students may change their enrollment status. Institutions are instructed to report students that were considered distance education students at any point within the 12-month enrollment period.
There are several reasons for the proposed change to 12-month Enrollment (E12) survey component, including demand and interest from the data users/researcher community, requests from Technical Review Panels (TRPs), and enhancement of data quality. 
NCES collects institutional enrollment data twice per year. The Fall Enrollment (EF) survey component is a snapshot of enrollment counts during the fall term, with data disaggregated by race/ethnicity, gender, student level (i.e., undergraduate and graduate level), age, state of residence, attendance status, degree-seeking status, and major field of study. The 12-month Enrollment (E12) component collects a cumulative, unduplicated headcount of students enrolled at any point over the course of an entire calendar year, but is currently disaggregated only by student level, gender, and race/ethnicity. 
Data users and researchers have consistently voiced their interest in and demand for EF data disaggregations to be collected in the E12 survey component. Panelists attending TRP #54, Exploring Topical Issues in Higher Education (held in October 2017) suggested that including the disaggregations collected in the EF survey component within the E12 survey component will streamline existing reporting and minimize burden while increasing utility of the data.  
Institutions have reported data disaggregated by these same categories for the EF since the 2006-07 data collection, and by doing so have already established these groups in their database programming or collection system. NCES is asking for institutions to extend the count to a 12-month period, which presents better enrollment data for program institutions with continuous enrollment. As EF data only captures one point of an institution’s enrollment, E12 data allows institutions to be transparent about their enrollment activities by having unduplicated, 12-month period enrollment data. 
Finally, adding EF data elements to E12 allows for a better integration of the Outcome Measures (OM) and E12 survey components, resulting in better alignment of IPEDS data, enhancement of data checks, and improvement of data quality. Like the alignment of EF and the Graduation Rates (GR) survey components, where the cohort data for the graduation rate information reported in GR are collected in the EF survey component, the cohort data for the OM survey component will be collected in the E12 survey component.   
We understand that institutions report to several entities in addition to NCES and that there may be questions on data. NCES provides clear instructions and definitions to explain the data that are reported to NCES. These instructions and definitions should be used when there are questions about the reported data, particularly when compared with data from other entities (e.g., state level education departments).
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comments on the IPEDS data collection – Recognized Postsecondary Credential (Comment #s 40, 37, 43, 39, 51 and 57)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0040
Name: Julie Pollard
Date posted: May 20, 2019
I wholeheartedly agree with the attached Comments from the National Coordinating Center on Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disabilities on the Proposed Use of the WIOA definition of Recognized Postsecondary Credential in the IPEDs Data Collection Efforts.
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Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0037
Name: Stephanie Smith Lee
Date posted: May 20, 2019
This comment regarding proposed changes to IPEDs data collection is submitted on behalf of the National Down Syndrome Congress (NDSC), the oldest national organization serving individuals with Down syndrome, their families, and the professionals who work with them. We represent the estimated 350,000 individuals living with Down syndrome in the United States and others worldwide and are the leading national organization providing resource support, information, and advocacy for those touched by or seeking to learn about Down syndrome, from the moment of prenatal diagnosis through adulthood. 

NDSC has long been a leading advocate for inclusive postsecondary education opportunities for students with intellectual disabilities. We are a part of the Inclusive Higher Education Committee that successfully advocated for amendments to the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 that allowed certain financial aid for students with ID enrolled in US Department of Education-approved Comprehensive Transition and Postsecondary Programs (CTPs), and authorized funding for model Transition Postsecondary Education Programs for students with Intellectual Disability (TPSIDs). The academic, career, and independent living opportunities for postsecondary students with ID have expanded dramatically under these new provisions.

We support the comments submitted by the National Coordinating Center on Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disabilities (NCC) objecting to changing the existing use of "formal award" in IPEDs data collection to recognized postsecondary credential as defined in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA) across IPEDS survey components and adding the WIOA definition of recognized postsecondary credential to the glossary. This action would eliminate much-needed data collection regarding CTPs that is critically important to students with intellectual disability and their families. We agree with the NCC that additional time is needed to formulate a solution that addresses the National Center for Education Statistics interest in an updated definition but does not exclude a subset of students based upon their disability label. Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0043
Name: Meg Grigal
Date posted: May 20, 2019
In the attached letter we provide comments from the National Coordinating Center for Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disabilities on the proposed use of the WIOA definition of recognized postsecondary credential in the IPEDs data collection efforts as it could unintentionally exclude data on college students with intellectual disability. If you have any questions about these comments please contact Dr. Meg Grigal, Senior Research Fellow, at the Institute for Community Inclusion at University of Massachusetts Boston (meg.grigal@umb.edu).
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposed changes.
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Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0039
Name: Denise Rozell
Date posted: May 20, 2019
This comment regarding proposed changes to the IPEDs data collection is submitted on behalf of the Association of University Centers on Disabilities (AUCD), AUCD works to advance policies, practices, and research that improve the health, education, and social and economic well-being of children and adults with disabilities, their families and their communities through a national network of university centers in every state and territory. 
AUCD envisions a future in which all people, including those living with developmental and other disabilities, are fully included, participating members of their communities. We see equitable access to supports and services that reflect the preferences and values of diverse communities and that lead to self-determination, independence, productivity, and a healthy and satisfying quality of life.
As such, AUCD is a leading advocate for postsecondary education opportunities for all students, including students with intellectual disabilities (ID). AUCD is a member of the Inclusive Higher Education Committee that successfully advocated for amendments to the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008. It was that legislation that allowed certain financial aid for students with ID enrolled in US Department of Education-approved Comprehensive Transition and Postsecondary Programs (CTPs), and authorized funding for model Transition Postsecondary Education Programs for students with Intellectual Disability (TPSIDs). The academic, career, and independent living opportunities for postsecondary students with ID have expanded dramatically under these new provisions.
We support the comments submitted by the National Coordinating Center on Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disabilities (NCC) objecting to changing the existing use of "formal award" in IPEDs data collection to recognized postsecondary credential as defined in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA) across IPEDS survey components and adding the WIOA definition of recognized postsecondary credential to the glossary. This action would eliminate much-needed data collection regarding CTPs and students with ID that is critically important to ensure that the IPEDs dataset accurately reflect the numbers of all postsecondary education programs and all students enrolled in those programs in the US, including students with intellectual disabilities. We agree with the NCC that additional time is needed to formulate a solution that addresses the National Center for Education Statistics interest in an updated definition but does not exclude a subset of students based upon their disability label. Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0051
Name: Margo Izzo
Date posted: May 21, 2019
Comments from Ohio's Statewide Consortium:
Since 2010, eight colleges and universities across Ohio have established "Comprehensive Transition and Postsecondary Programs across Ohio and five of these programs are recognized by the US Department of Education with CTP status. Once a program is established as a CTP, students with intellectual disabilities are eligible for Pell Grants. Across Ohio, over 200 students with ID are receiving postsecondary services that result in increased employment and quality of living outcomes. Of the 200 students with ID enrolled in the eight programs, less than 10% are pursuing an industry recognized credential. Yet, employment outcomes of Ohio's CTP graduates exceed 75%, more than double the NLTS2 employment data (Newman et al., 2011) and triple the 2016 American Census Survey data. Clearly CTP programs assist students with intellectual disabilities gain increased employment outcomes. But these students do not necessarily gain an industry recognized credential.
We do not agree with NCES' proposal to replace "formal award" with "recognized postsecondary credential". Too many of our students who complete CTP programs would not be included in the dataset. Further, we agree with the statement provided by the National Coordinating Center on Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disabilities. It is critically important to ensure that the IPES dataset accurately reflect the numbers of postsecondary programs and students enrolled in those programs in the US.

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0057
Name: Tammy Day
Date posted: May 21, 2019
The comments previously submitted by the National Coordinating on Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disability are fully supported by the faculty advisers and staff with the Next Steps at Vanderbilt inclusive higher education program. It is critical that students enrolled through Next Steps continue to be included in IPEDS data collection. We share the concern that the proposed language of recognized postsecondary credential will result in the exclusion of this group of students. These students and their families are taking significant steps for higher education programming that includes all of the typical college resources of time and finances. Without being included in these data sets, their ability to be fully-included on our university campus initiatives will most likely be negatively impacted. We are also leaders in our states TN Inclusive Higher Education Alliance that works closely with state legislators that have allocated state tuition assistance dollars for this population of students. This data needs to continue being collected by IPEDS so that our state legislators can more easily develop ways to report data on our states six programs and their impact on the students with intellectual disability.
[bookmark: _Hlk9499045]Response – Recognized Postsecondary Credential (Comment #s 40, 37, 43, 39, 51, 57)
Dear Julie Pollard, Stephanie Smith Lee, Meg Grigal, Denise Rozell, Margo Izzo, and Tammy Day,
NCES appreciates your concerns related to replacing the term ‘formal award’ with the term ‘recognized postsecondary credential’. This change is being made for several reasons, including feedback from institutions that the term ‘award’ is confusing when reporting. In other areas of the Department of Education, as well as in the Higher Education Act (2008, as amended), the term ‘award’ is used exclusively in relation to financial aid in the Higher Education Act of 2008. The Office of Federal Student Aid (FSA), an office of the Department of Education (ED), defines the term award as: financial aid that is offered to students. This issue was also discussed during the Technical Review Panel #52, Subbaccalaureate certificates. 
Based on feedback from institutions and from TRP 52, NCES worked with the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC) to determine a more appropriate and clear term to collect data in IPEDS. In addition, NCES sought to align the IPEDS terminology with terms used in other ED offices and in law. The term ‘recognized credential’ is used in the Information for Financial Aid Professionals (IFAP) institutional eligibility document and ‘recognized educational credential’ is used in FSA instructions, which is part of the language defining an eligible institution in 34 CFR 668.8. Finally, the term ‘credential’ is used in the Higher Education Act, as amended. Finally, NPEC agreed that it should be made clear that any recognized credentials need to be at the postsecondary level; based on all of this research and feedback from experts, NCES decided to use the term ‘recognized postsecondary credential’ as a more accurate term that is aligned with other federal agencies and law.
Comprehensive Transition Programs (CTP) are eligible for federal student aid (Title IV), and therefore need to be reported to IPEDS. The term ‘recognized postsecondary credential’ covers all programs that are covered by Title IV federal funding, and also requires the reporting of programs that are not covered by Title IV federal funding. The term ‘recognized postsecondary credential’ does not allow institutions to forego reporting Title IV programs, including CTP. NCES agrees that it is critically important that data reported to IPEDS accurately reflect the number of students within all Title IV programs, therefore, NCES has made a slight change to the definition by removing the reference to the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) (so that institutions do not report to IPEDS based on WIOA performance accountability provisions), and developed an FAQ to address your concerns. These changes are included in Appendix A. In addition, NCES requests feedback on the definition and the FAQ in ‘Appendix D - IPEDS 2019-20 through 2021-22 Directed Questions’. NCES encourages feedback that can help NCES to ensure that all students with disabilities participating in CTPs are included in the IPEDS and other NCES surveys, while also helping NCES to use a more appropriate and measurable definition.    
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Finance (Comment # 41)

Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0041
Name: Laura Benson Marotta
Date posted: May 20, 2019

This comment concerns Detailed Proposed Changes to Forms by IPEDS Survey Component OMB No. 1850-0582 v.24.

The dual goals of the IPEDS Finance changes in maintaining validity and providing information important to stakeholders appears to be at odds with financial health indicators for public institutions as proposed for the 2020-21 collection on Table A6. Proposed Changes to the Finance Forms. From an Institutional Research perspective, the concept of validity at its core means to measure what we are trying to measure. While capturing Other Than Pension Post-Employment Benefits as mandated by GASB Statements 74/75 may be a laudable effort in understanding public finance, it heavily detracts from understanding which liabilities public campuses need to cover if Other Postemployment Benefits (OPEB) are paid from a state pension fund or its general fund. A public campus is not likely to ever have assets to cover the OPEB liabilities when it is not our bill to pay. This grain of reporting issue is something that Institutional Research offices need to reiterate to multiple constituencies, including our accrediting body, when IPEDS-derived financial ratios significantly fail to measure what appears to be their goal: describing the financial health of the campus. The estimated burden to campuses under this proposal is far from minimal because there is no mention of removing OPEB expenses before calculating financial ratios if OPEB liabilities are not included in the General Purpose Financial Statements. Public institutions will put in the position of needing to lock mandated reports with adherence to GASB 74/75 and then spend staff time explaining why the federally reported finance ratios do not reflect the campus financial situation.
Response – Recognized Postsecondary Credential (Comment # 41)
Dear Laura Benson Marotta,

IPEDS Finance survey forms include specific instructions to exclude net pension or net other postemployment benefits (OPEB) liabilities/assets from Financial Health Ratios part that is intended to collect the numerator and denominator used to calculate financial health ratios that compose the Composite Financial Index (CFI). Therefore, OPEB liabilities are not included in calculating financial ratios. 

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Sam Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Students with Disabilities (Comment # 56)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0056
Name: Meghan Whittaker
Date posted: May 21, 2019
On behalf of the National Center for Learning Disabilities (NCLD), I am writing in response to the U.S. Department of Education's (ED) invitation to submit comments on Docket No. ED-2019-ICCD-0028. Our comments are intended to express our strong support for the IPEDS data collection and provide input on the type of information that should be collected in the future. Please find NCLD's full comments attached here.
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Response – Students with Disabilities (Comment # 56)
Dear Meghan Whittaker, 
Thank you for your recommendations to improve data collection for students with disabilities. Currently, NCES makes available on College Navigator information about the percentage of undergraduate students enrolled who are formally registered with office of disability services, as well as a link to the ‘Disability Services’ website at institutions. These data elements were added to the IPEDS data collection as a response to the requirements of the Higher Education Act, as amended, and were based on expert recommendations and the ability of institutions to report accurate information to the IPEDS without placing undue burden on institutions. 
There are a number of concerns that have been brought to the attention of NCES with collecting disability data at the detail level in your recommendation. One concern is related to the accuracy of any data that would be reported at that level. Institutions have told NCES that they cannot report information at that level of detail, so any data reported would be inaccurate and potentially misleading, as well as extremely burdensome to institutions. In addition, since a majority of institutions have a small percentage of students registered with their office of disability services, collecting data at that level would lead to extremely small cell sizes and risk the ability to identify an individual student. In order to maintain quality and privacy with IPEDS data, NCES does not plan to add data at that detail level at this time. 
NCES consulted with the National Center for College Students with Disabilities as they developed their survey instrument. NCES does not have the capacity within IPEDS to collect the level of detail collected in that survey, in addition, as mentioned previously, the data that will be reported by institutions would be a high burden placed on institutions because they do not all have the capacity to report at that detail level. This is different for IPEDS than for NCCSD because IPEDS is a compliance survey and institutions face steep fines for not submitting data or for submitting poor quality data. In addition, any data that would be collected would likely be of poor quality and would introduce risks to student privacy. 
Finally, NCES does not collect information about professional development in the IPEDS and has no plans at this time to introduce that type of collection. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely Yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Outcome Measures (Comment # 45)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0045
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 20, 2019
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Congratulations on the introduction of the Outcome Measures survey, a huge improvement from the statuary graduation rate that only captures the outcomes of first-time, full-time students. While the survey has become critical to understanding how many students actually complete a college credential, right now, it fails to include institutions that only offer certificates as their highest credential. This, in turn, leaves out thousands of institutions and millions of student outcomes from the OM survey, making the information impossible to compare and use for students and families that are focused on making a college decision. I encourage you to have certificate-granting institutions submit information through the OM Survey, as well, since the first-time, full-time graduation rate is unrepresentative of today's students.
Response – Outcome Measures (Comment # 45)
Dear Anonymous,
NCES appreciates your comment that proposes that the Outcome Measures (OM) survey component also collect from non-degree-granting institutions, which would follow the purpose of OM to show a more complete picture of the higher education enrollment and completions of all the students in the United States. Three years ago, NCES initially investigated the proposal of requiring non-degree-granting institutions to report to the Outcome Measures survey component. However, TRP #50 recommended that the reporting burden may be too great for non-degree-granting institutions; based on that recommendation, NCES decided to wait until the OM collection stabilizes before returning to this line of inquiry on the reporting possibility and burden for non-degree-granting institutions. Because OM is the newest survey in the IPEDS collection and only has two annual collections that implemented the new full-year reporting and Pell subcohorts changes, NCES is still observing the quality and stabilization of the OM data that are reported by degree-granting institutions. In the meantime, NCES will continue to investigate the potential to implement OM for non-degree granting institutions in future collections. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely Yours,
Samuel F. Barbett 
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Outcome Measures (Comment # 52)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0052
Name: Bob Goga
Date posted: May 21, 2019
Suggested Revisions Statement of Purpose:
To ensure consistency in reporting to the NCES, there is need for clarification in the instructions/definitions that accompany the Graduation Rates Survey, the Graduation Rates 200 Survey, the Outcomes Measures Survey, and the Fall Enrolment Survey. The NCES acknowledges each campus of a multi-campus university as an institution, and assigns to each an IPEDS Unit ID. That acknowledgement has a special meaning for multi-campus universities in that each universities campuses is an IPEDS institution. And as such, it needs to be reiterated in the survey instructions/definitions that data are to be reported via the aforementioned surveys by IPEDS institution=campus. To that point, what follows, then, is the need for clarification on: 1) who is a program completer and 2) who is a transfer-in and who is a transfer-out.
1. Who is a Program Completer? (GR, GR-200, Outcomes Measures):
The instructions for, e.g., the Graduation Rates Survey includes a Special Note which presently reads, as follows: Do not count as completers students who receive their degree from another institution. This Special Note should be expanded to read, as follows: Do not count as completers students who receive their degree from another institution. NCES recognizes a branch/regional campus of a multi-campus university as an institution, and assigns to it a unique IPEDS Unit ID. As such, a multi-campus universitys student can be reported as graduated only if he or she completes at the campus -- of that multi-campus university -- at which he or she was initially enrolled.
2. Who is a Transfer-In and who is a Transfer-Out? (GR, OM, Fall Enrollment): 
The instructions for, e.g., the Outcomes Measures Survey defines a transfer-in as a student entering the reporting institution for the first-time but known to have previously attended; and defines as a transfer-out as a student that leaves the reporting institution and enrolls at another institution. Both of these definitions need to convey the following: NCES recognizes a branch/regional campus of a multi-campus university as an institution, and assigns to it a unique IPEDS Unit ID. As such, a multi-campus universitys student is to be reported as transferring-in were that student to have transferred-in from another of the universitys campuses, just as students who transfer-in from another college or university. Likewise, a multi-campus universitys student is to be reported as transferring-out when transferring to another of the multi-campus universitys campuses, just as would a student who transfers-out to another college or university.
I appreciate having this opportunity to suggest to you improvements in the data collection.
Response – Outcome Measures (Comment # 52)
Dear Bob Goga,
You are correct that only institutions with a unique IPEDS Unit ID can report the student as a completer if the institutions conferred the award/degree. Institutions that transferred-out a student to another institution within the coordinated system can only report that student as a transfer-out and cannot report that student as a completer. Institutions that report transfer-outs as completers would be double counting the same student from a national perspective. Per your comment, NCES has developed clarifications for the IPEDS glossary terms “transfer-in” and “transfer-out” students as well as FAQs for the Outcome Measures, Graduation Rates, and 200% Graduation Rates survey components, which can be reviewed and commented through the 30-day public comment period. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment. 
Sincerely Yours,
Samuel F. Barbett 
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – HR SOC, Academic Libraries, and Finance (Comment # 48)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0048
Name: Marissa Fox
Date posted: May 21, 2019
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Response – HR SOC, Academic Libraries, and Finance (Comment # 48)
Dear Marissa Fox,
Thank you for your response on NCES’s attempt to reduce burden by removing the Standard Occupational Category (SOC) codes from the Human Resource (HR) component. After receiving similar feedback from other federal agencies and postsecondary institutions NCES determined that it is necessary to include SOC codes in the HR component. NCES provides these data to other federal agencies to meet required reporting requirements, which impede IPEDS ability to currently remove these reporting measures from the collection. IPEDS will continue to evaluate other options available to reduce reporting burden for the HR component and across all IPEDS surveys. However, the IPEDS HR survey will not currently incur any changes from that of the 2018-2019 collection. 
In response to your comment on instructional changes for collecting digital/electronic usage on the Academic Libraries (AL) survey, NCES plans to work with the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) and Association of Research Libraries (ARL) Joint Advisory Task Force on providing more guidance in the instructions and will consider your proposed changes when updating the instructions. Any changes made to these instructions will be provided in a future Office of Management and Budget IPEDS Change Memo and made prior to these new categories being collect in 2020-2021; NCES will post these changes to the changes page (https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ViewIPEDSChangesToTheCurrentYear.aspx) prior to the collection. 
Your suggestion related to the Finance definitions is something that NCES intends to continue improving, but requires continued research and discussion with stakeholders on ways to capture the changing costs and structures of higher education platforms. 

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Distance Education, E12, and Finance (Comment # 46)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0046
Name: Stephanie Hall
Date posted: May 20, 2019
The attached letter, signed by 18 individuals and organizations, serves as our comment regarding proposed changes to IPEDS (Docket ED-2019-ICCD-0028).
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Response – Distance Education, E12, and Finance (Comment # 46)
Dear Stephanie Hall, 
Thank you for your comment in support of the changes being proposed to distance education, 12-month enrollment, and Finance. 
NCES appreciates your suggestions to reform the “student services” metric to better reflect student-centered spending and to report spending on marketing and recruitment separately. During some of our discussions with experts, this topic was brought up and the feedback we have received is that this will require further research and discussion with stakeholders to properly collect these data while ensuring the data collected are of high quality and the reporting of the data is not overly burdensome to institutions. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection –Finance (Comment # 47)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0047
Name: James Haynes
Date posted: May 21, 2019
I am submitting the attached comment on behalf of Veterans Education Success.
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Response –Finance (Comment # 47)
Dear James Haynes, 

NCES appreciates your suggestions to reform the “student services” metric to better reflect student-centered spending and to report spending on marketing and recruitment separately. During some of our discussions with experts, this topic was brought up and the feedback we have received is that this will require further research and discussion with stakeholders to properly collect these data while ensuring the data collected are of high quality and the reporting of the data is not overly burdensome to institutions.  

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,
Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division

Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Finance (Comment # 49)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0050
Name: Sue Menditto
Date posted: May 21, 2019

Attached are comments from the National Association of College and University Business Officers. NACUBO is specifically commenting on revisions to information collected through the IPEDS Finance Survey
[image: ][image: ] [image: ]
Response – Finance (Comment # 49)
Dear Susan Menditto,

Thank you for your support of many of the proposed changes to the IPEDS Finance survey component. 
NCES would like to address your concern regarding the suggestion that IPEDS finance data are heavily grounded in the accounting-based conventions and that the utility of the data would improve if finance survey data “were less wedded to the respective financial reporting formats required by FASB and GASB.” The panelists at TRP # 57 (IPEDS Financial Metrics) discussed possible ways to streamline the survey to improve the comparability across accounting standards; however, panelists suggested that some proposed changes that could potentially enhance accessibility for users would reduce transparency of the data. NCES will engage in continued research and discussion with stakeholders on ways to streamline the survey while maintaining data continuity and transparency.  
In response to your comment on collecting data on intercollegiate athletics revenue’s categories, panelists at TRP #57 recommended that NCES collect intercollegiate athletics revenue data in the same way as intercollegiate athletics expenses data. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.

Sincerely yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief
Administrative Data Division 
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Reporting for 2-year institutions on EF, GR, and GR200 (Comment # 50)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0050
Name: David Mongold
Date posted: May 21, 2019
COMMENT ON REGULATIONS.GOV REGARDING IPEDS DATA COLLECTION
DOCKET ED-2019-ICCD-0028
May 20, 20191
Comment regarding reporting for two-year institutions offering baccalaureate degrees.
1)Part E of the Fall Enrollment Survey
UH Maui College (141839) currently offers 3 baccalaureate degrees. All three are Bachelors in Applied Science (BAS) degrees. To enroll in one of these programs, students are required to have reached upper division standing. With few exceptions, individuals may not be admitted as first-time degree-seeking students. Therefore, in the retention portion (Part E) of the Fall Enrollment survey, the reported cohort number is zero. This has been the case for many years (since the 2009-10 data collection). UH Maui College would like to report retention data for the non-baccalaureate first-time degree-seeking cohorts. Perhaps a screening question could be added to the IC Header that would enable an institution like UH Maui College to select the cohort upon which to report. The question could be nested in Part B.6 of the IC Header. All that would be required would be to add clarification on the level of students enrolled as first-time degree-seeking students. The question is currently worded to lump together all the students at the baccalaureate and below. So, although UH Maui College has first-time degree-seeking students pre-loaded in the IC Header, Part E of the Fall Enrollment survey specifies retention data for Bachelors cohorts. What is requested is to allow the institution to report on the non-baccalaureate degree-seeking cohort, as identified in the IC Header.
2)Cohorts for Graduation Rates Survey
Since UH Maui College offers Bachelors degrees, the cohorts reported for graduation rates are the four-year cohorts. However, as noted, UH Maui College is primarily a two-year institution, and is part of the University of Hawaii Community College system. The other six community colleges in the UH System report on two-year cohorts. UH Maui College would prefer to report on two-year cohorts, so that the reported graduation rates are in alignment with the other community colleges. Again, a simple screening question in the IC Header is all that would be required to correct this problem.
3)Graduation Rate 200 Survey
Since UH Maui College does not have baccalaureate first-time degree-seeking cohorts, there is currently no Graduation Rate 200 survey for the institution. This has been the case since the GRS 200 survey began with the 2009-10 collection. This issue is related to the previous discussion. The Graduation Rate survey allows UH Maui College to report on all undergraduate students, but the Graduation Rate 200 survey does not. Allowing UH Maui College the option to report for non-baccalaureate cohorts would open the Graduation Rate 200 survey. 
4)Summary:
In summary, we are requesting three changes:
A)Add a screening question to the IC Header that would clarify the level of the first-time degree-seeking students enrolled at the institution and allow reporting for non-Bachelor cohorts. 
B)On the basis of this screening question, change the cohorts reported for the Graduation Rate Survey to the two-year cohorts rather than the four-year cohorts (as currently required). Hopefully this change would also allow the institution to report data for the Graduation Rate 200 survey.
C)On the basis of this screening question, change the retention portion (Part E) of the Fall Enrollment Survey to allow reporting for non-bachelors cohorts.
Response – Reporting for 2-year institutions on EF, GR, and GR200 (Comment # 50)
Dear David Mongold, 
IPEDS uses classification variables to divide the universe into institutional groupings to collect and
disseminate IPEDS data. Level of institution (4-year, 2-year, or less-than-2-year), based on the
highest award level offerings reported in the Institutional Characteristics Header (IC-H) file, is a
common factor used in these classification variables. Sector, which is a derived variable by
combining the control of an institution (public, private nonprofit, or public for-profit) with the level
of institution, is used to determine the applicability for IPEDS survey components. Beyond the
reporting ramifications, sector is often used to determine institutional type for IPEDS publications
and consumer information tools.

In many cases the current groupings work as intended, but some institutions do not fall neatly into
one category. A National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC) working group examined
institutional groupings in IPEDS and prepared an internal paper in (Institutional Grouping
Working Group, Identification of Issues and Recommendations, 2013). The findings suggest that using
sector as a grouping method can be problematic for 2-year institutions with limited baccalaureate
programs. As discussed in the paper, these institutions are grouped with 4-year institutions on the
basis of highest award level offerings but are more like 2-year institutions based on awards actually
conferred during a given academic year. The types of data that are collected as a result of those
groupings may lead to confusion and misinterpretation when data are used for consumer information
or accountability purposes.

The Outcome Measures (OM) survey component is one way that NCES has been able to show a more complete picture of the higher education enrollment and completions of all the students in the United States. A Technical Review Panel (TRP #48, Institutional Groupings) held in October 2015 proposed a number of other solutions, many of which were similar to your proposed solutions. NCES investigated the potential solutions and none of the solutions were implemented. The potential solutions created complicated reporting issues such as increased burden and misunderstanding of requirements leading to inaccurate reporting, as well as dissemination issues and the loss of ability to use the data for national statistics and institutional comparisons. 
NCES plans to continue to investigate ways to improve the collection of data from institutions that do not fit into the traditional level/sector designations. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division

Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Outcome Measures and Finance (Comment # 58)

Document number: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0058
Name: Kody Carmody
Date posted: May 21, 2019

The attached letter contains comments from Bipartisan Policy Center staff regarding potential changes to IPEDS [Docket No. ED-2019-ICCD-0028]. If you have any questions about these comments, please contact Kody Carmody, a Research Analyst with BPC's Economic Policy Project (kcarmody@bipartisanpolicycenter.org).
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Response – Outcome Measures and Finance (Comment # 58)


Dear Kody Carmody,

NCES appreciates your suggestions to reform the “student services” metric to better reflect student-centered spending and to report spending on marketing and recruitment separately. During some of our discussions with experts, this topic was brought up and the feedback we have received is that this will require further research and discussion with stakeholders to properly collect these data while ensuring the data collected are of high quality and the reporting of the data is not overly burdensome to institutions. 

To address your specific comment related to the Outcome Measures (OM) and Graduation Rates (GR) survey components, the purpose of the OM survey component is to address the limitations of the GR survey component. The collection of graduation rates is defined by statute (Student Right to Know and Campus Security Act) and restricted to data collection on first-time, full-time undergraduate students that enter in a Fall term, or its equivalent. The OM survey is not defined similarly and thus, NCES cannot fold the GR into the OM survey component. Furthermore, OM provides the opportunity to follow the original recommendations of the 2012 Committee on Measures of Student Success, which were to broaden the coverage of student graduation data to reflect a more diverse student population at two-year institutions and improve the collection of the overall student progression and completion data. With this purpose in mind, OM allows for a more complete collection on graduation rates by instructing academic reporters to report on a full year student cohort instead of a Fall census-based cohort. This decision was greatly supported by the several data users of researchers and policy analysts (refer to 2016-2019 IPEDS OMB 60-day and 30-day public comment periods ID: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0001 and ID: ED-2016-ICCD-0020-0068). The proposed changes would allow for the inclusion of more students in Outcome Measures, particularly students that enroll in the Spring that have not been included in prior cohorts. The NCES chose a July 1 start for the OM full-year entering cohort because it aligns with the 12-month Enrollment Survey (E12) component that begins its reporting period of July 1 through June 30 as well as with the Federal Student Aid (FSA) practice of awarding of student aid starting in July 1. IPEDS Enrollment data are used as data quality assurance checks for data reported to OM, which is the reason NCES is proposing adding the disaggregations to 12 Month Enrollment (E12) in this OMB clearance package.

To your suggestions on tightening data definitions and creating formal auditing process, NCES continues to improve survey instrumentation, including making improvements to definitions and instructions through engaging various stakeholders in meaningful discussions. In addition, NCES employs a variety of quality check procedures to ensure data reliability (for example, adding the E12 disaggregations mentioned in the previous paragraph in order to control check OM). In addition, the public nature of the IPEDS data provides a strong reason for institutions to report accurately to the IPEDS. NCES does not have the mandate at this time to audit IPEDS data.  

Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Distance Education and Experimental Pell (Comment # 60)
Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0060
Name: Matthew Case
Date posted: May 21, 2019
Please see the attached comments on the IPEDS Information Collection Notice.[image: ] [image: ]
Response – Distance Education and Experimental Pell (Comment # 60)

Dear Matthew Case, 
The changes NCES is proposing for the Completions component are based on Technical Review Panel #53, Evaluating Distance Education Elements in the IPEDS Data Collection. The TRP discussed a number of options for improving the collection of distance education data. Other options for improving the collection of distance education in Completions were discussed, however, the panelists did not favor any of the options presented (such as collecting for multiple programs under one CIP code). The question NCES is proposing will provide more information to students and researchers to help them better understand whether the CIP code includes distance education opportunities and whether all programs under the CIP will include distance opportunities, however, they will still need to look into the programs further to find out more information. College Navigator is meant to be a first step, not a final step, in understanding opportunities at institutions. 
NCES understands your concerns related to Experimental Pell, however, it is not the case for all institutions participating in Experimental Pell that only 30 of 25,000 students are participating in this program. NCES has received numerous questions from institutions about how to handle Experimental Pell students and has consistently provided the guidance not to include these students. The FAQ NCES is proposing to add is simply making the current policy formalized and public.
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Finance (Comment # 59)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0059
Name: Anonymous
Date posted: May 21, 2019

Agree with adding disclosures for OPEB. Financial ratios should exclude GASB 68 and 75 since some public institutions do not have to record the liability or it is left at system level. Peer comparisons between institutions will not be meaningful unless you exclude these. Reporting the discounts between tuition and fees and auxiliaries by grant type will be a significant workload.
Response – Finance (Comment #59)
Dear Anonymous,
	
In response to your comment on financial ratios, IPEDS Finance survey forms include specific instructions to exclude net pension or net other postemployment benefits (OPEB) liabilities/assets from the Financial Health Ratios part that is intended to collect the numerator and denominator used to calculate financial health ratios composing the Composite Financial Index (CFI). 
Regarding your comment on reporting the details about sources of discounts and allowances, NCES agrees that this change will result in an increased burden. NCES anticipates a moderate increase in burden, especially in the first year. NCES currently collects the portion of revenues coming from financial aid sources and the goal of this change is to understand how financial aid sources contribute to the institutional revenues and scholarship discounts. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
Comment on the IPEDS data collection – Finance (Comment # 55)

Document: ED-2019-ICCD-0028-0055
Name: Phillip McCarthy
Date posted: May 21, 2019

1) Pension question Revised screening question to add defined benefit pension or postemployment benefits other than pension (OPEB) liabilities. I believe we would answer no.
2) Part M Include new data elements to collect data on pension and postemployment benefits other than pension (OPEB). We dont currently do part M, but I believe with these changes we would have to input OPEB expense, Net OPEB liability and deferred inflows and outflows. These amounts should be fairly easy to break out.
3) Athletics New screening question to determine where/whether institutions will report intercollegiate athletics revenues. We believe these questions would be easy enough to answer.
4) Part N (ratios) Add a new screen (Part N) to collect numerator and denominator for calculating financial health ratios. We currently have concerns about the IPEDS ratios being different than what is used for the HLC. So, in the case of universities with systems the calculation ignores any revenue/assets of the system. In cases like Penn State who reports all financial data at their main campus, the individual universities will not have calculated ratios. Organizational structure and the way IPEDS is reported would drive the calculation. This is fine for stand-alone universities, but for us, it is problematic.
5) Part E2 Add a new screen to collect sources of discounts and allowances. Im sure we could come up with a way to accomplish this, however it would be a significant amount of work to obtain the granular level of detail as suggested. To further complicate matters, we use the Alternate Method as outlined in the 2000-05 NACUBO report, which is a theoretical calculation of the discount (and also depends on the amount of refunds issued to students). This change suggested would require us to allocate the theoretical discount across all financial aid sources within the calculation. Im not sure how we would do this. We could come with a way, but when using the alternative method Im not sure how much value it provides. If the objective is to understand the tuition and financial aid made available for comparative purposes, then providing gross values for each would be significantly easier and accomplish the same objective.
6) Part H Collect market value for change in value of endowment net assets. Dont believe this change would be a problem. 
Response – Finance (Comment #55)
Dear Phillip McCarthy,

Thank you for your feedback in letting NCES know where your institutions may or may not have difficulty reporting. Below, please see the NCES response to your concerns in #4 and #5. 
To your concern regarding the financial health ratios, NCES understands that the organizational structure of the institutions is significant, and if an institution is a parent institution then the amounts reported should include all of the child institutions. 
In response to your comment on collection of sources of discounts and allowances, the goal of the change is to understand how financial aid sources contribute to the institutional revenues and scholarship discounts, thus, NCES is interested in expanding the Scholarship and Fellowship screen beyond collection of the portion of revenues coming from financial aid sources. 
Thank you for taking the time to provide comment.
Sincerely yours,

Samuel F. Barbett
Acting Postsecondary Branch Chief 
Administrative Data Division
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DEFINITIONS

Full Time[Part Time Facuty
Faculty are employees whose primary responsibilties are instruction,research andjor public service. Include
both tenure and non-tenure track. Adjunct faculty should be counted as part time faculty. Graduate assistants.
should be counted as part.time faculty. Fulltime faculty on sabbatical should be counted 3s fulltime faculty.
FullTime[Part Time Administration

‘Administation includes the following IPEDS categories: Management Occupations; Business and Financial
Operation Occupations; Librarians; Computer, Engineering and Science Occupations; Community, Social
Service, Legal, Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports and Media Occupations; Healthcare Practitioners and
Technical Occupations; Archivists, Curators, Museur Technicians; Library Technicians; Student and Academic
Affairs and other Educational Services Occupations.

FullTime[PartTime Staff

Staff includes the following IPEDS categories: Service Occupations; Sales and Related Occupations; Office
and Administrative Support Occupations; Natural Resources, Constructions and Maintenance Occupations;
Production, Transportation and Material Moving Occupations.

QUESTIONS

Fulltime Faculty:

Parttime Faculty:

Fulltime Administration:

Parttime Administration:

Fulltime Staff:

Part time Staf:

Student to-Faculty Ratio:

DUAL CREDIT

COMPLETE FOR IPEDS FALL 2018

INSTRUCTIONS

« Report dual credit head count rom IPEDS Fall 2018 reporting date.

« Provide the best estimate of dual credits awarded for acadeic year 2018-19.
« Head countis unduplicated.
« Enter zero for head count i there s no dualcredit envollment.

Data submitted in the previous year are shown.
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Please duplicate the blank form for each 6-digit CIP code and program level/length combination at your institution.

P Data

@ cpdata

Institutions must report, by award level, whether programs are offered as distance education programs. If a program has a
traditional offering and a distance education option, completions should be reported regardless of whether or not the program was
completed through distance education.

Awards conferred between JULY 1, 2019 and JUNE 30, 2020

< Report Hispanic/Latino Indwiduals of any race as Hispanic/Latino
« Report race for non-Hispanic/Latino individuals only

Total

Men Men (PY) Women Women ®) | (v enwomen)

Nonvesident alien

Hispanic/Latino

‘American Indian or Alaska Nat

asian

Black or African American

Native Hawalian or Other Pacific slander

‘White

Two or more races

Race and ethicity unknown

TOTALAWARDS

Is this program offered as a distance education program?

O [ All programs inthis CIP can be completed entirly online.

O | Atleast one program in this CIP can be completed entirely oiine.

01 | Atleast ane online program i this CIP has an onsite requirement..

O | Atleast one program in this CIP uses distance education as  supplement for onsite lasses

0 None of e programs I this I can e competed ntsly online ot 80 3n o the programs use dsance SGucsUon 3.3 Suppement 0 onste csses.
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James Woodworth
Commissioner

National Center on Education Statistics (NCES)
US. Depariment of Education 550 12th Street SW
Washington, DC 20024

Dear Commissioner Woodworth

As Ditectors of Instirutional Research at Higher Education institutions in the U.S., we commend.
‘you on allowing our positions fo comment on changes that affect the functionality of our offices.
Ta that regards, we submit the following comments based on the current updates that have been.
‘proposed in ED-2019-ICCD-0028. The comments are based on our daily work with these data

Completions:

‘The differentiation of certificates of less than one year under the Completions survey would add
‘wances to the current understanding of how short-term credentials are utilized by postsecondary
instifutions and sfudents. We encourage NCES to explore ways fo befter align proposed
categories with existing Pell eligibiliy standards on program length. Also we are concerned that
the term “recognized postsecondary credential” could cover many certificates that are ineligible
for Pell Grants, student loans, or other financial assistance. This can potentially confuse the.
resulting aggregate information. A more appropriate definition would align with the eligible
‘program definitions in the Higher Education Act.

Additionally, there may be a possible disconnect with the question regarding the CIP level in
regards to distance education. IF the answers to the distance education questions are needed at
the CIP and award level, then the questions need to be changed accordingly. For example:
instead of "All programs in this CIP can be completed entirely via distance education”. it would
‘need to read "All programs in this CIP with this award level can be completed entirely via
distance education”.

12 Month Enrollment:

Adding distance education can provide significant information about enrollment for online and.
other distance education students. Understanding enrollment over the calendar year provides for
‘2 more accurate calculation of students involved in leaming at our institutions. However, please
keep in mind that how we report data on distance leaming can also affect other areas of reporting
such as NC-SARA since they are now using the IPEDS definitions of reporting distance
‘education enroliment. This could potentially change their reporting requirements and also canse
‘more burden on the Instifutional Research Offices on the campuses that report data to IPEDS and.
1o NC-SARA.

Also, please keep in mind that many insifutions do not admit students into static / permanent
categories such as fully online (exclusively distance education), fully face-to-face (aot ensolled
in any distance education, and partialy online (enrotled in at least 1 but not al distance
‘education courses). These instifutions allow sfudents to change their scheduling so that in a
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fiscal year time period the student could be fully on-line, partially online, and fully face-to-face.
over the course of three semesters (summer, fal, and spring). This will add to the difficulty of
this survey.

Adding disaggregated data to the 12 month enrollment survey will help to better understand the
different attendance paftems for transfer and first time studeats, but this undue burden for the
data to potentially match the Ovtcomes report will equire instifutions to come up with different
ways fo track groups of students and therefore are not prepared to do 5o in such a quick fum-.
around. Since we cannot force students to answer information on demographics there could be.
some potential for validation issues and the output will not be as clean as the infended puspose of
aligning the fwo surveys. We are very concerned as the time spent on both the 12 month and
‘ovtcome survey will cause undue burden for the instifutions because these groups of students are
ot clear-cut o easily identified in our data systems. We ask that you give at least substantial
time to prepare for the burden that these changes will cause for the instifutions for these
disageregation’s fo fake place.

‘Thank you for the opporunity to provide feedback.

Regards,

Dr. Suzanne

Dr. Suzanne Simpson
Director of nsttutional Research & Assessment
‘The University of Alabama in Huatsville

301 Spakaman Drive

Huasville, AL 35899

mss0033@uatiedu
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James Woodworth
Commissioner

National Center on Education Statstics (NCES)
U_S. Department of Education 550 12th Street SW
‘Washington, DC 20024

Dear Commissioner Woodworth:

As Directors of Institutional Rescarch at Higher Education inst the US., we commend
‘you on allowing our positions to comment on changes that affeetthe functionality of our offices.
In'tha regards, we submit the following comments based on the current updates that have been
proposed in ED-2019-1CCD-0028. The commens are based on our daily work with these dat.

institutions and students. We encourage NCES 1o explore ways to better align proposed.
categories with existing Pell eligibilit standards on program length. Also we are concerned that
the term “recognized postsccondary credential” could cover many certificates that re inclgible
for Pell Grants,student loans, or other financial assstance. This can potentally confuse the
resulting aggregate information. A more appropriate defiition would align with the cligible
program definitions in the Higher Education Act.

‘Additionally, there may be a possible disconnect with the question regarding the CIP level in
regards to distance education. 1f the answers o the distance education questions are needed at
the CIP and award level, then the questions need 10 be changed accordingly. For example;
instead of "All programs in this CIP can be completed entirly via distance education’, it would
need t0 read "All programs in this CIP with this award level can be complted entirely via
distance education”.

12 Month Enrollment:

‘Adding distance education can provide significant information about enrollment for online and
other distance education students. Understanding enrollment over the calendar year provides for
‘more accurate calculation of students involved in leaming a our institutions. However, please
Keep in mind that how we report data on distance also affect other aras of reporting.
such as NC-SARA since they are now using the IPEDS definitions of reporting distance.
education enrollment. This could potenially change thei reporting requirements and also cause
‘more burden on the Institutional Rescarch Offices on the campuses that report data o IPEDS and
1 NC-SARA. Also, please keep in mind that many institutons do not admit students ino staic
‘permancnt categorics such as fully online (exclusively distance education), flly face-to-face (not
enrolled in any distance education, and partally online (enrolled in a last 1 but not all distance:
education course). These institutions allow students to change theirscheduling so that in
fiscal year time period the student could be fully on-line, partially online, and fully face-to-face
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‘over the course of three semesters (summer, fall, and spring). This will add to the difficulty of
ths survey.

Adding disaggregated data to the 12 month enrollment survey wil help to better understand the
different attendance patterns for transfer and firs time students, but this undue burden for the
data to potentially match the Outcomes report wil requie instifuions to come up with different
ways totrack groups of students and therefore arc not prepared to do 5o in such a quick tun-
around. Since we cannot force students to answer nformation on demographics there could be:
Some potential fo validation ssues and the output will not be a clean as the intended purpose of
aligning the two surveys. We are very concerned s the time spent on both the 12 month and
outcome survey willcause undue burden forthe nstitutions because these groups of students are
ot clear-cut o easily identified in our data systems. We ask that you give a least substantial

1o prepare for the burden that these changes will cause for the insttutions for these.
disaggregation’s to take place.

Thank you forthe opportunity to provide fecdback.
Regards,

Jennifer Moore.
Director of Insttutional Research & Assessment
Mississippi Universiy for Wormen

1100 College St MUW-160
Columbus, MS 39701
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Comments from the National Coordinating Center on Transition and Postsccondary Programs
for Students with Intellectual Disabilities on the Proposed Use of the WIOA definition of
'Recognized Postsecondary Credential in the IPEDs Data Collection Efforts

‘The passage of the Higher Education Opportunities act of 2008 created new access to higher
education for students with intellectual disability via the development of model demonstration
projects known as Transition Postsecondary Education Programs for students with Intellectual
Disability and by creating a new Title IV access point to federal student aid by creating the
Comprehensive Transition and Postsecondary Program designation. There are currently 99
colleges and universities with CTP status in 30 states (see Table 1), serving students with
intellectual disability and offering qualified students access to Federal Pell Grant, Federal
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant, and Federal Work-Study funds.

Since 2010, the Office of Postsecondary Education has funded 52 grants to support the creation
of college programs at 104 colleges and universities in 31 states enrolling over 3,700 students
‘with intellectual disability. Not all of the programs developed via the federal funds have CTP
status, but the numbers continue to grow. The Institute for Community Inclusion at the
University of Massachusetts Boston has served as the National Coordinating Center for these
programs since 2010, providing technical assistance and training and conducting the evaluation
of these programs. Given the relative newness of these programs, it is possible that NCES was
unaware of the prevalence of these programs and the number of students with intellectual
disability enrolled.

NCES has proposed globally replacing “formal award” with “recognized postsecondary
credential” as defined in the Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA) across IPEDS.
survey components and adding a definition of “recognized postsecondary credential” to the
glossary. If proposed changes to Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
definitions of credentials are implemented, we believe it will result in the exclusion of students
‘with intellectual disability attending CTPs from the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) data systems.

‘The current definition of recognized postsecondary credential as defined by WIOA does not
align with or acknowledge the credentials conferred to students with intellectual disability
served in colleges and universities that are approved comprehensive transition programs as
defined in the Higher Education Opportunities Act. This discrepancy has led to issues in
guidance interpretation at the state level related to the provision of pre-employment transition
services as well as Title IV vocational rehabilitation services for students with intellectual
disability as detailed in the report authored by Lee, Rozell, and Will, (2018) Addressing the
Policy Tangle: Students with Intellectual Disability and the Path to Postsecondory Education,
Employment and Community Li

‘The Department of Education has invested significant funds in postsecondary programs for
students with ID, e.g. TPSID Model Demonstration Programs, and has created infrastructure in
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the Federal Student Aid Office to review and approve Comprehensive Transition and
Postsecondary Programs to provide students with ID access to Title IV Federal Student Aid
options. Using the WIOA definition of recognized postsecondary credential will extend the
problems found currently related to use of that definition to administer Vocational
Rehabilitation services to the full universe of higher education data collection.

Potential Negative Impact of Using WIOA definition in IPEDs.
+ IPEDS provides NCES with the basic data needed to describe the size of the
postsecondary enterprise in terms of students enrolled, staff employed, dollars
expended, and degrees earned. Use of this definition will ensure students with
intellectual disability are not included in these data.

« The IPEDS universe also provides the institutional sampling frame used in most other
postsecondary surveys such as the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS).
Each of these surveys uses the IPEDS institutional universe for ts first stage sample and
relies on IPEDS data on enrollment, completions, or staff to weight its second stage
sample. Students with intellectual disability wil be excluded from these data.

+ IPEDS data are heavily relied on by Congress, other federal agencies, state governments,
education providers, professional associations, private businesses, media, military, and
interested individuals. Students with intellectual disability will be excluded from these
data.

+ NCES developed a searchable website, College Navigator, to provide up-to-date
statistics on a broad range of postsecondary institutions for easy access by consumers.
College Navigator is designed to help college students, future students, and their
parents understand the differences among colleges and how much it costs to attend
college. Students with intellectual disability will be excluded from this consumer
resource.

Congress and the Department of Education created unprecedented access to higher education
for student with intellectual disability via significant investment in TPSID model demonstration
projects, and access to federal student aid in the creation of Comprehensive Transition Program
status as part of the Title IV eligibility system. IPEDS information on the number of students
‘who complete a postsecondary education program by type of program and level of award is an
important source of information. Exclusion of students with intellectual disability willlimit the
Department of Education and Congress's ability to determine the impact of these newly
developed programs or conduct any comparisons with other existing programs. Additionally,
the exclusion of students with ID from IPEDS will prevent potential future students with ID and
their families from learning about postsecondary educational opportunities via the College
Navigator. The NCES Supporting Statement Part A materials describe their consumer
information mandate as follows on page 6:
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Consumer Information. Section 101 of the HEA amendments of 1965 (P.L. 105-244)
requires that NCES collect the following information from institutions of higher
education: tuition and fees; cost of attendance; average amount of financial assistance
received by type of aid, and the number of students receiving each type.

Section 132 of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-315) requires
that ED “make publicly available on the College Navigator website, in simple and
understandable terms,” information regarding enrollments, degree completions,
admissions, net price, college costs, students with disabilities, graduation rates, and
‘many additional consumer information items.

The exclusion of data on students with intellectual disability will prevent NCES from meeting
the above mandate accurately by only reflecting the number of students with disability
attending higher education and the number of students receiving financial assistance.

Finally, it also not clear the extent to which use of the new definition may impact other
programs that may have met the previous requirements of a formal award but do not meet the
updated definition of a recognized postsecondary credential. We would hope that prior to
making this shift, an assessment of the number of programs that may be recategorized would
be conducted to ensure that there are not unintended consequences for existing programs in
the IPEDS data.

Itis crtically important to ensure that the IPEDs dataset accurately reflect the numbers of
postsecondary education programs and students enrolled in those programs in the US. We
believe this dataset would be enhanced by ensuring the inclusion of students with intellectual
disability enrolled in Comprehensive Transition Programs. We recommend that NCES continue
using the existing definition of formal award to provide time to formulate a solution that
addresses their need for an updated definition but does not exclude a subset of students based
upon their disability label.
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Table 1: Comprehensive Transition Programs in the United States by State*

*As of May 1, 2019

From: https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/eligibility/intellectual-disabilities
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James Woodworth
Commissioner

National Center on Education Staistcs (NCES)
U.S. Department of Education

550 12th Street SW.

Washington, DC 20024

Dear Commissianer Woodworth,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed IPEDS changes. The below comments are from the
National Coordinating Center on Transition and Postsecondary Programs for Students with Intellectual Disabilities
atthe Universiy of Massachusetts Boston regarding proposed use of the WIOA defnition of Recognized
Postsccondary Credential n the IPEDs data collection efforts.

The passage of the Higher Education Opportunities Act of 2008 created new access to higher education forstudents
with intellectual disability via the development of model demonsiration projects known as Transition Postsccondary
Education Programs for students with Intellectual Disability and by creating a new Title IV access point o federal
student aid by creating the Comprehensive Transition and Postsecondary Program designation. There are cirrently
199 colleges and universites with CTP status in 30 states (see Table 1),serving students with ntellectual disabilty
‘and offering qualified students access to Federal Pell Grant, Federal Supplemental Educationsl Opportunity Grant,
‘and Federal Work-Study funds.

Since 2010, the Office of Postsecondary Education has funded 52 grants to supportthe creation of ollege programs.
a1 104 colloges and universities in 31 sates enrolling over 3.700 students with ntellctual disability. Not il of the
programs developed va the federal funds have CTP tatus, but the numbers continue o grow. The Instiute for
‘Community Inclusion a the University of Massachusetts Boston has served a the National Coordinating Cenr for
these programs since 2010, providing technical assistunce and training and conducting the evaluation of these:
programs. Given the relative newness of these programs, it s possible that NCES was unaware of the prevalence of |
these programs and the number ofstudents with intelectual disablity enrolled.

NCES has proposed globally replacing “formal award” with “recognized postsecondary credential” as defined in the
Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act (WIOA) across IPEDS survey components and adding a defiition of
“recognized postsccondary eredential” to the glossary. If roposed changes o Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) definitions of cedentials are implemented, we believe it will resul n the exclusion of
students with intellectual disabilty attending CTPs from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) data
systems.

“The current defiition of recogized postsecondary credential as defined by WIOA docs not align with or
‘acknowledge the credentials conferred to students with ntellectual disability served in colleges and universities that
are approved comprehensiv transition programs as defined in the Higher Education Opportunities Act. This
discrepancy has led to issues i guidance interpreation at the state level elated to the provision of pre-cmployment
transition services as wellas Title IV vocational rehabiltation services for students with intllcctual disa

detiled i the report authored by Lee, Rozell,and Will, (2018) Addressing the Policy Tangle: Students with
Inteliectual Disability and the Path 1o Postsecondary Education, Employment and Community Living.
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The Department of Education has invested significant funds in postsecondary programs for students with ID, e.g.
TPSID Model Demonsiration Programs, and has created infastructure i the Federal Student Aid Offce to review
and approve Comprehensive Transition and Postsecondary Programs to provide students with ID access to Title IV
Federal Student Aid options, Using the WIOA definition of ecognized postsecondry credential will extend the
problems found currently relted to use of that definition to administer Vocationl Rehabilitation srvices to the full
universe of higher education data colletion.

Potental Negative mpact of Using WIOA defiiton i IPED:.

+ IPEDS provdes NCES withthe basic data needed to describe the size of the enterpise i

tems of studentsenvolled,staff employed, dollas expended, and degrees eamed. Use of this defnition will
ensure students withintellctualdisabilty are ot included i these data.

© The IPEDS universe also provides the insitutional sampling frame used in mostother postsccondary
surveys such s the National Postsccondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS). Each of these surveys uses the
jonal universe for s fist stage sample and relics on IPEDS data on enrollment,
or saff to weight it second stage sample. Students with ntellectual disability will be excluded from these.
data.

« IPEDS data are heavily relied on by Congress, other federal agencics, state governments, education
providers, professional associations, private businesses, media, miltary, and interested individuals.
Students with intellectual disability will be excluded from these data.

© NCES developed a searchable website, College Navigator, t provide up-to-date statisics on a broad range.

Congress and the Department of Education crated unprecedented access to higher education forstudent with
intellectual disability via sgnificant investmen in TPSID model demonstation projects, and access (o federal
student aid in the creation of Comprehensive Transition Program status as part ofthe Tile IV cligibilty system.
IPEDS information on the number of students who complete a postsecondary education program by type of program
and level of award is an important source of information. Exclusion of students with intllectual disability wil imit
the Department of Education and Congress’sability to determine the impact of thse newly developed programs or
conduct any comparisons withother existing programs. Additionally, th exclusion of students with ID from IPEDS
willprevent potental future students with ID and their familcs from learning about postsccondary educational
opportunitie viathe College Navigator. The NCES Supporting Statement Part A materials describe thei consumer
information mandate a follows on page 6:

Consumer Information. Section 101 of the HEA amendments of 1965 (P.L. 105-244) requires that NCES
collectthe following information from institutions of higher education: twition and fecs: ot of attendance:
average amountof financial assistance received by type of aid. and the number of students receiving each
type.

Section 132 of the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-315) requires that ED “make
publicly available on the College Navigator websit, in simple and understandable terms,” information
regarding enrollments, degree completions, adrmissions, et price, college costs, students with disabiltcs,
‘graduation rates, and many additional consumer information tems.

The exclusion of data on students with intellectual disabiliy will prevent NCES from meeting the shove mandte
accurately by only rflecting the number of students with disability attending higher education and the number of
students receiving financial asistance.

Finally. it is aso not clar the extent o which use of the new defintion may impact other programs that may have
met the previous requirements of  formal award but do not meet the updated definition of a
postsccondary credential. We would hope that priorto making this shifl, an asscssme of the number of programs
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‘that may be recategorized would be conducted to ensure that there are not unintended consequences for existing
programs in the IPEDS data.

It ertically important to ensure that the IPEDs dataset accuratly reflect the numbers of postsecondary education
‘programs and students enrolled in those programs in the US. We believe this dataset would be enhanced by ensuring.
the inclusion of students with intellectual disability enrolled in Comprehensive Transition Programs. We.
recommend that NCES continue using the existing definiton of formal award to provide time to formulate  solution
that addresses their need for an updated definition but docs not exclude a subset of students based upon their
disability label. Thank you again for the opportuniy o comment.

Sincerely,

Institute for Community Inclusion
Universiy of Massachusets Boston
Meg srigal@umb.edy
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Table 1: Comprehensive Transition Postsecondar
*As of May 12019

Programs in the United States by State*
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National

Center for
Leaming
. Disabilities

May 20,2019

M. Sam Barbett
Acting Program Director and Team Lead

US. Department of Education

‘The National Center for Education Statistcs (NCES)
Potomac Center Plaza

550 12th street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20202

Re: Docket No. ED-2013-1CCD-0028.

Dear Acting Program Director Barbett,

On behaf of the National Center for Learning Disabiltes (NCLD), | am witing n response to the U .
Department of Education’s ED) inviation to submit comments on Docket No. ED-2018-1CCD-0028:
‘Agency Information Collction Activites; Comment Request;Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) 2019-20 through 2021-22. We wish to express our strong support for the IPEDS and
provide input on the type of information that should be collected in the future.

'NCLD represents and works to Improve the ives of the 1 in 5 individuals with learning and attention
ssues, which are brain-based diffculies that include challenges include trouble with reading, writng,
‘math, organization, concentration,lstening comprehension, sacial skils, motor il or a combination
of these. NCLD's mission is to empower parents and young adults,transform schools and advocate for
equa rghts and opportunities. For 40 years, NCLD has been on the forefront of the field of earning
disabiltes, working side-by-side with parents, educators, and policy leaders to improve federal
legislation and ensure that students with earning and attention issues have access to equal educational
opportunities

Under the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-20 through 2021-22
Supporting Statement Part A, it states on page 6 that Section 132 of the Higher Education Opportunity
‘Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-315) requires that ED “make publicly available on the College Navigator website, in
simple and understandable terms,” information regarding enroliments, degree completions, adissions,
net price, college costs, students with disabilties, graduation rates, and many addiional consumer
information items. However, ED's eisting and previous collections of data through IPEDS have faled to
require the collection of any meaningful information about students with disabilities and the services.
available to them.

Students with disabilities and their families face incredible hurdles during this transition period,
including a lack of access to qualty information abou their post-secondary school options and being.
forced to navigate the difficult process of disclosing thei disabiity and securing accommodations in
college or the workplace. In fact,students with learning disabilftes attend 4-year colleges at alf the
rate of thei peers without disabiltes and only one-quarter of students with LD disclose their disability

1 Thomas Ccl N, #700 o Washingn,OC 2005
NCLD.org « GetRedytoReadorg » RTiNeworkory.
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o their college. In the workplace, only 19% of young adults with learning diabiltis reported that their
‘employers were aware ofthelr disability and only 5% reported that they were receiving
accommodations in the workplace.*

‘Therefore, NCLD strongly recommends that IPEDS require insttutions to submit key data that i critical
0 the decision-making and success of students with disabiltes:

Recommendation: Require institutions to submit data related to undergraduate students enrolled at
the institution including being disaggregated in any place where race/ethnicity is included. This could
include information on enrollment of students who are formallyregistered as students with disabilties
with the institution’s office of disablity services (or the equivalent office), enroliment rates, graduation
rates for students with disabiltes and the number and percentage of students with disabiltes accessing
of recelving accommodations at the insitution.

Rationale: None of the data collected through IPEDS s specifc to students with disabilties. College:
Navigator allows -- but does not require - every IHE to provide nformation on the disability services
offered at th institution. In 2016, NCLD conducted its own survey of the information provided by IHEs
on College Navigator. We examined the responses that nearly 400 insttutions subitted, including
private, public, and for-profit nsttutions as well 2s community colleges. Only 6 of the insttutions
surveyed provided any information regarcing disablty services. While the data and information
provided through College Navigator has the potentia to support and improve rates of transition for all
Young adultsfrom high school nto the postsecondary setting, this information falsfar short of being
sufficient to ensure  smooth transition for students with disabilties into their postsecondary education
programs.

Recommendation: Consolidate iformation gathered by the National Center for College Students with
Disabties (NCCSD) into the College Navigator Database and continue collecting this data.

Rationale: At this moment, the National Center for College Students with Disabilties (NCCSD) has.
proposed surveying allnstitutions of higher education about issues related to students with disabilties
on their campus. This i a federall-funded project under the ED (P116150005),through the Fund for
the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE). The draft o the survey s broken down into five
parts:

Part :Institution Contact Information

Part Il Disability Resource Office Information

Part Il Disabiity Accommodations and Services

PartIV: Campus Accessibilty and Resources

Part V- Academics and Campus Climate for Students with Disabilities

However, ED does not have 2 public plan in place for any of the nformation collected o also be located
on College Navigator. Nor has Congress or ED proposed any plans to continue the data collection after
the grant ends in 2020. For the data collected through the NCCSD survey and the database itslf to be:
useful, it must stay current. NCLD is concerned that due to the limited, one-time funding for the Center
oy Congress,ths information will only be collected one time and the efforts will not be sustained past

" Horowitz, 5. M. Raw, J., & Whitaker, M.C. (2017). The Sateof Leaming Disabilie: Understanding tha 1in 5.
New York: Natonal Centr for Leaming Disabiltes.
e,

1 Tromas e, £700 o Wastingon, DC 20005 2
NCLD g » GetReatyoReatrg « Ttk
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2020. Therefore, we strongly urge ED to consider providing additional funds to continue and expand the
work o the NCCSD.

In adition, we ask that ED consider consolidating the information gathered by the NCCSD into the.
yearly IPEDS data collection 5o that the information i ntegrated into College Navigator. It i essential
that information relevant to students with disabiltes n college be included in the College Navigator
system o students with disabilities can have althe information they need o select a college in one.
easy-to-ind place.

Recommendation: Require nstitutions to submit information explaining their documentation
requirements for students with disabiliies to secure accommodations on their college campus.

Rationale: Many students with disabilftes received accommodations throughout thei elementary and
secondary education, but when they transition to college must navigate new requirements to document
thei disabilty and receive support. In fact, 845 of students with LD received accommodations in igh
school but only 17% received accommodations in postsecondary education. And 43% who didn'treceive
accommodations in post-secondary schools reported that they wished they had.*

To access accommodations - particularly for students with LD -~ many colleges set very specific
requirements.For example, coleges may require neuropsychological evaluations on adult-normed tests
within the last 3 years. In such asituation, a student’s testing from high school willnot suffice and the.
student willbe forced to pay out of pocket o a new evaluation — which s very expensive and not
frequenty covered by insurance - or forgo receiving much needed accommodations. It is highly.
important that students with disabiltes know the requirements and documentation standards at
various colleges to be able to make an informed selection and be prepared for what they'll e faced
with. Therefore, we urge the IPEDS data collection to require institutions of higher education to clearly.
define the requirements and documentation needed to recelve accommodations as well as links to
forms and registration information as a part o the next teration of the survey request.

Recommendation: Require nstitutions to submit data on the amount of professional development
related to disabilities provided or offered to college faculty or staff.

Rationale: NCLD hears from young adults on a regular basis tht professors, faculty and staff a their
colleges are frequently uninformed about disabilfties and sometimes unable to effectvely provide.
accommodations as required by law. It is important that every college or university make a concerted
effort to provide professional development and opportunites fo their faculty and saff tolearn about
disabiities and how to effectively serve students with disabiltie. Frameworks such as Universal Design
for Learning (UDL) can be highiy effective at intitutions of higher education and help to create an
environment where diverse leamers can be successful. However, few IHE have Universal Design for
Learning initatives and few are seeking out opportunites to educate faculty and staff on such topics.

NCLD recommends that any data collection through IPEDS includes a et of questions about professional
development requirements or voluntary opportunities for professional learning for faculty and staff on
the topic of disabilty. This can include the use of UDL in classrooms, 2 seminar or training on the types
of disabiltes and the varied learning needs of students with disablities, the requirements under the

3 Cartilla, Candace and Horowiz, Shekdon H. The Stae of Loarming Disabills: Facts, Trends and
EmergingIssues. New York Natinal Centor for Loaming Disabiltos, 2014

1 Tromas e, £700 o Wastingon, DC 20005 3
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‘Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or other federal laws, or related topics. These questions can
prompt colleges and universites to think about ways they can invest in training for faculty and staff
about best practices in supporting students with disabilties.

A5 an organization that works on behalf of students with disabilties and their familis, we believe these.
recommendations are critcalto ensuring that young adults with disabilities have adequate information
to make knowledgeable decisions about theirfutures. In additio, t will lso push insttutions of higher
education to refiect on thei current practices and be more transparent about the services they provide.
0 students with disablitie. If you have any questions or would ke o discuss these matters further,
please contact me at muhittaker@ncld. org or (202) 464-2140.

Sincerely,

Meghan C. Whittaker
Director of Policy.
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Career Education Corporation appreciates having this opportunity to comment on the proposed changes
t0the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System.

We belive condensing the current occupational categories found within the Human Resources (HR)
Survey by "Management” and "Non Management” o be a disservice and back step from earlier OMB.
‘approved proposal. We must note tha the changes tothe occupational categores as mplemented in
the 2012-13 collectioninorder to align HR with the 2010 Standard ccupational Classification (SOC)
System had considered the effrt versus mpact priorto implementation. Since the 2012-13 colection,
nstitutions have devoted the review, appiiation, and technicltime resources required o eport staff
i the current evel of category detal External rgulators currently eference the IPEDS occupational
categories as they are today. In this particular case, th effort o condense the previously imposed
reporting detil may not be  benefical change.

‘Should the Acadernic Library (AL Survey maintain thereporting of ibary taf i iew of H, collecting
the data na simiar manner il decrease overalburden. Parttime staff within H i 2 determined by
the nstituion per the appaitment type and is reported in total umber. HR also eports the total
umber ofull nd parttime ibrary staff s of the veral survey's defined snapshot date. The new
requirement tha nsttutions track parttime hours worked per week,add 3 new census date
consideration o thir fiscalyear review, and compute an FTE using the prt-time hours worked i
inconsistent and shifts added burden to th ibrary area. We encourage proposals and instructions to
take nto account the varyinginstitutionalmanagement sructures that exist among nsttutions,
especally those that have centralzed admiistrativesupportfunctions tha serve 3 number of campuses
s opposed to embedding al administratve support functions within each nstitution. Ultmatel, we
believe centralzed human resource functions and the HR Survey to b the mst effcient choice for
reporting any saffdata.

We recommend rewording the following instruction s found within AL tis helpful to make readers
aware that some vendor reports may not currently exst n an automated or easiy-understood format;
however, the current instruction could b interpreted as though these types of resources are not o be
used.
“Ubraries may need toask vendors for -seralusage report; reports may not be delivered
‘utomaticaly o in easiy-understood formts by the vendor tothe brary.”

We encourage NCES to conside in more detalthe costs and structures tyicaly associated with
innovative higher education platforms when preparing the IPEDS Finance Survey instructions and FAS.
Alackof a specific modern.day defntion within the eising expense functionalcasificationsleaves
roomfor the defiitons to be interpreted in iferent ways by diferent campuses. Asa resul, fnancial
comparisons performed using IPEDS expenses by functionl clasiication may not provide for an
“apples-to-3pples” review. For example, adaptive learming technology and T archtecture,
infrastructure or software development may rlate to nstruction, academic support andfor student
servies. All encompassing nstuctions provide fo 3 survey tht i ess complex and burdensome to
complete and use.

Again, we thank the Department for thei efforts an for ths opporturity to provide comments.

OMB No. 1850.0582 .24
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May 20,2019

James Woodworth
Commissioner

National Center for Education Stafstcs
USS. Department of Education

550 121h Street SW

Washington, D.C. 20202.0023

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-20 hrough 2021-22
Docket ID number ED-2016-1CCD-0028

Dear Commissioner Woodworth,

“The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) s a vital ool hat enables:
Students and theirfamiies, nsttuions, researchers, and policymakers 1o better understand the
nation's higher education systems and to make informed decisions. The undersigned appreciate
the opportunity o provide comments regarding the U.S. Department of Education (the
Gepartment)s proposed changes to IPEDS data collecton.

Changes to Reporting on Distance Education

The proposed change in distance education reporting i the complatons survey componnt wil
beter aign the survey with the ways instfutions organize their programs. I the cicumsiance
that an insituton offers more than one program under a Classification of Instructional Programs.
code, current reportng requires insitutions to simply check “yes’ {0 a distance education
question if any of said programs are ofered ia distance education. The current format makes it
impossible o identiy the number of programs offered by distance education. The proposed
change will have insttuions clarify whether programs are entirly istance education, have a
distance education component,or use distance education as a supplement foronsite ciasses,
‘and we think tis is a benefiial change to the data collecton.

‘Similarly, proposed changes to the twelve-month enrollment survey component, with regard to
cistance education enrolments, will bring nsttutional reporting and thus available data info
alignment with modern realies. At the moment, distance education enrolments are only
collected via the fal enroliment component ofthe survey. As noted inthe department's
Gescription of proposed changes, the fall nrollment igure potentally masks some of the true
enrollment evels of intitutions that offer programs only in distance education. Together, these
proposed changes to reporting regarding distance education wil bring reporting and data up to
date with the current higher educaion landscape. We commend them.
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Changes to Reporting in the Finance Component

Furthermore, we commend the department for actng on the Technical Review Panel (TRP)'s
recommendations to include financial health indicators, expanded discounts and allowances.
et i “exndowent et assels” nstea Of “endownien! assels” in e fance component of
the survey. Each of these changes will lead to greater understanding of student aid and
nstittional finances.

Further Opportunities for Improving the Finance Component

“The purpose of the IPEDS TRP has been to convene experts i the sector who together would
suggest changes 1o the surveys that would keep the insirument reevant witin and for e
current postsecondary landscape. A substaniial number of changes are now under
‘consideration a the department, many of which orginated from recent proceedings of the TRP
however, we were surprised that an issue regarcing the finance survey—and a recommendation
‘considered by experts in higher education finance fo be an essenfial change— has not been
included in those considerations. That recommendation s to break down the student services
category into two parls: pre-enollment student services and post-enroliment student services.

We urge the department o consider this recommendation as well

The issue has been broached by the TRP, most recently during th fty-seventh convering of
the IPEDS TRP (October 2018). At the conciusion of the October 2013 TRP, Representafive.
Mark Takano (D-CA), then chairof the House Veterans Afairs Commitee, submited a eter o
the IPEDS project director rging th separaton of marketing and recruting expenses from the
student services expense category* Representative Takano argued this would help the public
denty insttutions that are focusing a disproportionaie amount o their resources foward
‘marketing. Indeed, some instiutions spend more on recruting new students than on supporting
curtentstudent success.* This s especially rucial n the confext of nstiutions preying on
Student veterans, as they are a subset of students that present an even larger source of public:
uion funds rom which fo draw revenue.* Prior o tis, 2015 IPEDS TR considered ways fo

R and Sugpsinsfom PEDS Tecicat R Panel 557, PEDS Foancafercs
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‘add expense categories like marketing to the finance portion of the survey, but ultimately
decided against the approach out of uncertaity over how best to define markeling.*

“This glemma would be solved, however, by breaking down the student services category info
pre-enroliment student senvices and post-enroliment student services. This is a viable solution
given that the curent student services category is broad in definition, and one on which financial
and business offcers already report reciving the least clear guidance * Breaking the student.
services category info two parts would be a logical frst step at providing clarfy.

Concluding Thoughts

“The finance component of the IPEDS survey has been updated seven times since 1987 in order
o accommodate the changing nature of the dfferent sectors within higher education. Increased
ransparency and accounabilty are urgently needed in higher educaton, especialy with regard
tothe use of public sources of funding ike Titl IV, G Bil and other veterans education funds.
We urge the Department to take into consideration the multple and sustained calls for a change
tothe IPEDS finance component that would break up student services into two new categories
that could be broadly described as pre-enrollment student services and post-enrolment student
Services. This change would immediately address issues of transparency and accountabily.

Sincerely,

‘American Federation of Teachers
‘American for Financial Reform

Anthony Walsh, The Century Foundation

‘Education Reform Now

‘George Washington Insitute of Public Policy

Higher Learning Advocates

Maryland Consumer Rights Coaifion

National Consumer Law Center (on befalf o s low-ncome clients)
New America Higher Education Inative

Robert Shireman, The Century Foundation

‘Stephanie Hal, The Century Foundation

‘Student Debt Crsis
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May 20,2019

James Woodworth, PhD
Commissioner

National Center for Education Staistcs
Us. Department of Education

55012 Street SW

Washington, DC 20202:0023

Re: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-2020 through 2021-22,
Docket No. ED-2015-1CCD-0028.

‘Dear Commissioner Woodworth,

‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) proposed changes to the Itegrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). We.
at Veterans Education Success - a nonprofit that advocates on behalf of veterans,
Servicemembers, and their families — believe that IPEDS is an essential system which alows
Students,colleges,researchers, and policymakers to better understand the higher education
landscape. We hope that the proposed changes will improve upon this necessary tool.

In particular, VES agrees with Chairman of the House Veterans Affairs Committee,
Representative Mark Takano's letter to the IPEDS Project Director from December 2018, where
e urges for a change to the definition of “student services” in the IPEDS Finance Survey.*
Through the Finance Survey, insitutions are required t0 report spending on key financial
functions. The “student services” expense category ncludes many actvites that genuinely.
support enrolled students,such as registrar actvities and emotional and career counseling. But
talso includes spending that has nothing to do with supporting enrolled students; of concern,
in partcular, s the inclusion of marketing and recruiting expenses to attract potential

Students * As Chairman Takano correctly explained in his lette, “the information s rendered
useless due to an overly broad definitio of the 'student services’ category” n addition to
“insufficient guidance” offered to colleges to ensure consistency n the reporting.”

The value of finance survey information would be improved by including a separate marketing
‘and recruitment category n the IPEDS survey, apart from the student services” category. We.
Join Chairman Takano inurging for the creation of a separate category for marketing, and to

ensure the resulting categories are “clearly-defined." In the alternative, we urge you to divide.

*Representaive Mark Takano' ltter 1 PEDS Project irctor Jaice Kely-Red,December 26, 2018, ovlloble t

et souarespace comts0/35671807e4002e470eb 10186/ 5432000060228 1547647628
ano 2018-17- 26+improvementouPEDSeFnsnce Survey SKeroEINALPOF
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the “student services” category into separate “pre-enrollment” and “post-enroliment” expense
categories. This would considerably improve the clarty of the data. A central question for
researchers, policymakers, and students selecting a schoolis how much the dedicates to
educating and supporting enrolled students, as compared to how much t spends on marketing
and recruiting. For example, 2 handiul of insttutions spend heavily on recruiting veteran
Students, but spend very ltie on instruction and academic support, when compared to other
institutions, as documented in our recent study, *Shouid Colleges Spend The G Bilon Veterans'
Education or Late Night TV Ads?" These intitutions currently include their marketing in
“student services,” but it is spending about which policymakers, researchers, veterans
organizations, and student veterans themselves would very much appreciate clarity. We urge
You to provide this clarity. Additionally, separating marketing and recruiting from services for
‘enrolled students would provide a stronger picture of nstitutions’ inancial status and hopefully
ensure improved accountabilty.

We belleve that disaggregating the student service category in the IPEDS Finance Survey would
faciltate greater understanding of how insttutions spend their revenue and what they are
prioritizing, This would i turn allow for allnterested parties - students, policymakers,
regulators - to make more informed decisions, and would especially benefit student veterans
who only have one chance at using their hard-earned GI Billbenefits, by providing them with
greater clariy of nformation. Once again, thank you very much for the opportunity to
comment.

—
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May 20,2019

Department of Education Notice
Tntegrated Postsecondary Education Data System
201920 through 2021 ~ 22

Docket ID No. ED - 2019 - ICCD - 0028
OMB Control Number: 1850-0382

To Whom It May Concern:

Tam writing on behalf of the National Association of College and University Business Officers
(NACUBO). NACUBO is a nonprofit professional organization representing chief financial
officers and their staff at approximately 2.000 not-for-profit (NFP) and public colleges and
universities. Inits capacity as a professional association, NACUBO issues accounting and
reparting guidance for the higher education industry and regularly educates higher education
professionals on accounting and reporting issues and practices. NACUBO has a close working
relationship with staff at the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) and the
‘Govemmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB). We regularly provide industry feedback
‘and consultation on accounting and reporting issues that impact the higher education industry to
standard setters, auditors, and users of financial statements

‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on a proposed revision to information collected in the
Tntegrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for 2019-20 through 2021-22.
'NACUBO is specifically commenting on revisions intended to increase the accuracy and utlity
of information collected through the IPEDS Finance Survey. Our comments will address
feasibility, added value, and enhancing the quality. utilty. and clarity of information collected.
for the proposed changes t0 the Finance Survey.

Technical Review Panel (TRP) 57 hit upon several important aspects of financial information
‘needed to better understand higher education—specifically, resources available for use in a fiscal
‘year reporting period: resources that are unavailable for use in a fiscal year reporting period due
o donor restrictions and governing board designations; endowment fund growth and spending
institutional financial aid to students: and financial health. Our comments are divided nto two
sections

1. Critical information that is not being addressed by IPEDS 2019- 20 through 2021- 22
2. Feedback on proposed changes
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Critical information missing from IPEDS 2019- 20 through 2021- 22

'NACUBO applauds the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC) for
‘commissioning a research paper to examine the usefulness of existing IPEDS finance data and to
explore opportunities for new metrics to provide useful and meaningful statistics that describe:
higher education financing. A major area addressed by the paper (Identifying New Metrics Using
IPEDS Finance Data, Tammy Kolbe and Robert Kelchen) was the discomnect between pressing
questions being asked in the feld and data currently available in IPEDS. The disconnect is
created because IPEDS finance data are heavily grounded in the accounting-based conventions
that govern how and what data are collected, which imposes limitations on the utlity and.
‘comparability of the data across all higher education institutions.

Although public and NFP higher education is divided between institutions that follow accounting
standards set by the FASB and GASB, NACUBO believes that essential and fundamental
information can be collected with improved utility i the finance survey were less wedded to the
respective financial reporting formats required by FASB and GASB. An extraordinary amount of
time was spent during the TRP discussing the need to understand how a fiscal year's available
revenes are spent by colleges and universities during the survey reporting period. However, the
exceptional work and consensus of the panelists are not reflected in the final collection
recommendations. (emphasis added)

‘The panel’s recommendation to enhance revenue by source and divide those sources between (1)
revenue available for use in the current period and (2) revenue not available for current period.
use (due to restrictions and designations) would have helped to explain how resources support
current period expenses and resource stewardship and future planning responsibilites of colleges
‘and universities. Further, by not making this change, the IPEDS Finance Survey will continue to
follow FASB and GASB reporting formats. However, institutions that follow FASB have a new
reparting structure in 2019-20. Consequently. a cross-walk or translation between old and new
FASB net asset classes will be required for all NFP institutions. Such a translation will escalate
reporting risk. significantly compromise the integrity and reliability of financial data, lead to
‘misinterpretations by users, raise questions in the field. and create additional burden for colleges
‘and universities as well 2s ED staff

'NACUBO strugeles to understand why one of the most meaningful recommendations was not
incorporated into the proposed revised collection.

Feedback on Proposed Changes
Endowment Funds

‘The proposed change will collect valuable information on horw an institution’s net endowment
assets change over time. NACUBO agrees with this change and does not think it will be
‘burdensome for institutions. If greater comparability is desired between public and NFP
institutions, a future change might consider bringing in similar information from affiliated
foundations that hold endowments on behalf of public insitutions
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Institutional Aid to Students

'NACUBO supports collecting data on the sources of institutional aid (known as the discount).
‘We believe the additional information will help survey users understand how governmental,
endowment spending. general and restricted contributions. and institutional funds are used for
aid. We do not believe this will be burdensome to collect

‘Financial Health Indicators

Although the proposed survey change will collect information on broadly accepted ratios that
‘comprise the Composite Financial Index (CFI) ~ net operating ratio, refurn on net assets / net
position ratio, viability ratio, and primary reserve ratio — such fatios were never meant to be used
s a benchmark among institutions. Rather. and ideally. the four key ratios and the CFI should be.
calculated and used by institutions to assess the strengths and weaknesses that contribute to their
unique financial well-being

Given this caveat, NACUBO strongly supports the proposed approach o have each institution
calculate and provide the numerators and denominators of the four ratios. It would be too costly
‘and compromise accuracy to calculate these ratios from publicly available data for institutions—
especially public institutions — because not all data s available. Finally, the formulas for public
institutions must be changed to indicate the use of “net position” rather than “net assets” when
calculating ratios.

Athletics Revenue

‘The proposal is suggesting that the source of athletics revenue be collected by programmatic or
functional categories that NEP and public instifutions use to collect expense data. Higher
education instifutions do not categorize revenue by functional expense categories such as
educational activities and ausiliary activities; financial reporting experts made this very
clear in TR discussions. (emphasis added). College and university systems, processes, and
‘general ledgers are not organized o capture revenue data by these functional categories and
requiring reporting based on these categories may lead to arbitrary information. The consensus
reached by panelists was to use categories of revenue from EADA reporting fo befter understand
the soutces of revenue that support athletics. Leveraging data that s already collected will
increase user understanding and reduce reporting burden. NACUBO does not support this
‘proposed change.

In conclusion, T'd ke to thank you for your consideration and time in reviewing our comments.
Please direct your questions to me at 202-861-2542 or smenditto@nacubo.org.

Sincerely,

Susan M. Menditto
Senior Director, Accounting Policy
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BIPARTISAN POLICY CENTER

RE: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-20 through 2021-
22 [Docket No. ED-2019-ICCD-0028]

Dear Commissioner Woodworth:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the important issue of reforming the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)."

The Bipartisan Policy Center (BPC) believes that aditional transparency, granularity, and quality-
control measures in IPEDS would be beneficial o better-inform student decision-making and public
policy, as well as promote validity and reliabiity in the data. Given that a postsecondary education is
among the most important investments that an individual will make in their lfetime—and the fact that
roughly $150 billion in federal resources flow annually to institutions in the form of federal student aid—
students and taxpayers should be able to access high-qualty and granular data on higher education
systems 2 The below recommendations would seek to improve IPEDS to achieve these goals:

1. Reform the “Student Services” Metric in the IPEDS Finance Survey to Better
Reflect Student-Centered Spen

The current categorization of spending in the IPEDS Finance survey's “student services” metric
‘makes it difficult to understand how schools are investing their resources. While marketing and
athletics may play an important role—in helping schools reach out to traditionally under-served
‘populations, for example—these budget tems should ot be categorized under spending that
s meant to improve outcomes for existing studernts.

We recommend instructing the National Center for Education Stafistics (NCES) to reform the
existing student services metric in the IPEDS Finance survey such that t encompasses all spending
thatis directed to helping students succeed outside the classroom. This should include, but not
necessarily be limited to, spending on career services and counseling, information

technology, academic clubs, and other activities designed to promote academic and career
success. Expenditures on marketing and recruitment,intercollegiate athletic programs, and other
activities designed primariy to attract additional revenues should not be included

2. Report Spending on Marketing and Recruitment Separately in the IPEDS Finance
Survey

Given the govemment's substantial investment in higher education, students and the general public
should have better information about how insfitutions are spending their revenues—

taxpayer revenues in particular. We recommend that institutions be required to report their
‘marketing and recruitment spending separately, thereby providing insight nto therr institutional
priorities while also illuminating the black box of college finance

“The Biparisan Polcy Centers (BPC) Task Force on Higher Education Financing and Student Outcomes—an efort that s
being co-shaired by former U S_ Reprasentatives George Miler (D-CA) and Buck MoKeon (R.CA) and includes several college
presidents and oner higher edicaton leaders from across the polical specirum—wil be relsasing recommendatons on (s
Subjectin e coming weeks. For more information on tn Task Foroe's work, it s page: bitos/Ibisarisanpolicy orgiasl.
foreeon hgner-sdueston- fnancing-and-student outcomes!

FColege Board. Trends i Sudent A Student Ad and Nonfederal Loans in Current Dolas over Time,” 2018, Avaiable at

s irends collsgeboard org/student sidigures-tsblestugent sd-nonfedsrsl ioans corent dolars over time.

bipartisanpolicy.org | 202-204-2400 | 1225 Eye Street NW, Suite 1000 | Washington, DC 20005
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RE: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-20 through 2021-
22 [Docket No. ED-2019.1CCD-0028]

3. Tighten Survey Data Definitions

Institutions currently have a great deal of lexibiity when it comes to classifying certain expenditures
inIPEDS. Schools can, for example, report expenses for specific functions (suich as information
technology and student support) under the instruction, student services, or institutional support
categories. We recommend directing NCES to create tighter definitions for expenditure:

categories as a way to help ensure that institutions are reporting spending in a uniform manner and
to boost the validity of the data.

4. Increase Comparability Among Existing Surveys

Currently, the IPEDS surveys on Outcome Measures and Graduation Rates use different reporting
periods. The former tracks four-, six-, and eight-year windows, whereas the latter measures 150
and 200 percent of normal time to degree completion (which differs by program). We recommend
‘synchronizing these reporting periods to boost comparabilty and also to

‘ease reporting burdens for schools, which would no longer have to collect data on two separate:
periods. Altematively, the two surveys could be consolidated into a single instrument that

tracks outcomes at 100 percent, 150 percent, and 200 percent of typical program time.

5. Create a Formal Auditing Process for IPEDS

‘The lack of a thorough quality check calls into question the reliabilty of IPEDS data. We
recommend that a small percentage of IPEDS submissions be audited for quality each year, and
that the Secretary of Education report on these audits. Currently, the Internal Revenue Service
audits 0.7 percent of individual tax retums—applying the same audit rate to IPEDs data collection
‘would mean auditing about 50 colleges annually * This would at least allow researchers to better
‘understand the scale and scope of mistakes in the survey data and qualify their research findings
‘accordingly. Such enforcement would aiso convey to institutions the importance of accuracy when it
‘comes to IPEDS data submission. The audit process could potentially take place as part of ED's
current system of program reviews, which examine school compliance with the insfitutional
eligiilty, financial responsibilty. and administrative capabilty requirements for accepting federal
financial aid.

Uttimately, BPC believes that the most significant reforms, such as the creation of a student-level data
‘system, will need to come from Congress. The recommendations detailed above, however, would be a
promising first step to improving granularit, transparency, and data quality on a range of issues in the
higher education sector

Regards,
Kenneth Megan Kody Carmody
Associate Direstor Research Analyst
Bipartisan Policy Genter Bipartisan Policy Center

3R Kelohen. Higher Education Accountabilty (Balimore, ND: Johns Hopkins Universty Press, 2018), 166,

bipartisanpolicy.org
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May 20,2019

James Woodworth

‘Commissioner, National Center for Education Sttistcs
US. Department of Education

550 12 Sireet SW

‘Washington, DC 20024

RE: Comment on Integrated Postsccondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-20 through
202122 Collection Package (Federal Register Number 2019-05241, OMB Contral Number 1850-
os82)

Dear Commissioner Woodwrth,

We submit the following comments in response 1o the referenced 60-day Notice and request for
comment on the Integrated Posisecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2019-20 through 2021-22
Collection.

Our comments are focused on two proposed changes: 1) the revision of distance education program
categories in the Completions survey and 2) the exclusion of students who participate in experimental
Pl grant field sits from IPEDS surveys. We would ask the Department to reconsider these changes as
proposed, as they impose additional costs, including data collection burden, without a clear benefit.

Categorization of Distance Education Components of Degree Programs in Completions Survey

“The proposed changes o the Compleions survey would frther isinguihdisance cducaton modes of
s would b required 0 clasiy hei degre programs nto oe ofthe four

cateporics: 1) “completd enirly online” without any onsit reqirements, (2) “completed entirely

online” with osit requirements, (3) programs that “use distance education a a supplement” 0 onsite

requirments, and (4) programs thatar completely fac-t-foce with no disance education component.

“The categorics and language used is ambiguous. It is unclear whether @ program would ever be
categorized “completed entirely online” with onsie requirements (42 above), as programs that are
entirely online would not have onsite componens. If this sub-categorization is intended to capture
activities such as program orientation or onsie lsting fequiremen a5 part f 3 course of non-course
degree requirement, thisis information that s typically systemaically tracked at the campus or system
level and would entil significant burden to capture, siructure, and store. As mentioned by other

Sanerstes Fudeon Nortridge Son dost
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commenters, the selection “At least one online program in this CIP has an onsite requirement” is.
‘ambiguous. This could mean that the program is ffered as  true hybrid program with required online:
‘and face-to-face components. However, there is  larger and more heterogencous st of degree programs
that are predominately face-to-face, but the department or school may offer online courses in onc or
acadermic terms that could be taken a5 part of  given student’s program of study, but are not required.
‘While that s distance education as 4 supplement to onsite requircments, however, the distance
education components oceur at the course level and may not be formally included as partof the degree.
program.

Since completions colleets dataat the CIP level and not the program level and many programs can be
contained within the CIP, such data would have limited utilty for consumers. In subjects where both
online and face-to-face degree programs are offered, students would need 1o ge this information directly
from the department and/or program dircctly. Also, it appears across these fou response types,only one
should be chosen for each CIP (e.g. radio button). However, though these categories are ot mutually.
exclusive by CIPif there are programs within a CIP that would fall under categorics (2) and (3).

Finally, program requirements (including distance education components) may be luid over tme,
especialy if they are based on determinations at the course level. However,reported completers within a.
given program may have started at different points i time. Thisis less of a concern when identificaion
of distance education componens is more binary (fully-online or not). While IPEDS may be inerested
in more differentiation across distance education types,the current typology i averly complex and
‘ambiguous. 1t s not clear whether the ifferentiation is meaningful and/or worth the additional burden to
systematically track.

Exclusion of Students at Experimental PellSites

‘While we understand the Department’s rationale for excluding all students enrolled at experimental Pell
sites, we would disagree with the assumption that hischange has no burden implications for

ions. We understand that some ED and campuses may wan to exclude these students from their
IPEDS reports and other accountabilty measures. However, explicily excluding these studens from
IPEDS reports docs entail non-tivial reporting burden. Curently, one CSU campus is an experimental
site and serves less than 30 students who are enrolled part-time at @ campus that enrolls over 25.000
Students cach year. Additonally, given that these are experiments of limited duration, building in
functionality to track these students n the various campus and system information systems used o
seport IPEDS would not be beneficial long-term. We would ask that ED consider the burden
implications for categorically excluding these students for IPEDS and consider giving institutions more
flxibility, especialy when the practical impact of such a change on reported data s negligible.

“Thank you forthe opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to IPEDS.
Sincerely,
Matthew Case

IPEDS Coordinator
California State Usiversity, Offce of the Chancellor





