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February 10, 2003

Dr. Bernard Fryshman

1016 East Second Street

Brooklyn, NY 11230

Dear Dr. Fryshman:

I have been asked to respond to your letter of January 20, 2003 to Mr. John Tressler regarding the National Center for Education Statistics’ application for a three-year clearance for the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System.

I have attempted to address each of your concerns as they were outlined in your letter.  Should you need further clarification on any of these issues please let us know.

1.
Is there a need for a three-year clearance?

Yes -- The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) operates on a three-year clearance cycle for several reasons:

· To provide consistency in our data collection process (data items and format); or

· To provide sufficient warning (lead time) to institutions when data items do change;

· To reduce respondent burden by assuring this consistency;

· To reduce internal (NCES) costs (staff time) to develop the clearance package;

· To reduce external (ED and OMB) costs during the approval process; and

· To provide the contractor staff with assurances of consistency in their efforts.

Should the requirements of the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act require changes in the IPEDS program, we would respond to these requirements with modifications to the clearance package in a timely and efficient manner.  For example, the 1998 amendments required modification of the IPEDS collection to include price and student financial aid information.

2. Can the burden be reduced?

Here you mention “one or two narrow Congressional mandates” when, in fact, IPEDS responds to several mandates as well as internal (ED) needs.  For example, IPEDS responds to several statutory requirements, including:

· General mandate - P.L.107-279, Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002

· Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (34 CFR 100.13) and Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 – both require reporting on the race/ethnicity and gender of students (enrollment and completions)

· Section 421(a)(1) of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act – IPEDS fulfills the need for completions data in vocational programs

· Student Right-to-Know (Sections 668.41, 668.46, and 668.49 of the Student Assistance General Provisions, as amended) – needs are satisfied through the IPEDS Graduation Rate Survey

· Title IV and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended by the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 – IPEDS Fall Staff survey replaced the collection of EEO-6 data from institutions with 15 or more full-time employees.

· Higher Education Amendments of 1992 – require institutions with a Program Participation Agreement (PPA) to complete the IPEDS surveys in order to maintain eligibility to participate in federal student aid programs.

· Higher Education Amendments of 1998 – require IPEDS to collect data on the cost (price) of education, which is satisfied through our Institutional Characteristics and Student Financial Aid surveys.

The intent is not just to draw broad-based conclusions, but to provide institution-level data for several purposes:  consumer information (price data, student financial aid information, graduation rates), compliance with mandatory reporting requirements (race/ethnicity, staff data, graduation rates), to fulfill the needs of other federal agencies (BEA uses finance data for calculating GNP), and for use by the respondents for doing peer analysis.

Is sampling an option?  

Because of the compliance requirements, sampling is not an option.  This has been discussed at length at meetings of our Technical Review Panel, with other areas of the Department of Education including the Office for Civil Rights, the Office of Postsecondary Education, the office of Federal Student Aid, and the Office of Vocational and Adult Education, and with other Federal Agencies such as Census, BEA and EEOC.

Intent is for planning at the state and local level…Is there justification for purposes which are not Congressionally mandated?

IPEDS is used for state and local planning, however, this is a secondary use and not the reason for the data collection.  The list of mandates specified above and the uses detailed in our justification statement indicate varied uses of the data.

Could smaller institutions submit data collectively? 

This possibility would not provide OCR or EEOC with the data they require, nor would FSA be able to monitor responses in order to determine if institutions were complying with requirements in their PPA.  IPEDS would not be able to populate the College Opportunities On-Line (IPEDS COOL) website with institutional data that are required by the HEA, including price and student financial aid data.  Also, if this were done for the Rabbinical schools, others would request the same opportunities; we currently have about 800 small cosmetology and hair design/beauty academies that are required to report to IPEDS.  

Can finance data be submitted on other than an annual basis?
Since the Census Bureau requires IPEDS data on an annual basis and BEA uses these data annually, this is also not an option.  IPEDS prefers that the finance form is completed based on an audited financial statement, but if audits are not performed each year, then the data could be submitted based on an “unaudited” financial statement.

Categories (of data) collected do not match those in use at our (the Rabbinical) schools.

The IPEDS staff have worked directly with you over the years to try to accommodate your institutions by modifying the CIP codes used in Completions, modifying definitions used in Enrollment and Completions, and providing training to the survey respondents.  We could attempt to develop special screens and definitions for your particular schools (the cost for this would not be trivial), but this would require that NCES crosswalk their data into the collection categories used by other schools, so that data are consistent across institutions.  It seems that it would be more correct to have your institutions decide where to count their students, completers, etc., rather than have NCES arbitrarily make these decisions.

3.
Some troubling phrases and requests
Why is NCES requesting the email address of the CEO and a link to the institution’s mission statement?

At the request of the Technical Review Panel, the email address of the CEO is being requested to facilitate contact with the CEO.  We have found that “snail mail” is not an efficient way to reach the CEOs who are responsible for the institution’s compliance with Title IV requirements.  If we were able to contact them easily and directly when their institutions are in danger of non-compliance, we could prompt them for survey response before closeout.  Currently we send them letters and follow up with a telephone call.  Many times letters are directed elsewhere and phone calls are not returned. The email would save us considerable money and time and would only be used in lieu of the other (mail or phone) contacts.  It would not go on our data files (for release) nor would we make it available to others.  The mission statement link is being requested as an addition to IPEDS COOL for consumer information purposes; however will not be a required field.  Since most of the Rabbinical schools do not have websites, this should not impact their responses.

The other two instances of concern are statements on the use of the data.  These were not intended to be all-inclusive but rather examples of some of the uses made by the Department and researchers.

4.
Who uses the information?

You specifically mention your concern about the use of student records by states to provide data to IPEDS.  This is certainly out of our control and we do not feel qualified to respond (for the states) to this.

5. The need for this data

Cost must be weighed against benefits…In this paragraph you ask for NCES to determine how much information each agency needs, if needed every year, if details are needed or if a sample would suffice.

NCES feels that they consider these issues each time the Technical Review Panel meets or when items are presented for addition to the surveys.  IPEDS underwent a major review in 1998 and 1999 in response to the Higher Education Amendments.  Since few changes have been made since that time, we feel that this question/concern has been thoughtfully and thoroughly addressed.

6. Consultations outside the agency

There is a need to expand consultations to include administrators and faculty members who can provide essential input and help design a data collection strategy which is useful to institutions as a whole.

NCES has made an attempt to include both administrators and faculty on IPEDS Technical Review Panels and on committees that work with the National Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC).  We will continue to expand our TRPs and the NPEC workgroups to include those who can make the best contributions to the topics being discussed.  

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your concerns.


Sincerely,


Susan G. Broyles


Program Director
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