Student Support Services (SSS)
Summary of Public Comments on
Proposed Changes to the 2010-11 SSS Annual Performance Report (APR)


On March 22, 2011, the Department of Education (Department) published a Notice of Proposed Information Collection Request (Notice)  in the Federal Register inviting comments by May 23, 2011, on the proposed annual performance report (APR) for the Student Support Services (SSS) program. Approximately 66 respondents submitted about 400 individual comments (i.e., multiple comments from respondents).  A summary and analysis of the comments as well as information on changes to the proposed SSS APR follows with comments grouped by subject area.  Please note that some of the comments did not directly relate to suggestions for revisions to the APR, but rather were more grantee-specific special circumstance issues.  Therefore, such concerns will be addressed in a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document that will include additional guidance on special circumstances that were either raised via this public comment period or have been raised by grantees in the past.  This document will be made available via the Department’s web site prior to the Fall data collection period. 
I.  Design and Layout—
A. One respondent commented on the grouping of data fields within the APR.  The respondent felt that instead of grouping the fields by category (e.g., Participant Demographics, Participant Eligibility Status, etc.), that the data fields be reordered to allow grantees a clearer picture of data trends and potential data errors.  In addition, the commenter suggested that the data fields be grouped based on whether the fields required annual updates versus no annual update.

Discussion:  The current layout of the APR is based on a traditional survey design; however, the Department recognizes that this may not be the best design method. Therefore, the Department polled a small number of grantees to gauge whether the respondent’s suggestions would improve the data collection.

Action taken:  Based on the commenter’s suggestion and feedback received from the polled grantees, the Department has redesigned the APR layout.  The new proposed layout categorizes the data fields by first requesting information on those fields that do not require an annual update followed by those fields that may or may not require an annual update.  

B. Several respondents expressed concern regarding the re-numbering of the data values (i.e., options) within the data fields because this would create undue burden and could potentially result in data reporting errors.

Discussion:  There are certain fields that will require changes to the data values for several reasons such as changes resulting from the computation of prior experience (PE) points and the Department’s goal to create a culture of transparency whereby grantees will be able to calculate their own PE points with minimal assistance from the Department.  For example, in order to be able to allow grantees to compute their PE points annually, the Department’s goal is to design the APR in such a way that only one field will be used for the numerator and one field will be used for denominator. This redesign will make the computation of PE more transparent. Therefore, in redesigning the Persistence field, it was necessary to renumber some of the data values.  

Action taken:  Based on the feedback received, the Department retained the original data values for most of the fields (e.g., Academic Need).  However, for the Participant Status (e.g., new summer participants), Undergraduate Degree/Certificate Completed at Grantee Institution (e.g., associate’s degree), and Persistence Status at the beginning of the next academic year, a complete redesign of the valid options was required.  

Since the Participant Status of “new summer” participants must be updated annually, the change should not create undue burden.  Furthermore, the online data validations of the APR data collection system will not allow for data discrepancies. 

The completion objective for 2-year institutions changed as a result of HEOA.  Two-year institutions will be eligible to earn PE points based on (1) associate’s/certificate attainment ONLY and (2) associate’s/certificate attainment AND transfer to a 4-year institution.  In order to address the HEOA change and meet the Department’s goal for a one field numerator, it was necessary to reconfigure one data value; however, please note that only the associate’s degree value was renumbered.  All other data values were retained.

Again, in order to achieve the Department’s goal for transparency, the “persistence status at the beginning of the next academic year” required a change to the data values.  In the past, the formula to calculate the Persistence Objective was complicated because it required the use of multiple data fields to determine the numerator.  As a result, the Department has redesigned this field whereby grantees will be able to easily calculate their persistence rate. 

II.  New Reporting Requirements—
A. A few respondents expressed concerns about the need to retain a participant who received their first bachelor’s degree (for 4-year institutions) for a period of six years and a participant who received an associate’s/certificate including those participants who receive an associate’s degree/certificate and transfer to a 4-year institution (for 2-year institution) for a period of four years on the data file. Respondents felt that continuing to report on successful participants would increase projects’ reporting burdens.  

Discussion:  The purpose of requiring grantees to retain student records for a set period of time is so that the Department can create a single file which will ensure that all participants within a given cohort are on the data file.  This will enable both the Department and grantees to more easily calculate completion/transfer rates at the time of data submission.  Currently, the Department is not able to calculate the rates and PE points earned at the time of data submission because the newly reported data must be merged with the longitudinal file of previously reported data.  Because oftentimes participants who belong in a certain cohort are dropped from the file; it is not known whether these participants have completed a degree and/or transferred.  Consequently, this may negatively impact a grantee’s PE points.

Action taken:  In the Fall of 2011 (reporting period 2010-11), the Department will implement a process whereby grantees will be able to verify the cohorts that correspond to the PE assessment year.  This verification process will serve as the vehicle for developing the single data file.  No action will be necessary to fields that require no annual update.  For example, if a participant at a 4-year institution attained a bachelor’s degree in four years and the grantee has already provided this information, no update will be required.  In most instances grantees should refrain from updating the degree and date of degree fields after the initial information has been provided.   
B. One respondent expressed concerns that the new instructions that inform grantees not to report name changes (as in the case of marriage, divorce, etc.) were confusing.    The respondent asked about the possibility of using the participant’s social security number for this purpose.
Discussion:  Currently, the Department uses the SSN as a means to match participant records across reporting years.  However, for various reasons, more and more grantees are choosing not to provide the SSN, so the Department can no longer solely rely on the SSN for matching participant records.  Consequently, the Department relies on the name and date of birth to match participant records across reporting years.  A change to the name or date of birth coupled with a missing SSN will result in a non-match.  Subsequently, this will create a duplicate record which could potentially impact a grantee’s PE points because the duplicate record will be included in the denominator.  (Note: Because the Department cannot determine which participant record to retain, the Department does not delete duplicate participant records.)
Action taken: The Department highly recommends that grantees not change the following fields:  SSN, First and Last Name, and Date of Birth in the participant’s APR record.  However, nothing precludes a grantee from changing these identifiers.

C. Some respondents stated that there is no guidance on whether the project needs to provide data in new permanent data fields such as the Ethnicity and Race (9-14), Participant Type (formerly field #15) Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (#33) formerly Primary Field of Study, and Cumulative GPA, field #25 (formerly field #28) on for participants served prior to the 2010-11 reporting year. Respondents stated that it would increase their data reporting burden.
Discussion:  The Department’s policy regarding the collection of information for new data fields is that grantees, to the extent possible, provide this information on all of their project participants on the APR data file (e.g., current and prior year participants), especially for those fields that are used to determine a participant’s eligibility and a project’s PE points.  Some of the new fields are not used to determine eligibility or to award PE points (e.g., ethnicity and race) but are part of new federal guidelines. The Department also recognizes that information may not be readily available for all project participants (e.g., prior year participants no longer enrolled); therefore, the grantee is asked to provide as much information as possible.  For example, for the Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (formerly Primary Field of Study), the grantees should make an effort to provide the field of study in which the participant earned a degree (i.e., if the participant earned a degree in the reporting period) for new, continuing, and prior-year participant still enrolled.  If the grantee is unable to determine the field of study for a prior-year participant  no longer enrolled, and for that matter any other participant, the grantee may select option 0 = “Unknown/No response.”
Action taken:  None.
III.   APR Form and Instructions
Editorial Revisions—There were a number of respondents who provided editorial comments such as:
A.  Field #34, “Persistence Status (at the beginning of the 2011-12 academic year)” formerly field #35:  Respondent suggested option #2 should read: “Has graduated from the grantee institution with an associate’s degree or received a certificate, and Option #4 should read: “Has graduated from the grantee institution with an associate’s degree of …” because an AA is only one of several types of associate’s degree.
B. Field #29, “Date of Last Project Service”, formerly field #23:  Many respondents noted that option 88/88/8888 (Not applicable, still enrolled) was missing.
C. Field #9 through #14--Instructions, Ethnicity and Race field was missing instructions.
D. Under “Definitions that apply” for Low-income individual, two respondents noted that the instructions contained the number 29 which they found confusing.
E. Student Financial Aid, fields #44 and #46, slightly half of the respondents commented that these two fields were duplicates.
Action taken:  The Department has revised the form and instructions.
A.  Field #3—Social Security Number:  One respondent asked if a student’s social security number is required?  The respondent stated that some students are reluctant to provide the SSN.
Discussion:  The Department uses the SSN as a means to match participant records across reporting years for the purpose of calculating a grantee’s PE points and for reporting on program and project outcomes required by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and for various other analysis tasks.  Although the Department prefers and recommends that grantees provide SSNs for matching student records across years and with the Federal financial aid data files, the SSN is not required, and as such, grantees do not have to provide this information to the Department.
Action taken:  None.
B.  Field #9 - #14—Ethnicity and Race:  Nearly half of the respondents commented on field #9-#14—Ethnicity and Race.  The comments received fell into 4 categories:
1. Purpose of collecting this information.
2. Does not allow for multiple responses.
3. This year’s data has already been collected and grantee would have to re-interview each project participant.
4. No information can be provided for prior-year participants or reentries not receiving project services.
Discussion:  The new format for the race and ethnicity fields is federally mandated.  In 1997, the Office of Management and Budget published new revised standards for the collection of data on race and ethnicity. In accordance with these standards, the Department published final guidance in the Federal Register on October 19, 2007 (72 Fed. Reg. 59267) on the collection and reporting of racial and ethnic data by educational institutions and other grantees. This change authorizes individuals to more accurately reflect their racial and ethnic background by not limiting responses to only one racial or ethnic category, and expands reporting options to seven categories (American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, White, and Two or More Races).  
The new standards require the use of a two-part question, focusing first on ethnicity and secondly on race when collecting the data from individuals.  Grantees should first identify whether the participant is of Hispanic origin (field #9).  If “Yes” the grantee is then asked to provide the participant’s race and can select as many as apply.  If the participant is not of Hispanic origin, the grantee should select “No” and provide the race of the participant.  Note that the new format will allow for multiple responses in the race categories.  For example, if the ethnicity field is “No” but the student’s race is “Asian” and “White”, the grantee should select “Yes” in fields #11 and #13 and “No” in the other race fields.  As such, by answering in each individual field, a grantee will be able to provide multiple responses for the Race fields.
These revised standards for the collection of data on race and ethnicity were to be implemented by the fall of 2010 for the 2010-11 academic year.  The Department encourages grantees to allow all current students to re-identify their race and ethnicity but does not require them to do so; therefore, a project may leave the race and ethnicity fields blank for prior-year participants if the project is unable to determine the race and ethnicity of these participants.  The Department also recognizes that for the 2010-11 reporting year information may not be readily available for participants in the current format being requested; therefore, the grantee is asked to provide as much information as possible.  At a minimum, the grantee should provide previously reported (or collected) data and use the Federal guidelines, to the extent possible, to determine a participant’s ethnic and racial background.  For example, if a project served 30 Hispanic students, the grantee should try and provide the racial background for these participants.  Please note that the new format will allow for multiple responses in the fields related to race.  
Action taken:  None.
C.  Field #15, Eligibility Status, (formerly field #18)--One respondent requested that the Department explain the difference between calendar year versus academic year.
Discussion:  The term calendar year is only used in the statutory definition of a “low-income” individual and is the twelve-month period starting January 1 and ending December 31.  A grantee uses this definition to determine if a participant is eligible to receive SSS services based on his or her low-income status.  The term academic year is used for the APR data collection so the Department can track the academic progress of SSS participants from one academic year to the next. For purposes of SSS APR reporting, the academic year is roughly August/September through September of the following year.”
Action taken:  None.  
D.  Field #22, Participant Status, (formerly field #16)--One respondent asked that an additional option be added to the participant status field to accommodate students who have graduated or transferred.  They stated that the instructions for option #3 (prior-year participant still enrolled) do not apply to a participant who attained the associate’s degree and/or transferred to four-year institution.
Discussion:  The Participant Status field is used to determine whether or not the participant received project services. If a participant was served by the project during the academic year (e.g., 2010-11), the grantee must select option 1, 2, 8 or 9 in the participant status field regardless of whether or not the participant graduated and/or transferred.  In the next reporting period, if the participant still needs to remain on the file based on the new reporting requirements and was not served by the project, the grantee should select option 3 or 4 depending on whether or not the participant was still enrolled at the grantee institution.
Action taken:  None.
E.  Field #22, Participant Status, (formerly field #16)-- A number of respondents asked for clarification concerning how students are counted towards their funded numbers versus cohort placement.  Respondents believe that a new summer participant should either:
1. not be counted towards their funded numbers if they are placed in the following year’s cohort (e.g., served in the summer of 2011 and belonging to cohort year 2011-12), or
2. counted towards their funded number and placed in the current cohort—2010-11.
Discussion:  According to the  APR instructions, the sum of the number of new (1); continuing (2); and new summer session only (8 and 9); participants should equal the total number of participants the project served during the 2010-11 reporting period.  However, new summer participants do not belong in the 2010-11 cohort because it is understood that they have not had the benefit of a full academic year to earn enough college credits to be placed in the 2010-11 cohort.  These students belong in the 2011-12 cohort, however, as noted above, they do count toward a grantee meeting their funded numbers in 2010-11.
Action taken:  None.
F.  Field #22, Participant Status, (formerly field #16)—The Department has reviewed the list of participant statuses and determined that it is not necessary to have reentry, receiving project services, and reentry not receiving project services (options 6 and 7).
Discussion: The intent of these two reentry statuses was to allow projects to identify participants who had either (1) dropped/stopped out of the SSS project in a prior reporting year and reenrolled in the project during this reporting year; or (2) dropped/stopped out of the institution and then reenrolled at the institution in the reporting year but did not receive SSS services during the reporting year.  A grantee was then expected to change the participant’s status the following reporting year to “continuing” participant, “prior year participants still enrolled at the institution” or “prior year participant no longer enrolled.  In reviewing the previous data files, we determined that grantees often failed to update the participant status of reentry participants. We also determined that it is not necessary to collect this information.  Instead these reentry participants receiving services could be identified as “continuing” participants and those reentry participants not receiving services could be identified as “prior year participants enrolled at the grantee institution”.
Action taken:  We deleted options 6 and 7 from field #22 (Participant Status) and revised the definitions of “continuing participant” and prior year participant.  We added the word “any” before prior reporting year in the definition of “continuing participant” and dropped the word “still” before “enrolled at grantee institution” in the definition of prior year participants enrolled at grantee institution.
Fields #23-36, A few respondents stated that prior-year participants who are still enrolled at the grantee institution receive uneven treatment in regard to academic information requested.  A grantee  must provide information in data fields #23 – Enrollment Status, #26 –College Grade Level at the beginning of the academic year (AY), and #27 – College Grade Level at the end of the AY for prior year participants enrolled at grantee institution but is not required to provide information on those participants’ GPA (field #25) and Financial Aid (fields #35 and 36) Furthermore, respondents were confused as to  how prior-year participants still enrolled at the grantee institution should be coded for Field #24 – Academic Standing. The respondents requested more uniformity in the information requested on prior-year participants still enrolled.
Discussion:  A grantee should update the information for all prior-year participants still enrolled at the institution.  As mentioned previously, the form has been redesigned to allow grantees to more readily identify those fields that may require an annual update.
Action taken:  The Department has revised the instructions to reflect the guidance on the reporting requirements for prior-year participants still enrolled.  To the extent possible and where applicable, a grantee should update the data for prior-year participants still enrolled for fields #23 through #36. 
G.  GPA Scale, formerly Field #27-- One respondent suggested that the GPA scale should be moved to Section I since it appears to be a project level question (i.e., institutions only have one GPA scale).  
Discussion:  The Department examined previous data files to determine whether or not the institutions were reporting only one GPA scale.  Upon examination of the data, less than 1% of all participants’ records within an institution showed multiple GPA scales.  The Department believes that this is due to a reporting error on the part of the grantee.  
Action taken: The Department has revised the form and instructions and has moved the “GPA Scale” field to Section I, A.5.  This field will contain a drop down menu and grantees will be able to select the GPA scale used at their institution.
H.  Field #26, Grade Level (at the beginning of the academic year), Formerly field #25-- A few respondents felt that field #26 (Grade level at the beginning of the academic year) duplicates information already collected in field #27 (current grade level at the end of the academic year).
Discussion:  Field #26, (college grade level at the beginning of the academic year) does not duplicate any other information being collected.  The purpose of collecting "college grade level at the beginning of the academic year" is to determine college grade progression and neither of the other grade level fields (i.e., college grade level at project entry or college grade level at the end of the academic year), provides the information to determine college grade progression.
Action taken: None.  
I.  Field #26, Grade Level (at the beginning of the academic year), Formerly field #25-- One commenter felt that there was not a suitable data option for new summer participants, who would be incoming freshmen in the following reporting period but were high school seniors at the beginning of the academic year being reported. 
Discussion:  None required.
Action taken:  The Department has revised field #26, option 15 as follows:” Not applicable (All New summer participants—2011 summer session only).
J.  Field #27, Current Grade Level (at the end of the academic year), Formerly field #26-- One respondent asked why it was necessary in Field #27 to provide a separate response option for “new summer participants not earning college credits” (response option 15).  They understand that grantees are not required to report on the status of these participants; however, their responses can be easily separated during analysis.
Discussion:  Some new summer participants earn college credits while others do not and this became evident during the calculation of PE (i.e., good academic standing objective) for the FY 2010 competition.  Because the Department did not have enough information to determine when to include or exclude new summer participants when calculating the good academic standing objective, two rates were calculated which some grantees found confusing.  Based on lessons learned, the Department added a new option to the Participant Status field to distinguish between the two types of new summer participants.   For reporting purposes and consistency, the Department has added options, where applicable, to capture the correct information.  In addition, since the current grade level has been identified as a critical field and since initially there was no other option for a new summer participant not earning college credit other than Unknown/No response, grantees serving large numbers of new summer participants would have been burdened by having to provide an explanation for the high percentage of “Unknowns”. 
Action taken:  None.
K.  Field #34, Persistence Status (at the beginning of the 2011-12 academic year), Formerly field #35—One respondent stated that the need for this field was eliminated by the addition of the new data field “College Status at the beginning of the academic year” as well as the data options in various other data fields.  The information provided in data field #34 would be provided in the following reporting year’s APR.  All of the data options in data field #34 overlap other data fields that have already been provided.
Discussion:  The Department is not in agreement with the respondent concerning the need for field #34.  The respondent stated that field #34 is not needed because other fields already provide the status of the student at the beginning of the next academic year.  However, none of the fields in the APR overlap with field #34 because field #34 requires that the grantee provide the status of the student at the beginning of the next academic year and none of the fields capture this critical information.  The fields in the APR either capture information on what happened to the student by the end of the academic year or some previous year.  Also, using data files from previous years is problematic because increasingly, grantees are choosing not to provide the student's SSN while other grantees provide erroneous information in the student identifier fields such as name and date of birth which creates issues when matching the records across reporting years.  To use multiple data files to determine the persistence status of a participant is not in the grantee’s best interest.  As noted earlier, one of the Department’s goals is to use one single file to compute PE, GPRA, and other data reporting requirements.
Action taken:  None.
L.  Field #34, Persistence Status (at the beginning of the 2011-12 academic year), Formerly field #35—Respondents asked how should a grantee code the student who had graduated and/or transferred and was also enrolled at the grantee institution at the beginning of the next academic year. The respondents stated that the student could be coded as a #2 (received degree/certificate and transferred), #3 (transferred without receiving a degree/certificate), #4 (received a degree/certificate but did not transfer) or #1 (still enrolled).
Discussion:  For the purpose of calculating PE, a positive outcome is only counted once, so a student who received a degree/certificate and/or transferred in the reporting period will be counted as having persisted in that reporting period, therefore, the grantee should select option #2 if the student received a degree/certificate and transferred from a 2-year to a 4-year institution.  If the student graduated/received a certificate but did not transfer to a 4-year institution, yet was still enrolled at the beginning of the next academic year, the grantee should select option #3 because the participant received a degree or certificate.  A grantee cannot select option #1 if the participant transferred to a 4-year institution without obtaining a degree because the student is no longer enrolled at the institution (i.e., the student transferred). 
Action taken:  None.
M.  Field #30, Transfers:  Respondents noted that it should be made clear to grantees that “transfer status” refers only to participants no longer enrolled at the grantee institution.  In other words, it refers only to transfers from the grantee institution. Some grantees may be erroneously coding students who have transferred into their schools/programs as “transfers.”  Also, because the institution already knows their institution type, it may be better to reduce the response options in the following manner:

5 = Transferred from the grantee institution to a 2-year institution
6 = Transferred from the grantee institution to a 4-year institution
8 = Did not transfer, still enrolled in or graduated from the grantee institution (participant is still enrolled at the grantee-institution, graduated with a bachelor’s degree, or received an associate’s degree or certificate and did not transfer to a 4 year institution.
Discussion:  One of the Department’s goals is to simplify not only the front end of the data collection process (APR) but also the back end (online system).  The proposed approach, while it may very well work for institutions, will present problems during the development of the online system because the system processes each participant’s record; therefore, the Department would need to add a field to the record structure that would identify the type of institution the student attended.  The development of the edit validation system is based on cross-walking specific fields to identify data conflicts.  In order to determine whether the response in the Transfers field corresponds to the response in the Degree field, the Department would need to develop additional edits to determine the type of institution.  Furthermore, it is not clear from the proposed options how a grantee would respond to this field if the participant was no longer enrolled at the institution as no option is provided for this type of participant.
Action taken:  None.
N.  Field #33, Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (formerly named Primary Field of Study):  One respondent stated that while the instructions indicate that this field only applies to students who have earned a degree, grantees may mistake this for a question about college major and look for an “undeclared” or “undecided” option. The commenters recommended changing the name from “Primary Field of Study” to “Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned” and the introductory text from “Participant’s primary field of study is:” to “Participant earned degree.”  Further, the commenter recommended  deleting the instruction that asks grantees to choose response option 15 if a “degree has not been declared”, as this sounds more like college major instead of field of degree.
Discussion:  None required.
Action taken:  The Department has accepted the commenter’s recommendations and has revised the form and instructions.  The field has been renamed as follows:  “Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned” and the introductory text has been changed to: “Participant earned degree in:”  In addition, the instruction “degree has not been declared” has been deleted.
O.  Field #33, Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (formerly named Primary Field of Study): One respondent asked if there was an option for community colleges in which a student may receive multiple certificates or degrees in a field.
Discussion:  The intent of field #33 is to capture the primary field of study in which the student obtained his/her degree or certificate.  The response to this field is based on what the grantee provided in the degree field.  For example, if the grantee selected option #3 (Associate’s degree only), then the grantee is to report the field in which the associate’s degree was obtained.  As has always been the case, the APR and online system are designed in such a way that only one response per participant is allowed.
Action taken:  None. 
P.  Field #33, Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (formerly named Primary Field of Study): Many respondents from 2-year institutions stated that the list of fields of study does not include a general education studies and/or transfer degree option. The respondents further stated that most of the participants at 2-year institutions are working on an associate’s degree; however, the focus of the degree is in completing general education requirements in preparation for transfer to an institution which offers baccalaureate degrees.
Discussion:  None required.
Action taken:  The Department has an added the option “General Studies/Transfer Degree to accommodate 2-year institutions whose students complete the institution’s “degree” requirements.
Q.  Field #33, Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (formerly named Primary Field of Study): One respondent indicated that as a fairly new community college, all the student participants in the SSS program are on the transfer track of AA or AS or AES degrees.  Therefore, the Major Field of Study designation of the degree track for transferring students at that institution is the degree type. The responded stated that the requested data on Major Field of Study from the APR list has not been kept by their college. They further stated that working with the college IT office will take some time to gather this data on past and current program participants and to set up collection of this data on future SSS program participants.  They requested additional time to gather and collect this information which may not be available for this year’s reporting on the APR.
Discussion:  The Department recognizes that this information may not be readily available for all project participants; therefore, the grantee is asked to provide as much information as possible.  The APR instructions state that, if a grantee does not know the field of study in which the degree/certificate was obtained, the grantee should select option “0—Unknown/No response.”  
Action taken:  None.
R.  Field #33, Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned (formerly named Primary Field of Study): Many respondents misunderstood the intent of field #33—Primary Field of Study.  For example, respondents stated: “…students often change majors, so completing Field #33—will require that we look up each participant every time we report on them, which will add to the burden of completing this APR.  It’s not clear how this information relates to the objectives of SSS, which is graduation and retention.”
Discussion:  The purpose of field #33 is to capture information on the primary field of study at the time the degree or certificate was obtained not the primary field of study for the degree or certificate the participant intends to receive.  The grantee should select option #16, if the participant has not received a degree or certificate.  In addition, while the “Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned” is not related to the objectives, the Department often receives data requests concerning the field of study in which students earned degrees/certificates.  Furthermore, other TRIO programs data collections also request this type of information (e.g., McNair Program), so continuity of information can be very useful.  
Action taken:  The field name was changed from “Primary Field of Study” to “Field of Study Degree/Certificate Earned” and instructions related to “if a degree has not been declared” have been deleted.
IV.  Additional Comments
A. 	Formerly field #15 (Participant Type)—Nearly half of the respondents commented on the collection of the Participant Type.  The comments received fell into 6 categories:
1. Purpose of collecting this information.
2. Duplicative nature of collection.
3. Does not allow for multiple responses (e.g., a veteran who is disabled and homeless).
4. Information has already been collected and grantee would have to re-interview each project participant.
5. No information can be provided for prior-year participants or re-entries not receiving project services.
6. More clarification is needed regarding the definition of a veteran, foster child, and homelessness. 
Discussion:  Based on the comments received, the Department deleted the Participant Type field because as currently proposed, it would not yield meaningful information.
Action taken:  Field has been deleted from the form and instructions.
	B. 	Formerly fields #36 - #43 (Required Services) — Nearly all of the respondents had concerns, comments, and questions regarding the collection of the Required Services information.  The comments received ranged from fields not being applicable to their institution (e.g., 4-year institutions do not provide services so that a participant can transfer to a 2-year institution); 2-year institutions do not provide services for applying to graduate school; institutions who serve large numbers of underclassmen do not provide services such as applying to graduate school. These commenters suggested the need for clarification regarding the terminology used such as “offered”, referred”, “provided”; not all students need all of the services, etc.
Discussion:  Upon further review, the Department has deleted all of the service fields from the form and has placed them in Section 1.  This approach will reduce grantees’ reporting burden but will still provide the Department information on federally mandated required services in the aggregate.  Furthermore, collecting this information for each student is not useful because the statute only requires that projects provide these services.  Finally, because of the wide variation of how projects deliver the required services, it was not feasible for the Department to gather data on intensity of services, thus precluding any meaningful analysis of variation among projects.
Regarding field #43, Multiple Projects, because of the ambiguity concerning field #43 (Multiple Projects) as it relates to Congressional intent coupled with very valid concerns raised by the respondents, this field has been entirely removed from the APR.
Action taken:  The Required Services fields have been removed from the record structure and have been placed in Section I.  Note that field #43 (formerly Multiple Projects) will not be collected and has been deleted from the APR.
	C. 	Formerly fields #44 - #46 (Student Financial Aid)—A few respondents stated that the “Amount of Financial Aid Offered” to a student often changes during the academic year for a number of reasons.  For example, a student may be offered a loan but may choose to not accept it; a student’s aid may be increased mid-year in response to a special request or change of status; a student’s aid may increase or decrease due to change in credit hours; or a student may lose aid mid-year for non-satisfactory progress or receive aid following an appeal; the aid offer therefore may vary.  Other respondents felt that a more suitable financial aid field that can be easily verified and would not be burdensome would be the amount of financial aid received.  Other respondents stated that in the past, they have not included declined aid such as student loans and federal work study in Field #46 Amount of Financial Aid Package and therefore their participants' unmet need may be overstated. 
Discussion:  Upon further examination of the data and internal discussions regarding the amount of financial aid needed and the amount of financial aid offered, the Department will no longer collect this information. However, based on the suggestion regarding the collection of the amount of financial aid received, a field has been added to collect this information.  
Action taken:  The Department has replaced the financial aid needed and financial aid offered with the “amount of financial aid received”.  
	D.	One respondent asked about the availability of the new SSS APR form and instructions.  They specifically asked when the new form and instructions would go into effect because there is great concern in the TRIO community regarding the revisions and data collection requirements as it relates to the amount of time and effort that will be necessary to collect the information being requested.
Discussion:  All SSS grantees will be required to use this new APR form for the 2010-11 project year. The Department expects to receive OMB approval of this new form by late summer 2011.  The Department recognizes the time and effort that goes into providing this data to the Department and appreciates the TRIO community’s commitment to both the students they serve and the reporting requirements.  Most of the changes to the APR are needed to implement the statutory changes to the program resulting from the Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) and to ensure that we are collecting the data needed to calculate a grantee’s PE points.  As discussed above, we have made several changes to the draft APR to address the concerns of the TRIO community regarding this form (e.g., Required Services).  In addition, the Department will work with the TRIO community to ensure a smooth transition to the new collection and submission requirements of the SSS APR data.
Action taken:  None.
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