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	Commenter
	Topic
	Comment
	Response

	Deborah Rodrigues, Pennsylvania
	Graduation Rates (1.8.1)
	Concern about moving the graduation rate question due to inability to collect data before the start of the school year.
	The Department of Education does not intend to change the existing due date for the 2011-12 adjusted cohort graduation rate file specification, which is currently February 1st, 2013. Instead, the Department plans to use the data that will be submitted in the file in the 2011-12 Part II CSPR (which will be due mid February 2013).  The change will not impact any timeline or content for states, but simply change the section in which we display the data and will allow us to align the graduation rate with the correct school year.

	Darren Warner, Michigan
	Graduation and Dropout Rates (1.8)
	Support for use of cohort rate and removal of dropout rates
	The Department of Education appreciates Michigan’s support for removing the dropout rate and displaying the cohort graduation rate.  

	Justin Lane, California
	Homeless Students (1.9)
	Question on whether the data system would pre-populate the birth to two data; and comments on the potential difficulty reporting data on homeless students served, but ability to report homeless students enrolled in the program.
	California is correct that EDFacts will populate the birth to two row in the CSPR.  Also, the proposed changes to reporting data on homeless students relates to enrolled students, not served students.

	Kristen Desalvatore, New York
	Parental Involvement (2.1.4)
	Concerns about incorporating the new item into their data collection with short notice and the associated burden:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Incorporating this new data collection with such short notice will be burdensome for SY2011-12 as documents and databases are being finalized.  The state estimates 100 burden hours to implement the change.

	In recent years there have been questions about the amount of Title I, Part A funds LEAs use for parent involvement activities and the types of parent involvement activities these funds support.  In order to better inform policymakers within ED, other stakeholders, and the field as a whole, we are proposing to collect information related to these questions.  
To minimize burden and also obtain useful information, ED drafted the item to request information that an SEA would already have or should be able to obtain easily from its LEAs; therefore, the burden required to obtain this information should be low, but we understand it will vary from state to state depending on the number of LEAs in the state.  As the entity that calculates final Title I, Part A allocations for LEAs, each SEA already has the number of LEAs within the State with Title I, Part A allocations above $500,000 and the number at or below that figure, as well as the sum of those allocations.  With respect to the rest of this item (examples of parent involvement activities and the amount LEAs reserve for those activities), we would expect an SEA to either already have access to this information through, for example, the annual Title I, Part A application that LEAs submit to the SEA, or to be able to obtain it easily from LEAs, again, limiting the burden required to complete this manual-entry question for 2011-12.   (An LEA, as a matter of course in implementing a Title I, Part A program, should be able to provide the SEA with examples of Title I, Part A parent involvement activities implemented by its Title I schools or by the LEA itself and the amount of Title I, Part A funds the LEA reserved for those activities.)  


	Kristen Desalvatore, New York
	Neglected or Delinquent Programs (2.1.4)
	New York State suggests collecting N or D child count data through EDFacts at the same time other N or D data is being collected for the CSPR.  This data is not currently in our student data warehouse and we collect the data from individual facilities across the State.  Two different data collections and due dates are confusing and difficult for the facilities we collect data from.  Combining the data collections would significantly reduce burden on the State and improve the quality of data.

	The Title I statute specifically requires ED to collect data on (1) the number of children ages 5 through 17 who live in locally operated institutions for neglected or delinquent (N or D) children or in in adult correctional facilities and (2)  the number of children enrolled in a regular program of instruction in state-operated N  or D institutions, adult correctional institutions, and community day programs for N or D children.  ED  collects this  information  through “ED Form 4376 – Annual Report of Children in Institutions for Neglected or Delinquent Children, Adult Correctional Institutions, and Community Day Programs for Neglected and Delinquent Children” to calculate Title I allocations.  ED obtains this information through a different collection from the CSPR for a number of reasons, including timing and accuracy.  Concerning timing, in order to calculate the allocations on schedule ED needs the data months before they would be provided through CSPR.  For example, with respect to Federal fiscal year (FY 2012) Title I allocations, ED is using October 2011 neglected and delinquent data that SEAs submitted by early 2012.  CSPR Part 2 data from the 2011-2012 school year will not be due to ED until early 2013, more than seven months after the FY 2012 appropriations law requires ED to award FY 2012 Title I funds to SEAs.  Even if timeliness were not an issue, we think that keeping the collections separate enhances accuracy because the information collected for the allocations differs in content from what ED collects through CSPR (e.g. students of certain ages living in institutions or enrolled in a regular program of instruction versus students served) and timeframe (October compared to the entire year).  Finally, we note that neither collection specifies how an SEA must collect the information from its facilities.  Our interest is in collecting accurate and timely data from SEAs on Form 4376 in order to calculate Title I allocations accurately and from the CSPR to obtain meaningful program data related to services provided to neglected and delinquent children.          

	Kristen Desalvatore, New York
Justin Lane, California
Jeff Stowe, Arizona

	Student Re-entry and Planning data (2.4.1.3.1)
	Concerns about burden of collecting and availability of data.  Questions about where requirement exists in the statute and the need to provide guidance on what is expected in this question.
	The Department of Education views this question as more of a clarification and simplification than a new collection, and believes that the data will provide valuable information.  The Department understands that revisions to data collections can be challenging, and understands that it might take a couple of years for states to fully implement the changes.  The Department encourages states to provide what they can, and explain any gaps in the data in the comments. 
The Department has revised the question based on feedback from California so that it is more consistent with the language in the statute.  The Department can provide further guidance to states on this topic.

	Kristen Desalvatore, New York
Kim Carlson, South Dakota
Russ Sweet, Oregon
	Vocational and Academic Outcomes within 90 calendar days after exit (2.4.1.3.2)
	Concerns about ability to follow up on students for 90 days after they have left the program and ability to collect data.  Comments about increased burden due to need to modify system.
	The Department of Education understands that many State grantees and subgrantees for Title I, Part D have difficulty following up on students after they have been released from a facility or program. The intent of this question is not to require states to track students for 90 days, but to allow submission of data for up to 90 days (no later than September 30 following the end of the reporting year on June 30) in order to provide more time for outcomes to occur. This difficulty of tracking students remains whether the Department collects transition data up to 30 days after exit or 90 days. If a grantee or subgrantee cannot follow up on any student after release, we hope that the SEA will submit a comment to this effect in the relevant table(s). The Department is trying to get more meaningful data or accounts of missing data on juvenile reentry/transition, which is an important Federal inter-agency priority.


	Jeff Stowe, Arizona
	State Longitudinal Data Systems
	Comments about need for Department to have committed funds for State Longitudinal Data Systems
	Information about how the Department has helped fund SLDS can be found at this link: http://nces.ed.gov/programs/slds/index.asp

	Russ Sweet, Oregon
Jeff Stowe, Arizona
	General
	General concerns about the burden off adding new data elements and the effort required to update data systems. Request to weigh need for data against further changes that will be required due to ESEA reauthorization. Comments that high quality data are necessary for decision making.
	The Department understands that any new data item requires changes to a state’s data system, and that states must give districts plenty of notice to be able to collect new data items.  To the extent possible, the Department will continue to move up our timelines for clearing our information collections so we can notify states earlier about upcoming changes.  The Department appreciates comments about the limitations of and quality issues with data that must be collected through interim systems.  We encourage states to comment on the limitations of the data when they are in the early stages of incorporating those items in their system.  
The Department agrees with comments about the need for high quality data to drive decision making.  The changes to this collection were driven by a commitment to eliminating unnecessary items, and modifying or adding items that have greater utility for the Department’s programs and will allow the Department to improve the use of data for its grant administration work.



