
 

 

 

 
 

July 24, 2017 

 

Kate Mullan, Acting Director 

Information Collection Clearance Division 

U.S. Department of Education 

400 Maryland Ave., SW 

LBJ Building, Room 224-84 

Washington, D.C. 20202-4537 

  

RE: Comments on New Information Collection: ED-2017-ICCD-0072 

  
To Whom It May Concern: 

  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Federal Student Aid’s (FSA) planned 

Integrated Partner Management (IPM) system, as published in the Federal Register on May 

26, 2017 (ED-2017-ICCD-0072). This database will provide critical streamlining of existing 

data sets to more accurately and simply collect information from institutions, allowing FSA 

to better fulfill its obligation to provide oversight and monitoring for institutions of higher 

education. In particular, given that the systems that the IPM will replace are in many ways 

outdated and insufficient to support the needs of FSA, the IPM presents an opportunity for 

the Office of Federal Student Aid to ensure it is measuring, evaluating, and taking action 

based on critical information. 

  

The following comment includes suggested revisions and additions to the Integrated 

Partner Management system with respect to institutions of higher education. These 

comments are based on the IPM User Guide published as part of the Federal Register docket 

submission, and include references to the pages of that document, as well as an explanation 

of the change suggested. Please do not hesitate to reach out if you have further questions or 

wish to discuss these comments in greater detail. 

  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

  

Clare McCann 

Deputy Director, Federal Higher Education Policy 

New America                     
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6.1: General Questions Section 

 
Recommendation: Require institutions to submit both OPE IDs and Unit IDs through the IPM, 

as well as require VA facility codes. 

 
Currently, the Integrated Partner Management (IPM) system requires institutions to submit 

their 8-digit OPE IDs. However, while Federal Student Aid (FSA) measures institutions at the 

OPE ID level, other critical data it uses are instead reported by institutions at the Unit ID 

level. For instance, federal law requires FSA to consider annual dropout rates in identifying 

institutions for which it plans to conduct program reviews each year.1 However, FSA does 

not collect OPE ID-level dropout rates, and must instead rely on data reported to IPEDS each 

year at the Unit ID level. Requiring institutions to report both OPE IDs and Unit IDs that 

represent their institution will result in a clearer cross-walk between the two IDs than can 

be pieced together by the Department, and will better facilitate FSA’s program review and 

other oversight processes. 

 

Additionally, FSA should require the collection of the facilities code that the Veterans Affairs 

Department (VA) uses for the disbursement of veterans’ educational benefits, if applicable 

to the institution in question. Currently, there is no comprehensive, regularly updated 

crosswalk between Department IDs like the Unit ID or OPE ID.2  Yet to be eligible to receive 

Military Tuition Assistance, institutions must be approved by both the Department of 

Education and VA, making a crosswalk an urgent need. A crosswalk would also facilitate the 

production of the GI Bill Comparison Tool, which includes both VA and Department of 

Education data. 

 

6.3: Officials Section 

 
Recommendation: Require each institution to submit the name and contact information of its 

Registrar or Registration Officer, and to update all contact information in a timely manner. 

 
The IPM user guide requests information on the names and contact detail for each 

institution’s CEO/President/Chancellor, Chief Financial Aid Director, Chief Fiscal/Financial 

Officer, and up to two Financial Aid Directors. However, it does not request information on 

the institution’s Registrar or Registration Officer. These officials play an increasingly 

important role in the administration of Title IV financial aid. Specifically, they are often 

responsible for the accurate and timely reporting of students’ enrollment, withdrawal, and 

completion. Federal Student Aid would be well-served by having direct contact details for 

the individual likely responsible for reporting on those data. Additionally, all contact 

                                                
1 20 U.S.C. 1099c-1 (a)(2)(E). 
2 The Veterans Affairs Department previously requested that the Department of Education collect this 
information through IPEDS. A VA representative detailed the need for such a data collection in this public 
comment: https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2013-ICCD-0029-0048.  

https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-2013-ICCD-0029-0048
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information should be required to be updated in a timely manner; FSA requires up-to-date 

contact information to ensure it can contact the appropriate person on an as-needed basis. 
 

6.5: State Authorization and Accreditation Section 

 
Recommendation: Collect clearer information on programmatic accreditors of an institution’s 

program(s). 

 

Currently, the IPM system asks users to input all accrediting agencies, and includes 

checkboxes for noting whether each accreditor is the primary accreditor, and whether it is 

an institutional or programmatic accreditor. These are critical questions to ask, but could be 

further enhanced. Specifically, for each programmatic accreditor, the institution should 

input the name, CIP code, and credential level of the program(s) accredited by that agency. 

That information will help FSA to better understand the role of the programmatic 

accrediting agency, can be used in internal Department information-sharing with the Office 

of Postsecondary Education’s Accreditation Group, and can inform oversight efforts in the 

form of program reviews or other elements. 

 

Recommendation: Require reporting on state authorization reciprocity agreements, and 

maintain/repurpose a list of all reported reciprocity agreements. 

 

Many states participate in state authorization reciprocity agreements, which allow states to 

establish consistent standards with respect to institutions of higher education offering 

educational courses across state boundaries, particularly for online courses. Given the 

growing prevalence of distance education, the expansion of educational opportunities 

across state borders, and the continued role states play in ensuring oversight and 

accountability of the higher education system, these reciprocity agreements can provide an 

important tool for colleges, states, and the federal government to track, monitor, and enforce 

baseline standards.  

 

The IPM system should require institutions to note whether they are a member of a state 

reciprocity agreement; and if so, to clarify which agreements it belongs to. The system 

should maintain a list of reciprocity agreements that institutions submit and provide them 

in a selectable format, so that institutions can more easily complete that information. In 

addition to facilitating implementation of the regulations governing state authorization of 

distance education programs, which recognize the value of reciprocity agreements, this 

information will provide important insights for FSA into an institution’s possible reach. 

 

 

 

Recommendation: For each program leading to an occupation for which there are licensing 

requirements in any state, collect the name of the state agenc(ies) that oversee those 

requirements. 
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Currently, FSA has limited information on which educational programs are required to meet 

particular licensing requirements for professions in each state; yet licensure is an important 

question, both for implementation of the Gainful Employment rule and for FSA’s broader 

oversight responsibilities. FSA should begin to collect and confirm information on which 

programs lead to occupations that carry licensure requirements; in which states; and which 

state agencies are responsible for setting and overseeing those licensure requirements. 

Collecting information on those state licensure bodies will assist the Department in better 

understanding licensure requirements; and aligning applicable licensure bodies with 

particular educational programs will help ensure the Department is effectively 

implementing regulatory and other requirements. 

 

6.6: Control and Structure Section 

 
Recommendation: Require publicly traded institutions to complete information about filings 

with the SEC, including providing a link to SEC Form 8-K filings and providing timely updates 

about sanctions from the SEC such as a warning that the SEC may suspend trading; notice that 

the institution is not in compliance with SEC rules; or notification that the SEC has delisted the 

stock. 

 

Publicly traded corporations are required to provide key financial information to the 

Securities and Exchange Commission. Those financials can provide critical information to 

FSA to assist in the oversight of publicly traded corporations, including assessing their 

financial viability. To streamline that oversight work, FSA should require institutions to 

provide a link to their Form 8-K filings upon submission. Additionally, FSA should request 

timely updates from publicly traded companies that cover possible or actual sanctions from 

the SEC, such as a warning that the SEC may suspend trading, notice that the institution is 

out of compliance with SEC rules, and notification that the SEC has delisted the stock. Each 

of these issues presents a serious risk to the financial viability of a given institution; and FSA 

has an obligation to consider such problems as part of its responsibility to safeguard 

taxpayer dollars and students’ investments. Collecting this information equips FSA with the 

information it needs to do so. 
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6.8: Educational Programs Section 

 
Recommendation: Require institutions to identify all programs that are offered entirely 

through distance education. 

 

In 2014, more than 2.8 million students were enrolled in exclusively distance education 

courses; and according to the Department, were enrolled in over 23,000 programs.3 Many 

of those programs are offered in multiple states, serving students across the country. Given 

the fractured nature of the online higher education landscape and concerns from the Office 

of the Inspector General, GAO, and other research bodies about the history of fraud and 

abuse among distance education providers, there are significant challenges to oversight 

from the Department of Education, as well as states. Requiring institutions to identify its 

100-percent online programs will both facilitate easier implementation of the state 

authorization rules for distance education and support FSA’s own monitoring practices of 

institutions for compliance with federal laws. 

 

Recommendation: Require data entry of withdrawal rate for all institutions and require such 

reporting annually, rather than only for initial applications. 

 

Currently, institutions seeking to participate in the federal financial aid programs must not 

have a withdrawal rate of more than 33 percent during the last award year for its 

undergraduate students.4 Accordingly, institutions filing an initial certification are required 

to submit the data required to calculate their withdrawal rate. Those data should be entered 

through the IPM system. Additionally, while the regulations governing administrative 

capability require that institutions meet the benchmark of 33 percent only at their initial 

certification, the Department should continue to collect that information each year to inform 

its oversight work. In particular, those data could be used as inputs in determining which 

institutions will be reviewed by FSA program reviewers. Federal law requires that FSA 

consider annual dropout rates in identifying institutions for program reviews; yet data on 

dropout rates are not collected elsewhere (instead, information on completion rates, 

retention rates, and degree attainment are reported to IPEDS).5  

 

Recommendation: Require data entry of graduation and placement rates for short-term 

programs from the audit system.  

 

Federal regulations require that short-term proprietary programs--those that fall between 

300 and 600 clock hours--have completion and placement rates of at least 70 percent in 

order to qualify for federal student aid.6 Those data are submitted as part of the annual audit 

                                                
3 FR Doc. 2016-29444 
4 34 CFR 668.16(l) 
5 20 U.S.C. 1099c-1 (a)(2)(E). 
6 34 CFR 668.8(e)(1)(i)-(ii) 
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requirement. However, the data are not stored in a useable format or made available more 

widely. The IPM should port that information over from the audit system, requiring 

institutions with the affected short-term programs to enter the data rather than retaining 

them only as information in a PDF. This will make the information more useable for FSA. 
 

6.12: Complete More Details Section 
 

Recommendation: Incorporate a new category for “sanctions” on a particular institution from 

oversight or law enforcement bodies. Require institutions to report any sanctions placed on 

them by an institutional or programmatic accrediting agency; a state authorizer; a state 

licensure body; or any state or federal law enforcement agency. 

 

Federal Student Aid has made, as part of its mission, a commitment to “providing oversight 

and monitoring of all program participants… to ensure compliance with the laws, 

regulations, and policies governing the federal student aid programs.”7 However, to fulfill 

this mission, FSA requires comprehensive, timely, and relevant information about 

institutions and their compliance with federal and state laws and regulations. Through the 

IPM, FSA should collect information on any sanctions or investigations being conducted by 

other oversight bodies for consideration in their own oversight policies. In particular, the 

IPM should ask the following questions and require institutions to provide regular updates 

if their status changes at any point in time and/or if a new sanction is placed on the 

institution or its program. 

 

● Is your institution or any of its programs under any sanction from an institutional or 

programmatic accrediting agency? If so, provide the type of sanction and a brief 

description of the reason for the sanction as described by the accrediting agency.  

 

The federal government forms only one eligibility requirement for institutions of 

higher education. Institutions must also be accredited by a recognized agency to earn 

and retain eligibility for federal financial aid. Therefore, in addition to understanding 

possible issues that may affect the Department’s decision to certify an institution as 

an eligible institution, it is also essential that the Department have notice of any 

sanctions from the accreditor that may ultimately lead to a loss of accreditor 

recognition. 

 

In the course of the last year, the Department of Education’s Office of Postsecondary 

Education Accreditation Group has issued guidance to accrediting agencies requiring 

them to report on the actions they take with respect to institutions, including 

requiring standardized terminology for reporting to the Department on sanctions of 

                                                
7 “About Us.” Federal Student Aid. https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/about. 
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probation/equivalent and above.8 To facilitate easier information-sharing between 

FSA and other offices within the Department, FSA should require that institutions 

report comparable information by establishing a drop-down menu of accreditor 

actions that use the same list of sanctions. 

 

● Is your institution or any of its programs under any sanction from a state authorizing 

agency? If so, provide the type of sanction and a brief description of the reason for the 

sanction as described by the state.  

 

The federal government forms only one eligibility requirement for institutions of 

higher education. Institutions must also be authorized to operate by the state in which 

they are located. Accordingly, if state authorizers rescind an institution’s right to 

operate, that institution loses access to its federal financial aid. As noted in the above 

item, in addition to understanding possible issues that may affect the Department’s 

decision to certify an institution as an eligible institution, it is also essential that the 

Department have notice of any sanctions from the state authorizer that may 

ultimately lead to a loss of authority to operate. 

 

● Is your institution or any of its programs under any sanction from a state licensure 

body? If so, provide the type of sanction and a brief description of the reason for the 

sanction as described by the licensure body.  

 

Students have a right to understand whether a program satisfies the baseline 

requirements for professional licensure, as applicable. In some cases, students have 

been led to believe their completion of a particular program would lead them to be 

eligible to take state licensing exams or obtain a license in the state, but later learned 

that they were not eligible due to specific circumstances of the program. By asking 

institutions to report whether or not they meet the stated requirements, FSA can 

track cases that present possible problems for students and weigh that information 

as it selects institutions for program reviews and conducts other oversight activities. 

 

● Is your institution or any of its programs under any investigation or lawsuit from a state 

or federal agency, or has your institution or any of its programs reached a settlement 

agreement with a state or federal agency, regarding any issue with implications for 

continued Title IV eligibility or for students’ financial aid?  

 

FSA has a critical obligation to conduct oversight and monitoring of institutions of 

higher education. Among its activities to do so, it must track and consider the work of 

other federal agencies, as well as state attorneys general. Moreover, the outcomes of 

investigations, lawsuits, and settlements may have broader implications for the 

                                                
8 “Accrediting Agencies Reporting Activities for Institutions and Programs.” FR 2016-24448. Office of 
Postsecondary Education, U.S. Department of Education. https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=ED-
2016-ICCD-0035-0017. 
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Department of Education’s obligations, potentially precipitating borrower defense to 

repayment or other claims from students who attended the institutions in question. 

To facilitate this oversight work, FSA should require institutions to submit relevant 

information, both upon initial application and on a timely basis for any later updates, 

through the IPM. FSA should also conduct follow-up work to assess the cause, status, 

and any possible findings of those legal proceedings. 

 

6.16: Third Party Servicer Section 
 

Recommendation: For each third-party servicer with which an institution has a contract, 

report the percentage of that servicer’s work spent on recruitment activities. 

 

FSA has a responsibility to faithfully implement the incentive compensation rules with 

respect to both institutions and third-party servicers. Those rules state that neither 

institutions nor their third-party servicers with responsibility for recruiting practices may 

provide compensation to recruiters on the basis of the number of students they enroll. 

However, the Office of the Inspector General has raised concerns about FSA’s oversight of 

these practices, including one example of an institution in which the Department’s program 

reviewers failed to assess whether the third party reviewers involved in recruitment were, 

in fact, in compliance with the incentive compensation rules. Collecting information 

systematically on which third-party servicers are most closely involved with an institution’s 

recruitment work, and to what extent recruitment is their primary activity with the 

institution, will help facilitate program reviews and streamline oversight responsibilities for 

FSA. 

 

Recommendation: Collect information on sub-contractors included in third-party servicer 

contracts. 

 

Oftentimes, third-party servicers subcontract some of their responsibilities to other 

companies. However, FSA has no way of becoming aware of these subcontractors’ 

involvement outside of a program review or other in-depth examination of a particular 

servicer or institution—and even the institution may not be fully aware of the subcontracted 

responsibilities. FSA should require the collection of information for both levels—the third-

party servicer and any subcontractors for the servicer—to better inform its oversight work. 

Specifically, FSA should require servicers to submit a listing of the responsibilities for which 

the third-party servicer was contracted; a listing of which of those services were 

subcontracted to another third-party servicer or company; and to which companies each 

responsibility was contracted. This information will help to inform FSA’s oversight 

responsibilities, which include monitoring subcontractors’ involvement and determining 

whether the servicer or the subcontractor presents problems, brings with it the possibility 

of conflicts of interest, or raises other concerns. 

 

 


