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Promising or Practical Strategy Abstract:
For each submission begin with a brief one-paragraph abstract that provides an overview of the information discussed therein. 

	College Possible has created a model where near-peer “coaches” – recent college graduates serving as AmeriCorps members – work with a group of students through an outlined set of curriculum topics to guide students through academic, financial, and social/cultural challenges that have historically been seen as barriers to college success for low-income students but which could be preventable with additional help and support. These college coaches help students identify potential barriers to success, and then connect them with the campus-based resources that exist and are structured to support student retention in and graduation from college.




I. Promising or Practical Strategy Description: 
Please describe your promising and practical strategy in full detail. In your description, please provide: 

· Clear descriptions of the college completion obstacle addressed, including the dimensions of the problems or obstacles targeted by the intervention. 

· A history of how the promising and practical strategy was developed. 

· The theory of action that provides the basis for the promising and practical strategy. 

	In examining student data for College Possible’s college student population, we found that many students were taking time out from college for reasons we deemed “preventable” – failure to renew the FAFSA which resulted in a loss of financial aid, for example.  These examples of ‘stopping out’ were causing students to take longer to complete a degree or, in many cases, simply precluding degree completion altogether.

A further examination of the research on barriers to college success for low-income students showed that the students in our program were just like their peers, in that they faced a fairly predictable set of academic, financial, and social/cultural barriers—some of which would be difficult for a program like ours to overcome, but many of which could be addressed with additional coaching and support.

We decided to build on our successful college access program and utilize a similar model, assigning AmeriCorps members to serve as near-peer college “coaches” for a group of students in a way that not only identified and tackled these barriers, but also helped students to build social capital with peers and adults on their campuses; built self-help skills needed for future success; and provided additional confidence-building to help students know that they could be successful college students.

Over the past three years, we have tested and refined this coaching model, which is built on a series of curriculum ‘modules’ aimed at common challenges in the academic, financial, and social arenas.  Coaches utilize both face-to-face and technology-enabled connections with students to connect, identify student challenges, and provide support to address those challenges.  Wherever possible, coaches are seeking to connect students to adults or other peers on their campus who can not only help address the issue a student is facing, but help build that student’s support network and social capital that will serve as a long-term component of their ultimate college success.


II. Challenges:

Please describe any significant challenges you experienced in your involvement of the promising or practical strategy. Be sure to include: 

· A discussion of any difficulties or challenges that arose during the implementation of the promising and practical strategy and of any adjustments that the institution or organization made in response to those challenges. 

· A description of the elements of the promising and practical strategy that the respondent believes did not work, including a discussion of why the respondent believes an element did not work and what the respondent would do to change the activity in question in the future.

· A description of the factor or factors the respondent believes were most important to the success of the promising and practical strategy. This could include the participation of a particular individual in the implementation of the strategy or some other reason that goes beyond the design of the activity taken. 

	Two key challenges exist within this program.  One is the ongoing challenge of identifying which students are most in need of help and support.  Because we are not in regular face-to-face contact with students, it can be difficult to tell when a student is struggling unless they self-identify. We are continually working to determine what ‘predictive factors’ we might be able to utilize to identify where support can best be targeted, and to determine ways to encourage students to be proactive in sharing their struggles.

The second key challenge is in integrating our program with colleges and gaining access to the necessary information most useful in providing support.  Knowing which students are facing academic probation, for example, or which have yet to complete a renewal FAFSA are clearly key signals of a student’s need for additional support, yet colleges each have different standards for gaining access to this information.  We are working to develop partnership protocols that will allow us to better integrate our services to support a college’s retention efforts.

We believe there are two related key factors in the success of this strategy: the involvement of the near-peer AmeriCorps members as ‘coaches’ who connect students to the resources on their campus, and the use of a data-driven management model to focus those coaches on key activities and measure their success.  While campus student services offices are experts in their fields, they are often not proactive in their outreach to students, nor do they have the information they might need to reach out in that way.  AmeriCorps coaches can serve as that bridge between the services campuses have to offer, and the students who most need it.  And the data-driven management approach utilized by College Possible helps to insure that all students are being supported in the areas we have found to be key drivers of success, not just those students and issues that are actively presented to us.


III. Assessment, Evaluations, and Outcomes:

Please comment on the measures of success and the results achieved to date. Be sure to provide: 
· A description of the way submitters or others measured the outcomes of the promising and practical strategy, and of any evaluations of the strategy, and of any evaluations of the strategy, where available, including references to published or related studies and links to the relevant data or evaluation. In addition, respondents should discuss any factor or factors that made measuring success difficult and how they addressed those factors. 

	Internal data have shown a substantial increase in some of the key drivers of college retention and completion during the three years we have been implementing this program. Most importantly, our six-year college graduation rate for students served through this program is now 57%, on par with the six-year rate for all college students and more than five times that of most low-income students (Pell Institute, Moving Beyond Access).

Bettinger and Baker (2011) have published studies on the effectiveness of  the coaching model and found that is cost-effective and has high impacts on academic performance and on building time management, self-advocacy and study skills.



IV. Recommendations for Replication: 

We would appreciate your input on how others can replicate your promising and practical strategy. Please share: 

· Suggestions about how other institutions might best replicate the promising and practical strategy and what potential concerns could make replication difficult. 

· A detailed discussion of any Federal regulatory or statutory requirements or other laws, rules, or regulations that made successfully implementing the promising and practical strategy easier or more difficult. 

	The most promising thing about the model we have developed (which has been utilized by others, as well) is its replicability, scalability and relatively low cost.  There is no reason why this coaching model could not be replicated by nonprofits and higher education institutions around the country. This type of model does require solid management support and a focus on measuring outcomes, which may be why an organization specializing in this kind of approach would be a good partner to colleges and universities.

One key factor that could be instrumental in implementing this strategy more broadly would be better federal guidance related to FRPA regulations, helping institutions and nonprofit organizations understand the ways in which student data can be shared to support student success.  As it stands, we often find these guidelines to serve as an additional barrier to student support, clearly not the intention of these regulations or of the Department.




Appendix A: Standard Keywords and Tags

The Secretary strongly encourages that respondents select—to the greatest extent possible—from among these standard keywords and tags when identifying tags for their submission. In the event that none of the words or phrases in Appendix A is sufficiently precise for the promising and practical strategy that is the subject of the response, respondents may substitute other keywords or tags of their own choosing. The Secretary strongly encourages respondents to provide no more than eight keywords or tags for each strategy and limit each tag to no more than three words per tag and 28 characters per word. By limiting keywords and tags in this manner, the Secretary can most efficiently index the database and enable effective searches of all information obtained through this RFI. 

	· Accelerated Learning

· Achievement Gap Closure

· Adult Education 

· Affordability

· Assessment Technology

· Badges

· Basic Skills

· Blended Learning

· Block Scheduling 

· Career Pathways

· Certificate Attainment

· Civic/Community Engagement

· Civic Learning 

· Cognitive Tutors 

· Community of Practice 

· Competency-Based Learning

· Cost Savings

· Data Collection/Use

· Degree Attainment

· Developmental/Remedial Education

· Digital Materials

· Dual Degrees

· Earn and Learn 

· Efficiency Employer Partnership

· Course Articulation

· Student Services

· Game Design

· Improving Achievement 

· Industry-Driven Competencies

· Industry-Recognized Credentials

· Job Placement

· Learning Assessment


	
	· Learning Communities

· Mentoring

· Mobile Devices

· Modular Curriculum

· Momentum Points

· Non-Traditional Age Students

· On-the-Job Training

· Online Teaching/Learning

· Open Educational Resources

· Paid Internships

· Part-Time Students

· Pay-for-Performance

· Persistence

· Personalized Instruction 

· Productivity

· Real-Time Online Interactions

· Registered Apprenticeships

· Retentions

· SCORM

· Self-Paced Learning

· Simulations

· Skill Assessments

· Stackable Credentials

· STEM

· Technology-Enabled Learning

· Time to Degree

· Transfer and Articulation

· Tuition Reduction

· Underrepresented Students

· Virtual Environments

· Web-Based Learning 


Note 1: SCORM stands for Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics. 

Note 2: STEM stands for Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics

Note 3: In the event that none of the keywords or tags listed in the appendix is a sufficiently precise descriptor, submitters should include alternate keyword or tags or their own choosing, not to exceed three words per gag, with a maximum of 28 characters for each word or tag. See the discussion elsewhere in the RFI under the heading “Request for Meta Data Tags” for more guidance on the use of keywords and tags.  
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