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project to develop skills that are necessary for
entry into an educational program beyond
high school. The Secretary also agrees with
the commenter who suggested that a project’s
success should be measured by the success
of the project’s participants.

Changes: The Secretary has deleted
aptitude and motivation from this criterion.
The criterion now focuses on demonstrated
improvement in academic skills and
competencies as measured by standardized
achievement tests and grade point averages.

Comments: Many commenters expressed
concerns in § 645.32(b)(3) regarding the
Department’s efforts to highlight the need for
retention of participants in the projects
throughout their secondary school
experience. Some commenters thought that
the inclusion of retention in the project as a
part of the prior experience criteria would
affect the manner in which projects selected
participants. They expressed concern that
higher risk participants traditionally served
by Upward Bound projects would be
overlooked. Others felt that if this criterion
remains in the prior experience section, some
projects will be more likely to serve students
who have higher motivation but who may not
be the students with the greatest need for
project services. One commenter asks that the
Secretary consider the harm that this
requirement could have on the Upward
Bound Program and to delete the inclusion
of this requirement until much more
discussion and study have taken place.

Discussion: The Secretary disagrees with
the commenters. The Secretary believes that
the retention of participants in a project is
significant for determining the success of a
project. The Secretary believes that the
consequences suggested by commenters that
would arise if this criteria is retained do not
override the disadvantages posed by a high
turnover of participants. As in many
intervention programs, it has been proven
that the longer the participation, the far more
likely is the chance for success.

Changes: This criteria has been revised for
purposes of improved clarity.

Comments: Several commenters suggested
that, as written, subsections (b)(4) and (b)(5)
require that every participant, whether or not
they have completed high school and the
Upward Bound program would need to be
tracked to determine whether they entered
and completed postsecondary education.
Instead, they suggested postsecondary
continuation should be tracked for only
Upward Bound and high school graduates.

Discussion: The Secretary’s intent was not
to have projects track Upward Bound
participants who drop from the project prior
to graduation from high school. However, the
Secretary believes that § 645.32 (b)(4) and
(b)(5) best measure the success of a project
by comparing participants who enroll in a
postsecondary education program and do
well in college against all project
participants, both those who complete the
project and those who were initially
scheduled to complete the project.

Changes: The criterion has been revised for
purpose of clarity.

How Long Is a Project Period? (§ 645.34)

Comments: One commenter suggested that
the language in § 645.34(b) be changed to

include ‘‘highest 10 percent of all applicants
approved for new grants’’.

Discussion: The length of an Upward
Bound project period is defined in the Higher
Education Act. Section 645.34(b) of these
regulations merely reflects the statutory
requirement.

Changes: None.

What Are Allowable Costs? (§ 645.40)
Comments: Many commenters suggested

that the Secretary amend § 645.40 of the
proposed regulations to include college
admission fees and college entrance
examination fees in the list of allowable
costs.

Discussion: The Secretary has found that
college admissions application fees are often
barriers that prevent low-income students
from filing applications to postsecondary
programs. The Secretary has also found that
waivers of college admissions application
fees are not always available to low-income
students. Some State-supported institutions
are legally prohibited from waiving
admission application fees, and private
institutions may or may not waive
admissions application fees for low-income
applicants. The high cost of admission
application fees and the unavailability of fee
waivers have the detrimental effect of
preventing Upward Bound participants from
completing applications to certain four-year
colleges and universities. The Secretary has
concluded that admissions fees should be
included in the list of allowable costs under
certain circumstances described in the
regulations.

Upward Bound participants have
historically benefited from having testing
materials available in order to prepare
students for the SAT, ACT, and other
standardized tests. The Secretary believes
that it is also appropriate to allow Upward
Bound projects to pay for testing
administered by a third party. Therefore, the
Secretary has included entrance examination
fees in the circumstances described in the
regulations in the list of allowable costs.

Changes: The Secretary has changed
§ 645.40 so that the list of allowable costs
includes fees required for college admissions
applications or entrance examinations if (1)
a waiver of the fee is unavailable; and (2) the
fee is paid by the grantee to a third party on
behalf of the participant.

Comments: One commenter suggested that
allowable costs be expanded to include costs
to cover medical insurance and health
services fees for participants during the
academic year component. The commenter
stated that the regulations should be
expanded to allow for coverage in the event
of accidents during visits to campus sites and
while on field trips.

Discussion: The Secretary believes that
students participating in an Upward Bound
project should be protected by medical
insurance and accident insurance at all times
while participating in project activities. The
Secretary believes that § 645.40(j) (1) and (2)
is inclusive enough to cover participants at
all times while participating in a project
activity.

Changes: None.
Comments: One commenter questioned the

requirement of § 645.40(h), which limits the

grantee to one project-sponsored banquet or
ceremony per year. The commenter suggested
that projects be given the flexibility to
provide as many banquets or ceremonies as
they feel will motivate students toward
successful completion of secondary and
postsecondary education.

Discussion: The Secretary believes that
motivational activities such as banquets
should be supported by grant funds.
However, the Secretary believes that one
banquet paid for out of grant funds is
reasonable.

Changes: None.
Comments: One commenter suggested that

the word ‘‘bridge’’ should be deleted from
§ 645.40(i). The commenter’s justification for
deleting the word ‘‘bridge’’ is to allow
beginning seniors the opportunity to take
college credit courses during the summer
component. The commenter felt that the
program should be responsible for providing
funds for participants while they pursue a
secondary diploma and postsecondary
program concurrently.

Discussion: The Secretary believes that all
students who are able to enroll in a
secondary education program and
postsecondary education program
concurrently should do so. However, the
Secretary does not believe that program
funds should be used to support the cost of
tuition until the student has completed a
program of secondary education.

Changes: None.
Comments: One commenter stated that

§ 645.40 should allow the project to pay for
meals for parents of participants when these
persons volunteer to serve as staff during
field trips. The commenter felt that when
parents serve as volunteers on field trips they
should receive meals like other staff
members.

Discussion: The Secretary agrees with the
commenter that volunteers, whether parents
or other members of the community, should
at least receive meals while accompanying
students on field trips. The Secretary believes
that involvement in the program by parents
is key to the success of a project.

Changes: None. Parents will be voluntary
staff members and can receive meals as
allowed under § 645.40(m) of these
regulations.

Comments: Several commenters suggested
that § 645.40(k) be deleted since the
legislation and § 645.11(b)(9) of the
regulations allow and encourage a project to
provide programs and activities that are
specifically designed for individuals with
limited English proficiency. The commenter
argued that § 645.40(k) contradicts
§ 645.11(b)(9).

Discussion: The Secretary partially agrees
with the commenters. However, the Secretary
does wish to reemphasize the point that
instruction in the English language for
students who need to improve their
proficiency in order to pursue postsecondary
education may be offered by the project.

Changes: The section has been revised to
agree with 645.11(b)(9).

What Are Unallowable Costs? (§ 645.41)

Comments: One commenter suggested that
§ 645.41(f) be revised to allow for tuition,


