Supporting Statement for paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

OMB Control # 1840-0757

LAAP Guidelines for Annual Performance Reports with Auxiliary Collection Instruments

A.  Justification for modification and enhancement to current Annual Performance Report format for LAAP grantees

1. This data collection involves grantees who have received Learning Anytime Anywhere Partnerships (LAAP) grants. Specific authority for the LAAP program is contained in Title IV, Subpart 8 of Part A of the Higher Education Act as amended in 1998 (Public Law 105-244). Submission of an annual performance report is required by the Education Department General Administrative Regulations, Title 34 Part 75 (75.720b), September 16, 1999.  Furthermore, the ___

Grantees currently report the status of project activities and budget expenditures annual using guidelines cleared by OMB (#1840-0004) and expiring in 2002.

2. The information will be used by several audiences for two main purposes: 1) federal program officers who monitor the LAAP grants will review the reports in deciding whether to obligate continuation funds for the projects; 2) quantitative data will be used to report on federal GPRA indicators (performance data on the LAAP program).  Information from the current version of the Annual Report format was used for both purposes last year.  Based on this experience, the proposed changes will provide data that is comparable, reliable, and consistent.

3. Annual progress report guidelines are available to grantees on the LAAP website and reports may be submitted electronically by grantees.  Last year, about half of the project directors submitted their reports electronically.

4. The questions are unique to the LAAP program projects.  Nowhere else is this information gathered.

5. None of the 40 LAAP projects responding to this Annual Report format could be characterized as “small entities.”

6.   The consequence of not carrying out this data collection on an annual basis would be that the Education Department would be unable to determine the project’s progress and whether that warrants continuation;  the Department would be unable to evaluate the overall effectiveness of this discretionary grant program for Congress and the Administration.

7. There are no such special circumstances.

8. Notice was published in the Federal Register on June 14, 2001.  No comments were received.

All 40 project directors who will be submitting Annual Reports in FY 2001 were given draft versions of the new, revised format in an Evaluation information session November, 2000, at the annual Project Directors’ Meeting. Feedback has been uniformly positive.  PD’s appreciate the modular approach and the greater clarity of indicators.  In addition, in January, 20001, four PD’s were contacted and asked to compare the time it took them to complete the Annual Report in FY2000 to the time they expect to take to complete the revised form this year.  Estimates of the time taken to complete the Report last year ranged from 50-80 hours.  All four PD’s commented that collecting information from their partners accounted for much of the time spent.  Estimates of the time expected to complete the revised form ranged from 35-50 hours.  

The pilots of the Prototype Review form required 2 hours of evaluators’ time. The pilots of the Project Director Interview protocol indicate that the interviews will take one additional hour of the project director’s time.

9. No other payment or gift is planned.

10. No assurance of confidentiality is provided to respondents except as provided by the Privacy Act and the Department of Education’s policies governing the review of discretionary grant progress.

11. There are no questions of a sensitive nature.  Specific data requests are aggregate institutional data.

12. Based on the consultation described above (#8), we estimate 40 hours per project, multiplied by 40 current projects, for a total of 1600 annual hours. The four individuals consulted answered within the 35-50 hour range, with three in the lower end of the range.  The difference is primarily a function of the number of partners involved in a particular grant and the extent to which the institution’s registration system already captures much of the performance data.  Therefore, we took an average of 37 hours; then, we added 1 additional hour for the interview and 2 additional hours for the completion of the Prototype Review form by an outside evaluator.  Thus, an average of 40 hours per project was projected.

13. Zero additional cost burden results.

14. $100,000 has been allocated for an outside contractor to the Department of Education to assist in collecting, entering, and analyzing data collected by means of these instruments.  In addition, five program officers will spend, on average, four hours of staff time per annual progress report. And, one program officer will devote 60 hours to supervising the data collection and contractor. Given an averaged annual salary, the cost to the Department is estimated at $76,120 + $38,000 in overhead, totaling $214,120.

15. The current version of the annual progress report guidelines lacks clarity and structure.  The revised and enhanced version has been refined and focused; performance data are defined.  Also, a modular design has been incorporated into Part B. That approach enables grantees to choose those questions most appropriate, given the nature of their particular project. (It also enables the program evaluation to look across diverse projects, comparing those that are most similar in goals and activities.)

16. No publication plans.

17. The expiration date will be included.

18. No exceptions.

