Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

Application for Annual Performance Report for Titles III & V Grantees

A. Justification

1.) Under Titles III & V of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), as amended, discretionary grants are awarded to eligible institutions of higher education and organizations (MSEIP-Title III, E only) to support improvements in educational quality, institutional management and fiscal stability.  The office of Institutional Development and Undergraduate Education Services (IDUES) awards one year planning grants and five-year development grants to institutions with low per-student expenditures that enroll large percentages of minority and financially disadvantaged students. 

The communities served by Titles III and V of the HEA include: Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU); Historically Black Graduate Institutions (HBGI); Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSI); American Indian Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities (TCCU); Alaskan Native-Serving Institutions; Native Hawaiian-Serving Institutions; and other institutions that serve a significant number of minority and financially disadvantaged students and have low average and general expenditures per student. 

There are two forces driving the implementation of the Annual Performance Report (APR): (1) the need to improve the quality and effectiveness of our program monitoring efforts; and (2) the need to provide more reliable and valid data for the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).  The Office of the Inspector General (IG) has identified repeatedly  the aforementioned needs as areas that IDUES should resolve.  For the past eighteen months, IDUES has been focused on addressing these areas, and has designed this APR to target both of them.  

According to the IG audit ED-OIG/A04-90013 (“Office of Higher Education Programs Need to Improve its Oversight of Parts A and B of the Title III Program”), “[Higher Education Programs] needs a systematic approach to effectively and efficiently monitor Title III grantees for compliance and program performance.”  With a methodical approach to program monitoring, IDUES will significantly reduce the risk of a grantee using federal funds inappropriately and better ensure that grant objectives are being met.  

In addition to improving our program oversight, the IG has found that the current Title III performance indicators for GPRA [and, by extension, Title V] were developed with minimal consultation with the grantee communities, and minimal involvement from IDUES staff.   In the Audit Report ED-OIG/A04-90014 (“Review of Title III Program, HEA, Compliance with GPRA Requirements for Implementation of Performance Indicators”), the IG recommends that we create a more reliable system for collecting and aggregating the data needed to demonstrate the effectiveness of the Title III and Title V programs.  Clearly, the APR should play a central role in collecting the GPRA data that we are required to report to Congress.  With this in mind, the APR was designed to collect data in a manner that is flexible, reliable, valid and pertinent to program objectives. 

In conjunction with the IG’s findings and in accordance with Action (4)(a)(1) & (4)(a)(2) of the Corrective Action Plan (CAN #04-6001) issued by IDUES, we are submitting an Annual Performance Report that will substantially improve our efforts to meet the aforementioned objectives.  Yet it is clear that a single, annual report would be insufficient for satisfying the multiple and varied demands that are required for program monitoring and GPRA reporting.  Therefore, the APR is being submitted for OMB approval as the cornerstone of a Performance Measurement System that will employ various tools to comprehensively monitor our grantees and our programs.

The Title III/V Performance Measurement System will be comprised of the following components: 

· Interim Performance Report for 1st Year Grantees  This report will be completed by first-year grantees.  The report takes a formative approach to evaluating the mid-year progress of a grantee, and focuses on the issues that challenge first-year grantees.  The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) is currently reviewing this report for clearance.  It will be pilot tested by the Title V program and possibly expanded to the Title III programs in FY 2003.
· Interim Performance Report  This report will be completed by grantees in the second, third and fourth year of their grant.  The report takes a formative approach to evaluating the mid-year progress of a grantee, and focuses on grant management, fiscal management and progress towards meeting grant objectives.  Again, the OMB is currently reviewing this report for clearance.  It will also be pilot tested by the Title V program and possibly expanded to the Title III programs in FY 2003.
· Annual Performance Report  This report will be completed annually by Title III and Title V grantees.  The report takes a summative approach to evaluating the yearly progress of a grantee.  The focus of the APR is on the achievements of the grant, fiscal management, and aggregating data that may be used for GPRA performance indicators.  
· Final Performance Report  This report will be completed by grantees at the conclusion of the grant.  This report takes a summative approach to evaluating the final outcomes of the grant as well as the impact that the grant had on their institution.  The Final Performance Report was cleared as OMB No. 1840-0764 and is being used for Title III programs.  In the near future, it will be expanded to Title V.  Since Title V was established with the 1998 Amendments to the HEA, it has not yet had occasion to use a Final Report. 
· Increased Site Visits  At the urging of the IG (ED-OIG/A04-60001) IDUES has been working closely with Program Monitoring and Information Technology (PMIT), a division of the Office of Postsecondary Education, to provide on-site monitoring and technical assistance.  Representatives from PMIT have visited over 70 institutions in the last year to supplement our monitoring needs and to better capture the impact of our grants on these campuses.  
· IDUES Risk Model  IDUES and PMIT are  jointly developing a risk model to identify grantees that may be placing federal funds at risk or may be in urgent need of technical assistance.  With the performance reports and site visits, the risk model will serve as the blueprint for effective monitoring. 
The implementation of the Performance Measurement System will greatly strengthen our oversight capabilities by maximizing the efficiency of our contact with grantees.  Increased and effective contact with grantees will allow us to identify, diagnose and address grant problems or inconsistencies before they become too severe to remedy.  While the necessity for effective monitoring is paramount to our efforts, we have been very cognizant of the needs of our grantees as well.  Rather than create unnecessary burden for our grantees with one all-encompassing report, the Performance Measurement System divides up the whole into sharply focused and manageable parts.  The efficiency of each of the reports will make best use of the data we seek, while limiting the scope of each report and providing the grantee with a format that is simpler to complete.

Currently, the information we seek from grantees is gathered by the Grant Performance Report (ED Form 524-B/ OMB No. 1890-0004), a generic report designed to accommodate many different grant programs.  While this  ‘one-size fits all’ approach is useful in communicating one’s progress, it does not facilitate the aggregation of data from one project to another, and does not allow us to document program accomplishments properly.  An APR designed specifically for Title III and V programs will do a far better job of capturing the diverse and unique properties of grant projects, as well as overall program accomplishments.   The APR will cast a wide net over the Title III and V programs, but is flexible enough to address all of the specific needs of each of the programs.  Title III and V projects are so unique and the institutional profiles are so diverse, that a rigid system of measurement would be inappropriate.  The APR will allow grantees to measure their progress against their institution's own baseline data, select their areas of emphasis, and provide additional qualitative information in narrative form if they wish to do so.

The Grant Performance Report currently used is a narrative report that produces little to no standardization in responses.  The ‘red-flags’ that the Program Office search for to monitor projects are obscured in pages of narrative text, making it very difficult to fulfill our oversight responsibilities.  The APR resolves this by using a standard format, making it far easier to elicit specific responses, aggregate data and compare responses within the entire grantee pool or across years.  Since there is little narrative, our grantees’ time will be more efficiently spent collecting and entering data that, for the most part, already exists in their institution’s records or as a result of their project evaluation plan (which is part of their original grant application).
Authorization for the collection of information can be found in the following sections of the HEA:  

· Title III, Part B, Sec. 325

· Title III, Part F, Sec. 391 and 398

· Title V, Part B, Sec. 511. (c)(8) and (9)

Additional references can be found in the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) parts 74.51, 75.118, 75.253, 75.590, and 75.591.  Pertinent excerpts from the HEA and EDGAR have been included with this submission. 

2.) The information gathered by the APR will be used to (1) monitor the yearly progress of Title III and V grantees; (2) to make non-competing continuation awards to grantees for the following year; and (3) collect GPRA data to report to policymakers.  The project directors will compile the information for the report and submit it to the Department of Education via a secure web-based report or an optional paper format.  Once received, the Title III and V program office and other applicable entities (IG, PMIT, Area Representatives, etc.) will analyze the APR.  The results of the report have played and will continue to play a central role in approving continued funding. 

The Program Office makes non-competitive continuation awards in the GAPS system (Grant Administration and Payment System) by June 31, which provides at least 90 days to inform grantees of their funding status.  Grantees must demonstrate that they have made significant progress towards meeting the goals of their project objectives in order to receive continuation awards.  The APR will record the accomplishments or progress of a project, provide grantees with an opportunity to articulate why grant objectives were or were not met, and document their planned and actual federal expenditures.  In addition, the APR will have a brief narrative section that will allow grantees to communicate important information that is harder to capture in the quantitative sections of the report, such as unexpected outcomes from their Title III or Title V projects.  

The APR is structured to provide varying levels of analysis, the most expansive of which, is the collection of GPRA data.  The most detailed and individualistic level of analysis is focused on the specific grant activities identified in the grantee’s original application.  As the grantees provide responses to the status of their activities, the configuration of the APR allows for broader inquiry by grouping activities into categories that are identified in the legislation governing Titles III and V.  The flexible structure of the APR is further conducive to a program-wide analysis and allows us to measure the targeting of federal resources, the effectiveness of program outcomes, and subsequently, the success of the programs as a whole.  This level of analysis is central to our compliance with GPRA requirements. 

3.) The APR will completed as a web-based report to be initially housed and maintained by Caliber Associates, our consultants on the technical development of the report.  Our grantees overwhelmingly favored a web-based report for ease of completion, general convenience and efficiency.  The respondents will be able to upload data, save and return to the report before submitting it to IDUES, print out the report at anytime, and benefit from the latest in web-security.  

The advantages of a web-based APR for IDUES are significant.  For the clarity of completing the report, a web-based version displays only the relevant portions of the APR to the grantee, based on the program that the grantee is participating in and the type of institution the grantee represents.  Given that the APR is intended to serve multiple programs and diverse institutions, if the report is viewed in its entirety, there are an overwhelming number of options.  Based on the information that a grantee provides when they login to the system (creating a profile), only the pertinent sections of the report will be selected and displayed to the grantee.  For example, a 2-Year Institution would not see questions about enrollment at 4-Year Institutions, making the report easier to understand and complete.  The paper version of the APR that is being submitted to the OMB encompasses every option for every type of institution and program—when the web-version is complete, every grantee will only see a fraction of what is presented in the paper version: only what is pertinent to the program and the type of institution reporting.

Another compelling reason for the implementation of a web-based APR is for data management purposes.  Once the reports are complete, in order to make use of the data, the responses need to be entered into a database.  To manually create a database from a paper copy of the APR would be an extremely daunting and inefficient task.  The web-based format will enable us to automatically download the responses (as a Comma Separated File) into a database, making the analysis accessible and manageable. 

We expect more than 95% of respondents to complete the APR via the Internet.  The APR will be accessible by all personal computers with Internet access, and will be supported by any standard Internet browser.  

To ensure a successful transition from a paper to web-based report, there will be a considerable effort in providing training to program staff and technical assistance to grantees.  In addition, a technical assistance phone number and customer service will be available while grantees are completing the APR.  

To view a web-based version of the APR, please go to www.calib.com/education . At the time of submission, the web-based APR is essentially a “skeleton” version, meaning that the functionality is still under construction.  Some tables are fully functional (Sections I and II), but the rest are currently being developed.  Although its functionality is limited, the web “skeleton,” can be useful as a guide to determine which tables a grantee would complete (based on grant program, institution type and grant activities), and which would remain hidden.  To begin reviewing the web-based report, click on the banner tab labeled, “About APR,” and follow the instructions.

4.) Duplications found in the report deal solely with the Institutional Profile (Section Two) data collection in the APR.  As noted in the instructions, the tables correspond to surveys from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), which is administered by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), located within the U.S. Department of Education.  IPEDS is a comprehensive system of surveys designed to collect institution-level data in such areas as enrollments, program completions, faculty, staff, and finances.  Approximately 9,900 postsecondary institutions complete the IPEDS surveys every year.

The Institutional Profile data that the APR is collecting is essential because it lends relevant context to the report.  It is important to make clear the operating conditions of the institutions we serve, especially since so many of them focus on disadvantaged students and underrepresented groups, the so-called “at risk” students.    Also, this institutional context helps gauge how our programs have institution-wide outcomes.  IPEDS offers a meaningful institutional context by providing data regarding student body characteristics, enrollment, and graduation / completion rates.   Rather than create our own method for collecting this data, we felt that it would be less burdensome for the grantee to align our report with the IPEDS survey. 

Furthermore, when most grantees log into the APR, the majority of the Institutional Profile section will already be populated with data.  IDUES has been working closely with NCES to ensure that this duplication of data will have a minimal burden on institutions.  IDUES and NCES have signed a Memorandum of Understanding (see attached) stating that, when possible, data will be shared between the two groups, so that IDUES can upload the IPEDS data directly into the APR.  The grantee will not have to enter in this data, as it will have been pre-loaded into their report.  During our consultation with the grantee community, they asked that we display the data on their institution for their review, a request that we will honor.

The exceptions to the aforementioned process will occur when (1) an institution does not report any data to IPEDS; or (2) a branch campus reports data to IPEDS as an aggregated part of a multi-campus system.  Our consultation with the grantee community informed us that when a branch campus (which may receive its own Title III or V grant) is part of a multi-campus system that reports to IPEDS as a single entity, the branch campus data frequently exists in their institutional records.  In this case, we will ask the branch campus to disaggregate their IPEDS data and report directly in the APR only their particular branch campus data. 

When an institution does not report to IPEDS, the NCES policy is to impute the data based on a number of variables.  To maintain regularity, if an institution does not provide the requested information, we will follow NCES policy and use the imputations supplied by NCES.  The following year, both the IPEDS surveys and the APR will again provide the institution with another opportunity to provide first-hand data.

In the rare circumstance where an institution or branch campus is unable to provide any IPEDS data (and it cannot be imputed), we will provide a narrative that may be used to explain how providing this data for the purposes of the APR would be far too burdensome or expensive for the institution to absorb.  If the institution provides a satisfactory justification, it will be excused from completing the Institutional Profile section.

Based on the scope of institutions participating in the IPEDS survey and our consultation with the grantee community, we believe that providing the data for this section will be of little burden to the majority of institutions.  In regard to the aforementioned exceptions, we will be able to identify those schools in advance and work closely with them to ensure that their participation will not be an excessive burden. 
5.) The collection of information will not have a significant impact on small businesses or entities. 

6.) Without the use of an APR, we can expect two major consequences.  First, our efforts to monitor programs will be greatly hindered.  As the IG audit reports have made clear, we need to improve our program monitoring, and the implementation of a relevant and efficient Performance Measurement System is central to this challenge.  By revitalizing and improving our performance reports, we can gain a deeper understanding of our programs without substantially increasing our grantees’ existing burden expectations.  While the recommendations made by the IG are certainly a motivating force, even more so is the expectation that with more adequate tools, we can serve our grantees better and more successfully demonstrate the effectiveness of our programs to policymakers and the general public.

Secondly, without a standardized APR it will be very difficult to aggregate data in a way that satisfies GPRA requirements and IG concerns.  The immense diversity of Title III and V grant activities, as well as the variety of goals expressed in the authorizing legislation, has made it challenging to measure program outcomes in a reliable manner.  With the APR we will be able to conduct a data collection that is reliable, reasonable and informative. 

7.) There are no special circumstances as outlined in #7 of the Supporting Statement Instructions.

8.) The APR is a new collection for the Title III and V program offices.  IDUES staff will respond to any questions or comments resulting from the publication of the information collection in the Federal Register as required by 5 CFR 1320.8(d).

Prior to the submission of this APR, IDUES has been actively engaged in a series of consultations with our Title III and V grantee communities.  Our goal was to solicit our grantees’ input, guidance and support in developing a system that will measure institutional and program performance accurately and fairly.  As the following will demonstrate, their significant participation in the development process has added immense value to the report that we are submitting. 

In the spring of 2000, initial focus group meetings took place in Albuquerque, NM; Atlanta, GA; Newark, NJ; the Menominee Nation in Wisconsin; Arecibo, Puerto Rico; Matanuska-Susitna in Alaska; and Washington, D.C.  These meetings involved all of our grant constituencies and resulted in ideas and suggestions for the initial draft of the APR.  Representatives from all over the country expressed a need to create a report that would express how their grants improve the education of underrepresented and at-risk students, build capacity at their institutions, and affect the larger communities they serve.

After the focus group meetings, special sessions were held at the 2000/2001 Project Directors’ meetings for Title III and V programs.  With over 350 institutions represented, we further refined the development of the APR.

In the spring of 2001 IDUES representatives traveled to 20 campuses in: 

· VA, MD and NC (HBCU and HBGI campuses)

· TX (HSI campuses)

· ND and SD (TCCU campuses)

· MI (Title III-A campuses)

These site visits allowed our grantees to demonstrate the long-range effects of their past and current Title III or V grants, as well as the need to consider how the diversity of institutions affects the design of the APR and the Performance Measurement System.

Most recently, after developing a first full draft of the APR, we held a series of regional meetings and invited all the institutions from the Title III and V programs to attend.  During the summer of 2001, we conducted meetings in:

· Washington, DC:  41 institutions attended, representing 19 states

· Atlanta, GA:  75 institutions attended, representing 19 states

· Chicago, IL:  39 institutions attended, representing 21 states

· San Francisco, CA:  56 institutions attended, representing 17 states

These regional meetings provided a venue for grantee evaluation of a draft version of the APR.  Each page was scrutinized, and we were able to solicit a large number of concrete suggestions for improving the format and effectiveness of the APR.  

For those institutions that were unable to attend the regional meetings, we held a series of national conference calls, where over 90 institutions discussed how to improve the APR.  

HBGIs had specific concerns as to how the APR could better capture the uniqueness of their graduate institutions and programs.  To ensure their further participation, two conference calls were held with all HBGIs, and a meeting took place last August in Palm Beach, FL.

9.) There are no gifts or payments being provided to any entity.

10.) The confidentiality assured to respondents is within the Department of Education’s standard policy and is described under the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. § 552A), as amended, and EDGAR Parts 75.740 and 99.  

If required, additional assurances are provided for Section Two of the APR (Institutional Profile), which collects data regarding graduation and completion rates (Tables 3-13).  Again, the bulk of this data will be provided by the NCES and imported into our APR.  We will follow the NCES standards protecting the confidentiality of individuals, when the disclosure of such information would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.  This assurance is in accordance with NCES policy as described in Title V, Section 501 (a) of the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380).  This title amends Part A of the General Education Provisions Act by adding Section 406 (d)(2) which specifically grants NCES the authority to develop and enforce standards used to protect the confidentiality of individuals.

11.) There are no questions of a sensitive nature within the APR.

12.) Prior to the submission of this package to the OMB, nine (9) grantees voluntarily reviewed and completed the APR as a “pilot test.”  In addition to providing valuable insights and recommendations, the grantees were able to supply a reliable burden estimate based on their experiences.  The hour burden on respondents is expected to vary by program as the APR is structured around the number of activities that a grantee is undertaking.  Typically, different projects funded by Title III and V have more or less activities than others, which cause variation in the burden on respondents.  Each of the Title III/V programs has been identified in the following table:

	
	Title III-A
	Title III-A

 Sec. 316
	Title III-A

Sec. 317
	Title III-B
	Title III-B

Sec. 326
	Title III-E
	Title V
	Total

	# of Respondents
	195
	27
	34
	99
	18
	101
	157
	631

	Frequency of Response
	Once Annually
	Once Annually
	Once Annually
	Once Annually
	Once Annually
	Once Annually
	Once Annually
	Once Annually

	Annual Hour Burden Per Respondent
	20
	20
	20
	25
	25
	15
	20
	20

(Average)

	Annual Hour Burden Total
	3,900
	540
	680
	2,475
	450
	1,515
	3,140
	12,700

	Estimated Cost to Respondents*
	$85,800
	$11,880
	$14,960
	$54,450
	$9,900
	$33,330
	$69,080
	$279,400


*Estimate based on total burden hours x $22.00 estimated hourly wage

· Number of respondents:  631


· Frequency of response:  Once per year for 631


· Annual hour burden:  Between 15-25 hours per respondent, 20 hours for   average response; 12,700 hours total
· Estimated annualized cost to respondents:  $279,400
(Estimate was based on total burden hours X $22.00 estimated hourly wage)

13.) Estimated Total Cost Burden to Respondents:


The only cost to respondents is that shown in item 12 above. Other expenses reported by consulting grantees fall within customary and usual business practices, and are negligible.

14.) Estimated Annualized Cost to Federal Government:

	Expenses
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Consulting Contract: Web/Database Development and Maintenance 
	$500,000
	$250,000*
	$250,000*

	Department of Education Staff:

1,262 Hours X $19.40 

(Hourly rate of a GS-10, Step 1)
	$24,482
	$24,482
	$24,482

	Additional Overhead for Support
	$500
	$500
	$500

	Totals
	$524,982
	$274,982
	$274,982


    *Estimated 

15.) Since the APR is a new information collection there is a yearly burden hour increase from 0 to 12,700 hours (encompassing all seven Title III/V programs).  However, the current Grant Performance Report currently used for similar purposes has an existing yearly burden of 12,620 hours.  Considering how the APR significantly improves our program monitoring and GPRA reporting capabilities, the slight increase (equivalent to 7.6 minutes per respondent) in total hour burden should be considered reasonable and justifiable.  Furthermore, grantees that reviewed the APR stated that the burden will decrease over time when they become better accustomed to the reporting system and can tailor their project evaluation plans around it.

16.) There are no immediate plans to publish the results of the report in a formal manner.  The data based on the collected information might be disseminated in the context of a Title III or Title V workshop presentation, related correspondence, and other informal uses to assist grantees in the management of their projects.  Otherwise, the information collected will be used for internal purposes.

17.) There is no request to omit the OMB expiration date.

18.)  There are no exceptions to statement identified in Item 20, "Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions," of OMB Form 83-I.
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