Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

A.  Justification

1. Title IX, Part C, Sections 9301-9306, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB P.L. 107-110), authorizes the Secretary of Education to provide States the option of submitting consolidated applications to obtain funds for covered programs in which the State participates.  The purpose of consolidated applications as defined in NCLB is to improve teaching and learning by encouraging greater cross-program coordination, planning, and service delivery; to enhance program integration; and to provide greater flexibility and less burden for State educational agencies.     

The programs covered by Title IX, Part C are – 

Title I, Part A --------------------Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational 

                                    Agencies

Title I, Part B, subpart 3 ------William J. Goodling Even Start Family Literacy Programs

Title I, Part C --------------------Education of Migrant Children

Title I, Part D --------------------Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and

                                              Youth Who Are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk

Title I, Part F --------------------Comprehensive School Reform

Title II, Part A -------------------Teacher and Principal Training and Recruiting Fund

Title II, Part D -------------------Enhancing Education Through Technology.

Title III, Part A ------------------ English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement,

                                   and Academic Achievement

Title IV, Part A ----------------- Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities

Title IV, Part B ------------------21st Century Community Learning Centers

Title V, Part A -------------------Innovative Programs 

Title VI, Part B, subpart 2: ---Rural and Low-Income School Program.

Title VI, Section 6111---------State Assessments Program

Title VI, Section 6112---------Enhanced Assessment Instruments

This submission seeks Paperwork Clearance for the criteria and procedures under which State educational agencies may submit consolidated applications.  These criteria and procedures will govern the two separate submissions by States for funding in FY2002 and FY2003.   

On May 7, 2002, OMB approved this collection through emergency processing with the final requirements.  The Department is now seeking OMB approval for an extension of the Consolidated State Application as well as OMB approval for the information collection sections of the Title I NPRM that pertain to this collection.

States applying for program funds under a consolidated State application will not be required to submit individual program applications for the programs they elect to participate in under the consolidated application.  

The consolidated application also requires States to submit certain information required under Title I.  Therefore, this collection also includes Section 200.6(b)(1)(ii) and 200.7(a)(2) of the Title I final regulations (July 5, 2002).  Section 200.6(b)(1)(ii) restates the statutory requirement that a State must identify languages other than English that are present in the student population served by the State educational agency and indicate the languages for which student academic assessments are not available and are needed.  Section 200.7(a)(2) of the regulations say that a State must determine and justify in its State plan the minimum number of students sufficient to yield statistically reliable information for each purpose under the statute where disaggregated data are used.  ED estimates no additional burden hours for Section 200.(6)(b)(1).  Section 200.7 and Section 200.20 are related and the burden hours are included under Section 200.20. 

In addition, this collection includes Sections 200.12 through 200.20 of draft Title I regulations (which will be published in the Federal Register for public comment at the same time of this collection).  The proposed regulations incorporate the statutory requirement that a State must demonstrate in its State plan that it has developed and is implementing, beginning with the 2002-2003 school year, as single statewide accountability system (Section 200.12).  The proposed regulations also incorporate the statutory requirement that each state demonstrate in its State plan what constitutes adequate yearly progress of the State and of all public schools and districts (sections 200.13 though 200.20).  

2. The Department will use the information from the consolidated State application as the basis for approving funding under the covered ESEA programs (in which the State participates) as authorized by NCLB.  The Department also will use the performance targets, baseline data, and other related information in the consolidated application to assess the degree of progress States make over time in achieving ESEA goals.  This information was not reflected in the previous collection. 

As with the previous collection, the information in this collection will allow the Department to monitor and provide technical assistance to States, schools, and school districts on the effective use of program funds. 

3. This information collection will make the application package available to States in an electronic format.  Where applicable, States may include html references, electronic files, or other existing documentation to comply with the requirements listed in the application.   

During 2002 and beyond, ED will work with LEAs and SEAs to establish data standards for performance indicators and other information collected from States and districts.  ED will also confer with LEA and SEA officials, the research community, information technology vendors, and other interested parties on ways in which States, LEAs, and schools can collect and electronically record useful baseline and follow-up data through an internet-based format.   The new format should accommodate the measurement of success relative to the various indicators that the Department and States have adopted.  Where possible, States will report their assessment data using common formats and measures.  Future application and reporting guidelines, therefore, will stress electronic reporting.

4. The consolidated application collection is based on an effort to avoid duplication.  

If States submit consolidated applications, they will not be required to submit individual program applications for the programs covered in the consolidated application.  And secondly, the department plans to consult with States and local education technology experts in data collection to ensure (among other things) that States are required to submit only that data not available through other sources.

5. Neither small businesses nor small entities are affected by this collection.

6. The statute requires States to submit an application under ESEA programs funded through the Department.  The statute also permits States at their discretion to submit a consolidated application.  This collection will ensure the information provided by States in the consolidated application is the minimum required by the Department to fulfill its fiduciary responsibility.

7. Special circumstances exist that require an exception to requiring the respondent to submit more than an original and two copies of a document.  For review purposes, we are asking for additional copies of the document.  

8. On January 4, 2002, ED published a notice in the Federal Register (67 FR 571) that described our working model for the content and procedures to govern the consolidated State application and requested early public comment.  In response to this notice, ED received 27 written comments, including 17 from State officials.  While offering suggestions in a number of areas to improve the overall effectiveness of both the consolidated application and the overall accountability system, these comments generally were very supportive of ED’s proposal.   Every effort was made to incorporate into the current proposed application design those specific comments that helped clarify, define, and in any other way, improve the application. 

On March 6, 2002, ED published in the Federal Register a notice of proposed requirements for the optional consolidated State application (67 FR 10166).   The Department received over 50 comments in response to ED’s request for public comment  on the March 6, 2002 notice.  These comments addressed the entirety of the Department’s proposal.  The comments reflected overall wide support for the Department’s proposal to build a core system of ESEA accountability onto the consolidated State application as well as for the efforts to have this application focus on a single goal: improved student achievement.  Specific suggestions that commenters offered to improve requirements and procedures to govern the consolidated application were addressed by the Department and appear on the Department’s website in the document, “Analysis of Public Comment on the Consolidated State Application.”  The final requirements for the consolidated State application contained several significant changes from those that were proposed.  These changes originated in the public comments received.  All significant changes are listed in the website document on pages 5-8.

Opportunity for public comment on the proposed Title I regulations (Sections 200.12 through 200. 19) and related paperwork requirements is being accepted as part of that Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.  A 30-day notice for the Consolidated Application is also provided for public comment.

9. No payment or gifts will be provided to respondents.

10. There is no assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents.

11. This collection does not ask questions of a sensitive nature.

12.   A.  Burden hours for respondents
For the consolidated State application collection, the maximum number of respondents is 52 SEAs.  SEAs would submit the information requested over a two-year period with one response per applicant each year: one response in May of 2002 and one in May 2003.   Each response would average approximately 150 burden hours per year with a total burden over the two-year period of approximately 300 hours for each respondent.  

B. Cost to respondents
Primary costs to respondents fall into the following categories: collection of information, preparation of application; mailing application.  Based on an estimate of 52 forms prepared and submitted annually for two years, costs to respondents are estimated to be the following – 

Collecting information:
52 forms x 75 hours/form x $20/hour=$78,000

Preparing application:
52 forms x 74.5 x $25/hour=$96,850



Mailing application:

52 forms x .5 hours x $10=$260



Total: $175,110 (each year for 2002 and 2003)



Total cost to respondent: $3,367 (each year for 2002 and 2003)

Burden/Costs associated with Sections 200.12 through 200.20

Burden Hours/Cost for Regulations for 

A Single accountability System

	Regulations
	Type of State Accountability System by Hours of Burden
	Avg. Burden Hours 
	Total Cost (Total Hours X $25.00)

	
	States with Single System
	State Has Separate System 
	State has Title I System Only
	
	

	200.12 Each State must demonstrate in its State plan that the State has developed and is implementing, beginning with the 2002-2003 school year, a single, statewide accountability system. 
	Approximately 20 States have single accountability system. These States will have few burden hours. 
	Approximately 10 States have a Title I and a separate State system.  These States will need more time to incorporate Stakeholder involvement, etc.
	Approximately 22 States have a Title I only system.  These will require more burden hours to develop a single system. 
	
	

	· Develops a single system 
	0 Burden Hours
	3 experts x 16 hrs x 10 States
	3 experts x 16 x 22 States
	1536 hrs.
	$38,400

	· Incorporates stakeholder involvement
	0 Burden Hours
	3 State meetings x 2 leaders per meeting x 2 hrs. x 10 States
	3 State meetings x 2 leaders per meeting x 2 hrs x 22 States
	384 hrs.
	$9,600

	· Addresses modification to State legislation or regulations
	0 Hrs. 
	3 States may have legislation/ education codes that need modification.

80 hrs x 3 States 
	5 States may have legislation/ education codes that need modification.  80 hrs x 5 States 
	640 hrs.
	$16,000

	· Total
	
	
	
	2560
	$64,000


Burden Hours/Cost for Regulations for 

Adequate Yearly Progress

	Regulations
	Number of Respondents
	Average # of Hours per Respondent
	Total Hours
	Total Cost (Total Hours x $25.00)

	200.13 Each State must demonstrate in its State plan what constitutes adequate yearly progress of the State and of all public schools and LEAs in the State.

· Applies the same high standards of academic achievement of all public school students in the State

· Is statistically valid and reliable

· Results in continuous and substantial academic improvement for all students;

· Based primarily on the State’s academic assessment system
	52   

Paper done by Council of Chief State School Officers will review reliability and validity of accountability systems making this requirement much less time consuming for each States.
	    60 hrs                                                                                    
	3120
	$78,000

	200.14 Components of AYP for each State.

200.15 Timeline

200.16 Starting Point

200.17 Intermediate goals

200.18 Annual Measurable objectives

200.19 Other academic indicators
	52

The procedures for calculating AYP are described in the law; therefore States must follow the law.  States may examine some decision points such as different decision points. 
	80 hrs.


	4160
	$104,000

	200.20 Making adequate yearly progress. A State must identify the minimum number of students that the State has determined, based on sound statistical methodology to be sufficient to yield statistically reliable information for each purpose for which disaggregated data are used and justify this determination. 
	52

Paper done by Council of Chief State School Officers will review minimum number of students that the State may use for each group that will yield statistically reliable information for each disaggregated group for use in their accountability systems making this requirement much less time consuming for each States.
	10 
	520
	$13,000

	Total 
	
	
	7800
	$195,000


13.  This information collection does not require the use of capital, start-up, operation and maintenance, or purchase costs.  

14.   Estimated Federal costs
Over the two-year period, program costs for the consolidated State application would entail reviewing applications and printing and mailing the application forms.

· Program personnel reviewing applications

28 people @$30/hour x 4 hours x 52 applications= $174,720

· Non-federal readers

30 readers x $1,500=$45,000

· Printing and mailing the application forms

300 x $5.00=$1,500



Total for two-year period: $221, 220



Total annual cost:$110,610 

15.  The additional hours (program change) are due primarily to carrying out the statutory requirements included in the Title I Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

16.   Results of this information collection will not be published.

17.   The information collection will display the expiration date for OMB approval.

18.   There are no exceptions to the certification statement.

B.  Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods

This information collection will not employ statistical methods.
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