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Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

A. Justification

1. Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.  Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection.  Attach a copy of the appropriate section of each statute and regulations mandating  or authorizing the collection of information.
The Smaller Learning Communities Program (SLC) competitively awards grants to local educational agencies to implement smaller learning environments. The program is designed to provide funds to large high schools so that they can use research-based strategies to implement or expand smaller learning communities. The collection of information is necessary for the Department to evaluate whether the grantees have made substantial progress towards achieving their stated goals and substantial progress towards meeting the performance targets for the performance indicators set forth in Notice of Final Priorities for the program published March 15, 2004 in the Federal Register.

Performance Indicators

    The Secretary requires applicants for implementation grants to identify in their application specific performance indicators and annual performance objectives for each of these indicators. Specifically, applicants are required to use the following performance 

indicators to measure the progress of each school:

    1. The percentage of students who scored at the proficient and advanced levels on the reading/language arts and mathematics assessments used by the State to measure adequate yearly progress under Part A of Title I of ESEA, disaggregated by subject matter and the following subgroups:

    a. All students;

    b. Major racial and ethnic groups;

    c. Students with disabilities;

    d. Students with limited English proficiency; and

    e. Economically disadvantaged students.

2. The school's graduation rate, as defined in the State's approved accountability plan for Part A of Title I of ESEA;

3. The percentage of graduates who enroll in postsecondary  education, apprenticeships, or advanced training for the semester  following graduation; and

4. The percentage of graduates who are employed by the end of the first quarter after they graduate (e.g., for students who graduate in May or June, this would be September 30).

In addition to the four required indicators listed above,  applicants may choose to set performance levels for other appropriate indicators, such as:

    1. Rates of average daily attendance and year-to-year retention;

    2. Achievement and gains in English proficiency of limited English proficient students;

    3. The incidence of school violence, drug and alcohol use, and disciplinary actions;

    4. The percentage of students completing advanced placement courses, and the rate of       passing advanced placement tests (such as 

Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and courses for 

college credit); and

    5. The level of teacher, student, and parent satisfaction with the Smaller Learning Communities structures and strategies being implemented.

 Recipients of implementation grants will be required to report annually on the extent to which each school achieved its performance objectives for each indicator during the 

preceding school year.

The Smaller Learning Communities Program is authorized by Section 5441 of Part D of Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7249), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.   Section 5441 describes information to be included in the application.  Section 5441 is attached.  ED is seeking approval of this collection with the attached Notice of Proposed Priorities.

2. Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used.  Except for a new collection, indicate the actual use the agency has made of the information received from the current collection.

The information is collected by personnel at the LEA from state assessment results and information databases constructed by the LEA and the SEA.  The information is collected to inform the LEA on the progress of its’ schools with the implementation of Smaller Learning Communities and to assess the impact if any the program is making in addressing the academic performance of students participating in the program.  The information is also reported to the Department by the LEA to indicate the progress of program implementation and program impact. The  information also serves as a basis for monitoring project performance, based on the project design, objectives, evaluation plans and other information described in the grant application. Congress initially funded the program for $45 million in FY2000.  In FY2001, the Department awarded $97 million in SLCP grants.  In FY2002, the Department awarded $135 million in SLCP grantees.  Currently, the Department has awarded 282 three-year implementation grants, and 260 one-year planning grants, which are now administered by OVAE.    

3. Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or forms of information technology, e.g., permitting electronic submission of responses, and the basis for the decision of adopting this means of collection.  Also describe any consideration of using information technology to reduce burden.

The information will be collected electronically in either of two ways. First via an internet web presence and secondly via email and then entered into a web-based database.  The electronic collection will perform certain aggregation functions  and validation checks  thus reducing the burden on the grantees.  The data will then receive verification by the grantees.

4.
Describe efforts to identify duplication. Show specifically why any similar information already available cannot be used or modified for use of the purposes described in Item 2 above. 

About a third of the information collected does exist for other purposes designated by the LEA, SEA and the Department.  The other two thirds of the information is relevant only for the  monitoring and evaluation of the Smaller Learning Communities grantees.  This information collection does not duplicate any other information collection effort. It does in some part use information already collected..

5. If collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities (item 5 of OMB Form 83-I), describe any methods used to minimize burden.

Small entities are not affected by this program.  The respondents are local educational agencies.

6. Describe the consequences to Federal program or policy activities if the collection is not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal obstacles to reducing burden.

The Smaller Learning Communities Grant Program is a discretionary grant program.  The information is required by the notice executing the program statute and is essential to the management, monitoring and evaluation of the program.  The data collection occurs only when applications for new grants are solicited – once every year – and the annual performance report is solicited

7. Explain any special circumstance that would cause an information collection to be conducted in a manner:
· Requiring respondents to report information to the agency more often than quarterly;

· Requiring respondents to prepare a written response to a collection of information in fewer than 30 days after receipt of it;

· Requiring respondents to submit more than an original and two copies of any document;

· Requiring respondents to retain records, other than health, medical, government contract, grant-in-aid, or tax records for more than three years;

· In connection with a statistical survey, that is not designed to produce valid and reliable results that can be generalized to the universe of study; 

· Requiring the use of a statistical data classification that has not been reviewed and approved by OMB;

· That includes a pledge of confidentiality that is not supported by authority established in statute or regulation, that is not supported by disclosure and data security policies that are consistent with the pledge, or which unnecessarily impedes sharing of data with other agencies or compatible confidential use; or

· Requiring respondents to submit proprietary trade secrets, or other confidential information unless the agency can demonstrate that it has instituted procedures to protect the information’s confidentiality to the extent permitted by law.
This information collection has no circumstances, which apply to any of the above instance.

8. If applicable, provide a copy and identify the date and page number of publication in the Federal Register of the agency’s notice, required by 5 CFR 1320.8 (d), soliciting comments on the information collection prior to submission to OMB.  Summarize public comments received in response to that notice and describe actions taken by the agency in response to these comments. Specifically address comments received on cost and hour burden.

Describe efforts to consult with persons outside the agency to obtain their views on the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of instruction and record keeping, disclosure, or reporting format (if any), and on the data elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported.

Consultation with representatives of those from whom information is to be obtained or those who must compile records should occur at least once every 3 years—even if the collection of information activity is the same as in prior periods.  There may be circumstances that may preclude consultation in a specific situation.  These circumstances should be explained. 

This collection was published in the Federal Register on April 9, 2004

Responses to Public Comments

Comment:  The presentation of Item 9 in Table 2 appears to suggest that students have planning periods. Does this item intend to ask for the number of students who have at least one teacher who has a common planning period with at least one other of that student’s teachers?

Discussion:  We agree that the presentation in Table 2 could leave readers with the impression that they are to record the number of students that are engaging in strategies such as common planning periods.  To clarify the intent of the table, the text in Row 4 of the school-level and district-level versions of Table 2 has been revised and the instructions for each of these tables has been revised.  The new text clarifies that it is the SLCs – and not the students themselves – that exhibit the various characteristics listed in the table.

Changes:  The text for Row 4 in both versions of Table 2 (SLC Strategies and Structures) has been changed to read “Number of students involved in an SLC with the following characteristics:”   The text for Step two of the SLC Strategies and Structures instructions has been changed to “2. Step two: enter next to each strategy or structure the number of students who are involved in an SLC with this characteristic.”

Comment:  In columns G and H of the tables within section 3, information about the individual program’s goals for students scoring proficient and advanced is requested. Specifically, it requests the percentage goal depicted in the grant application related to the

statewide assessment. However, the goals and objectives of some grant applications may have academic performance indicators that relate to other measures of academic achievement other than the statewide assessment, such as end-of-course grades, etc.

Discussion:  The tables in Section 3.a – Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics Assessments, are intended to capture data specifically related to student assessment scores and student assessment performance goals.  Page 12257 of the March 15, 2004 notice, section I(1), explicitly states that one required performance indicator is “the percentage of students who scored at the proficient and advanced levels on the reading/language arts and mathematics assessments used by the State to measure adequate yearly progress under Part A of Title I of ESEA[.]”  The current instructions for the column dealing with performance goals state:  “this column should reflect the performance goals presented in your district’s SLC grant application or your district’s AYP goals.”  While some SLC grant applications may contain other academic performance indicators that relate to other measures of academic achievement, Table 3.a should include only performance goals related to student assessments.  Unless the grantee’s application sets specific student assessment performance goals that are different from the district’s NCLB AYP goals for student assessment, the NCLB AYP goals should be used for this column of the table.

Changes:  To improve ease of use, columns G and H in the table have been consolidated into a single column F, which requests an aggregate total performance goal for students scoring proficient and advanced.  The original columns E and F, requesting the number of students scoring proficient and advanced, have also been consolidated into a single new column E, requesting the aggregate number and percentage of all students scoring both proficient and advanced.

Comment:  Part B: The District Level report appears to duplicate the information gathered from the individual sites. Since many of the SLC grant programs in which we participate involve multiple school districts, is this District Level report intended to include information from all of these school districts or from the lead school district

only? Also, if there is only one high school within a school district that implements the SLC program, how will the data from the district as a whole be relevant to the evaluation of the SLC program? One suggestion might be to rename the section “Grant Level” report. The Grant Level report would provide aggregated information about each of the schools in the program; however, it would alleviate the problems of (1) having multiple districts in one program and (2) having districts with schools that are not in the program.

Discussion:  We agree that the current text of the APR does not directly address the rare case, cited in this comment, where a single grantee encompasses more than one school district.  In addition, the current text leaves unclear the precise nature of the “District-level” data being requested.  Regarding multiple-district grantees, the March 15, 2004 notice requests that all school-level data be aggregated to the district level only.  In most cases.  Grantees who have more than one district covered by a single SLC grant should complete separate Part B – District-Level Reports for each district included in the grant.  These grantees should not aggregate their District-Level Reports into a single grantee-level report.

On the question of how districts should report their data, the APR requires districts to aggregate data only for those schools that are participating in the SLC program.  Districts with no schools in the SLC program do not need to report any data for the APR.  Districts with only some of their schools participating should report data only for those schools.  In a case where only a single school in a district is participating in the SLC program, the data reported at the district level will be identical to that reported at the school level.

Changes:  The box requesting “Total District Enrollment – Grades 9-12” on the introductory page to Part B (page 26) has been deleted, along with the accompanying text.  Because only data from schools participating in SLCs is relevant for the purposes of the APR, this box is superfluous.  None of the other tables in the APR collect data on non-SLC schools in a district.  New text has been added on this page to the text under “1.  Data.”  The new text states clearly that “These tables should include data only for the schools in the district that have SLCs.”  In addition, text specifically addressing the rare case where a grantee covers multiple districts has been added to this page:   “Grantees who have more than one district included in a single SLC grant should complete separate Part B – District-Level Reports for each district included in the grant.”

Similar clarifying language has been added to the instructions on “Student Information” (page 27) and “Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics Assessments” (page 33).  The second sentence at the top of the Student Information instructions has been changed to read as follows, with new text underlined:  “Table 1.a gathers demographic data about all students in the SLC schools in the district, and Table 1.b gathers data on only those students who are enrolled in SLCs at those schools.”  The second sentence at the top of the Table 3.a – Reading/Language Arts and Mathematics Assessments instructions has been changed to read as follows, with added text underlined:  “This section pertains to all students in the district’s SLC schools, not just to those in SLCs.”

Comment:  Please confirm if the due date for the APR is November 1, 2004.

Discussion:  The due date for the APR varies, depending on the funding date for each grantee.  The APR is due to the Department of Education no later than 90 days after the end of each funding year.  For Cohort 3 grantees, the due date will be December 30, 2004.  For the group of Cohort 4 grantees funded on July 1, 2004, the due date will be September 30, 2005.

Changes:  None:

………………………………………………………

Comment: Is this data collection done at State level or grantee

level? Since the California Department of Education does not administer

the grant, can I assume that we will not be required to collect and

report the data?

Discussion: Data collection is done at the grantee level.

Changes:  None
Consultations have been conducted with personnel from within the Department of Education.  Meetings such as these provide opportunities to solicit feedback regarding issues and concerns regarding the monitoring and evaluation  of the implementation of the program. 

9. Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than remuneration of contractors or grantees.

No payments or gifts to respondents have been made.

10. Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for the assurance in statute, regulations, or agency policy.

There is no assurance of confidentiality.

11. Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature such as sexual behavior and attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly considered private.  This justification should include the reasons why the agency considers the questions necessary, the specific uses to be made of the information, the explanation to be given to persons from whom the information is requested, and any steps to be taken to obtain their consent.

There are no questions of a sensitive nature.
12. Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.  The statement should: 

· Indicate the number of respondents, frequency of response, annul hour burden, and an explanation of how the burden was estimated.  Unless directed to do so, agencies should not conduct special surveys to obtain information on which to base hour burden estimates. Consultation with a sample (fewer than 10) of potential respondents is desirable.  If the hour burden on respondents is expected to vary widely because of differences in activity, size, or complexity, show the range of estimated hour burden, and explain the reasons for the variance.  Generally, estimates should not include burden hours for customary and usual business practices. 

· If this request for approval covers more than one form, provide separate hour burden estimates for each form and aggregate the hour burdens in item 13 of OMB-I.

· Provide estimates of annualized cost to respondents of the hour burdens for collections of information, identifying and using appropriate wage rate categories.  The cost of contracting out or paying outside parties for information collection activities should not be included here.  Instead, this cost should be included in item 14.

A.
Burden hours for respondents
The maximum number of eligible respondents is 400. However, it is anticipated that approximately 400 applications will be received. LEAs may apply on behalf of an individual school or a group of schools. The average burden per response for an implementation grant is 10 hours. Based on 400 responses to the Smaller Learning Communities application package and an average burden of approximately 10 hours/response, the total burden is 4,000 hours.

B.
Cost to Respondents
Primary costs to respondents fall into the following categories: Preparation of the annual performance report and mailing for the estimated twenty percent who will not report electronically.  Based on the estimate that 400 grantees will respond , costs to respondents are estimated to be the following:

400 grantees X10 hours/application x $25/hour
= 

$100,000

80 grantees(20% of 400) x $5.00/application for mailing =              $  400

Total Cost to Respondents


=

$100,400

13. Provide an estimate of the total annual cost burden to respondents or record keepers resulting from the collection of information. (Do not include the cost of any hour burden shown in items 12 and 14).

· The cost estimate should be split into two components: (a) total capital and start-up cost component (annualized over its expected useful life and (b) a total operation and maintenance and purchase of services component.  The estimates should take into account costs associated with generating, maintaining, and disclosing or providing the information.  Include descriptions of methods used to estimate major cost factors including system and technology acquisition, expected useful life of capital equipment, the discount rate(s), and the time period over which costs will be incurred.  Capital and start-up costs include, among other items, preparations for collecting information such as purchasing computers and software; monitoring, sampling, drilling and testing equipment; and record storage facilities.

· If cost estimates are expected to vary widely, agencies should present ranges of cost burdens and explain the reasons for the variance.  The cost of contracting out information collection services should be a part of this cost burden estimate.  In developing cost burden estimates, agencies may consult with a sample of respondents (fewer than 10), utilize the 60-day pre-OMB submission public comment process and use existing economic or regulatory impact analysis associated with the rulemaking containing the information collection, as appropriate. 

· Generally, estimates should not include purchases of equipment of services, or portions thereof, made: (1) prior to October 1, 1995, (2) to achieve regulatory compliance with requirements not associated with the information collection, (3) for reasons other than to provide information or keep records for the government, or (4) as part of customary and usual business or private practices.

There are no costs that ( a) meet the criteria for inclusion under this item; and ( b) have not been addressed in either item #12 or #14.

14. Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government. Also, provide a description of the method used to estimate cost, which should include quantification of hours, operational expenses (such as equipment, overhead, printing and support staff), and any other expense that would not have been incurred without this collection of information.  Agencies also may aggregate cost estimates from items 12, 13, and 14 in a single table. 

1. Estimated  Federal costs:

Program Personnel:

      2 persons @ $50.00/hr x 80 hours
=
  $8,000.00

2 persons @ $30.00/hr. x80 hours
=
  $4,800.00

Estimated computer  costs:

Maintenance of electronic APR                    =            $25,000.00                   

15.  Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments reported in items 13 or 14 of the OMB Form 83-I.

No changes have been reported.

16. For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for tabulation and publication.  Address any complex analytical techniques that will be used.  Provide the time schedule for the entire project, including beginning and ending dates of the collection of information, completion of report, publication data, and other actions.

There are no plans to publish the results of this data collection.

17. If seeking approval to not display the expiration data for OMB approval of the information collection, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.

The Department is not seeking this approval.

18. Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in item 19, “Certification for Paperwork Reduction Submissions,” of OMB Form 83-I.

There are no exceptions to the referenced certification statement.

