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	1. Agency/Subagency originating request:

Department of Education, Rehabilitation Services Administration
	2. OMB control number:

          a. _ _ _ _ __ __ __     b. { X } NONE: 1820 -- NEW

	3. Type of information collection (check one):

a.   [ X ]    New collection

b.   [    ]    Revision of a currently approved collection

c.   [    ]    Extension of a currently approved collection

d.   [    ]    Reinstatement, without change, of a previously

                approved collection for which approval has expired

e.   [    ]    Reinstatement, without change, of a previously approved

                collection for which approval has expired

f.    [    ]    Existing collection in use without an OMB control number
	4.  Type of review requested (check one):
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     c.  [    ]    Delegated

	
	5. Small entities:

Will this information collection have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities?     [    ]  Yes   [ X ]   No
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a.   [ X ]     Three years from approval date

b.   [    ]     Other -- Specify:  __/___/___
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Annual Protection and Advocacy for Assistive Technology (PAAT) Program Performance Report
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	10.  Abstract:

This reporting instrument and web-based data collection system will provide for the collection of annual reports from the 56 PAAT grantees to the Secretary of Education as required by section 102 of the Assistive Technology Act of 1998. Information collected also will assist RSA staff in their management of the PAAT program, and in meeting GPRA reporting requirements. Data will be collected through an Internet form.
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c.   [  P   ]   Mandatory
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Collected electronically             _     100%

         c.  Total annual hours requested             ​___896_________

         d.  Current OMB inventory                       ____0_____________

         e.  Difference (+/-)                                    ____+896_____

         f.  Explanation of difference

              1.  Program change                              X

              2.  Adjustment
	8.  Annual reporting and recordkeeping cost burden (in thousands of dollars):
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b. [X ]  Program evaluation                      f. [   ]  Research
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d. [   ]  Audit
	10. Frequency of recordkeeping or reporting (check all that apply):
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     7.  [     ]  Biennially             8.  [    ]  Other (describe) __

	11. Statistical methods:

Does this information collection employ statistical methods? [  ] Yes  [ X ] No
	12. Agency contact (person who can best answer questions regarding the content of this submission):
            Name:        _Carol Dobak________________________

   Phone No.: _(202) 245-7325____________________________

   Fax No.:     _(202) 245-7590_______________________

	13. Regulatory information (information provided in this block will be used to improve the processing of the information collection):
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b. List all Paperwork Reduction Act sections that apply to this collection:
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	14. Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

On behalf of this federal agency, I certify that the collection of information encompassed by this request

Complies with 5 CFR 1320.9.

NOTE:      The text of 5 CFR 1320.9, and the related provisions of 5 CFR 1320.8 (b)(3), appear at the

                        end of the instructions.  The certification is to be made with reference to those regulatory

                        provisions as set forth in the instructions.

       The following is a summary of topics, regarding the proposed collection of information, that the certification covers:

(a) It is necessary for the proper performance of agency functions;

(b) It avoids unnecessary duplication;

(c) It reduces burden on small entities;

(d) It uses plain, coherent, and unambiguous terminology that is understandable to respondents;

(e) Its implementation will be consistent and compatible with current reporting and record keeping practices;

(f) It indicates the retention periods for record keeping requirements;

(g) It informs respondents of the information called for under 5 CFR 320.8 (b)(3)

(i.) Why the information is being collected;

(ii.) Use of information;

(iii.) Burden estimate;

(iv.) Nature of response (voluntary, required for a benefit, or mandatory);

(v.) Need to display currently valid OMB control number;

(h) It was developed by an office that has planned and allocated resources for the efficient and effective

management and use of information to be collected (see note in Item 19 of the instructions);

(i) It uses effective and efficient statistical survey methodology; and

(j) It makes appropriate use of information technology.

If you are unable to certify compliance with any of these provisions, identify the item below and explain

The reason in Item 18 of the Supporting Statement

	Signature of Senior Official or designee


	Date

	
	

	For Department of Education Internal Use 

I certify that the information collection being submitted to the Senior Official, or designee, encompassed by this request

complies with 5 CFR 1320.9, as summarized above.  (Assistant Secretary signature required for emergency reviews.)

	Signature of Assistant Secretary or designee


	Date
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A.  Justification

1.  Importance of the Information

The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), within the U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for a new annual progress reporting form to be completed by the grantees of the Protection and Advocacy for Assistive Technology (PAAT) program, authorized under section 102 of the Assistive Technology Act of 1998 (AT Act; Public Law 105-394).  This information collection instrument will be web-based, with all grantees completing the form via the Internet. 

This section of the Supporting Statement briefly describes the PAAT program and the statutory basis for the collection request.  Also included is a description of the reporting form, along with the plan of analysis for the data that PAAT grantees will submit.

Background of the PAAT Grantees

PAAT is one of seven protection and advocacy (P&A) programs established by Congress, each of which is authorized to provide information, advocacy and legal representation for individuals with disabilities.  (See Exhibit 1: Components of the P&A System.)  The first P&A program, the Protection and Advocacy for Persons with Developmental Disabilities (PADD) program, was established in 1975.  In 1994, Congress established the PAAT program with the reauthorization of the Technology-Related Assistance for Individuals with Disabilities Act Amendments (P.L. 103-218).  The primary purpose of the PAAT program is to ensure that individuals with disabilities are able to obtain AT devices or services to which they are entitled by law.

The AT Act funds the P&A system in each State and Federal territory to provide PAAT services (56 grantees in all).  Fifty-five P&As receive this funding directly; however, in one case, as allowed under the AT Act, the State AT program (established under Section 101 of the Act) receives PAAT funding, and then contracts with the P&A and one other entity to provide PAAT services.  The PAAT program is a formula grant; allotments to grantees are made on a population-basis, after satisfying minimum allotment requirements.  In fiscal year (FY) 2004, approximately half the PAAT grantees (26) received the minimum allotment (for states) of $50,000.   The four territories each received $20,000.  California received the largest allotment, $435,629.

Exhibit 1:
Components of the P&A System

	Program
	Established
	Purpose
	Administrator

	Protection and Advocacy for persons with Developmental Disabilities (PADD)
	1975
	“[T]o protect the legal and human rights of individuals with developmental disabilities." This includes both children and adults whose disabilities became apparent during childhood. Many IDEA cases fall under the PADD framework.
	Administration on Developmental Disabilities (ADD)/Administration for Children Youth and Families/U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)

	Client Assistance Program (CAP)
	1984
	To provide assistance to people with disabilities in obtaining services from VR state agencies and other programs funded under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.
	RSA/Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS)/ED

	Protection and Advocacy for Individuals with Mental Illness (PAIMI)
	1986
	To provide advocacy and representation to individuals with mental illness, including those persons residing in the community when the appropriation exceeds $30 million. 
	Center for Mental Health Services (CMHS)/Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration/DHHS

	Protection and Advocacy for Assistive Technology (PAAT)
	1994
	To provide advocacy to gain AT devices and services for people with disabilities, to accomplish systems change through formal representation of people with disabilities and to coordinate activities with AT Act grantees and other P&A programs.
	National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research/OSERS/ED until February 2004; RSA thereafter

	 Protection and Advocacy of Individual Rights (PAIR)
	1994 (authorized but not funded in 1978)
	To protect the “legal and human rights of individuals with disabilities” who are not covered under the provisions of CAP, PADD or PAIMI. Many ADA cases are covered under PAIR.
	RSA/OSERS/ED

	Protection and Advocacy for Beneficiaries of Social Security (PABSS)
	1999
	To serve Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) beneficiaries with respect to issues related to employment.
	Office of Employment Support Programs/Social Security Administration

	Protection and Advocacy for Voting Accessibility (PAVA)
	2002
	To ensure access to voting by individuals with disabilities. 
	ADD/ACF/DHHS


Statutory Reporting Requirements

Section 102(c) of the AT Act requires that PAAT grantees: 

“ . . . shall annually prepare and submit to the Secretary a report that contains such information as the Secretary may require, including documentation of the progress of the entity in--

(1) conducting consumer-responsive activities, including activities that will lead to increased access, for individuals with disabilities, to funding for assistive technology devices and assistive technology services;

(2) engaging in informal advocacy to assist in securing assistive technology and assistive technology services for individuals with disabilities;

(3) engaging in formal representation for individuals with disabilities to secure systems change, and in advocacy activities to secure assistive technology and assistive technology services for individuals with disabilities;

(4) developing and implementing strategies to enhance the long-term abilities of individuals with disabilities and their family members, guardians, advocates, and authorized representatives to advocate for the provision of assistive technology devices and assistive technology services to which the individuals with disabilities are entitled under law other than this Act; and

(5) coordinating activities with protection and advocacy services funded through sources other than this title, and coordinating activities with the capacity building and advocacy activities carried out by the lead agency.” (29 USC 3012)

On August 14, 2003, the Department of Education published in the Federal Register a proposed priority for a new AT Data Collection Technical Assistance Project that would meet the recognized need for a PAAT reporting system. Subsequently, the Department awarded RTI International, with its subcontractor, Neighborhood Legal Services (Buffalo, New York), a grant to, among other tasks, develop the necessary PAAT form and reporting system.

Form Questions

Grantees will complete the progress form annually via the Internet
; data are due to RSA 90 days after the end of each federal fiscal year.  In order to provide the most accurate and comprehensive documentation of PAAT grantees’ activities, the form will collect information on the following topics (see Appendix D for a paper version of the form and the instruction manual):  

· Agency contact information

I. Non-Case Services

a. Information and referral services

b. Training activities

c. Information disseminated to the public by PAAT

d. Information disseminated by external media

II. Case Services

a. Individuals served

b. Problem area/complaint for Individuals Served

c. AT devices/services

d. Primary reasons for closing case files

e. Intervention strategies

III. Statistical information for individuals served

a. Age

b. Gender

c. Race and ethnicity

d. Living arrangements

e. Primary disability

f. Geographic location

IV. Systemic activities and litigation

a. Non-litigation systemic activities

b. Litigation/class actions

c. Litigation-related monitoring

V. Priorities

a. Priorities for fiscal year covered by report

b. Priorities for current fiscal year

c. Agency accomplishments

VI. Agency administration

a. Agency funding

b. Staff

c. Consumer involvement

d. Grievances filed

e. Collaborative efforts

Analysis
The web-based reporting system will yield frequencies, cross tabulations and other tabular displays of information to meet the needs of RSA staff, ED staff and Congress under provisions of the AT Act, EDGAR and the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA).  RSA or its contractors will prepare these reports according to statutory and regulatory requirements.  RSA and its contractors will prepare other data tabulations on an as-needed basis to meet specific information needs.

2.  Purposes and Uses of the Data

RSA and ED will use the information gathered annually from these data collection efforts to provide the Secretary and Congress with the information mandated in Section 102 of the AT Act.  Additionally, RSA will utilize the data to develop, and analyze performance on, program measures established for the purpose of complying with the GPRA.

Data collected from the PAAT grantees will provide a national description of the activities the grantees conduct to protect and advocate for the AT needs of individuals with disabilities.  RSA will use the data collected in its program management, in providing technical assistance to the PAAT grantees and in reporting to Congress on the progress and accomplishment of the program.  

Grantees can use their own annual progress reports to identify successful strategies for protecting access to AT devices and services in their state.  These data will provide information that local and national policy makers can use in better understanding the barriers, opportunities and best practices for providing protection and advocacy services for AT.  

3.  Information Technology

The web-based system currently being developed includes both the web and application server software.  Application forms are developed using Macromedia’s Cold Fusion Application Server software (version 4.5) and Sequel Server (SQL) version 7.  Microsoft’s Internet Information Server is used as the primary web server software.  Collected information is stored in a relational database.  Access to the data in this database is provided using a combination of Microsoft’s Open Database Connectivity (ODBC) technology and database query functionality provided by Cold Fusion.

A primary advantage of this type of dynamic database is the immediate access RSA staff will have to the information grantees submit.  Not only will RSA staff be able to identify, almost instantly, which grantees have submitted their completed forms (via the Internet), they can also generate reports, even on partial data, as requested by Congress or ED.  The system can be programmed to send electronic mail messages to all grantee project directors prior to the due date of the annual reports.  Electronic messages can also be sent to grantees that do not submit their reports in a timely manner, thereby relieving Federal project officers of this responsibility.
The web-based form will exceed the requirements for web-based Internet information and applications contained in section 508 (of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended).  Moreover, like all previous web-based data collection systems developed by RTI International, it will meet the requirements outlined in the U.S. Department of Education’s “Information for Contractors Developing Content or Applications for www.ed.gov,” which includes the World Wide Web Consortium’s (W3C) “Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 1.0”.  ED requires that web-based forms meet the Priority I guidelines for accessibility.  This form will meet all applicable checkpoints from Priority levels I, II and III for accessibility for individuals with disabilities, as required by the above document -- the highest level of accessibility.
  Validation methods for accessibility will also be completed: use of the form with a text-only browser, spell checks, grammar checks and reviews of the form for clarity and simplicity.  Additionally, RTI programming staff will consult with the ED Accessibility Team to ensure system compliance and user friendliness.  Finally, individuals with disabilities will be included in the field test of the form.  Results of the field test will be forwarded to RSA to share with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). (Appendix C addresses the field-testing procedures in detail.)

The PAAT web-based reporting system will benefit from technology developed by RTI when it created a similar system (as a subcontractor to InfoUse) to collect annual reports from the 56 AT grantees funded under section 101 of the AT Act of 1998. RTI has also developed web-based reporting systems for the Office of Indian Education (OIE), eight NIDRR programs,
 and two RSA programs (Special Demonstrations, and American Indian Vocational Rehabilitation Systems (AIVRS). The OIE system, developed prior to the enactment of section 508, obtained OMB clearance in fall 1999.  The eight NIDRR forms received OMB approval in February 2001.  OMB approved the Special Demonstrations reporting form in September 2001, the AT reporting form in February 2002, and the AIVRS form in February 2003.

Use of a web-based data collection form will minimize grantee burden in submitting an annual report.  During year one of implementation, a grantee will enter all relevant project information; in subsequent grant years, the system will provide grantees with previously entered data, allowing them to make only the necessary edits rather than re-enter data from year to year, as they have in the past using paper forms.  Where appropriate, the reporting form will automatically generate totals.  Additionally, grantees are asked to report their priorities for the current fiscal year (Part V-B).  This information will be stored and entered into their reports for the subsequent reporting period under ‘priorities for fiscal year covered by this report’ (Part V-A).  Another burden-reducing feature of the web system permits grantees to enter information on an ongoing basis during the reporting period, with technical assistance available from RTI and its subcontractor, Neighborhood Legal Services.  

4.  Efforts to Identify Duplication

Currently the federal government has no uniform system for collecting the required annual reports from its PAAT grantees. The National Association of Protection and Advocacy Systems (NAPAS) operates a limited reporting system for its own use, the Disability Advocacy Database (DAD).  However, the DAD system does not meet the reporting needs identified by RSA nor those mandated by Congress in section 102 of the AT Act.

The DAD system is available to NAPAS members for an annual fee as an aid in filing annual reports. Most, but not all PAAT grantees (38 of 56) utilize DAD, a system that is not OMB approved.

In order to minimize duplication of effort and incorporate the expertise NAPAS has developed with its DAD system, RSA, RTI and NLS have conducted discussions with the executive director of NAPAS (Curt Decker) and the NAPAS technology specialist, regarding the form and content of the proposed reporting system.  Mr. Decker is a member of the PAAT Work Group, the group of stakeholders chosen by NLS and NIDRR staff
 to assist NLS in the task of developing the reporting form.

5.  Methods Used to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

This information collection does not involve or have an impact on small businesses or other small entities. 

6.  Consequences of Not Collecting the Information

If this progress form and the web-based reporting system to support it is not implemented, RSA will not be able to collect annual information from the PAATs that it needs to prepare a report regarding the status of the program, as required by Congress in section 102 (see ‘Statutory Requirements’, page 3).  Furthermore, RSA will not have access to information necessary for planning and management of the PAAT program.  

7.  Special Circumstances

No special circumstances are required. 

8.  Consultation Outside the Agency

Neighborhood Legal Services, under subcontract to RTI International, is primarily responsible for developing the new PAAT reporting form.  To assist in this task, NLS and RTI, in cooperation with ED officials, established a Work Group to help develop a new form.  The PAAT reporting form contained in this clearance package was developed between December 2003 and May 2004, during which time the Work Group met via teleconference eight times and in person once.  Members of the Work Group include the following:

James Sheldon: Supervising Attorney, Neighborhood Legal Services (NY)

Curt Decker: Executive Director, National Association of Protection and Advocacy Systems (NAPAS), Washington DC
Matt Hayden: NAPAS, Technology Specialist
Bernadette Franks-Ongoy: Executive Director, Montana Advocacy Program
Jennifer Giesen: Attorney, Minnesota Disability Law Center
Matt Knotts: PAAT Coordinator, Disability Law Center (UT)
Ann Maclaine: Director of Legal Services, Advocacy Center (LA)
Monica Murphy: AT Attorney, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy
Roberta Roque: Area Manager, Advocacy, Inc. (TX)

The Work Group was selected by NIDRR to achieve diversity along several dimensions. It is geographically diverse, and includes members from minimal allotment PAATs as well as some with more funding.  The Work Group includes Protection and Advocacy directors, staff attorneys, and advocates without law degrees.  In assembling the Work Group an effort was made to include staff that will assume the task of preparing the proposed reports. By design, the Work Group is evenly divided between grantees that currently use the NAPAS-developed DAD system, and those that do not.  Christene Tashjian serves in an advisory capacity to the Work Group. A Senior Educational Research Scientist at RTI, Ms. Tashjian was and is the project director for the previously developed RTI web-based data collection systems for certain ED programs (see page 7).  She is knowledgeable about federal program reporting requirements and performance indicators. Summaries of the meetings of the Work Group are contained in Appendix B.

9.  Payments or Gifts to Respondents

No payments or gifts are to be provided to respondents.

10.  Assurances of Confidentiality

Two levels of system security will be established to assure confidentiality of data obtained via the Internet.  In order to prevent the general public from accessing the system, grantees’ Federal award numbers (PR numbers) will be pre-loaded into the web-based reporting system. Secondly, unique passwords will be sent to each grantee following OMB clearance.  Grantees must enter their Federal award number (PR number) and unique password to enter the web site and input their data.  These two security measures will also ensure that individual grantees cannot obtain access to any other grantees’ reporting form via the Internet.  Additionally, only RSA-identified Federal staff will be given access to the system’s database to view and generate reports.  RTI maintains a firewall between all networks and the Internet which is configured at an appropriate level for the network being protected.  Firewall logs are regularly monitored by network security staff intrusion attempts investigated as appropriate.

11.  Sensitive Questions

The questions included in the form are not considered to be sensitive.  Most data will be reported in an aggregate manner. It is possible, if unlikely, that grantees will include information on cases involving issues of a sensitive nature in the narrative sections of the reporting form. As the reports will be completed and reviewed by legal services professionals, experienced in handling confidential and privileged information and protecting the names of their consumers, we do not anticipate any problems to arise from the reporting of sensitive information. 

12.  Estimate of Response Burden

The hour-burden cost to the respondents of collecting this information is estimated to be $26,880.  As this is a new form that has not yet been field-tested, we provide this estimate based on experience with similar web-based reporting forms, especially the form for AT grantees (OMB control number 1820-0572). The estimated response burden includes time to review the instructions, gather existing data, and complete and review the form.

The cost to respondents per hour required to complete the form is estimated to be $30. This cost represents the average, fully-loaded wage rate, i.e., includes pre-tax cash wages, fringe benefits and overhead support, for four different classes of labor ranging from clerical to executive labor. The average wage rate accounts for the amount of time different types of grantee personnel (i.e., clerical, technical/advocates, professional/attorneys, and executive) are expected to expend in preparing the report.

	Number of direct respondents
	56

	Average hours per response
	16

	Total burden hours
	896

	Cost per hour
	$30

	Total cost
	$26,880


This preliminary hour burden estimate will be adjusted following the field test of the reporting form (see Appendix C).

13.  Estimate of Cost Burden of Collecting Information

There are no capital costs nor is there any equipment purchase necessary for this collection.

14.  Estimate of Annualized Cost to the Federal Government

In fiscal year (FY) 2004, NIDRR awarded a three-year grant to RTI to conduct an Assistive Technology Data Collection Project.  The development and maintenance of the PAAT web-based reporting form, the oversight of which was subsequently transferred to RSA, is one component of that project.  Annualized system costs, including all activities and collaboration with the agency, appear in the below table.  Upon approval of the form, RSA will require its use by grantees beginning in FY 2005. 

	
	Cost to Federal Government
	Cost of RTI Grant
	Total

	FY04
	
	$114,194
	$115,194

	FY05
	100 hours x $25/hour= $2500
	$80,331
	$82,831

	FY06
	100 hours x $25/hour=$2500
	$79,074
	$81,574


As part of the grant, RTI will implement and maintain the web site and reporting system for the first two years of web-based data collection.  The system could then be transferred to ED’s server.  The annualized cost of operating the system after FY06 will depend on ED’s operating costs for such a system at that time.

15.  Change in Burden

As this is a new collection there is no change in burden.  The estimated reporting burden is 16 hours per PAAT grantee, and 896 hours for all 56 grantees.  This estimate is based on similar burdens for other P&A reporting forms; the estimate may be revised after the field test.

16.  Tabulation and Analysis Plan and Schedule

RSA staff will use the information collected from the PAAT grantees’ annual progress reports for program monitoring purposes and to report annually to Congress.  RSA, or its contractors, will generate standard reports to meet requirements of the AT Act, EDGAR and GPRA.  The reports will include information on the data collection methodology, any data inconsistencies encountered, and how those inconsistencies were resolved. The reports will address the extent to which mandated PAAT activities are carried out, provide national statistics on PAAT caseloads, and include analysis of strategies and methods grantees use in providing protection and advocacy for AT devices and services. 

17.  Display Expiration Date for OMB Approval

RSA will display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection.

18.  Exceptions to Certification Statement

There are no exceptions to the certification statement.

Appendix A – OMB Burden Statement

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless such collection displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 1820-XXXX.  The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 16 hours per response, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.  If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving this form, please write to:  U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC  20202-4651.  If you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: Rehabilitation Services Administration, U.S. Department of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW, Washington, DC  20202.

Appendix B – Summaries of the PAAT Working Group Meetings

Meeting Number: 1 (teleconference)
Date: 12-10-03

Amount of time: 1.5 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon and Wilma Castro, Neighborhood Legal Services (NLS)

Christene Tashjian, RTI

Roslyn Edson and Carol Cohen, NIDRR

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, Montana Advocacy Program

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Roberta Roque, Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· Introductions

· Purpose of the Work Group

· NIDRR’s requirement for an OMB-approved reporting form and web-based data collection system for the PAAT grantees

· Discussed level of funding for PAAT grantees, how that impacts ability to respond to data collection, and burden of providing narrative.

· Existing requirements, including need to collect data on the five required elements in 29 U.S.C. § 3012(c)

· Discussion of outcomes, and need to differentiate between activities and outcomes

Next steps:

· NLS and NAPAS to develop a draft form for discussion.

· Draft form to be disseminated for review prior to January 21 Work Group teleconference.

· January 21 teleconference will include discussion of preparations for a face-to-face Work Group meeting at RTI on February 4.

Meeting Number: 2 (teleconference)

Date: January 21, 2004

Amount of time: .5 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, Montana Advocacy Program

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Roberta Roque, Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· NOTE:  Approximately two hours before the meeting, Jim Sheldon received word from the Department of Education that it was indefinitely halting work on the P&A portion of this grant.  Based on this communication, we abandoned the extensive agenda that had already been distributed

· ED’s indefinite halt of the project

· The cancellation of the February 4, 2004, face-to-face meeting in Raleigh, NC

· Steps that Work Group members could take to cancel their flights and attempt to obtain reimbursement

Next steps:

· Wait to see if the project is reinstated and its implications for the Work Group schedule 

Meeting Number: 3 (teleconference)

Date: February 25, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, Montana Advocacy Program

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Roberta Roque, Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· Reinstatement of the project

· Transfer of the P&A-related activities of this grant from NIDRR to RSA, with Carol Dobak as Project Officer

· New time table for project, work group activity

· Purpose of March 16th, March 25th meetings

· Initial discussion of contents of the draft report form, by section

· Highlight input received from RTI and RSA regarding the draft form 

Next steps:

· NAPAS will edit the draft form to incorporate decisions made

· Develop agendas for March 16th teleconference and March 25th face-to-face meeting

Meeting Number: 4 (teleconference)

Date: March 16, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Roberta Roque, Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· Logistics for face-to-face meeting on March 25th

· Confirm changes made to form from last meeting

· Discuss terminology used in form and instruction manual

· Focus on list of potential problem areas

· Focus again on language in AT Act, i.e., five required elements in 29 U.S.C. § 3012(c)

Next steps:

· NAPAS will edit form to incorporate decisions made

· Develop agenda and other materials for the three-hour meeting on March 25th (at the P&A conference in Austin)

Meeting Number: 5 (face-to-face)

Date: March 25, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Christene Tashjian, RTI

Jon Schmidt-Davis, RTI (by phone)

Carol Dobak, RSA (by phone)

Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, Montana Advocacy Program

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)(by phone)

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Roberta Roque, Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· RSA’s needs to fill the AT Act’s mandate

· Update on NAPAS and OMB communication regarding a universal P&A form (i.e., covers issues of relevance to all P&A grants)

· Confirm areas on form where group reached consensus

· Discuss pros and cons of universal vs. PAAT-specific form

· Discuss intake/service delivery models used in various states and their relation to what is appropriate for a national form

· Work Group members’ views on the scope of report form needed (e.g., short, medium, long)

· Discuss the challenges faced in developing a final draft form due sooner than June 30, 2004

Next steps:

· NAPAS will edit the draft form to conform to decisions made

· NLS will develop a proposed time table to complete the form development work and develop a meeting schedule to accomplish necessary tasks

Meeting Number: 6 (by phone)

Date: April 1, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Jon Schmidt-Davis, RTI

Carol Dobak and Roseanne Ashby, RSA

Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, Montana Advocacy Program

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Roberta Roque, Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· RSA reported on meetings within agency and with OMB to discuss content data elements of the form

· RSA expressed need to have form development process completed by mid-April

· After considerable discussion, including Jim Sheldon’s proposal that development process extend through the end of June 2004, it was agreed that process could extend through the end of May

· Tentative time table set based on the new deadline

· Discussed role of Work Group in light of RSA comments

· Reviewed the sections of the form and proposed edits

Next steps:

· NAPAS will edit the form to incorporate decisions made

· NLS will develop time table to complete draft form by new end date of May 31, 2004, and devise a meeting schedule to accomplish necessary tasks

Meeting Number: 7 (by phone)

Date: April 15, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Bernadette Franks-Ongoy, Montana Advocacy Program

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Doug Smith (replacing Roberta Roque), Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· Discussed 1998 PAAT survey and report

· Presented updated work plan and time table

· Presented the idea of dividing up Work Group into three teams of two persons to work on unfinished parts of draft report forms and form instructions

· Reinforce guiding principles for the work, including excerpts from the AT Act

· Discuss additional sections of the report form, agreeing on some, agreeing that other sections will be assigned to teams (as set forth on handout)

Next steps:

· NAPAS will revise the form to incorporate decisions made

· Teams will develop revised language for form based on sections assigned, submitting work to NLS and NAPAS by April 29th to discuss at May 3rd meeting

· NLS/NAPAS to discuss the proposed edits in preparation for May 3rd meeting

Meeting Number: 8 (by phone)

Date: May 3, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Major Topics Addressed:

· Updated work plan and time table

· Using work product of two-person teams, focused discussion on the following sections of the draft report/instructions:  preamble to instructions, highlighting AT sections that establish requirement to report; report form, Part I (non-case services); Part II (case services); Part III, statistical information on individuals served; began discussion of Part IV, systemic activities and litigation

· Selected members were given follow-up assignments

Next steps:

· NAPAS will edit form to conform to decisions made

· Selected members of work group will complete follow-up assignments

· NLS/NAPAS to discuss the proposed edits in preparation for May 17th meeting

Meeting Number: 9 (by phone)

Date: May 17, 2004

Amount of time: 2.0 hours

Participants/Affiliation: 

Jim Sheldon, NLS

Curt Decker and Matt Hayden, NAPAS

Matt Knotts, Disability Law Center (Utah)

Jennifer Giesen, Minnesota Disability Law Center

Ann Maclaine, Advocacy Center (Louisiana)

Monica Murphy, Wisconsin Coalition for Advocacy

Doug Smith (replacing Roberta Roque), Advocacy Inc. (Texas)

Major Topics Addressed:

· Reviewed Parts I, II and III of the form to make modest edits

· Continued discussion of Parts IV (systemic activities and litigation), V (priorities and objectives), and VI (agency administration)

· Discussed the instruction manual for the form; NLS and NAPAS will complete the final work on the document

· Discussed the current time table for finalizing documents, submission to RSA

Next steps:

· NAPAS will edit form to conform to decisions made

· NLS and NAPAS will make the final edits to the instruction manual

· Based on input from RTI and RSA, NLS/NAPAS will make any final edits to the form and instructions, with a completion date of June3.

Appendix C – Field Test Plan

The field test of the new form will occur during the second 60 days of the OMB review process so that the clearance package, including the supporting statement, can be updated with this information for the second public comment period and review by OMB. Conducting the field test during the second 60 days will permit us, with OMB clearance, to roll out the complete system for all grantees by October 2004. Based on RTI’s successful field test procedures for web systems for NIDRR and RSA, RTI has proposed the following plan for field-testing the PAAT web-based reporting system.

In consultation with RSA and NLS staff, RTI will select no more than nine grantees to participate in the field test. RSA staff will (1) contact the grantees by telephone to obtain their agreement to participate, and (2) obtain the names, phone numbers, and email addresses of these grantees. RTI staff will then contact the grantees via email to provide them with the URL of the field test site for the draft data collection instrument and any security measures they must follow. RTI will provide grantees with the names, phone numbers, and email addresses of NLS and RTI staff to contact if they have programmatic or technical questions, respectively, while completing the form.

Grantees will be asked to enter their data on the draft form via the Internet during a designated two-week period. They will also provide feedback on the mechanics of the reporting system (e.g., user friendliness, ease of navigation) and their estimates of hour and cost burden via a separate form that RTI will create for this purpose.

During field-testing, NLS and NAPAS staff will provide programmatic technical assistance to assist PAATs in understanding what kind of information the instrument is designed to obtain, and RTI staff will provide computer-related technical assistance. 

After the field test is completed, RTI and NLS staff will review the data submitted and contact the grantees, as needed, to obtain clarification or missing information on the draft reporting form or the feedback form. RTI will summarize the grantees’ field test responses and provide RSA and the PAAT work group members with a memorandum containing suggestions for possible changes to the form or the system based on the grantees’ field test experience. Following discussions with the Working Group and RSA staff, RTI will revise the web-based system.

� RTI International, Assistive Technology/Information Technology Infrastructure Study Final Report (2002)


� The user interface for the application is wholly web based and requires no client software other than an http 1.1 compliant web browser.  








� Many of the checkpoints do not apply to the type of web-based data collection system in this clearance package.  For example, Priority III, checkpoint 13.10 requires the system to ‘skip over multi-line ACSCII art’; there will be no ACSCII art in this system. 


� Rehabilitation Research Training Centers (RRTCs), Rehabilitation Engineering Research Centers (RERCs), Field Initiated Research Projects (FIPs), Advanced Rehabilitation Research Training Projects (ARRTs), Model Systems (MSs) (includes spinal cord injury, traumatic brain injury, burn centers), Disability and Rehabilitation Research Projects (DRRPs), Dissemination and Utilization Projects (D&Us), and the Disability and Business Technical Assistance Centers (DBTACs).  


� NIDRR was initially the agency with responsibility for developing the P&A form.  Administration of the program was transferred to RSA in February 2004.


� NLS subcontract director.
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