Revision of the Annual/Final Performance Report (APR), Institutional Development (IDUES) Programs
15 November 2010
Responses to comments/questions received during the public comment period.

Comments were received from the National Association of HBCU Title III Administrators (NAHBCUT3A) and from the University of the Virgin Islands.  They were almost identical in phrasing, and dealt with five question/issue areas.  Since the NAHBCUT3A comments were more detailed, the responses below are specifically addressed to these items.  In addition, context is provided by the more specific recommendations of the NAHBCUT3A Assessment and Evaluation Committee in their Report #3 of October 2008 (NAHBCUT3A-A&E).

1.  Is this collection necessary to the proper functions of the Department?  
The NAHBCUT3A comments referred specifically to the Executive Summary (Section I), to Section 3 (Grant Activities and Focus Areas) and to Project Status and Budget (Section 4).
With regard to the Executive Summary, NAHBCUT3A comment that ‘questions related to the GPRA measures in the revised APR only appear in the HBCU, HBGI, and MSEIP programs, which gives the appearance that it is not a requirement for the other postsecondary programs.’  In fact , the question added to the revised APR for these programs asks about the impact the grant to grantees in these programs may have had on the four GPRA indicators, and was included specifically to address concerns of NAHBCUT3A and its Assessment Committee.
The HBCU community has been more involved than any other stakeholder group in providing input to the revision of the APR.  In NAHBCUT3A-A&E, the Committee stated that it wanted the APR to be an assessment tool to evaluate the impact of the programs, and that the stakeholders wanted an opportunity for the grantee institutions to provide narrative assessment of the impact of each activity.  In section 1 OPE added the above item to allow HBCU, HBGI and MSEIP programs to explain the impact of their grant on each of the GPRA indicators.  
GPRA measures are indeed required of all grantees, and for these programs they include changes in enrollment, retention, graduation rates and an efficiency measure, cost per successful outcome.  The measure values themselves are obtained through IPEDS, and are not directly collected in the APR.  The question added to the APR responded to a specific request from part of the stakeholder community.  In fact, given that grants in other institutional development programs may not be repeated in successive grant cycles to the same institutions, the argument can be made that these specific questions would be less applicable to those programs.
Questions regarding Endowment Challenge grant funds do not apply to any other institutional development programs, and so are only included for HBCU and HBGI programs.  Questions regarding A-133 audit findings and leadership changes could indeed be asked of all programs.  
With regard to questions in Section 3, on Grant Activities and Focus Areas, the additional questions asked of the HBCU and HBGI programs are, again, responsive to the desire of NAHBCUT3A stakeholders to be able to report more fully on intermediate program results in a way that shows project and program impacts.  If these questions are found to provide useful information bearing on program impact, they may be extended to other programs.
Finally, with regard to questions on Project Status and Budget (Section 4), questions about carryover and drawdown provide clarity that OPE program staff require in order to monitor expenditures.  Questions about partners and amounts donated are important to be able to separate match contributions from other donations and clarify what moneys are being used to cover expenditures that may be grant-related.  These questions help OPE program staff ascertain that grant funds are being properly expended, and are not redundant with information provided in the grant applications, since circumstances and donor priorities may change over time.
2.  Will this information be used in a timely manner?
OPE staff are making every effort to use the data we have collected in a timely manner.  OPE Strategic Planning staff are working in two areas:  on analyses of outcome data longitudinal trends at the institutional level; and on analyses of activities at specific institutions as a preliminary step to an effort to create and test intermediate institutional development outcome measures.   Due to staff shortages and other task priorities, aggregate reports have not yet been produced – however, access to the raw data has been made available on request.  One such request was made by the Assessment and Evaluation Committee Chair of the National Association of HBCU and Title III Administrators (NAHBCUT3A).  The IDUES program and Strategic Planning Staff provided the Committee complete 2003-2008 quantitative APR data – and participated in a conference call to instruct them on how to extract data from the database.  No other institutions or stakeholder groups have requested such data.
3.  Is the estimate of burden accurate?  [Also:]
5.  How might the Department minimize the burden of this collection on the respondents, including through the use of information technology?
It is important to remember that this APR is to be used across multiple programs –with each varying in size and scope.  So the burden estimate is averaged over the totality of all IDUES programs.  OPE staff are aware that the completion of the APR will be different for each program and institution, according to legislative requirements and allowable activities.  To help alleviate this burden, IDUES program and planning staff will be examining technical means of including institutional development objectives and prior-year activity reports to help guide report writing, and will provide extended technical assistance on APR reporting.  We also welcome further comments from grantees about actual time expended in preparing annual reports, and APR sections that require the most effort.
4.  How might the Department enhance the quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected?
Concern has been expressed over the past several years, particularly by the HBCU grantee community and stakeholders, that the true successes of the Institutional Development programs were not reflected in the PART process, GPRA measures, or profile reports.  This concern led the HBCU community to suggest ideas that would provide more detailed project assessments through the APR.  There have been multiple conference calls and a dedicated meeting at the IDUES project Director’s Meeting in Washington, DC; also, several staff attended the HBCU Title III Administrators meeting in Orlando, FL, where we continued to have dedicated meeting and made a two-hour presentation – which included a questions and answer session for the grantees.  

