Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

Application for Annual Performance Report for Titles III & V Grantees

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 regulation mandating or authorizing the collection of
information.

1.) Under Titles I1I & V of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), as amended, discretionary
grants are awarded to eligible institutions of higher education and organizations (Minority
Science and Engineering Improvement Program (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) is
authorized to award 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; Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander-
Serving Institutions (AANAPISI); Native American-Serving Nontribal Institutions Programs
(NASNTT); 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 major forces that continue driving the Annual Performance Report (APR): (1) the
need to improve the quality and effectiveness of our program monitoring efforts; (2) the need
to provide more reliable and valid data for the Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA); (3) the need to evaluate grantee and Program effectiveness; and (4) capacity
building efforts toward a Title III and Title V community of practice.

An APR designed specifically for Title III and V programs capture the diverse and unique
properties of grant projects, as well as overall program accomplishments. The APR casts 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 IIT and V projects are so unique and the
institutional profiles are so diverse that a rigid system of measurement would be
inappropriate. The APR allows 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 APR uses a standard format, making it far easier to elicit specific responses, aggregate
data and compare responses within the entire grantee pool or across years. Albeit narrative
responses are allowed, our grantees’ time is 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). The APR
incorporates the summative and formative independent grant evaluations and provides
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IDUES program officers with much needed data that heretofore was not captured
electronically and therefore not aggregated and easily analyzed in a systematic manner.

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.

The Annual Performance Report (APR) data elements for CFDA 84.031A, CFDA 84.031N,
CFDA 84.031W, and CFDA 84.031T, 84.031S, CFDA 84.031B and 84.120A continue with
no significant changes as major forces continue to drive(1) the need to improve the quality
and effectiveness of our program monitoring efforts; (2) the need to provide more reliable
and valid data for the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA); (3) the need to
evaluate grantee and Program effectiveness; and (4) capacity building efforts toward a Title
[T and Title V community of practice. The Office of Inspector General (IG) has identified
repeatedly the aforementioned needs as areas that the Department of Education should
resolve. For the past seven years, the Department has been focused on addressing these
areas. The design concept of this APR continues for the aforementioned programs and is
adopted for the new programs - CFDA 84.031L, CFDA 84.382B, CFDA 84.031X, CFDA
84.031M, and CFDA 84.031C.

The new programs were authorized by the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 and
the Student Aid and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2009 and were not previously approved
under the data collection for Title IIT and Title V Program Annual Performance Reports.

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.

2.) The information gathered by the APR will be used to (1) monitor the yearly progress of Title
IIT and V grantees; (2) determine future funding of awards to grantees; (3) collect GPRA data
to report to policymakers; (4) follow through on corrective action plans resulting from IG
audits; (5) analyze and report Program profiles, trends and practices; and (6) evaluate
Program and grants management success. The project directors compile the information for
the report and submit it to the Department of Education via a secure web-based report at
https://apr.ed.gov. For the six percent of grantees that fail to meet the submission deadline an
optional paper format is available. Since inception, we have captured more than 5,000
annual reports from Title IIT and Title V grantees. Once received, the Title IIT and V
program office and other applicable internal and external entities may analyze the APR data.
The results of the report have played and will continue to play a central role in analyzing
project data, analyzing Program data, forecasting, creating a transparent view of Title III and
Title V programs and demonstrating the U.S. Department of Education’s success in


https://apr.ed.gov/

improving access to our nation’s higher education system. Trend and Profile Reports have
been developed for all programs.

The program office makes grant awards for the following year in the Grant Administration
and Payment System (GAPS) 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 funding for the next
cycle of an award. The APR records 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 has narrative
sections that 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 and independent evaluation 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 Il 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, the President’s transparency initiative, and the need to
evaluate national programs and individual projects from independent sources.

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 given to using
technology to reduce burden.

3.) The APR is housed and maintained under contract with our consultants. The respondents can
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; furthermore, data from the reports
will soon migrate to the IMPS portal page data tab for the public and grantees to view.

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 existed prior to 2001 encompasses every option for every type
of institution and program— the web-version only displays what is pertinent to the program
and the type of institution reporting.



The web-based APR facilitates data management and subsequently information 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 enables us to
automatically download the responses (as a Comma Separated File) into a database, making
the analysis accessible and manageable.

Since the inception we have collected 94% of approximately 5000 individual performance
reports completed through the APR online and therefore the data is available for analysis.
(The approximately 5000 reports collected does not include the final performance reports
generated by the system). The APR is accessible by all personal computers, handheld PDAs,
and mobile phones with web browsers in a Linux, Apple, or Microsoft environment. The
completion rate by year across all programs for completing the APR online follows:

The average completion rate from 2002 — 2009 is 94 percent.

A considerable effort has been devoted to providing training to program staff and technical
assistance to grantees. A training manual is available for all grantees and staff 24 hours a day
under the “training tab” at https://apr.ed.gov where staff can practice exercises as if they are
grantees and potential applicants and general public can become familiar with the
information needed to report success or failure of Title III and Title V grants. A technical
assistance phone number and customer service e-mail are available while grantees are
completing the APR: the e-mail address is IDUESTechSupport@icfi.com The burden is
further reduced because IPEDS data is imported to the reports and eliminates manual entry
for each program and grantee.

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

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. TPEDS 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. Our Trend and Profile reports in the “Outcome Measures Logic Model” utilize
IPEDS data and project data to convey the impact grant activities, legislative allowable
activities, focus areas, and process measures have on retention and graduation rates.
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Furthermore, when most grantees log into the APR, the majority of the Institutional Profile
section is already populated with data. IDUES has been working closely with NCES to
ensure that this duplication of data will have a minimal burden on institutions. 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 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. If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities, describe any
methods used to minimize burden.

5.) The collection of information will not have a significant impact on small businesses or

entities.

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.

6.) Without the use of an APR, we can expect three 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 APR is central to this challenge. By revitalizing
and improving our performance reports, we can gain a deeper understanding of our programs
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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 is 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
are collecting data that is reliable, reasonable and informative.

Third, we cannot present to the American citizens and the higher education community a
comprehensive transparent view of Title III and Title V Programs without this data
collection.

7. Explain any special circumstances 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 than 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 that unnecessarily impedes sharing of data with other
agencies for 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.

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



8.

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.

Prior to the approval of this APR, IDUES was actively engaged in a series of consultations
with our Title IIT and V grantee communities. Our goal was to solicit our grantees’ input,
guidance and support in developing a system that would 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
seeking to reinstate.

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 ITII-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.

A series of regional meetings were held following development of the APR and all the
institutions from the Title III and V programs were invited to attend. During the summer of
2001, we conducted meetings in:

» Washington, DC: 41 institutions attended, representing 19 states
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= 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 HBGISs.

A 60 day notice was published in the Federal Register on July 8, 2010, Vol. 75, FR 39214,
seeking public comment. Comments were received from the National Association of HBCU
Title IIT Administrators (NAHBCUT3A) and from the University of the Virgin Islands; the
comments were almost identical in phrasing, and dealt with five question/issue areas. The
Office of Postsecondary Education’s Strategic Planning Staff has been working with
NAHBCUT3A on compliance, performance, and reporting issues for two years and provided
responses to NAHBCUT3A comments in the attached document titled “IDUES
APRdiscussion20101004.docx”. A 30 day notice was also published in the Federal Register.

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

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

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

10.) There are no assurances 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.
The 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.

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

= Indicate the number of respondents, frequency of response, annual 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
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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.

= [f this request for approval covers more than one form, provide separate hour burden
estimates for each form and aggregate the hour burdens.

= 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.

11.) Prior to the first submission of this package in fiscal year 1999, 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 are identified in the following tables:

# of Frequency | Annual Hour | Annual Estimated
Respondents | of Burden Per | Hour Cost To
Response Respondent | Burden Respondents
Total

Title ITI-A | 223 Annually 20 4,460 $98,120

Title III-A | 33 Annually | 20 660 $14,520
Sec. 316

Title ITI-A | 34 Annually 20 680 $14,960
Sec. 317

Title IIL-A | 10 Annually 20 200 $4,400
Sec. 319

Title III-A | 8 Annually | 20 160 $3,520
Sec. 320

Title III-B | 103 Annually | 25 2,575 $56,650

Title III-B | 18 Annually | 25 450 $9,900
Sec. 326

Title ITI-E | 93 Annually 15 1,395 $30,690

Title III-F | 100 Annually | 15 1,500 $33,000

Title V-A | 169 Annually 20 3,380 $74,360

Title V-B | 100 Annually | 20 2,000 $44,000

Total 891 Annually 20 17,460 $384,120

(avg)




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

Number of respondents: 891

Frequency of response: Once per year for 891

Annual hour burden: Between 15-25 hours per respondent, 20 hours for average
response; 17,460 hours total

Estimated annualized cost to respondents: $384,120
(Estimate was based on total burden hours X $22.00 estimated hourly wage)

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.)

12.)

The cost estimate should be split into two components: (a) 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 acquiring and maintaining 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 or 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.

Total Annualized Capital/Startup Cost
Total Annual Costs (O&M)

Total Annualized Costs Requested
Estimated Total Cost Burden to Respondents:

The only cost to respondents is that shown in item 12 above.
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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.

13.) Estimated Annualized Cost to Federal Government:

Expenses Cost

Consulting Contract: Web/Database

Development and Maintenance $250,000

Department of Education Staff:

1,582 Hours X $27.24 $43,094

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

Additional Overhead for Support $500

Totals $293,594
*Estimated

15. Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments to #16f of the IC Data Part 1
Form.

14.) This collection was discontinued in May 2010. Therefore, the current inventory of this
collection is zero. The increase in 17,460 hours is due to the reinstatement of this
collection. In addition, the following newly authorized and funded programs were added to
the collection of Title III and Title V Programs: Asian American and Native American
Pacific Islander-Serving Institutions (AANAPISI) CFDA 84.031L; CFDA 84.382B Native
American-Serving Nontribal Institutions Programs (NASNTI) CFDA 84.031X; Hispanic-
Serving Institutions STEM and Articulation Programs (CFDA 84.031C) Promoting Post-
baccalaureate Opportunities for Hispanic Americans Program (PPOHA) CFDA 84.031M.

The new programs were authorized by the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 and
the Student Aid and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2009 and were not previously approved
under the data collection for Title IIT and Title V Program Annual Performance Reports.

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 dates, and other actions.

15.) There are no immediate plans to publish the complete collection of data from the APR.

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

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

18. Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in the Certification of
Paperwork Reduction Act.
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17.) There are no exceptions to the statement identified in the Certification for Paperwork
Reduction Act Submissions.
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