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January 28, 2019 
 
Deputy Assistant Secretary Rosemary Lahasky 
U.S. Department of Labor 
200 Constitution Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20210 
 
RE: OMB Control Number 201812-1205-001 
 
 
Dear Deputy Assistant Secretary Lahasky, 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Department of Labor’s (DOL’s or the 
Department’s) information collection request (ICR) titled Industry-Recognized Apprenticeship 
Program Accrediting Entity Information, published in the Federal Register on September 20, 
2018 under Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Control Number 1205-0NEW. Our team 
members at New America are grateful for your attentiveness to our comments submitted on 
November 19, 2018, as well as to those New America submitted jointly with six members of 
the Apprenticeship Forward Collaborative.  
 
Below, please find feedback from New America in response to the second public comment 
period initiated with DOL’s submission of the ICR to OMB on December 27, 2018. The following 
comments are categorized according to the same four topics on which DOL invited feedback 
in the first public comment period of the ICR process. 
 

1. Necessity	of	information	collection	request	
 
We agree that an ICR will be necessary for DOL to appropriately evaluate the qualifications of 
entities interested in serving as accreditors of industry-recognized apprenticeship programs 
(IRAPs), and applaud the Department’s interest in enabling flexible new apprenticeship 
offerings.  
 
It is within the Secretary of Labor’s (the Secretary’s) authority under the National 
Apprenticeship Act of 1937 (29 U.S. Code § 50) to establish “labor standards necessary to 
safeguard the welfare of apprentices.” Consistent with this authority, Executive Order 13801 
(82 FR 28229, hereafter the Executive Order), titled Expanding Apprenticeships in America, 
directed DOL to determine how qualified accreditors might provide recognition to IRAPs, and 
to “establish guidelines or requirements that qualified [accreditors] should or must follow to 
ensure that the [IRAPs] they recognize meet qualified standards.” 
 
Although the July 2018 Training and Employment Notice (TEN) Number 3-18, Creating 
Industry-Recognized Apprenticeship Programs to Expand Opportunity in America, “sets out, 
at a high level, the policies and procedures that [accreditors] will be expected to have in 
place to establish standards”, it provides accreditors with no detailed instructions regarding 
the types of standards to be established, nor the types of evidence that could substantiate a 
prospective accreditor’s authority, clarity of procedures, accountability, impartiality, or 
ability to guarantee the delivery of high-quality apprenticeship programs.  
 
In its supporting statement accompanying the present ICR, DOL acknowledges that TEN No. 
3-18 serves only as an interim informational document pending the promulgation of an 
amendment of 29 CFR Part 29 to establish more specific guidelines that qualified entities 
must follow to ensure that IRAPs accredited by said entities meet quality standards, 
consistent with the Secretary’s authority under 29 U.S. Code § 50. In our initial comments, we 
expressed our disagreement with the Department’s decision to move forward with the 
present ICR process in advance of the finalization, or even the announcement, of planned 
amendments to 29 CFR Part 29.  
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We appreciate the Department’s response to New America and other commenters who 
requested an explanation of the Department’s decision to diverge from the normal sequence 
of IRAP guidance and regulations outlined in the supporting statement. However, despite 
several welcome changes to the proposed collection vehicle, on which we elaborate below, 
the lack of sufficient guidelines to prospective accreditors still means that applicants cannot 
be expected to submit comprehensive applications that will allow the Department’s Office of 
Apprenticeship to reliably determine the applicants’ suitability as accreditors. 
 
If, as stated in Appendix A of the supporting documents (titled Summary of Public Comments 
and Responses) made available by DOL staff following Federal Register notice of DOL’s 
submission of the ICR to OMB, the Department remains unwilling to consider either the 
reform of the existing Registered Apprenticeship system or an IRAP pilot program as means 
of fulfilling the Executive Order’s objectives, we respectfully maintain that DOL should delay 
publication of a final version of this ICR until it has finalized planned amendments to 29 CFR 
Part 29 or, at a minimum, until it has provided substantially more detail about the IRAP 
quality standards it expects accreditors to uphold. DOL should republish the ICR for further 
60-day and 30-day comment periods following the issuance of this more detailed guidance.   
 

2. Accuracy	of	estimated	burden	of	information	collection	request	
 

We appreciate the Department’s attention to comments regarding the time and costs 
required to complete the proposed accreditor application, as well as its elimination of the 
misleading statement included in the first version of the information collection vehicle, 
which estimated 82 minutes of public reporting burden per response. We also support the 
Department’s decision to increase the projected burden associated with substantive 
changes to an accreditor’s application from four hours per change documented to ten hours 
per change documented.  
 
However, while we agree that established accrediting entities are likely to have standing 
processes that will make their applications less burdensome to complete, we maintain that 
the estimated average burden of 33 hours and 10 minutes per response (barring any 
substantive changes) substantially underestimates the amount of time required to prepare 
applications by which the Department can reliably judge an applicant’s qualifications to 
accredit IRAPs. We recommend that the Department adjust the burden estimate to more 
closely align with those specified for comparable programs such as the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Educational Quality through Innovative Partnerships (EQUIP) initiative. An ICR 
relating to that program, published in the Federal Register on October 29, 2018 (docket 
number ED-2018-ICCD-0112), provided an estimated burden of 80 hours per institution to 
complete. We believe that an average burden of 80 hours per accreditor provides a more 
accurate estimate of the time required to complete a comprehensive application, especially 
because the Department’s revised proposed collection vehicle now requires applicants that 
also offer training or curricula to establish and document a “firewall” between their training 
and accrediting activities. 
 
Finally, we reiterate that if DOL proceeds with amending 29 CFR Part 29 after the finalization 
of the present ICR, rather than before it, DOL should revise its proposed vehicle’s 
administrative burden estimates to appropriately account for the time prospective 
accreditors will spend revising and resubmitting their applications to fully address any new 
guidelines or requirements. 
 

3. Opportunities	to	improve	the	information	collection	request	
 
We were grateful for the opportunity to provide feedback on issues potentially affecting the 
quality, utility, and clarity of the information to be collected through the proposed vehicle, 
and welcome the Department’s updates to the proposed vehicle in response to previous 
comments submitted by New America regarding the the first version’s lack of clarity about 
the definitions of “conflicts of interest”, “related bodies”, “certifications”, and “standing and 
national reach.” However, the Department’s responses to submissions from New America 
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and other organizations during the first public comment period do not take up a range of 
other procedural concerns, including: 
 
1. The definition and required standing of a prospective “accrediting entity”, and whether 

and how these characteristics overlap with compliance and recognition requirements for 
higher education accreditors set out in 34 CFR Part 602; 
 

2. Whether and how prospective accreditors should go about funding their certification 
activities—as higher education accreditors do—by charging fees or through some other 
funding model; whether such costs would be passed along to apprentices; and how the 
accreditors will avoid the conflicts of interest inherent in the higher education 
accreditation model for a membership organization funded by the schools it accredits; 

 
3. The utility of the applicant organization’s own attestation in providing DOL with sufficient 

assurances that prospective accreditors will be able to avoid conflicts of interest while 
accrediting IRAPs that may make use of the prospective accreditor’s other products and 
services; and alternative solutions that may be more effective to prevent, investigate, 
and sever conflicts of interest; 

 
4. Specific relationships or activities that constitute a conflict of interest, and what actions 

DOL will take if a conflict of interest becomes apparent after an accreditor receives a 
favorable determination; 

 
5. Definitions and metrics by which credentials used in an IRAP can be judged to be 

“nationally-recognized” and “portable”, and benchmarks for a prospective accreditor’s 
receipt of “broad input and participation from relevant industry stakeholders”; 

 
6. Processes and acceptable evidence to demonstrate that prospective accreditors are 

able to guarantee that apprentices in IRAPs are paid fairly and according to agreed wage 
progressions, and courses of action that accreditors are required and able to take if 
individual programs are deficient in this area; 

 
7. Processes and acceptable evidence to demonstrate the quality of on-the-job training 

and classroom instruction provided through programs certified by an accreditor; and, 
 

8. Enforcement policies and processes regarding workplace safety, Equal Employment 
Opportunity (EEO) regulations, and apprentice feedback and complaints. 

 
Although the above concerns relate “to overarching policy concerns rather than to defects in 
the content of the form,” they are issues that nonetheless should be addressed, especially in 
light of the unorthodox sequencing of the IRAP guidance and rulemaking process. 
 
Further, although the Federal Register notice of the second 30-day public comment period 
for the present ICR was available online on December 27, 2018, the notice’s supporting 
documents were not readily available when we requested them on January 2, 2019, and were 
not made available to us by DOL staff until January 10, 2019. As of today, the supporting 
documents remain unavailable for immediate access on federalregister.gov and on 
reginfo.gov owing to the recently ended federal government funding lapse, thereby possibly 
affecting the quality and volume of public comments that OMB will receive.  
 

4. Opportunities	to	minimize	burden	associated	with	the	information	collection	
request	

 
We remain confident that DOL’s efforts to enable online completion and submission of the 
proposed collection vehicle would help to minimize the burden on applicants. We also 
support the inclusion of “hover-over” features to assist online applicants in understanding 
the meaning of various technical terms and their relevance to the applicants’ particular 
circumstances. We do not, however, believe that these provisions will enable prospective 
accreditors to submit applications that are sufficiently detailed to be useful to the Secretary 
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and other Department staff in determining applicants’ qualifications to serve as IRAP 
accreditors.  
 
We urge DOL to withdraw this ICR and to recirculate it for further 60-day and 30-day 
comment periods following the publication of final amendments to 29 CFR Part 29. Until 
amendments to 29 CFR Part 29 regarding the requirements of IRAP accreditors and the 
functioning of IRAPs within the national apprenticeship system are finalized, neither the 
present collection vehicle nor the proposed data reporting guidelines to be handled 
(according to the second version of the ICR’s supporting statement published by DOL) in a 
separate Paperwork Reduction Act collection can be expected to reliably meet their intended 
purposes.  
 


