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I.  Introduction

The Planning and Evaluation Service (PES), Office of the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED) requests clearance for the design of the Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE).  The TASSIE is conducted under the authority of the Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (P.L. 103-382, Section 1501, Evaluations).  The study will examine and evaluate Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts, focusing on both the implementation and effectiveness of accountability practices.  In this submission, we request clearance for the design, sampling strategy, and data collection activities to be undertaken by the TASSIE.  Clearance for the data collection instruments will be requested in a separate submission.

A.  Overview of Study Coordination

The evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) is part of an integrated set of four evaluations of Title I, the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program, the Reading Excellence Act (REA), and the implementation and impact of standards-based reform:

· National Study of Title I Schools (NSTS)

· Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE)

· Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School Interventions (LEESI)

· REA School and Classroom Implementation and Impact Study (REA SCII).

These four studies are being closely coordinated in their design and implementation in order to collectively address an overarching set of research questions about Title I and related programs that focus on improving educational quality and outcomes for at-risk students and high-poverty schools.  The studies employ a combination of large-scale surveys of nationally representative samples of districts, schools, and teachers and more in-depth data collection methods for smaller purposive samples.  All four studies will conduct three-year-longitudinal data collections in the 2001-02, 2002-03, and 2003-04 school years.  The four studies are briefly summarized in Exhibit 1.

In addition, these four studies will also be coordinated with a number of other related studies.  In particular, the study of "Moving Reading/English Language Arts Standards to the Classroom: The Impact of Goals 2000 Systemic Reform on Instruction" will be the most closely linked; this study will collect data at the state, district, and school levels during the 2001-02 school year.  The studies will build on the design and instrumentation developed by the "Moving Standards: Math" study, which is collecting data during the current (2000-01) school year.  The

Exhibit 1
Summary of Four Evaluation Studies for Title I and Related Programs

Study
Purpose
Sample
Methodology

National Study of Title I Schools 

(NSTS)
Examine the school-level implementation of standards-based reform and the Title I program, with a focus on the alignment of instruction with challenging content and research on effective practices.
2,080 schools, stratified by Title I status, grade level, poverty, and % LEP students

18,720 teachers

2,080 teacher aides


Surveys in a nationally representative sample of schools; surveys of  principals, teachers, and teacher aides; analysis of state assessment data for the sample schools.

Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE)
Examine district implementation of Title I accountability provisions, including school improvement and corrective action, and the impact of accountability systems.
2,000 to 2,200 districts

740 Title I schools identified as in need of improvement

2,220 teachers

case studies in 20 schools
Surveys in a nationally representative sample of districts; surveys of districts, principals, and teachers; analysis of state assessment data for the sample schools; case studies to focus on school improvement process and the impact of Title I accountability policies.

Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School Interventions (LEESI)
Examine the impact of promising educational interventions on student achievement in high poverty schools
100 high-poverty Title I elementary schools with schoolwide programs, including 60 schools implementing instructionally-focused CSRD models

2,000 teachers
In-depth examination of instructional practices and their impact on student achievement; independent assessments administered to longitudinal (grades 1-3) and cross-sectional (grade 3) cohorts of students; classroom observations and videotaped instruction for subsample of 180 teachers in 20 schools; test of teachers' content and pedagogical knowledge; surveys of principals, teachers, and parents; analysis of state assessment data for the sample schools.

REA School and Classroom Implementation and Impact Study

(REA SCII)


Assess the quality of school and classroom-level implementation of REA; examine how REA programs are structured and how they operate; determine whether schools that participate in REA are improving the quality of reading instruction; and assess whether student outcomes are improving in REA schools.
400 REA elementary schools 

3,200 classroom teachers

In-depth site visits in 75 high-poverty REA schools with Title I schoolwide programs
Surveys of representative sample of REA schools and more in-depth analysis in subsample of 75 schools, including independent student assessments, site visits, and classroom observations; assessments administered to longitudinal (grades 1-3) and cross-sectional (grade 3) cohorts of students; surveys of districts, principals, and teachers; analysis of state assessment data for the sample schools.

studies will also coordinate with OERI studies of the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program.

Coordination and collaboration across the studies will include four key areas: (1) sample designs; (2) conceptual framework; (3) data collection instruments; and (4) analysis plans.  These four areas are discussed below.

· Coordinated approach to sample designs.  The four studies collectively employ a combination of probability and purposive sampling approaches in order to obtain nationally-representative data as well as more in-depth information.  The NSTS, , and REA SCII studies will conduct large-scale surveys of representative samples of schools and districts.  The LEESI and REA studies will collect more in-depth information, including observation of classroom instruction and administration of independent assessments, in smaller, purposive samples.  
The studies that use probability samples are coordinating with one another to develop a common sampling frame, to link the NSTS school sample and THE TASSIE district sample, and to avoid selecting the same schools for more than one study. These approaches will ensure a statistically coherent sampling design across the studies and enable linked analyses that could not otherwise be undertaken, and will reduce burden and therefore increase response rates.  

Similarly, the studies that use purposive samples (LEESI and REA SCII) are also being coordinated to select schools that are within the same districts, to select only Title I schoolwide programs for both studies, and to avoid selecting REA schools for the LEESI sample and avoid CSRD schools for the REA SCII sample.  This approach will maximize the studies' ability to detect differences related to the REA and CSRD programs, while minimizing other differences between the two samples such as district policy and Title I program type. 

· Shared conceptual framework.  Because the four studies are examining related topics and isssues using different methodologies, samples, and data collection techniques, they have developed a shared conceptual framework to guide the design of instruments and analysis plans.  In addition, this framework will be linked to a shared set of constructs that define the key variables to be used to measure the quality of program implementation and instructional practice.  

For example, although the four studies will examine the topic of professional development from different perspectives and using different data collection methods, they will all be guided by five key constructs that characterize high-quality professional development: strong content focus, long duration, collective participation of groups of teachers from the same school, active learning opportunities, and coherence with other activities.

· Coordinated development of data collection instruments.  The four study teams are working together to coordinate the development of instruments that will be used to collect information on the shared conceptual framework and constructs.  This will include some shared instrumentation that will be used across two or more studies, as well as coordination of different types of instruments that will be used to gather information on related topics.  The LEESI and REA SCII studies will also administer the same independent assessment in reading at the same grade levels. 

Coordination of both instrument design and sample design will result in a richer set of data than can support more complex analyses. Where the same instrument or item is used in two or more studies, data may be pooled across the studies, allowing for larger sample sizes that provide greater precision, or for use of one study to provide a comparison group for another study.  Just as importantly, the coordination of different instruments on related constructs is intended to enable the more intensive data collection efforts to complement the more representative data collected through the large-scale surveys; this approach will mitigate the limitations of both surveys and small samples by enabling the studies to combine consistent information from both types of data collections.

· Coordinated analysis plans.  The four study teams will collaborate on the development of analysis plans that build on the coordination work with construct and instrument development.  To maximize the value of the information reported, the studies will coordinate their plans for analyzing data that relate to the same topics and constructs in a consistent manner.  Although each study will produce its own reports, these reports may draw on data collected by the other studies to supplement their own data.

In particular, the teams will collaborate with one another and with other PES studies to develop a consistent approach for analyzing state assessment data at the school level and student level; this collaboration effort pre-dates the launching of these particular studies and is being coordinated through PES' ongoing Student Achievement Work Group.  The LEESI and REA SCII studies will also collaborate on a consistent plan for analyzing the independent assessment data.

More detailed discussions of plans for coordinating the probability samples, purposive samples, and conceptual framework are provided in subsequent sections of this package. 

Submission of OMB Clearance Packages

The four studies are submitting OMB clearance packages in two stages.  Initial packages covering the study designs, including sample designs, are being submitted in January 2001; this is one of those packages.  A second set of OMB clearance packages that include data collection instruments will be submitted in March.  This two-stage process will enable the Department to obtain approval for the sample designs in April or May so that selected districts and schools can be contacted before the end of the 2000‑01 school year; this is essential for securing school cooperation so that data collection can begin in October 2001.  In particular, it is critical for the design of the LEESI and REA studies that administration of the independent assessments take place at the beginning of the 2001-02 school year.

Coordination Process

The contracts for each of the four studies require twice-yearly study coordination meetings with Department of Education staff and other contractors.  The first two coordination meetings were held October 19 and December 15, 2000.  Although the coordination meetings themselves are valuable in bringing all of the participants together, they also serve as a spring board for more informal collaboration work with smaller subgroups as the study teams work together on common tasks such as agreement on cross-cutting sample design issues, development of a shared conceptual framework and constructs, and collaboration on instrument development.  Continued collaboration on a frequent basis will be essential to the success and usefulness of these four studies.

Coordination of Probability Samples Across Studies

Sampling Designs: A Brief Overview

The NSTS is a nationally-representative sample of public schools, both Title I and non-Title I.  Within the Title I stratum, schools will be stratified by state (NC, FL, and balance of U.S. for elementary schools only), school level, poverty status, and high migrant status (schools serving high numbers of migrant students).  Schools within these strata will be sorted by state, district poverty, and LEP district density.  Within these strata, 2,080 schools will be selected using probability proportional to size sampling, where size is defined as the square root of the number of teachers in the school.  

The TASSIE is a nationally representative sample of districts stratified by district size, measured by enrollment, and district poverty rate.  The sample will include all districts represented in the NSTS school sample (approximately 1,400 districts) and other districts sampled to meet the TASSIE sampling criteria (approximately 600-750 additional districts).  In addition, the TASSIE is also surveying 740 schools in need of improvement, randomly selected from the universe of such schools identified in selected districts as of Spring 2001, stratified by poverty, size of district, school-level, and state.  The REA-SCII sample will consist of 400 elementary  schools that have been awarded REA grants.  Approximately two-thirds of this sample will be selected from Cohort 1 states, (those that began REA implementation in the 2000-01 school year), and one-third will be from Cohort 2 states, (those that will begin REA implementation in the 2001-02 school year).  The REA-SCII school sample will be selected to be representative of all REA schools in 27 Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 states.  In addition, a second sample of 75 schools will be selected from the Cohort 1 school sample for detailed case studies. 

The LEESI will use a purposive sample of 100 elementary schools operating schoolwide programs, including 60 schools receiving funds from the CSRD program and 40 schools that are not receiving these funds. 

Benefits of a Coordinated Sample Design and Coordinated Instrumentation

The most important benefit to coordinating the sample designs across the various studies is that it would ensure a statistically coherent sampling design across the studies and enable linked analyses that could not otherwise be undertaken.  Given the heavy burden that participation in these studies may place on schools, ex ante coordination can help avoid ‘collisions’ (where a school is selected for more than one study) and thus, reduce respondent burden and raise response rates.  

In addition, a coordinated design and coordinated instrumentation will enable:

· Richer and more complete analyses by providing information across different levels (for example, district-level data from the TASSIE might be linked to school and teacher data in the NSTS);

· Identification of comparison groups for specific types of schools (for example, the NSTS schools not identified in need of improvement might be used as a comparison group for the TASSIE school sample);

· Augmented sample sizes that would provide greater precision in estimating parameters of interest (for example, the samples of schools identified as in need of improvement in both the NSTS and TASSIE school samples could be combined); and,

· Estimating the proportion of schools nationally that have adopted practices found to be effective in in-depth studies.

Coordinating the NSTS School and TASSIE District Samples

The coordinated sample design calls for the NSTS school sample to be selected first.  The districts containing the NSTS school sample are identified and this sample of districts becomes the “core” for the TASSIE district sample.  This sample is augmented by selecting additional districts so that there are a sufficient number of districts in each of the TASSIE strata to satisfy the precision goals for the TASSIE study.  This coordinated design has the advantage of preserving the efficiency of the NSTS and TASSIE designs and preserving the representativeness of both samples. 

Coordinating the NSTS School and TASSIE School Samples

As mentioned above, the TASSIE will be drawing a nationally representative sample of 740 schools identified as in need of improvement.  Based on current data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Schools, the NSTS, by chance, will likely draw over 200 schools in need of improvement in its school sample.  As mentioned earlier, the issue of respondent burden if schools are selected for more than one study makes it important to coordinate the two samples and to avoid collisions.  In order to achieve this objective, the TASSIE sampling frame will be restricted to schools not drawn in the NSTS sample.  This is possible because the TASSIE sample will be drawn after the NSTS sample is selected.  The "conditional" sampling probabilities for the TASSIE schools would be defined (based on knowledge of the NSTS probabilities and which schools were selected) to produce the desired "unconditional" probabilities.  

Coordinating the NSTS Teacher and TASSIE Teacher Samples

The NSTS is planning to sample 8-9 teachers from among all teachers of reading/Language Arts/English and mathematics teachers in each school as well as one Title I teacher who teach in grades 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9.  The TASSIE will also target teachers in these same grades in its school sample, although its sample size will be smaller (three teachers per school).  This will allow the teacher samples to be pooled, thus providing a larger sample size for analyses. 
Coordinating the NSTS School and REA-SCII School Samples

Both the REA and NSTS schools are likely to be high-poverty schools; thus, there is a high probability that some schools will be selected for both the NSTS and the REA samples.  Further, the REA sample of 400 schools will be selected from Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 states.  The REA schools in Cohort 1 states have been identified and currently are in their first year of implementation.  However, Cohort 2 schools will not be selected until late spring 2001.  

In order to avoid collisions,  the NSTS and REA samples will be drawn together.  That is, the population of Cohort 1  REA schools will be identified on the CCD school file that is the sampling frame for the NSTS.  The REA schools will then be placed in a separate substratum within the NSTS strata.  For example, under the high-poverty elementary school stratum, we plan to sort schools in the substratum by the stratification variables specified in the REA design.  Then a systematic sample of schools in these strata will be drawn that is large enough for both studies.  A sample of 266 schools would then form the Cohort 1 REA sample, the remainder would be part of the NSTS sample.  This will require keeping track of the probability of selection and weighting appropriately.  This sampling strategy preserves the representative nature of both the REA and the NSTS samples.

When the schools in Cohort 2 states have been identified, a second probability sample of 134 schools from this universe will be drawn, corrected for potential overlap between the Cohort 2 REA sample and the NSTS samples.  

The same general strategy that is being used to avoid collisions of REA and NSTS schools will be employed to avoid collisions of REA and TASSIE schools.

Ensuring Non-Overlapping Samples with other Federal Studies

Given that a number of other federal studies are also underway, and keeping in mind the goal of ensuring that a given school will participate in only one federal study, it is important to extend the sample coordination discussed here to other studies as well (OERI CSRD studies, Moving Standards Mathematics, Moving Standards Reading).  Most of these studies are already in the field, or plan to be in the field shortly; thus, schools in these samples can be identified.  This information will be used to ensure non-overlapping samples by restricting the NSTS sampling frame in advance to schools not participating in these other federal studies.  This requires keeping track of the conditional probabilities of selection for these types of schools (much as the TASSIE would need to do in selecting the sample of schools in need of improvement) and accounting for this in the weighting process.  

Coordination of Purposive Samples Across Studies

The LEESI and REA-SCII will coordinate closely on the selection of schools for each of the two studies.
 Although these two studies focus on different federal programs, they share a number of design features as can be seen from the brief study descriptions below. Both studies will collect in-depth data on classroom practices through teacher surveys, classroom observations, interviews and videotapes, and both will conduct independent assessments of the reading performance of longitudinal cohorts of students. In addition, the two studies will investigate the relationships between classroom instructional practices and student reading achievement.

LEESI Design

The LEESI will select a purposive sample of 100 Title I schools operating schoolwide programs.  Sixty of these schools will be implementing comprehensive school reform (CSR) models and receiving Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program funding; the remaining 40 will not be implementing CSR models or receiving CSRD funding.  Teachers, principals and district curriculum and reform coordinators will participate in annual data collections that will provide detailed information about the implementation of school reform activities; teachers will also participate in a survey on classroom practices.  Assessments of reading and mathematics achievement will be administered to all students in these schools.  A subset of 20 of the 100 LEESI schools. will be part of an in-depth, field-based, study that will collect detailed information on teachers’ instructional practices in both reading and mathematics through classroom observations, teacher logs, and videotapes.

REA-SCII Design

The REA-SCII study design includes two samples of schools.  The first sample will be a representative sample of 400 REA schools selected from the 27 states that, to date, have been awarded REA grants.  Teachers, principals and district REA coordinators will participate in an annual survey-based data collection that will provide detailed information about the implementation of REA activities.  Assessments of reading achievement will be administered to all students in these schools.  The second sample will be a subset of 75 schools selected from the 400 schools participating in the survey-based data collection, that are fully implementing the REA components.  These schools will be part of an in-depth, field-based, study that will collect much more detailed information about REA implementation as well as information about the impact of REA on teachers’ instructional practice and students’ reading achievement.

Pooled Information

Given the similarities in designs and the relatively small numbers of schools in either study’s sample, it seems both possible and desirable to pool data from the REA purposive sample of 75 schools, and the LEESI sample of 100 schools.  Pooling the data will increase the effective sample size of students, classrooms, and schools for portions of both studies.  This will enhance the capacity of both studies to examine the effects of classroom teaching practices on student achievement in reading in three ways:

· First, a larger number of classrooms will strengthen our ability to detect effects of classroom practice on student achievement. 

· Second, a larger sample of schools is likely to increase variation in classroom practices and in the adoption of specific school interventions and strategies. 

· Third, the larger number of schools may increase our capacity to examine the effects of elements such as the quality, implementation, and coherence of school interventions and strategies (e.g., comprehensive planning or professional development) on student achievement. These are key independent variables of interest for both studies.

Furthermore, pooling the data from both the REA SCII and LEESI will make it possible to compare REA, CSRD and non-CSRD Title I schools both on implementation of classroom practice (from the surveys) and on impact (from student test scores).  However, we will not be able to attribute differences to schools’ participation (or non-participation) in specific programs because these studies do not have a matched comparison group design.

The data to be pooled across the LEESI and REA-SCII studies will come from two sources:

· a common set of items included in the surveys administered to teachers and principals in both studies; and

· student test scores on a common set of measures of reading achievement. 

This will provide us with a common set of data from 175 schools, 100 schools from the LEESI study and 75 schools from the REA-SCII study.

To maximize the benefits of pooling the data across both studies, we will ensure that the schools in the LEESI and REA studies are as similar as possible in terms of student demographics and other background characteristics (e.g., proportion of English Language Learners, students, level of student achievement). Matching samples on key school-level characteristics should minimize the chances of confounding the effects of classroom and school instructional practices with either measured or unmeasured background characteristics.

Other key features of the coordination of the REA-SCII and LEESI samples include the following.

· In order to coordinate sample selection across the studies, the LEESI and REA-SCII will select schools within the same districts, to the extent possible.  Using this approach, we can control for district-level and state-level characteristics that might be related to student outcomes.  Our capacity to conduct policy-relevant analyses about Title I will be strengthened as a result of controlling for the effects of district and state factors on student outcomes.  We would be able, for example, to compare schools within the same districts and within the same states on the extent to which classroom practices and school interventions vary.  In addition, by coordinating both the selection of states and districts and the data collection instruments used at these levels, we will be able to reduce the potential burden on any given state or district: a single annual data collection would provide information for both studies.

· The LEESI will exclude schools that receive REA funds, and REA will exclude schools that receive CSRD funds. This will enable comparisons across different groups of schools.  For example, ED may wish to compare school strategies and instructional practices of REA and non-REA with strategies and practices in CSRD and non-CSRD schools; this would be possible only if the two studies select mutually exclusive school samples.  Such separate samples also would increase the potential variation in the pooled sample, allowing us to detect systematic differences between REA and CSRD schools’ instructional practices or other behaviors.  Based upon our preliminary analyses, it appears that only nine percent of REA schools also receive CSRD funds. Thus, this restriction should not impose a great limitation on the pool of schools eligible for either study.

· The REA-SCII will select schools with Title I schoolwide programs, to the extent feasible. Since the LEESI sample is composed only of schoolwide programs, REA SCII schools with schoolwide programs will be included in the pooled data analyses.  Approximately 80 percent of REA schools either operate or are eligible for Title I schoolwide programs; the eligibility criteria for REA, which are at the district rather than the school level, have resulted in a school population in which approximately 20 percent are not eligible for schoolwide programs.
  

In summary, the coordination of the LEESI and REA-SCII samples will enhance the usefulness of data from both studies and strengthen analyses.  This coordination will also reduce the burden on states and districts and prevent the overburdening of schools that might otherwise be selected for participation in both studies.

A Coordinated Conceptual Framework For Evaluating Federal Education Reforms

The theory of action underlying many of the standards-based reform policies, such as Title I, the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration program (CSRD), the Reading Excellence Act (REA), and Goals 2000 is fairly straightforward:

The centerpiece of the system is a set of challenging standards.  By setting these standards for all students, states would hold high expectations for performance; these expectations would be the same regardless of students’ backgrounds or where they attended school.  Aligned assessments to the standards would allow students, parents, and teachers to monitor student performance against the standards.  Providing flexibility to schools would permit them to make the instructional and structural changes needed for their students to reach the standards.  And holding schools accountable for meeting the standards would create incentives to redesign instruction toward the standards and provide appropriate assistance to schools that need extra help.  (National Research Council, 1999, pp. 2-3)

However, these policies are unlikely to affect student learning unless they are linked directly to efforts to build both teacher and school capacity.  It has long been recognized that meaningful change cannot take place without changes in the core technology of teaching and learning (see Gamoran et al., 1995; Oakes et al., 1992).  However, there is now a greater understanding that clear standards and strong incentives by themselves are not sufficient to change teaching and learning.  Instead, there needs to be a focus on “capacity-building,”i.e., building those elements that are needed to support effective instruction (Massell, 1998).  These include providing quality professional development and technical assistance to improve teachers’ knowledge and skills, providing curriculum frameworks and materials, and organizing and allocating resources through school improvement planning.   

Yet, the process of these changes to improve student achievement is complex and difficult, requiring the coordination and alignment of a variety of factors to make it work.  The process of school change is heavily dependent on the attributes of the change itself in terms of need and relevance of the change, clarity, complexity, and quality and practicality; characteristics at the school district level including support and stability; characteristics of the school including leadership, school climate, poverty etc.; characteristics of teachers themselves, peer relationships, and orientations; characteristics of the students in terms of poverty, race/ethnicity, home environment, motivation to learn, and prior achievement; and  characteristics external to the local system such as role of the district and state, external assistance, etc.  

Thus, any theoretical framework for analyzing the impact of federal educational programs needs to take into account the perspectives of a variety of actors and environments throughout the system – at the federal, state, district, school, classroom, and student levels—and explicitly specify the linkages among these, instructional practice, and student achievement. 

Such a theoretical framework is shown in Exhibit 2, which highlights the theory of action behind standards-based reform efforts and the linkages among these factors and educational outcomes.  The boxes embody the theory of action underlying federal, state, and district reform efforts, while the circles measure factors that are largely exogenous to these reform efforts, that may constrain or facilitate implementation of reform.  We say “largely” exogenous because some of these factors may themselves be targets of Title I reforms.   

The central tenet of belief is that if standards-based reform is adopted, supported, and fully implemented, then instructional practice will change, thereby improving students’ educational outcomes.  Federal, state, and district policies and practices define and support standards-based schools and classrooms, shown in the box labeled “School Culture, Strategies, and Interventions.”  

Standards-based schools are characterized by clear, shared goals/mission; a comprehensive planning process (including needs assessment and data-based decision making); and coordination of resources from several sources.  Further, these schools adopt and implement content and performance standards, align their school organization, governance, and use of time to further implement standards, and attempt to involve parents through effective parent involvement 


strategies.  At the core of these schools is an aligned curriculum, high-quality professional development aimed at helping teachers teach to high standards and use of effective strategies for teaching special populations, support for teachers in terms of collaborative planning and use of teacher aides.  Also, standards-based reform schools emphasize increasing the amount of learning time, whether with extended-day or after-school programs or tutors.  In some instances, under programs such as the CSRD program, schools adopt whole-school models to further the implementation of standards-based reform and foster school improvement. 

School culture is a key element of school effectiveness.  The research literature on effective schools has consistently identified four factors that describe the culture of high-performing schools: clear, shared goals; strong leadership; a safe and orderly environment; and a professional community (e.g., Purkey and Smith, 1983; Newmann and Associates, 1996; Bryk, Lee, and Holland, 1993; Coleman and Hoffer, 1987).  The strategies and interventions that a school adopts as part of federal reform efforts are expected to strengthen school culture.  In turn, a positive school culture may contribute to the school’s capacity to successfully implement high-quality reform strategies and interventions (Berends and Kirby et al., 2001; Sebring & Bryk, 2000).

In addition, there are three underlying assumptions in this theory of action.  First, the strategies and interventions are to be high quality in that they are based on best practice as reflected in the research literature.   Second, these strategies and interventions are to be well-implemented in that school staff are committed to translating them into practice, and they are widespread throughout the school.  Third, standards-based reform legislation encourages school improvement efforts to be coherent across the school and with state and local improvement plans—to reduce curricular and instructional fragmentation to develop a more coherent instructional strategy within and across grades.  These school interventions and strategies—provided they are high quality, well-implemented, and coherent—should lead to improved teaching practices and change at the classroom level.

Standards-based classrooms should be characterized by high standards and expectations, curriculum content that is aligned with standards and assessments, and pedagogy that is consistent with best practice as identified in the research literature on effective instructional strategies, particularly in mathematics and reading.  In addition, the set of interventions and strategies adopted by standards-based schools and classrooms should be coherent and consistent across the school.

Any evaluation of federal policy, such as Title I, CSRD, REA, and Goals 2000, and its effects on states/districts, schools, classrooms, and students requires an understanding of the myriad factors described above that need to be aligned for high quality, coherent, and sustained implementation of standards-based reform.  Clearly, however, no single study can fully address these factors in detail.  However, the sum total of the studies currently supported by ED should together provide a comprehensive understanding of what is needed for standards-based reform to succeed in its primary objective—to improve the learning conditions of all students, particularly those in high-poverty settings.

B.
Overview of the TASSIE Evaluation’s Goals, Research Questions, and Approach to Data Collection

The evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) focuses squarely on the core components of standards-based reform outlined in the shared conceptual framework: ambitious standards for all students, aligned assessment systems, and accountability systems aimed at motivating educators to improve student learning through public reporting of student results, as well as through incentives and sanctions.  The TASSIE examines Title I’s requirement that states measure the performance of Title I students against the same high and challenging standards set for all students in the state, provide assistance and support for schools whose students are not making adequate yearly progress toward attainment of the state’s performance standards, and implement corrective actions and interventions in schools that fail to improve.  Additionally, we will focus on requirements for support and assistance for schools and teachers.  The law requires that schools identified as in need of improvement—those that have failed to demonstrate adequate yearly progress (AYP) for 2 consecutive years—spend an amount equivalent to 10% of their annual Title I grant on professional development over 2 years.  Title I also requires districts to provide assistance to schools in need of improvement, and many states are using their state set-aside funds to create school support teams.  

The TASSIE, then, provides the opportunity to examine all the components of standards-based reform, with a focus on the motivation and assistance provided through accountability mechanisms.  As we prepare for this evaluation, we are mindful of the challenges states and districts face in putting all these components in place, in aligning Title I requirements with state and local accountability processes, in motivating and helping schools to improve, and, of course, in affecting teaching and learning.  

In terms of implementation, existing assessment systems have made it difficult for states and districts to identify districts and schools in need of improvement.  By 1998, only 13 states could track student achievement data over 2 years on the same assessment instrument (Blank, Manise, Braithwaite, & Langesen, 1998).  By January 2001, only 7 states had received full approval and 9 had received conditional approval for their assessment systems (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).  States have also struggled with defining adequate yearly progress.  Some states require a district or school to have a set percentage of students meet a specific standard of performance; others call for a specific rate of increase; still others call for differential rates of progress, depending on baseline performance.  Variation across the states in measures of adequately yearly progress means that being identified as a school in need of improvement means very different things from one state to the next.  Partially as a result of these differences, the proportions of schools identified for improvement vary from a few percent in certain states to over 70% in others (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).    

In terms of alignment, states and districts struggle to create Title I accountability provisions in the context of their own accountability systems.  As O’Day found, “Despite attempts to make the systems coherent, Title I schools often appear to be subject to dual systems of accountability” (1999, p. viii).  In fact, the procedures used to identify low-performing schools are the same for both Title I schools and all schools in the state in only 22 states (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).  
In terms of motivation and assistance, the implementation of the Title I accountability provisions has faced the challenge of all meaningful reforms: sufficient capacity outside the school site to assist schools in need of improvement.  The capacity of teachers in classrooms is key to student improvement, but the key to increasing teachers’ capacity lies outside the school site in the knowledge and skills of educators at each level of the educational system whose task it is to help teachers and schools (see Shields et al., 1999).  As a result of very uneven capacity, the intensity and quality of assistance received by schools in need of improvement vary widely (O’Day, 1999).  However, we do not yet have data on the impacts of uneven assistance on students and teachers.  

Goals of the Evaluation

These challenges are unavoidable—they have confronted all efforts at standards-based reform nationally.  It is far too early to make summative judgments about the success or failure of the Title I accountability provisions; the system is just approaching the final stages of implementation.  Title I assessments are only now being finalized, and corrective actions have not yet been implemented.  Now is an appropriate time to launch a full-scale evaluation of the accountability provisions of the program.  

As we do so, we need to keep in mind the lessons from the last decade of standards-based reform and the early findings from states’ and districts’ experience with Title I accountability.  These lessons help to structure our approach to the evaluation, with its focus on implementation of the Title I accountability provisions, alignment of Title I accountability with state and district accountability efforts, the role of incentives and assistance in supporting school improvement, and the impacts on schools, teachers, and students.  We outline the overall goals of the evaluation below. 

Goal 1: To document the implementation of state standards, assessment, and accountability policies and practices under Title I at the district and school levels.

The first challenge of standards-based reform is putting a system of standards, assessment, and accountability in place.  For these components of the system to be effective, they must be perceived at the school level as valid and reasonable.  Consequently, we are especially concerned with the stability, rigor, and validity of the system.  For the components to lead to efforts to help all students achieve to high standards, educators must utilize ambitious standards for accountability purposes that are applied to all students.  Consequently, we are interested in the criteria for adequate yearly progress, how the criteria are applied at the school level (e.g., whether schools are held accountable for special populations of students, such as English language learners), and how data are reported (e.g., how they are disaggregated).

Goal 2: To examine the extent to which Title I accountability systems in states and districts are aligned with overall state and district accountability systems.

It is unlikely that Title I systems will be able to have a meaningful, long-term impact if they continue to exist alongside and separate from the politically more important systems of local districts and states.  Thus, the alignment of accountability provisions—as well as school improvement processes—of Title I and local and state systems will be a core focus of the evaluation.  We are also interested in the internal consistency of the accountability system (e.g., the use of assessments aligned with the standards).

Goal 3: To identify and describe the assistance and incentives that districts provide to low-performing schools.

Incentives can work to motivate only if teachers, principals, and the public are aware of and value them.  Being identified for program improvement under Title I may or may not create a strong set of incentives for schools to overhaul their programs, and a school’s identification for program improvement may not be a central event in the lives of teachers caught up in the day-to-day concerns of teaching.  Thus, we need to focus in the evaluation not only on the strengths of the incentive structures but also on how they are perceived by school staff, as well as by parents. 

In addition, the 1994 reauthorization of Title I introduced an entirely new set of incentives for districts and states to use in the service of school improvement, the most prominent of them being the implementation of public school choice programs.  In fact, the implementation of public school choice programs is a key objective of the Fiscal Year 2000 Appropriation for School Improvement.  It will be particularly important to understand how the implementation of choice programs works within schools and districts as a spur to school improvement efforts.

Assistance to schools in need of improvement is the core task of the Title I accountability system.  Title I requires schools to make professional development a prominent part of their improvement plans and requires districts to facilitate and support teacher professional development, as well.  We will be particularly interested, therefore, in the comprehensiveness of support offered to schools, including the degree to which such assistance includes a focus on content and effective instructional strategies (as opposed to generic school planning).  We also will be interested in the degree to which such assistance is intensive, sustained, and built into the daily life of the schools.  

Goal 4: To assess the impact of district practices for improving schools on identified schools, teachers, and students.  

Are schools improving as a result of Title I accountability policies?  Here we are interested in a broad range of changes: planning, parent participation, curriculum, instruction, student grouping, professional development, staff assignment, etc.  But the bottom line, of course, is student achievement.  The evaluation must be able to track the impacts of different strategies, not only on processes at the school site or on classroom practice but on student learning.

Research Questions  

Below are the specific research questions that will guide this evaluation.  We have four overarching questions, related to the four general foci of the evaluation: implementation, alignment, assistance/incentives, and impact.  The more specific research questions are grouped under the overarching questions.

A.
How have districts implemented accountability provisions under Title I?  How are provisions of state Title I accountability policies implemented at the district and school levels?

1. By what criteria are schools identified as in need of improvement under the Title I accountability system?

2. To what extent are schools held accountable for the performance of special populations (students who are poor, limited English proficient (LEP), migrant, or in special education)?

3. What strategies are districts using to report on school performance?  How are districts using school report cards?  

4. To what extent is the performance of special populations (disaggregated) included in district and school reports on performance?

5. What rewards and sanctions are in place for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

6. What corrective actions are districts implementing, and when are they implementing them?  

7. In particular, how are districts implementing public school choice to improve school performance?

8. To what extent are districts adopting policies to end social promotion (i.e., to hold students accountable for performance)? 

B.  
To what extent are Title I accountability systems aligned with state and district accountability systems?

9. Do state and district accountability policies and practices operate as a unified system with Title I accountability policies and practices?

10. If parallel systems exist, are they consistent?  If not, what are the differences, and why do these differences exist?

11. Is the assistance provided to Title I schools aligned or coordinated with other support for school improvement? 

12. Are these systems internally aligned—that is, are the assessments aligned with the standards, and are the accountability provisions consistent with the intent of the standards (e.g., ambitious learning goals for all students)?  

C.  
What assistance and incentives are provided to Title I schools to help and motivate them to improve?

13. What incentives are created at the school level by rewards and sanctions for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

14. What incentives are created at the school level by corrective actions under Title I?

15. What kinds of assistance are provided to schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?  

16. What kinds of assistance are provided to schools identified for corrective actions?  Does this support differ from that provided to schools in need of improvement? 

17. How did districts and schools use the $134 million in Title I funds allocated in FY 2000 to help turn around low-performing schools?  How are they using subsequent school improvement funds?

18. Are schools that are identified as in need of improvement and in need of corrective action receiving sufficient support and incentives for improvement? 

D.  
What is the impact of accountability policies and practices on Title I schools?

19. What is the nature of the school culture in schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

20. How does the school culture change over time?

21. What is the nature of the school improvement process for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I and in schools identified for corrective action?

22. How does the school improvement process change over time? 

23. To what extent does the school improvement process lead to changes in curriculum and instruction? 

24. To what extent are certain kinds of school improvement efforts associated with school progress in moving out of improvement status? 

25. To what extent are certain kinds of school improvement efforts associated with increases in student achievement for all students and for special populations of students (students who are poor, LEP, migrant, or in special education)?

26. What are the outcomes of policies to end social promotion for promotion rates, retention levels, and student assessment results? 

Data Collection Approach

Our data collection will focus on these research questions.  We plan a set of interrelated strands of data collection combining quantitative with qualitative methods, and large-scale, nationally representative samples with small, purposive samples.  Specifically, the data sources to address the research questions are: 

· An annual survey of a nationally representative sample of 2,000-2,200 school districts, in each of 3 years. 

· An annual survey of principals and teachers in a sample of 740 Title I schools identified as in need of improvement from within the population of surveyed districts, in each of 3 years. 

· Case studies of a sample of 20 schools in five states from the population of 740 surveyed schools. 

· Gathering of student achievement data from 300 surveyed schools, 100 in each of three states.

· Collection of information from secondary sources on state policies related to accountability.   

The TASSIE evaluation will be carried out by a research team consisting of SRI International, Policy Studies Associates (PSA), and the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE).  SRI will be responsible for sample selection of districts, schools, and teachers.  In keeping with our integrated research team approach, responsibilities for data collection, analysis, and reporting activities will be shared across SRI, PSA, and CPRE.  In particular, SRI will take primary responsibility for the school/principal and teacher surveys, for organizing the site visits, and for report production; PSA will take primary responsibility for the district survey.  Members of the core project staff from all three research organizations will conduct visits to the case study sites and share responsibilities in analysis and reporting activities.

II.  Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

A.  Justification

1. Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary 

The Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-382) mandates the development of state systems of standards, assessments, accountability mechanisms, and professional development activities that should foster the improved academic performance of students in economically disadvantaged schools.  In addition, this legislation authorizes national evaluations of several components, including “the short- and long-term effects of program participation on participants…specific intervention strategies and implementation of such strategies that, based on theory, research and evaluation, offer the promise of improved achievement of program objectives,” as well as “an evaluation of the State regulations that are developed in response to Federal education laws” (section 14701).

Although informative research has been conducted on the implementation of the provisions of this legislation, including Title I and its components, there are still unanswered questions about the effectiveness of accountability provisions required by Title I in improving the achievement of students in high-poverty settings.  Members of Congress, Department of Education program and evaluation staff, state and local policy-makers, researchers, and practitioners need the information that will be compiled in this evaluation to help ensure that this and future federal programs have the intended effect of supporting school improvement in the nation’s lowest-performing schools.

The TASSIE is among a set of studies solicited by the U.S. Department of Education to fill the information gaps about the effects of federal education reform on states, districts, schools, teachers, and students.  The TASSIE will examine and evaluate Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts in a nationally representative sample of districts and schools.  This evaluation will address both the implementation and effectiveness of accountability systems in 2,000 to 2,200 districts and 740 schools.  The study will provide data on the extent of alignment between Title I accountability systems and states’ and districts’ own accountability systems and on the assistance and incentives provided to schools identified as in need of improvement, and will assess the impact of these policies and practices on schools, teachers, and students.

2.  Use of Information 

The data collected for this study will be used to assess the effectiveness of Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts as a means of improving the nation’s lowest-performing schools.  More specifically, the data will be used:

· By ED evaluation staff to disseminate information on effective and ineffective practices to state and local policy-makers who may use the data to support the improvement of accountability systems and school improvement efforts. 

· By Congress (the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives) to inform future reauthorizations of Title I of the Improving America’s Schools Act.

· By researchers, who may use the data to inform future studies of accountability and school improvement efforts.

3.  Use of Information Technology 

The contractor will use a variety of advanced information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this evaluation and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on respondents at the state, district, and school levels.  For example, members of the study team will collect demographic and other descriptive data by accessing the Web sites and databases of case study states, districts, and schools.  This practice will significantly reduce the amount of information that will need to be gathered through interviews.

During the data collection period, a toll-free number and an e-mail address will be available to permit respondents to contact the contractor with questions or requests for assistance.  The toll-free number and e-mail address will be printed on all data collection instruments.  Finally, a computer-based system will be used to monitor the flow of data collection activities—from survey administration to processing and coding to entry into the database.  This monitoring will help to ensure the efficiency and completeness of the data collection process. 

4.  Efforts to Identify Duplication 

This set of studies is the U.S. Department of Education’s main effort to evaluate the implementation and impact of Title I and REA, including student outcomes, the quality of standards and accountability systems, the quality of instruction and instructional supports, and the effectiveness of educational interventions.

The contractors for all of the new Title I and related studies and ED are working to minimize the potential burden on participating schools by ensuring that no school participates in more than one of the new studies and that schools participating in the Evaluation of the Public Charter Schools Program will be excluded from the new study samples.  The contractors and ED will also work to avoid sampling CSRD schools that are participating in several OERI-funded research studies.  Instrumentation will be coordinated across studies to prevent unnecessary duplication and to ensure that any duplication that occurs will have a strategic purpose.

5.  Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

No small businesses or entities will be involved as respondents.

6.  Consequences If Information Is Not Collected or Is Collected Less Frequently 

Failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and ED from evaluating important aspects of an $8-billion federal program to support high-poverty schools, a $260-million federal program to improve the quality of reading instruction in high-poverty schools, a $145-million federal program to support comprehensive school reform, and standards-based reform provisions that are part of these and other major federal programs.  The set of four studies will be collecting information that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed by other data collection efforts on Title I, REA, and CSRD schools.

These studies will provide information in greater depth than has previously been available in several key issue areas.  The studies will provide a more comprehensive picture of classroom instruction than was provided by previous Title I studies and will provide more information on classroom instruction in high-poverty schools than is currently available.  Moreover, because of the designs of the in-depth studies, the studies will be able to identify effective instructional practices.  The studies will also provide more detailed information on state and district accountability systems and practices and more evidence-based information on the implementation of standards-based reform than has previously been available.  Finally, these studies will go farther than previous studies to examine impacts on student achievement.

If the data are not collected from the proposed studies, there will be no national data collection on Title I schools after 2000-01, the last data collection year of the National Longitudinal Survey of Schools.  There will also be no current in-depth information on Title I schools that focuses on classroom- and other school-level data that can be obtained only through site visits.

7.  Special Circumstances  

None of the special circumstances listed apply to this data collection.

8.  Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

A notice about the study will be published in the Federal Register when this package is submitted to provide the opportunity for public comment.  In addition, throughout the course of this study, SRI will draw on the experience and expertise of a Technical Working Group (TWG) that provides a diverse range of experience and perspectives, including representatives from the school, district, and state levels, as well as researchers with expertise in relevant methodological and content areas.  The members of this group and their affiliations are listed in Exhibit 3.  The first meeting of the technical working group was held on January 10, 2001.

Exhibit 3
Technical Working Group Membership

Member
Affiliation

Karen Bachofer, Director

Standards, Assessment, and Accountability
San Diego City Schools 

San Diego, CA

Rolf Blank


Council of Chief State School Officers

Washington, DC

Mitchell Chester, Executive Director

Office of Accountability and Assessment
School District of Philadelphia

Philadelphia, PA

Ronald Friend, Director

Office of Comprehensive Planning and School Support
Maryland Department of Education

Baltimore, MD

Margaret McLaughlin, Associate Director

Institute for the Study of Exceptional Children and Youth
University of Maryland

College Park, MD

Jennifer O’Day


University of Wisconsin

Madison, WI

Charlene Rivera


Center for Equity and Excellence in Education

George Washington University

Arlington, VA  

Russell Rumberger


University of California

Santa Barbara, CA

9.  Respondent Payment or Gifts 

Studies have shown that, when used appropriately, incentives are a cost-effective means of significantly increasing response rates (e.g., Dillman, 1978).  To help achieve a high response rate for the principal and teacher surveys, the TASSIE will provide a $10 honorarium to each of these respondents.  This incentive will be offered in each of the three years of data collection.

10.  Assurances of Confidentiality 

No information will be collected that would identify individual respondents.  Respondents will not be referenced by either their name or their position title.  An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to all respondents.

11.  Questions of a Sensitive Nature 

No questions of a sensitive nature will be included in the study.

12.  Estimate of Hour Burden

The estimates in Exhibit 4 reflect the burden for school selection and notification of study participants, as well as annual data collection activities. 

· District personnel—time associated with asking questions about the study and preparing list of schools in need of improvement (e.g., marking up existing list of Title I schools and other schools identified as in need of improvement); time associated with completing a district survey during year 2 of the study.  The district survey will also be administered in years 3 and 4 of the study.

· School personnel—time associated with asking questions about the study and reviewing school staff (e.g., number of full-time teachers at grades 1, 3, 5, 8, and 9 who teach reading/language arts and mathematics); time associated with completing principal and teacher surveys during year 2 of the study.  The principal and teacher surveys will also be administered in years 3 and 4 of the study.

Exhibit 4
Estimated Burden for Site Selection, Notification, and Data Collection

Group
Participants
Total No.
No. of Hours per Participant
Total No. of Hours
Estimated Burden

District Personnel
Superintendent (sampling & notification)

Title I Coordinator (sampling & notification)

Title I Coordinator

(district survey)
2,200

2,200

2,200
0.5

0.5

1
1,100

1,100

2,200
$44,000

44,000

88,000

School Personnel
School Principal (sampling & notification)

School Principal (principal survey)

3 Teachers (teacher survey)
740

740

2,220
0.5

.75

.75
370

555

1,665
$14,800

22,200

43,290


Total
10,300

6,990
$256,290

13.  Estimate of Cost Burden to Respondents

There are no additional respondent costs associated with this data collection other than the hour burden estimated in item A12.

14.  Estimate of Annual Costs to the Federal Government

The total cost to the federal government for this study, as specified in the contract, is $3,327,802.  Coordination efforts may increase the total cost.

15.  Change in Annual Reporting Burden 

This request is for a new information collection.

16.  Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

After each wave of data collection, SRI will produce annual reports based on analysis of the TASSIE data (see Exhibit 5 for dissemination schedule).  The focus of the reports will differ over time as we learn more about the implementation of accountability policies and practices and the progress of individual schools seeking to improve teaching and learning.  Initially, the focus will be on describing how a program or policy is implemented; then it will move toward judgments about impacts and effectiveness toward the end of the evaluation.  

Exhibit 5
Schedule for Dissemination of Study Results

Activity/Deliverable
Due Date

Year 1 Report

Outline of year 1 report

First draft of year 1 report

Second draft of year 1 report

Final version of year 1 report
6/24/02

10/28/02

11/25/02

1/3/03

Year 2 Report

Outline of year 2 report

First draft of year 2 report

Second draft of year 2 report

Final version of year 2 report
6/30/03

10/31/03

11/29/03

1/31/04

Year 3 Report

Outline of year 3 report

First draft of year 3 report

Second draft of year 3 report

Final version of year 3 report
6/04

1/05

3/05

5/05

Dissemination Activities

Year 1 report dissemination

Year 2 report dissemination

Year 3 report dissemination

Briefing materials/conference materials 
(approximately 2 times/year)

CPRE policy briefs (topical)
2/03

2/04

6/05



The first-year analysis will consist primarily of descriptive analyses of the survey data, case studies, student assessments, and document reviews that address each of the research questions.  The first-year report will focus on the implementation of the accountability provisions of Title I.  The second-year report will include analytic charts, graphs, and tables that summarize the data on district and school accountability policies, and will also incorporate information and findings from other studies by ED, as well as trends and patterns observed from year 1 to year 2.  The year 3 report will highlight findings of the school improvement process in the case study sites and discuss trends and patterns in the data observed from year 1 to year 3.  (Below, we describe in more detail the specific kinds of analyses we propose for the TASSIE data.)

There are many issues associated with accountability in the Title I context that may deserve more detailed treatment than is appropriate in a comprehensive report.  As these issues emerge, special topic reports will be prepared.  SRI will work with ED and the TWG members to determine topics that are of interest to varied audiences concerned with the education of disadvantaged students.  CPRE policy briefs are one vehicle for these special reports.  SRI, PSA, and CPRE staff will also submit proposals to key professional and practitioner organizations to make presentations at their annual conferences.

Data Analysis

Our approach to analysis is characterized by preliminary analyses in which data from individual sources are independently analyzed, followed by an iterative series of integrated analyses through which hypotheses are generated and then tested with different data sets.

Survey Data Analyses.  We will examine survey responses for district and school surveys both independently and, where possible, as nested units.  We will conduct these analyses at each time of administration (years 2, 3, and 4), as well as across administrations.  For the district survey, the unit of analysis will be the local school district.  At the school level, there will be surveys from three teachers and the principal in each school.  Because the school will be the unit of analysis, we will combine the responses with equal weights whenever the same question is asked of multiple respondents.  For example, if three teachers respond to the same item, each of their responses will be counted as one-third of the school response.  If the principal and the three teachers respond to the very same question (this will happen much less often), each of their responses will be counted as one-quarter of the school response.  

The first phase of the analysis of both surveys will focus on descriptive statistics for each survey.  We will calculate descriptive statistics, such as means, variances, and frequencies, for all items in the surveys, including such topics as district demographics, categories of assistance offered to schools, and reports of school-level changes.  We will summarize the distribution of key variables for the sample as a whole and for important subsamples.  For example, we will want to be able to describe the pattern of approaches districts use to assist schools in need of improvement.

We then will examine these patterns in different types of districts and schools (e.g., large districts vs. small districts) to assess the degree to which important factors such as the categories of assistance might vary in these different contexts (Exhibit 6).

Exhibit 6
Format for Reporting District Support for Title I Schools in 
Need of Improvement, by District Size
(Percent of Schools)

Type of Assistance
Size of District


Very Large
Large
Medium 
Small

Schoolwide planning





Implementation of schoolwide reform models 





Professional development in new instructional strategies





Reallocation of resources





Increasing parental involvement





Developing school-level continuous improvement processes





In addition to examining the properties of individual survey items, we also will compute indices that measure overall responses on the underlying construct the survey items were designed to address.  Some of these constructs include local innovation in implementing accountability provisions and punitiveness of the accountability system.  A cluster of survey items will be designed to address each construct.  To develop indices, we will examine the consistency of the responses to items within a cluster and the relationships of those responses to the responses to items from different clusters.  The item intercorrelation matrix will be factor analyzed to determine whether there is evidence to support the grouping of items by construct.  Support for the construction of indices would be found if the factor structure approximated the clusters built into the survey by design.  Additional statistics that will be considered in determining which items to include in an index are Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of internal consistency of the responses to a set of items, and the correlations between the item response and the index score.  Once the group of items comprising an index is identified, the index will be computed as the average response to items in that index.  The indices will be used in both the descriptive analyses (mentioned above) and the analyses that follow.

The next analytic task will be to examine relationships between key independent variables, such as the amount and type of assistance provided to schools, and intermediary variables, such as core changes at the school site (e.g., a planning process more focused on instruction or changes in the allocation of resources).  We term this second set of variables intermediary because they are likely to be affected by independent variables (e.g., the form of assistance to schools) and in turn to affect the dependent variables of concern, student achievement and status as a school identified as in need of improvement.  These analyses will use cross-tabulations and inference, as appropriate.  Exhibit 7 provides an example of what such a table might look like.   

Where we are making such comparisons among different districts or schools in the sample, we employ appropriate tests of statistical significance to assess whether observed results differ from what one might expect by chance.  In the case of the example in Exhibit 6, the patterns in the cross-tabular data will be analyzed with chi-square analyses.  Such tests examine whether the observed frequencies differ from expected frequencies based on the marginal distributions.  In the case of scale scores and ratings, such as in Exhibit 7, we will examine mean differences with omnibus F-tests derived from analysis of variance (ANOVA) to find whether differences exist across a group of observed means.  These tests will be followed by multiple comparison procedures, such as Newman-Keuls or Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference, to allow significance tests between specific means while still controlling overall Type I error rates.

Exhibit 7
Format for Reporting Schools’ Ratings of the Effectiveness of 
District Support for Title I Schools in Need of Improvement

Type of Assistance
Schools’ Mean Ratings of 
Effectiveness of Assistance
(1 = Not at all effective; 5 = Very effective) 

Schoolwide planning


Implementation of schoolwide reform models 


Professional development in new instructional strategies


Reallocation of resources


Increasing parental involvement


Developing school-level continuous improvement processes


We expect that our analysis of the survey data will focus on these univariate and bivariate analyses.  However, it is obvious that “real-world” school improvement efforts involve the interaction of many variables.  As our analysis progresses and the bivariate relationships among variables become apparent, we may wish to construct models that will examine the effects of multiple factors on a common measure.  Alternatively, we may wish to look at the effects of certain variables while controlling for the effects of others.  Possible factors might include district or school characteristics, accountability procedures, and/or the extent to which schools have control or authority over programs or policies.  To these analytic ends, multiple regression, which examines the variation in a dependent measure through the combined and separate contributions of one or more independent or predictor variables, will be used (Cohen & Cohen, 1983).  Typically, multiple-regression equations involve a linear combination of the independent variables in the following algebraic form: Y = a + b1X1 + b2X2 + ... + bnXn, where Y is the predicted value of the dependent variable, a is the constant or Y intercept, b1...bn are the partial regression coefficients, and X1...Xn are the values of the independent variables.  The values of a and b are chosen (solved) by the method of least squares, which minimizes average squared error.  A single unit change in the value of Xn will result in a change of bn in the value of Y, when all other variables are held constant (Schroeder, Sjoquist, & Stephan, 1986).  Multiple regression has the advantage of being comparatively easy to interpret and to communicate directly.  Therefore, we will start our multivariate analyses by using multiple regression before considering more complicated approaches.

If we are able to coordinate the TASSIE and NSTS samples, the analyses we describe here could be both strengthened and supplemented.  For example, for some portions of the school survey, the sample of 740 TASSIE schools may be augmented by responses from schools in need of improvement in the NSTS sample, and these, in turn, may be contrasted with responses from  other Title I schools (not originally identified as in need of improvement), also in the NSTS sample.  The augmentation with additional schools in need of improvement may provide more reliable estimates of school responses for the population of schools in need of improvement.  Contrasts with the other Title I schools may provide insights into the allocation of assistance to schools that do and do not meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) standards. 

Student Outcome Analyses.  The purpose of the accountability provisions under Title I is to motivate educators to identify schools where students are not achieving at acceptable levels and provide the necessary incentives and assistance to improve those schools.  In a substudy of three states, we will explore the conditions under which elementary schools are more or less likely to improve student performance.  Two research questions guide these analyses:

24. To what extent are certain kinds of school improvement efforts associated with school progress in moving out of improvement status (AYP)?

25. To what extent are certain kinds of school improvement efforts associated with increases in student achievement for all students and for special populations of students (students who are poor, LEP, migrant, or in special education)?

To address these questions, the analyses will look at changes in school status and student achievement across academic years for approximately 100 elementary schools in each of three states.  (The target sample size is 100 schools per state, but the actual sample size cannot be determined until receipt of lists from the districts of schools in need of improvement.)  All schools selected for this study will be in improvement status in the fall of 2001, when their districts identify them, based on their performance during academic year 2000-01. These are the baseline years for the measure of improvement status and student performance, respectively.  The schools will be followed for 2 years to evaluate their change in improvement status and student achievement.  A school’s change in improvement status will be assessed by comparing the baseline status with the status in fall 2002 and again in fall 2003.  Comparing achievement scores for the baseline year, 2000-01, with scores for academic years 2001-02 and 2002-03 will assess change in student performance. 

The analyses of student outcomes will be conducted separately within states because the definitions of the student outcome variables and the methods used to measure them vary from state to state.  States and districts use different assessment instruments, test at different grades, report results in different ways, use different metrics for judging when a school moves in and out of being identified as in need of improvement, and sometimes do not use the same tests at every grade level.  States also provide different types of demographic information about school populations, such as poverty level, mobility rate, and English language proficiency, which may be associated with measures of student outcomes.

Three states will be selected for this study from the five case study states.  The analyses will examine data gathered routinely by the states to assess students.  The states to be studied will be those having state assessment systems that provide the best data to address the research questions.  The first choice would be states that provide longitudinal data for cohorts of students by reporting achievement test scores on the same metric for consecutive grade levels.  The second choice would be states that provide data on different metrics for consecutive grades.  The third choice would be states that provide data for a student cohort with a 2-year interval between measures.  The fourth choice would be states that do not follow students over time but test at one grade and the same grade each year.  In all cases, we seek data reported in such a way that school scores can be disaggregated to provide information on subgroups of students, such as students grouped by English proficiency status or poverty.  In collaboration with the Student Achievement Work Group at PES, we will obtain school-level assessments of student achievement from each state’s department of education or Web site.  These data will be collected each year, for 3 years, for all schools in the state.  In addition, we will monitor the status of each school in the sample to determine its classification as in need of improvement under Title I.

Correlational analyses will address the two research questions.  For both questions, analyses will examine relationships between measures of change in student outcomes and key variables derived from the district and school surveys.  Characteristics of the measures of these variables will determine the specific statistical techniques to be used.  The measure of change in school improvement status is discrete, taking on only two values in the first assessment of change (remained in improvement status vs. moved out of improvement status).  Bivariate relationships between this dichotomous variable and key measures from the survey will be assessed through chi-square analyses when the survey items are discrete and through t-tests for continuous variables.  To guard against alternative explanations of relationships that may be found, we will also examine logistic regressions.  Student outcomes may be associated with background and demographic characteristics of schools, such as poverty level or the percentage of students who have limited English proficiency.  The regression analyses will provide some control for these effects by entering them first into the analysis, followed by the key survey variables of interest. 

The analyses of student achievement parallel the analyses of improvement status.  Bivariate relationships with key survey items will be examined, and regression analyses will be conducted to control for the effects of background and demographic variables.  Unlike the status variable,  achievement is likely to be measured as a continuous variable.  Most states report student achievement as a test score, a scale score, or the percentage of students reaching a certain level of performance.  Relationships between change in achievement  and key variables of the survey will be examined through analysis of variance for discrete survey variables and through Pearson correlation for continuous survey variables.  Simple linear regression will be used to control for student and school background variables.

The measurement of change in student achievement will depend on the state assessment system.  Because our goal is to measure learning, we would prefer to examine test scores over time for one group of students.  If a state reports scores for consecutive years (e.g., grades 3 and 4) on a common metric, we will compute a change score by comparing grade 3 scores at baseline with grade 4 scores 1 year later.  If they report scores not for consecutive years but for a particular year (e.g., grade 3 only), the change score from year to year will still be used since it provides information about a school’s progress, even though it does not assess learning for a student cohort.  If the metric of the achievement variable changes from one year to the next (e.g., some states use different tests at different grades), learning will be measured through a regression approach.  The relationships between achievement and key survey variables will be assessed by regressing post achievement score onto the survey variables after the baseline achievement has entered the analysis.  Finally, if the measure of achievement is not a test score but a percentage of the students who reach a certain criterion, then the measure may need to be transformed before analysis.  Typically, variables reported as percentages do not meet well the assumptions required of parametric analyses.  Before conducting analyses, we will examine the distributions and transform the scale metric, if necessary. 

17.  OMB Expiration Date 

All data collection instruments will include the OMB expiration date.

18.  Exceptions to Certification Statement 

No exceptions are requested.

B.  Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods

1.
Respondent Universe

A key feature of our study design is a nested sampling strategy designed to provide nationally representative data on accountability policies and practices.  By surveying schools in the same districts for which we will have data on district accountability policies and practices, we will be able to link school progress to district policies and practices.  This analysis will be further bolstered by in-depth case studies in a smaller sample of schools from five states for which we would have survey data at both the district and school levels and by an examination of student achievement for schools in three of those states.  In combination, this sampling approach will yield a comprehensive portrait of the status and impacts of Title I accountability systems across the nation.

The probability samples of districts and schools will be selected in collaboration with the NSTS study to maximize the use of the data and minimize respondent burden.  Whereas the TASSIE’s focus is on district policies and schools identified to be in need of improvement under Title I, NSTS’s focus is on school practices in Title I and non-Title I schools.  The benefit of coordinating samples with NSTS is to provide data about district-level policies that may affect the schools in the NSTS study and to obtain, from NSTS, comparative data about schools that are not identified as in need of improvement.

District Survey Sample

The first step in the sampling process is to draw the district sample.  The sampling plan for the TASSIE was developed to: (1) provide a sufficiently large number of Title I schools identified as in need of improvement in the surveyed districts from which to select a sample for the school survey, (2) adequately represent low-frequency districts (in particular, large urban districts) in the sample, and (3) provide numbers of districts adequate to conduct analyses focused on subgroups of districts.  To conduct such analyses with reasonable statistical precision, we have created a 12-cell sampling frame stratified by district size and poverty rate.  From the population of districts in each cell, we will sample at least 100 districts (with the exception of those cells where there are fewer than 100 districts in the population).  Below, we first discuss our stratifying variables and then describe the overall sampling frame. 

District Size.  Districts vary considerably in size, the most useful available measure of which is pupil enrollment.  There are a host of organizational and contextual variables associated with size that exert considerable potential influence over how districts can support Title I schools identified as in need of improvement.  Most important of these is the capacity of the district to design and implement supportive programs for low-performing schools.  Very large districts are likely to have professional development and curriculum and instruction offices with staff to support struggling schools, whereas extremely small districts typically do not have such capacity.  Larger districts also are more likely to have their own assessment and accountability processes in place, which may support—or detract from—accountability practices under Title I.  Finally, large districts are more likely to have Title I directors and other staff whose sole responsibility is the implementation of Title I programs and accountability provisions; as a result, these districts may have a greater capacity to implement reliable and valid systems for identifying schools in need of improvement.  District size is also important because of the small number of large districts that serve a large proportion of the nation’s students.  A simple random sample of districts would include few—if any—of these large districts.

We sort the population of districts nationally into four categories serving approximately equal numbers of students:

Very large (estimated enrollment greater than 36,290).  These either are districts in large urban centers or are large county systems, which typically are organizationally complex and are often broken up into subdistricts.  

Large (estimated enrollment from 10,500 to 36,290).  These are districts set in small to medium-sized cities or are large county systems.  They also are organizationally complex, but these systems tend to be centralized.

Medium (estimated enrollment from 3,458 to 10,499).  These typically are suburban districts, large rural towns, and small county systems.

Small (estimated enrollment from 200 to 3,457).  The majority of districts in the country fall into this group.  Most are small rural districts, with little organizational capacity. 

Districts with fewer than 200 students are excluded from this study.  Such districts account for approximately 0.5% of all students.  The distribution of districts among these strata and the proportion of students accounted for by each stratum are displayed in Exhibit 8. 

Exhibit 8
Distribution of LEAs and Student Population by District Size


Enrollment Size Category
Number of Districts
Percent of Districts
Number of Students (000s)
Percent of Students 

Very large (>36,290)
131
0.9
11,549
25.0

Large (10,500-36,290)
625
4.1
11,159
24.1

Medium (3,458-10,499)
2,078
13.7
11,775
25.4

Small (200-3,457)
9,658
63.7
11,637
25.1

Very small (1 to 199)
2,691
17.7
247
0.5

TOTAL
15,173
100.0
46,367
100.0

District Poverty Rate.  The role of Title I in a district and the potential number of low-achieving schools in a district vary by poverty level.  First, Title I dollars are allocated to districts on the basis of the number of poor students.  Districts in the highest poverty quartile, which serve 25% of the nation’s students, receive nearly half of all Title I funds, whereas districts in the lowest poverty quartile receive only 11% of all Title I funds (Chambers et al., 1999).  In high-poverty districts, Title I funds account for a higher proportion of local budgets than in lower-poverty districts, and Title I is more likely to be a key driver of standards-based reform efforts (U.S. Department of Education, 1999).  Because of the relationship between poverty and achievement, schools with large proportions of high-poverty students are also more likely than schools with fewer high-poverty students to be low achieving, and thus to be identified as in need of improvement.  Finally, we expect that high-poverty districts may face the demands of working with larger numbers (or higher proportions) of schools identified as in need of improvement.  Consequently, we want our sample to include a sufficient number of both relatively high- and relatively low-poverty districts so that survey results from these districts can be compared.  

As a measure of district poverty rate, we will use the percentage of children 5 to 17 who are living in poverty as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau and applied to districts by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  When the poverty rate is organized into three categories of district/community poverty, each category contains approximately one-third of the student population.  Districts without poverty data from NCES are classified as medium poverty for sampling purposes.  The distribution of districts among strata and the proportion of students accounted for by each stratum are displayed in Exhibit 9.  

Exhibit 9
Distribution of Districts and Student Population by District Poverty Rate*

District
Poverty Rate
Number of Districts
Percent of Districts
Number of Students (000s)
Percent of Students 

Low (<11%)
4,374
35.0
14,808
32.1

Medium (11%-20%)
4,767
38.2
15,170
32.9

High (>20%)
3,351
26.8
16,164
35.0

TOTAL
12,492
100.0
46,142
100.0

*Excluding districts with fewer than 200 students.

The two variables of district size and poverty rate generate a 12-cell grid into which the entire universe of districts (excluding very small districts) can be fit.  Exhibit 10 shows the strata, the number of districts in each stratum, and the expected sample size in each (excluding up to 150 additional districts selected from three states that will be examined in depth). 

Exhibit 10
Number of Districts in the Universe and Expected Sample Size, by Stratum


District Poverty Rate



District Size
High 
(<11%)
Medium 
(11%-20%)
Low 
(>20%)

Total

Very large
Sample
Universe

28
28

39
39

64
64

131
131

Large
Sample
Universe

127
208

175
234

118
183

420
625

Medium
Sample
Universe

151
884

192
653

250
541

593
2,078

Small
Sample
Universe

225
3,254

286
3,841

304
2,563

815
9,658

TOTAL
Sample
Universe

531
4,374

692
4,767

736
3,351


1,959
*

12,492

* If the additional 150 districts are included in the sample, the total number of districts increases to 2,109.

District Sample Selection Strategy.  In the TASSIE proposal, we outlined a sampling strategy based on the sampling frame outlined in Exhibit 10 with the expectation that we would sample with certainty the 131 very large districts.  In addition, we planned to choose a sample of at least 100 for each cell.  The goal was to obtain a 95% confidence interval of +/- 3.1% overall, +/- 5% within a poverty stratum, and +/- 10% within a cell.  Coordination with NSTS provides a number of advantages, but it also presents challenges for drawing the TASSIE district sample.  We are pursuing a strategy in which NSTS will first draw its sample of schools.  Then the first set of districts to be included in the TASSIE sample will be the districts associated with the NSTS schools.  Once they are identified, the NSTS districts will be distributed into the 12-cell TASSIE stratification plan.  Additional districts will be drawn at random to augment the NSTS sample, so that the total number of districts will be the number of districts needed to obtain the originally proposed statistical precision.  Finally, for each of the three states in the study of student achievement, an additional 50 districts will be selected to provide a sufficient school sample in those states. 

The exact sample size cannot be determined until the samples are drawn.  However, with preliminary information from the NSTS study, we can estimate the number of districts that will be needed in each cell of the TASSIE stratification plan.  NSTS selected 1,400 districts for a sample that meets its sampling plan.  When those districts are distributed in the TASSIE stratification plan and augmented by an estimate of the number of districts needed to meet the criteria for statistical precision, the result is a sample of 1,958 districts, distributed as shown in Exhibit 10.  In addition to these districts, 150 districts, 50 from each of three states, will be selected for the study of student achievement.

Because districts have an unequal probability of being selected into the sample, depending on the stratum within which they fall and whether they were selected by NSTS or the TASSIE, districts will need to be weighted differentially for analysis.  Sampling weights for districts selected from the NSTS sample are the inverse of the probability of being sampled in NSTS.  Those selected to augment the NSTS sample to meet the TASSIE sampling criteria will be computed as the inverse of the overall probability of being selected (i.e., the probability of not being selected in NSTS and then being selected in the TASSIE). 

School Survey Samples

Once the district sample has been selected, we will select a sample of 740 Title I schools from the population of schools identified as in need of improvement (based on spring 2000-01 test scores) in our nationally representative sample of districts.  It is our understanding, and that of ED’s Title I Office, that lists of these schools are not available at the state level, not available in a timely manner, or not very accurate when obtained from the state education agency.  As a result, the lists of schools in need of improvement will be gathered directly from the surveyed districts (fall 2001).  

The total of 740 schools will be selected in two samples, which then may be pooled in different ways, depending on the research question addressed in the analyses.  The first sample is a nationally representative sample of 440 schools in need of improvement.  The second is a sample of 300 elementary schools, 100 from each of three states, for a substudy of student performance.  With appropriate weighting, the survey responses of the second sample can be combined with those from the sample of 440 schools for analyses that describe a nationally representative sample.  With different weighting, the responses from elementary schools in the sample of 440 that are located in the three substudy states can be combined with responses from the other schools in their state for the analyses of student performance.  The cohort of 440 schools selected for the school survey sample will remain stable over the 3 years of survey administration, to allow for longitudinal comparisons.  Schools will remain in the sample even if they “test out” of Title I program improvement.  

The first sample will be a stratified random sample of schools.  The stratification variables will be district size, school poverty, and school level (elementary, middle, and high school).  School poverty will be measured by the percentage of students receiving free or reduced-price lunch.  Our use of these stratification variables is based on the need to include low-frequency schools (i.e., Title I schools in need of improvement that are located in small districts and/or low-poverty schools) in the sample.  In the district survey, large districts are overrepresented and small districts underrepresented relative to their proportions in the full population.  Because small districts have fewer schools than large districts, it is likely that the population of schools in need of improvement in our district sample will include far fewer schools in small districts.  To make sure that a reasonable number of schools from smaller districts are included, we will oversample schools in that stratum.

Exhibit 11 shows a preliminary distribution of schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I.  On the basis of the first-year findings of NLSS, 49% of Title I schools in need of improvement have 75% or more students receiving free or reduced-price lunch, 21% have 50-74% of their students in this category, and 30% have fewer than 50% of their students receiving free or reduced-price lunch (RAND, 2000).  We plan, then, to sample high-poverty schools at a higher rate than mid- and low-poverty schools.  For each level of schooling, we plan to sample in the proportions shown in Exhibit 11.  We will sample 240 elementary schools, 100 middle schools, and 100 high schools nationwide.  We are considering drawing a replacement sample of schools for this sample to replace schools that refuse to participate in the study.

Exhibit 11
Proposed Distribution of School Survey Samples
for Elementary, Middle, and High Schools


Poverty Rate



District Size
High 
(>75%)
Medium 
(50%-74%)
Low 
(<50%)

Total

Very large 
0.13
0.06
0.06

0.25

Large
0.13
0.06
0.06

0.25

Medium
0.13
0.06
0.06

0.25

Small
0.13
0.06
0.06

0.25

TOTAL
0.52
0.24
0.24

1.00

The second sample, consisting of 300 elementary schools, will be selected from three of the five states targeted for case studies.  (The criteria that will be used to select states are described below in the sections on case studies and student performance.)  Within each state, a stratified random sample of 100 elementary schools will be selected in the proportions shown in 
Exhibit 11.

Case Study Sample

From the population of 740 schools, the contractors will select 20 elementary schools for intensive case work.  For this case study sample, SRI will rely on a purposive approach to sampling.  Although we are no longer seeking statistical generalizability, we continue to seek generalizability to the broader policy context by choosing a sample of schools that are subject to different types of accountability systems. 

We are defining a case as a school site located within a specific state and district and subject to a particular set of accountability policies and procedures.  The school remains the unit of analysis, but to understand what is happening at the school level, we seek to understand the context of state and district accountability policies and practices.  As a result, the first step in selecting the case study sites is to identify the key accountability policies at the state level that can influence local practice.

The sampling process began with a review of research on state accountability systems (see, for example, Goertz, Duffy, & Carlson-LeFloch, 2000; Schenck & Carlson, 1999).  This enabled the study team to understand the dimensions on which states vary.  The goal is to select five states that vary along a few critical dimensions that can be clearly measured.  These include:

· Definitions of Adequate Yearly Progress.  Title I legislation requires states to develop measures of adequate yearly progress (AYP) that define “continuous and substantial” progress toward state standards.  In response, states have developed a variety of ways to define AYP, but all use at least one of three general approaches:

· “meet an absolute target: a performance threshold that all schools must attain to have made satisfactory progress;

· “make relative growth: an annual growth target that is based on each school’s past performance and often reflects its distance from state goals; and/or

· “narrow the achievement gap: reduce the number or percentage of students scoring in the highest and lowest performance levels.”  (Goertz et al., 2000)  

· The Alignment of Title I and General State Accountability Systems.  The intent of the Title I legislation was to create single accountability systems within states that would include all schools and all students, and Title I accountability systems were intended to be part of this single system of state accountability.  Goertz and colleagues (2000) found, however, “that only 22 states will have single, or ‘unitary,’ accountability systems in place by 2000-2001,” and 28 states “operate dual systems of accountability in which either: (1) Title I and non-Title I schools are held accountable using different sets of indicators and/or performance standards, or (2) only Title I schools are held accountable by the state or district outside of the performance reporting structure.”

· Identification of Schools in Need of Improvement under Title I.  Title I legislation requires districts to identify schools that do not make adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years.  However, most states have not developed district-focused identification systems; instead, there are three different ways that schools can be identified across states:

· “The state identifies Title I schools in need of improvement;

· “The district identifies Title I schools in need of improvement; or

· “The state and the local district share responsibility for identifying, verifying, and/or notifying Title I schools that they are in need of improvement.”  (Goertz et al., 2000)  

In light of this variation, states will be sorted by these dimensions and then, through an iterative process, states will be selected to represent the actual variation (i.e., dual and unitary systems, representation of the three definitions of AYP, and identification of schools in need of improvement at the state and/or local level).  The preliminary sampling plan is displayed in Exhibit 12.  The final selection of five states will be made in consultation with ED and TWG members.

Exhibit 12
Selecting States for Case Study by Three State Policy Dimensions

Dimension
Estimated Number 
of States
Number to Be Included in Case Study Sample

Definitions of AYP*

     Absolute Target

     Relative Growth

     Narrowing the Gap

30


26


15
2

2

1

Alignment of Title I and State Systems

     Unitary System 

     Dual

22


28
3

2

Identification of Schools

     State

     District

     Shared

29


13


8
3

1

1

Source:  Goertz et al. (2000)

*
The number of states with each of the three different definitions of AYP adds up to more than 50 because states that use more than one definition are double counted.

In addition to these primary criteria, consideration will be given to the number of schools identified as in need of improvement within a state.  Previous research has indicated that the number of schools identified can influence the quality of assistance provided to these schools, which can affect progress toward improvement.  Additionally, the quality and availability of student assessment data will be considered, particularly in selecting the three states for the student achievement substudy.  To obtain these data, SRI will also rely on existing information about statewide student assessment programs.  Before selecting states for oversampling and case studies, SRI will ensure that state assessment systems in selected states include, at a minimum, aggregate test scores by grade level within individual schools and disaggregated test scores for different student groups (e.g., poverty status). 

Finally, SRI will coordinate with other studies so as not to overburden the same states for in-depth studies or oversampling.  In some instances, this coordination will mean avoiding the selection of certain states; in other instances, it will mean working collaboratively to minimize the burden on a particular district within an oversampled state. 

Within each state, SRI will then sample a set of four elementary schools by urbanicity (urban, suburban, rural).  In large urban districts, we will sample two schools.  In suburban and rural districts, we will sample one school.  Thus, in each of five states, we will conduct case studies in four schools, located in three districts, for a total of 20 local case studies (see Exhibit 13).

Exhibit 13
Case Study Sampling Frame

Urbanicity
Selected for Variation on 
Three Dimensions of State Accountability Policy
Total Number 
of Sites


State A
State B
State C
State D
State E


Urban
2
2
2
2
2

10

Suburban
1
1
1
1
1

5

Rural
1
1
1
1
1

5

TOTAL
4
4
4
4
4

20

The case study sample will be limited to elementary schools in order to hold constant the type/level of school while examining differences in school improvement processes.  In addition, ED recently commissioned case studies of Title I secondary schools and does not want to replicate that work (see Rubenstein & Wodatch, 2000). 

Student Achievement Substudy.  As mentioned previously, three of the five case study states will be identified for a study of student achievement.  Because state accountability systems define the test scores used to assess student performance in schools, the tests vary across states.  For this reason, any examination of the relationships between student performance and school or district practices must be conducted within a state.  Three states will be selected to maximize the quality of student achievement data.  We will seek states whose assessment systems can provide school-level data for individual elementary schools at consecutive grade levels.  Such data will allow us to monitor progress of a cohort of students in a school over time.  As described above, we will seek, in each state, 100 elementary schools in need of improvement in addition to the schools selected from the state as part of the national sample of 240 elementary schools.  Since the number of schools in need of improvement can not be known until the district survey is completed, this sample size is the maximum number that will be obtained.  
2.  Data Collection Procedures

As described in the first section of this document, we will rely on an interrelated data collection plan that includes surveys of nationally representative samples of districts and schools, case studies of a small subset of those schools, review of secondary sources on state policies, and analysis of student progress on achievement tests in the sample of all schools surveyed.  The interrelated nature of the data collection—and, subsequently, of the analysis—is made possible by the nested sampling strategy described in the preceding section, as well as by addressing the same research questions across different data collection activities.  

Our data collection activities are also guided by a conceptual framework based on a theory of change underlying the role of accountability in standards-based reform generally and in Title I in particular (Exhibit 14).  This framework represents an adaptation of the broader model of standards-based reform presented in the first section of this document (Exhibit 2).  Like the overall framework, the TASSIE model posits that school performance (the collective achievement of students in a school) is influenced most directly by what is taught, and how it is taught, as well as by the background characteristics of the students and teachers.  
As in the broader model, we argue that classroom practice in turn is influenced by both the culture of the school and the processes put in place to support improved teaching and learning.  The core of school culture is the beliefs and goals shared by members of the school community.  The importance of shared goals for student learning has long been at the heart of conceptions of school culture (Purkey & Smith, 1983).  More recently, a shared understanding of effective instructional practice has been recognized as an equally important component (David & Shields, 2001; Elmore & Burney, 1998).  A second component of school culture is the staff’s motivation to improve their practice.  In fact, a central tenet of standards-based reform is that accountability systems will motivate school staff to improve what they do (Elmore, 1999).  A third component—again with a long history in the effective schools literature—is strong instructional leadership, usually in the hands of the principal, but not necessarily (see Shields & Knapp, 1995).  The key is that there is an individual or group of individuals who hold well-articulated expectations for both student and adult performance in the school and work to lead the efforts of others through motivation, modeling, and assistance.  The final component is the overall professional community within the school—the totality of the relationships among adults in the school.  The stronger the professional community, the greater the staff stability and the greater the influence of community values on individual decision-making and action (Bryk, Lee, & Holland, 1993).  

The other category of school-level factors we focus on is the set of school improvement processes—those efforts at the school level designed to improve instructional practice and, ultimately, to raise student achievement.  This begins with the process of school planning—the development of a system for monitoring the instructional health of the school and the ongoing use of the data produced through this system to devise new strategies for improving the school.  Professional development for both teachers and staff is a second component of efforts to improve a school.  In the eyes of some observers, the improvement of school staff’s capacity to improve 

Insert Exhibit 14: A Conceptual Framework for Understanding the Implementation of Title I Accountability Provisions

their work is indeed the most important part of the improvement process (Fuhrman, 1999).  From this perspective, teachers and principals may be motivated to improve, be focused on common goals, and be aware through analysis of their data of the shortcomings in their students’ learning—but if they do not have the knowledge and skills to do their work better, they are unlikely to improve.  

A third key component of the school improvement process is the adoption of new instructional approaches—typically through the adoption of a new curriculum or an overall school reform model, such as Success for All.  Such efforts are often central to schools’ improvement efforts, especially in the most troubled schools.  A fourth component is the allocation of resources within a school—that is, the use of staff, instructional materials, equipment, space, and time.  Our focus is on the degree to which each of these resources is allocated in the service of meeting the school’s instructional goals.  A final component is the involvement of parents and the community in the school—in particular, a strategies for involving parents in the school’s improvement effort and approaches to providing support to parents in their efforts to help their children.  

Cutting across each of these components are two important overriding issues.  The first of these is the degree to which each component—the planning process, staff development, adoption of new instructional programs, allocation of resources, and parent involvement—is aligned with the instructional goals of the school.  So, for example, we will want to examine the relationship between professional development experiences and the core goals of the school improvement process.  The second issue is the degree to which each component includes special strategies for reaching underserved populations.  It is possible for a school improvement process to “succeed” by bringing average scores up while still allowing the lowest performers to fail.

Our framework places the school within the context of district, state, and federal accountability policies.  Our model here is based on the general theory of change of standards-based reform: that (1) clear and ambitious expectations for student learning, (2) paired with an aligned assessment and accountability system (including rewards, sanctions, and public reporting), (3) accompanied by strong support to schools and staff, and (4) allowing for appropriate flexibility at each level of the system will lead to stronger schools and improved instructional practice (Smith & O’Day, 1991).  

This model, as depicted in Exhibit 14, communicates a linear relationship among these components.  That is, federal policies lead to state policies that in turn affect districts and schools.  In fact, we know that the relationships are much more interactive.  In the area of accountability, states are often the key actors (Goertz & Duffy, 2000).  In some states, districts wield great control—especially large urban districts and especially in terms of providing technical assistance and professional development to schools.  Moreover, experience at the school and district levels can often lead to shifts in state policy.  At the school level, relationships among the various components are also quite complicated.  So, for example, school planning may result in plans for specific types of staff development; alternatively, specific staff development experiences might influence the direction of school improvement planning.  Similarly, the classroom experience of teachers may result in changes in the focus of school planning just as much as school planning may influence classroom instruction.  The point, then, is that the model should not be interpreted a set of simple linear relationships.  Its purpose is to pinpoint those components of the systems that we need to pay attention to as we pursue the overall goals of the evaluations and as we develop our data collection instruments.

To gather the data needed for the study, several different instruments have been developed: a district survey, school (principal and teacher) surveys, interview/focus group protocols, and document collection and review guides.  The district surveys will be administered to the district administrator most responsible for Title I, and the school surveys will be administered to the principal and three teachers in each school.  The interview and focus group protocols will be used with teachers and administrators in the case study schools and districts, and the document review guides will be used to collect data from secondary sources.

SRI and PSA will conduct the data collection activities for which clearance is being sought, according to the schedule shown in Exhibit 15.  Data will be collected across a 3-year period.  During the first year of data collection, the district survey will be administered in fall 2000, and the school surveys and case studies will be initiated in early 2002 (the staggered data collection strategy is necessary because we are relying on district respondents to provide lists of Title I schools in need of improvement).  After the first year of data collection, district and school surveys will be launched in the winter of each year (2002 and 2003), and case studies will be conducted approximately January through April each year.  Student achievement data will be collected in the fall or winter of each year for the preceding school year, with the exception of the first year of data collection, when we will collect baseline data on the schools in spring 2002 for at least the preceding year, and perhaps for earlier years if the data are readily available.  These data collection activities fit into the larger evaluation schedule, as presented in Appendix A.

Exhibit 15
General Timeline of Data Collection Activities


Year 

Survey Districts

Survey Schools
Conduct Case Studies
Collect Student Achievement Data

Fall 2001
(




Spring 2002

(
(
(

Winter 2002
(
(

(

Spring 2003


(


Winter 2003
(
(

(

Spring 2004


(


Instrument Development

The research questions outlined in the first section of this document provide greater detail regarding the four major study goals.  These research questions have generated a list of key constructs that have further guided instrument development.  Exhibit 16 lists the constructs for each research question, organized by substantive topic.  From this list of constructs, we have designed a set of data sources to be used to gather information related to each construct (see Exhibit 17).  Below, we describe the data collection instruments in greater detail. 

In addition to the data sources mentioned here, through coordination of the TASSIE samples with the NSTS samples, we would be able to gather additional school-level survey data for Title I schools identified as in need of improvement and Title I schools not identified as in need of improvement.  Our coordination with the other contractors is aimed at ensuring that our survey instruments are aligned, meaning that, where multiple studies share common constructs, the items measuring those constructs are the same.

We are currently working with members of the NSTS team to identify areas of overlap with respect to survey constructs.  Where we share common constructs, we will work together to come to agreement on specific survey items that will inform those constructs.  For example, if we find that the surveys for both studies will include like items about professional development, we will collaborate on item development to ensure that as many as possible are common across the two studies’ surveys.  In addition, if we find, for example, that NSTS would benefit from adding a construct, and the associated set of items, to our district survey, we will discuss this possibility with ED and consider adding that construct.  We recognize that it is unlikely that we 

Exhibit 16
Research Questions and Constructs for Data Collection

Implementation 

 How have districts implemented accountability provisions under Title I?  How are provisions of state Title I accountability policies implemented at the district and school levels?

Topic
Research Questions
Constructs

Criteria for identification of low-performing schools
By what criteria are schools identified as in need of improvement under the Title I accountability system?  

To what extent are schools held accountable for the performance of special populations (students who are poor, LEP, migrant, or in special education)?
Degree and types of local innovation (e.g., district-level adaptations of state definitions of AYP)

Inclusion of special populations in the accountability system

Communication with stakeholders
What strategies are districts using to report on school performance?  How are districts using school report cards?  

To what extent is the performance of special populations (disaggregated) included in district and school reports on performance?  
Comprehensiveness of public reporting

Accessibility of communications for school staff and parents

Inclusion of special populations in reporting

Rewards and sanctions
What rewards and sanctions are in place for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

What corrective actions are districts implementing, and when are they implementing them?

In particular, how are districts implementing public school choice to improve school performance?
Frequency and types of rewards in place for Title I schools

Frequency and types of corrective actions taken against Title I schools in need of improvement

Availability of school choice programs for students in Title I schools in need of improvement

Ambitious standards/clear expectations for student promotion
To what extent are districts adopting policies to end social promotion (i.e., to hold students accountable for performance)?  
Implementation of promotion policies

Exhibit 16
Research Questions and Constructs for Data Collection (continued)

Alignment

To what extent are Title I accountability systems aligned with state and district accountability systems?

Topic
Research Questions
Constructs

Alignment between systems 
Do state and district accountability policies and practices operate as a unified system with Title I accountability policies and practices?  

If parallel systems exist, are they consistent?  If not, what are the differences, and why do these differences exist?

Is the assistance provided to Title I schools aligned or coordinated with other support for school improvement? 
Alignment/consistency of identification criteria

Alignment/consistency of rewards and sanctions

Alignment/coordination of reporting practices

Alignment/coordination of assistance



Alignment within systems
Are these systems internally aligned—that is, are the assessments aligned with the standards, and are the accountability provisions consistent with the intent of the standards (e.g., ambitious learning goals for all students)?
Alignment of standards (e.g., ambitious learning goals for all students) and assessments

Alignment of criteria for identification as low-performing with the intent of the standards

Exhibit 16
Research Questions and Constructs for Data Collection (continued)

Assistance and Incentives

What assistance and incentives are provided to Title I schools to help and motivate them to improve?

Topic
Research Questions
Constructs

Incentive structures
What incentives are created at the school level by rewards and sanctions for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I? 

What incentives are created at the school level by corrective actions under Title I?  
Clarity of accountability provisions/awareness of provisions among school staff

Stability of accountability systems

Validity/perceived fairness of accountability systems

Strength of incentives created by rewards/sanctions, including public reporting, at the school level

Assistance/support for school improvement
What kinds of assistance are provided to schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

What kinds of assistance are provided to schools identified for corrective actions?  Does this support differ from that provided to schools in need of improvement?

How did districts and schools use the $134 million in Title I funds allocated in FY 2000 to help turn around low-performing schools?  How are they using subsequent school improvement funds?

Are schools that are identified as in need of improvement and in need of corrective action receiving sufficient support and incentives for improvement?
Primary strategies for delivering assistance (e.g., purchasing services from outside the district vs. building local capacity to provide assistance)

Degree to which assistance supports improved curriculum and instruction

Adequacy/sufficiency of support (e.g., responsiveness to particular school needs, intensity/duration of assistance)

Alignment of assistance with standards, assessments, and accountability system

Degree of school autonomy

Exhibit 16
Research Questions and Constructs for Data Collection (continued)

Impacts

What is the impact of accountability policies and practices on Title I schools?

Topic
Research Questions
Constructs

School culture
What is the nature of the school culture?

How does the school culture change over time?


Degree of internal motivation to improve instruction for all students

Extent to which goals for instructional practice and student learning are shared

Strength of instructional leadership

Strength of professional community

School improvement process
What is the nature of the school improvement process for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I and in schools identified for corrective action?

How does the school improvement process change over time?
Degree to which each of the following school improvement processes is aligned with ambitious instructional goals and focused on underserved students:

· School improvement planning

· Adoption of new curricula, instructional programs, or a comprehensive school reform model

· Teacher and principal professional development

· Resource allocation

· Parent involvement

Improved teaching 
To what extent does the school improvement process lead to changes in curriculum and instruction?
Breadth and depth of reported changes in curriculum and instruction as a result of school improvement efforts

Exhibit 16
Research Questions and Constructs for Data Collection (concluded)

Impacts (concluded)

What is the impact of accountability policies and practices on Title I schools?

Student outcomes
To what extent are certain kinds of school improvement efforts associated with school progress in moving out of improvement status?

To what extent are certain kinds of school improvement efforts associated with increases in student achievement for all students and for special populations of students (students who are poor, LEP, migrant, or in special education)? 

What are the outcomes of policies to end social promotion for promotion rates, retention levels, and student assessment results?
Rates at which Title I schools identified as in need of improvement based on 2000-01 test scores attain AYP

Association of school-level achievement (AYP and test score gain) with school demographics (e.g., percent poverty, LEP, special education) for different school improvement efforts

Association between promotion rates and district policies on retention

Exhibit 17
Data Sources for Constructs


Data Source

Topics and Constructs
District Survey
School Surveys
Case Studies
Student Achievement Data
Secondary Sources on State Policy

A.  Implementation of Title I Accountability Provisions

Criteria for identification of low-performing schools

Degree and types of local innovation (e.g., district-level adaptations of state definitions of AYP)
(

(

(

Inclusion of special populations
(
(
(

(

Communication with stakeholders

Comprehensiveness of public reporting 
(

(



Accessibility of communications for school staff and parents
(
(
(



Inclusion of special populations in reporting
(
(
(



Rewards and sanctions

Frequency and types of rewards in place for Title I schools
(
(
(

(

Frequency and types of corrective actions taken against Title I schools in need of improvement
(
(
(



Availability of school choice programs for students in Title I schools in need of improvement
(
(
(

(

Ambitious standards/clear expectations for student promotion

Implementation of promotion policies
(
(
(



Exhibit 17
Data Sources for Constructs (continued)


Data Source

Topics and Constructs
District Survey
School Surveys
Case Studies
Student Achievement Data
Secondary Sources on State Policy

B.  Alignment of State/District and Title I Accountability Systems

Alignment between systems 

Alignment/consistency of identification criteria
(

(

(

Alignment/consistency of rewards and sanctions
(

(

(

Alignment/coordination of reporting practices
(

(

(

Alignment/coordination of assistance
(

(

(

Alignment within systems

Alignment of standards (e.g., ambitious learning goals for all students) and assessments


(

(

Alignment of criteria for identification as low-performing with the intent of the standards


(

(

C.  Assistance and Incentives for School Improvement

Incentive structures

Clarity of accountability provisions/awareness of provisions among school staff

(
(



Stability of accountability systems
(

(

(

Validity/perceived fairness of accountability systems

(
(



Strength of incentives created by rewards/sanctions, including public reporting, at the school level

(
(



Exhibit 17
Data Sources for Constructs (continued)


Data Source

Topics and Constructs
District Survey
School Surveys
Case Studies
Student Achievement Data
Secondary Sources on State Policy

C.  Assistance and Incentives for School Improvement (concluded)

Assistance/support for school improvement

Primary strategies for delivering assistance (e.g., purchasing services from outside the district vs. building local capacity to provide assistance)
(
(
(



Degree to which assistance supports improved curriculum and instruction
(
(
(



Adequacy/sufficiency of support (e.g., responsiveness to particular school needs, intensity/duration of assistance)

(
(



Alignment of assistance with standards, assessments, and accountability system
(
(
(



Degree of school autonomy
(
(
(



D.  Impacts

School Culture 

Degree of internal motivation to improve instruction for all students

(
(



Extent to which goals for instructional practice and student learning are shared

(
(



Strength of instructional leadership

(
(



Strength of professional community

(
(



School improvement process

Degree to which each of the following school improvement processes is aligned with ambitious instructional goals and focused on underserved students

(
(



School improvement planning

(
(



Adoption of a comprehensive school reform model

(
(



Exhibit 17
Data Sources for Constructs (concluded)


Data Source

Topics and Constructs
District Survey
School Surveys
Case Studies
Student Achievement Data
Secondary Sources on State Policy

D.  Impacts (concluded)

Teacher and principal professional development

(
(



Resource allocation

(
(



Parent involvement

(
(



Improved teaching

Breadth and depth of reported changes in curriculum and instruction as a result of school improvement efforts

(

(




Student outcomes

Rates at which Title I schools identified as in need of improvement based on 2000-01 test scores attain AYP
(


(


Association of school-level achievement (AYP and test score gain) with school demographics (e.g., percent poverty, LEP, migrant, special education) for different school improvement efforts

(
(
(


Association between promotion rates and district policies on retention
(
(
(



will be able to add constructs or items to the NSTS school survey because of the many topics they are already charged with covering.  The most likely outcome will be a hybrid in which each study’s surveys include a subset of items in common with other surveys, as well as unique items.

District Survey

The district survey will be administered three times during the life of the evaluation, in years 2, 3, and 4, to the district administrator most directly responsible for the implementation of Title I.  The survey will be administered to a stratified random sample of 2,200 school districts, as described in the previous section on sampling.  Surveying the same set of districts annually over 3 years will allow us to describe and assess the progression of district efforts to hold schools accountable for results and to help those schools to improve. 

The focus of the district survey will be on implementation of the accountability practices and procedures, the alignment of those policies and practices with one another, and the type of assistance and incentives offered to schools in need of improvement and schools targeted for corrective action.  As the evaluation proceeds, we will be especially interested in (1) district efforts to provide public school choice for students in schools identified as in need of improvement and (2) district support for schools identified for 3 years or more and thus targeted for corrective action.  We expect to see increases in both of these groups of activities over the course of the study.  We also will ask questions of district personnel about the impact of assistance efforts on schools; however, we expect that our school surveys, our case studies, and the student achievement data will provide more direct measures of impacts on schools.  As part of the district survey process, we will continue to ask for lists of schools identified as in need of improvement so that we can track patterns of identification (the number and criteria used each year), as well as track how many schools go into and out of this category.
  See Appendix B for a copy of the district survey.

School Survey

The school survey will be administered annually over 3 years.  The school survey consists of a set of two overlapping instruments.  The first will be completed by the school principal; the second will be completed by three teachers on staff.  We will survey teachers at the same grade levels as are surveyed by NSTS if we are successful in coordinating our samples.  This coordination would further enable us to make comparisons across study samples.    

Like the district survey, the school survey will ask a series of questions on the implementation of current accountability policies and procedures, the alignment of the different policies and procedures where they exist, the kinds of assistance provided to schools, and the impacts of this assistance and incentives on schools.  The school survey will focus on the school-level perspective on these issues because we know that school staff often view district and state policies in a very different light than do the creators of those policies (McLaughlin, 1987).  Moreover, we will focus in this survey on exactly what is happening within the school in response to being identified as in need of improvement: the planning and decision-making process, the allocation of staff and resources, opportunities for professional development, and the adoption of new curricula and instructional techniques.  Appendices C and D include the two school instruments, the principal and teacher surveys. 

Survey Administration

Our approach to survey administration is designed to elicit a high response rate and includes a comprehensive and coordinated notification process to achieve “buy-in” prior to data collection.

· The surveys will be mailed with postage-paid return envelopes and instructions to respondents to complete and return the survey within 3 weeks.

· Three weeks after the initial mailing, we will send out postcards reminding respondents of the survey closing date and offering to send out replacement surveys as needed. 

· Four weeks after the initial mailing, a second survey will be sent to all nonrespondents, requesting that they complete and return the survey (in the postage-paid envelopes included in the mailing) within 1 week.

· Six weeks after the initial mailing, telephone calls will be placed to all nonrespondents reminding them to complete and return the survey.  A third round of surveys will be sent after telephone contact, if necessary.

· The final step will be to create a shortened version of the surveys to make them appropriate for administration via a phone interview conducted by SRI staff.

We will use the data gathered in the final step (phone interview) to do a study of nonresponse bias.  We will compare the responses obtained in the phone interview with those obtained from respondents to see whether people who did not respond to the mail questionnaire are different in systematic ways from those who did.  We also will ask them their reasons for not responding to the mail survey to learn the reasons for nonresponse.  

Case Studies

The goal of the case studies will be to explore the results of a school’s being identified as in need of improvement in sufficient depth that we can understand the results in terms of student achievement.  The surveys will provide general information on the types of assistance schools receive and the self-reported changes at the school level resulting from that assistance.  The student achievement data will provide information on student progress associated with the same time period as is covered by the surveys.  But the case studies will enable us to understand the relationships between the assistance, the school changes, and the student outcomes.  In particular, we will seek to understand, through the eyes of teachers, what has changed in terms of curriculum and instruction—including time devoted to specific subjects—that can help explain student achievement trends. 

We will conduct case studies in 20 schools, 10 of which will be in urban districts, 5 in rural districts, and 5 in suburban districts.  We are defining a case as a school site located within a specific state and district and subject to a particular set of accountability policies and procedures.  Thus, for example, if we are visiting a school identified as in need of improvement in Lexington, Kentucky, we would view it as the case of a school identified as in need of improvement in the context of a strong state accountability system and a legal structure that provides schools a great deal of autonomy in instructional and curricular decisions.  

Data collection for case studies will include annual site visits conducted during years 2, 3, and 4 of the evaluation.  At the district level, we also will collect documents relevant to standards, assessment, and accountability (documents will be requested before the site visit to provide background information and can be reviewed with respondents to clarify any questions).  The case studies also will involve interviews with the district Title I director, the superintendent, and the assistant superintendent for curriculum and instruction.  In larger districts, we also will interview the head of the office charged with accountability, as well as anyone with responsibility for providing technical assistance or professional development to schools identified as in need of improvement.  In smaller districts, where technical assistance providers may not be local, we will conduct phone interviews with outside providers (e.g., state assistance teams, vendors, university staff).  Case study districts may have received a district survey, but this will not be true of case study schools.

At the school level, we will interview the principal, the head of the school site council, and teachers in the core content areas of English/language arts and mathematics.  At the end of each school day on-site, we will conduct focus groups for teachers.  In this way, we will be able to reach most or all of the faculty in all but very large schools.  Where feasible, we will conduct one focus group interview with parents about their role in the school improvement process.  Again, documents (e.g., school plans, achievement data results, and other relevant documentation will be requested before the site visit to provide background information and can be reviewed with respondents to clarify any questions).  As appropriate, we will visit classrooms to understand better particular issues that have been brought to our attention through interviews (e.g., the implementation of a new mathematics curriculum).  We will not, however, conduct formal observations of classrooms with structured instruments. 

In each school we visit, we will spend 4 person-days per year in each of 3 years (2 researchers in the school for 2 days each).  In addition, we will spend between 1 and 2 person-days per year visiting the school district (depending on the size of the district).  Each site visit team will be made up of a senior researcher with substantial field experience and a more junior team member.  We have found that, compared with visits by a single researcher, this team approach allows for improved reliability in data collection and for stronger analyses after the visit.  Exhibit 18 outlines the configuration of site visits across the case study sample.  Before

Exhibit 18
Case Study Data Collection Activities


Number of 
Schools
Person-Days 
per Year

State A

Urban district
2
10

Suburban district
1
5

Rural district
1
5

State B

Urban district
2
10

Suburban district
1
5

Rural district
1
5

State C

Urban district
2
10

Suburban district
1
5

Rural district
1
5

State D

Urban district
2
10

Suburban district
1
5

Rural district
1
5

State E

Urban district
2
10

Suburban district
1
5

Rural district
1
5

Total
20
100

data collection, site visitors are expected to be well informed about the state’s educational policy history and current status.

Preparation for the case studies will proceed through an iterative process.  We will begin by developing draft protocols that will be reviewed by both ED and the Technical Working Group.  We then will pretest these protocols in a set of local schools.  This experience allows for further refinement of the data collection strategy and the protocols, which serve as the basis for a full training of site visitors.  We then will conduct a series of rounds of data collection through both site visits and document reviews.  All site visitors will prepare site visit reports, in a standardized format, based on these data collection activities. 

Develop and Refine Site Visit Protocols

The protocols are designed to gather both qualitative and quantitative information on the projects and will be structured to address the key research questions as shown in Exhibit 16.  The protocols will standardize data collection efforts across each site while being sufficiently open ended to allow the site visitor to customize them to the circumstances of individual projects.  The site visit protocols can be found in Appendix E.

To verify the utility of the protocols and to decrease the burden on respondents, we will pretest the protocols with a small subset of districts and schools in the states and districts where we have TWG members (Maryland, Philadelphia, and San Diego).

Secondary Sources on State Policy

Because we understand that a school is not an isolated building but a part of a larger system, we will collect and analyze data on state standards, assessment, and accountability policies and practices.  As we discussed in the section on sampling, secondary sources will support our selection of states for case study sites.  

The same secondary sources(e.g., CPRE’s state profiles, Allen Schenck and Dale Carlson’s framework outlining performance criteria for the quality of accountability systems, documents from the Title I peer review process, and CCSSO reports on key education policies(will also contribute to our ability to answer key research questions about the implementation of Title I accountability provisions and the alignment of Title I accountability systems and local accountability systems.  For example, we will rely on these sources to inform our analysis of survey and case study data on the implementation of specific Title I provisions, such as the inclusion of special populations in accountability systems and the extent of internal alignment between state standards, assessment systems, and criteria for identification as in need of improvement.  We also will use secondary sources in our analysis of the alignment between Title I and local accountability systems.  More specifically, secondary sources noted above will contribute to our assessment of the extent to which the criteria used to identify Title I schools as in need of improvement are consistent with the criteria established by state accountability systems, the reporting practices are consistent for Title I and non-Title I schools, and the technical assistance provided to schools in need of improvement is coherent and coordinated. 

Since the interactions of state and district accountability policies are such a complex and dynamic issue, project staff are continuing to explore with several of our TWG members, who represent different state and district accountability systems, the quality of our various data collection instruments to capture these data.

Student Outcome Data

The final data collection activity will involve the collection of student achievement data from the sample of elementary schools in three states selected from the five cases study states for the analysis of student outcomes.  The purposes of this data collection activity are to be able to examine relationships between school improvement efforts and changes in student performance.

Although the purpose is straightforward, collecting data on student achievement may be complicated.  States vary in their dates of testing, their capacity to process and report test data, and perhaps in their willingness to share data for research purposes.  To address the challenges, ED has formed a Student Achievement Work Group, in which we participate, to examine the availability and use of state-level assessment systems.  ED has contracted with AIR to explore the feasibility of a single contractor’s collecting and analyzing school-level state assessment data records from across the states by mining extant secondary data sources.  Direct access to these data by all Title I contractors would support enhanced analysis capabilities and reduce the burden on states.  If this work is successful, our approach to collecting student outcome data will involve using these databases.  A final decision about how to collect student achievement data, therefore, will have to wait until this feasibility study is completed.

The source of student outcome data will be the tests on which states base their AYP agreement with ED—typically, the state’s assessment systems (with the usual exceptions, such as Iowa, which has no state assessment program).  The structures of state student assessment systems are highly variable in terms of the types of data available, how they are reported (how disaggregated), and the types of analyses that are possible (e.g., longitudinal, cohorts, etc.). 

Our data collection strategy will be to collect whatever student achievement data are available on elementary schools in the states selected for study.  We will collect data as they are reported for Title I accountability purposes—as the number of students reaching specific performance standards, as school-level average scores, and/or as scores disaggregated by grade level or subpopulation.  Where possible, for Title I targeted-assistance schools, we will collect data on Title I-eligible students because those are the data used to track adequate yearly progress. 

Prepare Notification Materials and Gain District and School Cooperation

Gaining the cooperation of state education officials, district representatives, and principals in both public and private schools is a formidable task in large-scale data collection efforts.  Increasingly, schools are beset with requests for information, and many have become reluctant to participate.  To meet the challenges of obtaining cooperation, much thought has been given to coordinating notification activities across studies.  In particular, because of the linkages across the NSTS and TASSIE samples, SRI, RAND, and NORC will work closely to coordinate notification activities.  Our efforts will be guided by four key strategies: (1) an introductory letter prepared by ED, (2) preparation of high-quality informational materials, (3) acquisition of endorsements from key education groups, and (4) taking advantage of advances in information technology.

ED Letter.  A letter from the U.S. Department of Education will be prepared that describes the integrated set of studies designed to address an overarching set of research questions about Title I and related programs, describes the importance of these studies (i.e., improving the educational quality and outcomes for at-risk students and high-poverty schools), describes the steps taken to minimize respondent burden, and encourages the cooperation of participants at all levels of the education system.  ED’s letter will be included in all informational packets sent to respondents.

Informational Packets.  Preparing relevant, easily accessible, and persuasive informational materials is critical to gaining cooperation.  The primary component of the TASSIE project’s informational materials will be a trifold brochure.  This brochure will include the following information:

· The study’s sponsor, purpose, and enabling legislation.

· The study’s place in the National Assessment of Title I.

· Information about the design of the sample and the schedule for data collection.

· The institutions involved in conceiving and conducting the study (SRI, PSA, and CPRE).

· Provisions for maintaining anonymity and confidentiality.

· References to the project’s toll-free hotline and the TASSIE Web site.

All informational materials will be submitted to ED for approval before they are sent to print.

Study Endorsements.  An additional tool for securing cooperation will be to obtain meaningful, proactive endorsements among education interest groups.  Early in the gaining-cooperation phase, NORC has proposed to contact the Council of Great City Schools, the National Association of Secondary School Principals, and other relevant educational organizations to obtain their endorsement of the combined research effort.  In addition, SRI plans to seek study endorsements from the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and its Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) representative assigned to the TASSIE.  These endorsements will be prominently featured in all of the study’s informational materials.

Technological Innovations.  In keeping with the other Title I research studies, SRI will take advantage of technological innovations to make information on the purpose, funding, and findings of the study more readily accessible to state, district, and school officials.  As an independent, secured section of the TASSIE Web site, SRI will develop and implement a project Web site for the purpose of communicating data collection activities to participants.  The information to be posted on the project Web site will include: (1) an explanation of the background and purpose of the study; (2) frequently asked questions; (3) links to SRI, PSA, CPRE, and ED Web sites; (4) an e-mail address to submit questions or request further information; and (5) letters of endorsement.  During the period in which cooperation is being sought, this site will allow state, district, and school officials to learn about the history and purpose of the study, read explanatory information about the sample requirements and data collection schedule, and view sample questionnaire items.

Contacting States, Districts, and Schools.  A joint notification letter and information packets will be prepared for Chief State School Officers, with a copy to the Education Information Advisory Committee state coordinators.  Information packets will be prepared by the individual contractors but sent out in a single mailing.  Mailing of these information packets will begin in fall 2001.  SRI, in cooperation with the other contractors, will attempt to obtain an endorsement letter from the Chief State School Officer.

As described above, every effort is being made to minimize the burden on districts and schools.  At the same time, very large districts that serve large numbers of high-poverty students will be included in multiple studies, given the nature of their student populations.  In these districts, great care will be taken to coordinate notification activities.  As with the states, a joint notification letter and information packets will be sent to the district superintendent.  Information packets will be prepared by the individual contractors but sent out in a single mailing.  Mailing of the information packets to districts will also begin in fall 2001.  The mailings will be followed up with a telephone call from the appropriate project staff to discuss the materials, answer questions, and respond to requests for further information.

Because the TASSIE school survey sample will not be selected until SRI has obtained lists of schools in need of improvement from our sample of 2,000 to 2,200 districts, the notification materials to districts and schools will not be sent at the same time.  On completion of the selection of the TASSIE school sample, notification materials will be mailed to the respective 770 school principals, beginning in winter 2001.  Again, the mailings will be followed up with a telephone call to the principal by SRI staff to discuss the materials, answer questions, and respond to requests for further information.  During this telephone contact, SRI project staff will also describe the survey components (principal and teacher), verify that the principal understands the survey process, and answer any questions that may arise.  The project staff member will also reassure the principal that we will make every effort to minimize the burden on the principal and teachers.  

3.  Methods to Maximize Response Rates 

As discussed above, incentives are a cost-effective means of increasing response rates.  Therefore, to help achieve a high response rate for the principal and teacher surveys, the TASSIE will provide a $10 honorarium to each of these respondents.  This incentive will be offered in each of the three years of data collection.  Additionally, special packaging (e.g., Priority Mail) and a cover letter from the U.S. Department of Education has also served to increase school response rates in a recent national study.

Other steps to be taken to maximize response rates include multiple mailings and contacts with nonrespondents:

· All surveys will be mailed with postage-paid return envelopes and instructions to respondents to complete and return the survey within 3 weeks.  

· Three weeks after the initial mailing, we will send out postcards reminding respondents of the survey closing date and offering to send out replacement surveys as needed. 

· Four weeks after the initial mailing, a second survey will be sent to all nonrespondents, requesting that they complete and return the survey (in the postage-paid envelopes included in the mailing) within 1 week.  

· Six weeks after the mailing, telephone calls will be placed to all nonrespondents, reminding them to complete and return the survey.  

· A third round of surveys will be sent after phone contact, if necessary.

· A shortened version of the survey administered through a phone interview by project staff.

4.  Pilot Testing 

The surveys will be field tested during the spring of 2001.  Both the district and school surveys will be tested on populations similar to those in the sample.  There will be fewer than 10 respondents for each survey administered; therefore, prior approval from OMB will not be required.  After each survey is administered, the contractors will meet with field test participants and solicit feedback about the design of the survey, ease of understanding, and length of time needed to complete the survey.  The contractors will also review all written responses to check for error patterns that might signal that respondents were misinterpreting questions.  

5.  Contact Information 

Dr. Patrick Shields is the Principal Investigator for the study.  His mailing address is SRI International, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025.  Dr. Shields can also be reached at 650-859-3503.

Christine Padilla is the Project Director for the study.  Her mailing address is SRI International, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025.  Ms. Padilla can also be reached at 650-859-3908.

Dr. Andrea Lash is the primary quantitative analyst for the survey data and student achievement analysis.  Her mailing address is SRI International, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025.  Dr. Lash can also be reached at 650-859-5182.

Dr. Harold S. Javitz, a Senior Statistician at SRI International, was consulted on the statistical aspects of the overall study design and the sampling strategy in particular.  He has extensive expertise in social science and educational statistics and holds a Ph.D. in statistics.  His mailing address is SRI International, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025.  Dr. Javitz can also be reached at 650-859-5274.
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State and District Policies and Practices








Content and Performance Standards





Assessments





Accountability





Support for Improvement





Professional Development





Literacy Initiatives

















Federal Policies


























Title I





CSRD





REA





School Culture, Strategies and Implementation





School Strategies and Implementation





Comprehensive planning 


Use of content and performance standards


Coordination of funding; alignment with instructional goals


Organization of instructional and planning time, including extended day and summer school


Strategies for special needs students


Strategies for low-achieving students


Adoption of new curricula


Professional development


Parent involvement


Adoption of whole-school designs


Subject matter specialists

















School Culture and Capacity





Goals


Leadership


School environment


Professional community








Exhibit 2� Conceptual Framework





Teacher Background and Quality





Knowledge and skills


Beliefs and expectations


Experience


Certification


Gender


Race/ethnicity


Age








Student Background








Prior achievement


Demographic/ socioeconomic/ home environment/ LEP status


Special education/ disability status








School Characteristics





% Poverty


% Minority


% LEP


Mobility


Size


Level


Resources


Schoolwide vs. Targeted Assistance


Identification as in need of improvement under Title I








State and District Characteristics





Leadership


Support


Resources


Autonomy granted to schools


Demographics


Identification as in need of improvement under Title I








Classroom Practice





Curriculum


Pedagogy


Assessment











Student Outcomes





Achievement  –overall, gains, trends, equity gaps


Behavior, attendance, promotion

















SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








51











SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








52











SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








53











SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








54











SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








55





SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








56





SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








57





SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








58





SRI International		                                                                       TASSIE OMB Clearance








59








�  Both LEESI and REA-SCII will also coordinate with the Moving Standards Reading study, which will be conducted in four states that are currently being selected.  All three studies will share information during the course of sample selection to (1) avoid selecting the same schools for study, and (2) coordinate data collection activities if they occur in the same districts or states. 


�  REA funding is available to districts meeting on of the following three criteria: 1) local districts that have at least one school in Title I school improvement status; 2) districts with the highest or second highest percentages of poverty in the State; and 3) districts with the highest or second highest number of poor children in the State. 


�  We may not need to collect lists of schools in need of improvement from the districts if states begin to make these lists available.





PAGE  
i
SRI International

TASSIE OMB Clearance


