Responses to OMB Questions on Clearance Request #1875-0212

1.  The analysis of RFAs appears only to be mentioned on page 11.  Is a form being  designed to abstract information from these RFAs?  Please provide more information about how these are being analyzed.

A protocol for abstracting information from RFAs is shown in the Attachment.  The topics listed are the legislatively mandated program requirements and other information that states describe to grant applicants.  The absence of some of this information will have implications to the technical assistance and programmatic guidance provided by the federal Even Start office to the states.  The review of the RFAs will involve two steps:  the first is to document the presence/absence of key topics in the RFA, followed by a more in-depth content analysis of selected issues particularly relevant to federal technical assistance and guidance activities.  

The analysis of information abstracted from the first step will yield counts and percentages of state RFAs that address each topic listed in the Attachment.  The in-depth content analysis (e.g., type of information states provide to applicants about the states’ Even Start Performance Indicators, about state evaluation requirements) will involve the following steps:  (1)  construction of coding categories to organize prevalent types of information; (2) coding each state RFA according to the coding scheme; (3) computing counts and percentages of RFAs in each coding category; and (4) summarizing the distribution of the codes in a narrative text.  Information abstracted from the RFAs, in conjunction with the mail survey data and in-depth, qualitative interview data, will enable us to apply a multi-measure, multi-method approach to constructing a comprehensive description of state Even Start administration.  

2. In section A.10 all respondents are assured that the information they provide will not be released in a form that identified individual respondents.  I am assuming that reports will list results by state for many of the items gathered in the survey, and there is also reference to a networking/resource directory in A.16 that reports information for each state.  Although specific respondents won't be listed, it does seem possible that likely respondents could be identified.  Should the assurances to respondents be modified?

The statement of assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents will be modified as follows:

“Information provided by any individuals responding to the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the State Even Start Case Study Interview will not be released in a form that identifies individual respondents.  Most of the data collected from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the Case Study Interviews will be aggregated across all states to provide percentages of states that represent different administrative and organizational characteristics, practices, and issues.  However, some basic program characteristics may be listed by state and presented in the study report, if such listing is judged by the Department of Education to enhance the usefulness of the report, or in a resource directory of states intended to promote sharing of information and effective practices among state coordinators.”

3. On page 19 there is reference to checking the accuracy of the data entry, but will inter-rater reliability be checked for the coding of the open-ended questions?

Inter-rater reliability for the coding of the open-ended questions will be checked for all open-ended items by the following method:  (1) double coding of all open-ended items; (2) comparison of paired codes; and (3) resolution of discrepancies through a discussion between two coders and/or by a third “referee” coder who is a senior project staff member.  If the discrepancies lead to a need to modify the coding scheme, appropriate modifications will be made and applied to all relevant responses.  

4. (a) What are the criteria for a state having large or small number of local projects?   Exhibit 5 is very helpful; is information available now to place all states in their  appropriate cell?  

(b) Please clarify how the number of states considered for case studies will be narrowed to 20 then to the 12 that will actually be conducted.  

(c) Why are the site visits being focused solely on large, SFLI grantee states?  

(d) Are the additional criteria listed on page 24 used to select the states with the best programs?

(a)  Based on the number of projects that were funded in School Year 2000-2001 (from the 2000-2001 Even Start national evaluation database currently being finalized), we will generate a frequency distribution of states by the number of projects and establish the criteria for “large” and “small” states (e.g., the highest and the lowest 20 percent of the distribution).  Information regarding the receipt of Statewide Family Literacy Initiative (SFLI) grant is available within ED.  Systematic information on whether the Even Start program is affiliated with the adult education or the child education component in the state education department will not be available until the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data are collected.   

(b) Of the 20 states identified as potential case study candidates, some may not agree to participate in the case study interviews (by phone or site visit).  Thus, the initial “over-sampling” is designed to assure that there will be at least 12 states that agree to participate.  If some of the sample cells in Exhibit 5 end up with more states agreeing to participate than we need for the study, the final selection will be based on selecting the states that represent the most clear-cut cases of  “cell” characteristics (in terms of small or large programs and affiliation with adult vs. child education programs). 

(c)  We expect that states with relatively large numbers of local projects have more complex administrative and organizational structure, functions, relationships, and/or issues at the state level.  Similarly, because the key objective of the Statewide Family Literacy Initiative (SFLI) grants is to facilitate inter-agency and inter-organizational collaboration at the state level to increase the effectiveness of state family literacy programs, SFLI grantees are expected to represent more complex administrative and organizational structure, relationships, and issues.  Site visits provide a longer time for data collection, opportunities to interview multiple respondents, and opportunities to ask more probing questions to obtain more comprehensive information through face-to-face conversations.  For these reasons, we plan to reserve the site visits for states that administer a relatively large number of projects and are SFLI grantees.

(d)  The additional criteria listed on page 24 are not intended for selecting states with the best administrative practices.  The additional criteria will be used to select, from the pool of 20 case study candidates, those states that present relatively more complex administrative and organizational characteristics and functions that require greater data collection time and effort.  (See response to (c) above.)

5. How is the Even Start funding level determined? Does each State get an equal amount of Even Start funds, or is it based on the number of applications or projects?

The amount of Even Start funding varies substantially across states.  The funding level is determined by formula.  The Department awards formula grants to State educational agencies (SEAs), with each state receiving funding based on the relative proportion of funds it receives under the Part A of Title I allocation formula

6. The survey asks some questions that it seems ED should already know.  For example, on p. 9 of the justification section, it asks which State office receives Even Start funds? Doesn't ED already have information on where it sends the funds?  Also, wouldn't information on the number of Even Start applications and projects funded be included in the annual Even Start evaluation?

There is no extant data source within ED that can answer systematically the questions included in the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the case study interview protocol.  For example, the Even Start grant funds in most states are “sent” to state education departments.    But, there is no consistent information on which office, agency, or unit within each state education department is the official fiscal agency for the Even Start grant.  There has been no systematic collection of information related to state administration of Even Start prior to the proposed study.  The annual Even Start national evaluation collected only local project information.  Currently, there is no source of state-level data such as the number of subgrant applications submitted to each state; the number of new, renewing, or “re-competing” applications; and percentages of each type of applicants that receive Even Start subgrants.     

7. The package mentions an option to conduct Follow-up Interviews.  What criteria will ED use to determine whether to exercise this option?

Program Year 2001-2002 is expected to be a period of major changes for the Even Start program in response to new statutory requirements in the Literacy Involves Families Together (LIFT) Act of December 2000, a substantial increase in federal Even Start funding that was passed on to increased state Even Start grants, and the implementation of state Even Start performance indicator systems.  Many of the administrative and program operational changes at the state level will likely continue to unfold throughout the program year.  The decision to conduct the optional follow-up interview study will be based on ED’s need to obtain complete information on state activities and issues that are still emerging or being planned at the time of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the Case Study Interviews.  If such information is useful to ED’s efforts to provide technical assistance to states and enhance the program, ED will consider exercising the option.   

Attachment

Protocol for Abstracting Information from 

State Even Start Request for Applications (RFAs)

State: ______________________



Coding Date: __________________

Funding Cycle: ______________




Coder: _________________

RFA is for (check one):

· New applications

· Continuing applications

· Both

	Topic
	Information in RFA?  (Yes, No)
	Relevant RFA Page #s

	1. Even Start program requirements are indicated in RFA

· Federal legislation is attached in the RFA package or is  specifically referenced in the RFA
	
	

	· Family, adult, and child eligibility for participation is described
	
	

	· Each of the 4 service components is described 
	
	

	· Requirement to recruit and serve families most in need is described
	
	

	· Requirement to appropriately screen and prepare families is described 
	
	

	· Requirement to provide high-quality, intensive services is described
	
	

	· Requirement to provide research-based instruction is described
	
	

	· Interagency coordination requirement is described
	
	

	· Provision of instructional and enrichment services during summer is described
	
	

	· Provision of preschool reading readiness activities is described
	
	

	· Requirement to integrate across service components services is described
	
	

	· Requirement to include home-based services is described
	
	

	· Requirement to promote regular attendance and retention of families are described
	
	

	· Requirement to provide support services to facilitate full participation is described
	
	

	· Requirement to promote continuity of family literacy in participating families is described
	
	

	· Requirement to conduct local evaluation and use the findings for continuous program improvement is described
	
	

	· Requirement regarding staff qualifications and staff development are described
	
	

	2. State evaluation requirement is described
	
	

	3. State program requirements beyond the federal legislative requirements are included in RFA 
	
	

	4. Eligible Organizations

· Eligibility criteria based on federal legislation 
	
	

	· Additional state eligibility requirements 
	
	

	5. Funding information

· Minimum subgrant level
	
	

	· Maximum subgrant level
	
	

	· Average subgrant level
	
	

	· Expected number of new projects
	
	

	· Period of project funding
	
	

	· Funding distribution within state
	
	

	· Changing proportions of matching funds 
	
	

	6. Issue of local project self-sufficiency (potential for future program continuation without federal Even Start funds) is addressed
	
	

	7. Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities are described in terms of basis for distributing funds
	
	

	8. Application review process

· Schedule for new and recompetition application
	
	

	· Who conducts application reviews
	
	

	· The process of application review
	
	

	· Scoring criteria/priorities
	
	

	9. Technical assistance for applicants
	
	

	10. Appeal process is described
	
	

	11. State licensure guidelines or regulation for family literacy programs and staff are described 
	
	

	12. Measurable objectives and benchmarks for monitoring participant performance outcomes are required in grant application
	
	

	13. Measurable objectives and benchmarks for monitoring program quality are required in grant application
	
	

	14. State Performance Indicators are described
	
	

	15. Application requirements are clearly described
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