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SECTION A. JUSTIFICATION

A.1
Explanation of Circumstances That Make Collection of Data Necessary

The Study of State Administration of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants, conducted by the U.S. Department of Education (hereafter referred to as the Department or ED), is intended to describe systematically the structure and processes associated with all major areas of Even Start administration at the state level.  The study will provide comprehensive descriptions of state program operations nationwide, the nature and extent of program improvements being implemented by states, and expand our understanding of factors that explain the current status of program development and continuing improvements planned by Even Start state coordinators.  This information does not currently exist and is needed to facilitate ED’s activities in providing program guidance and technical support to state Even Start programs.

This package contains a request for OMB’s review of the following two data collection instruments to be used for the Study of State Administration of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants:  (1) Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and (2) State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocol (a telephone interview version, a site visit version, and a follow-up interview version).  In addition, OMB approval is requested for ED to collect from each state a copy of the state Request for Application (RFA) for the Program Year 2001-2002 Even Start subgrants and any revisions/additions to the states’ Even Start performance indicators that states submitted to the U.S. Department of Education by June 30, 2001, as required by law.  These materials will be submitted by each state along with a completed survey instrument.

A.1.1
Even Start Program and Legislative Background
The Even Start Family Literacy Program addresses the basic educational needs of parents and children primarily from birth through age seven from low-income families by providing a unified program of (1) adult basic or secondary education and English language instruction for parents, (2) assistance for parents to promote their children’s educational development through parenting education and parent-child joint literacy activities, and (3) early childhood education for children.  Projects provide some services directly and build on existing community resources by collaborating with other service providers.

The Even Start Family Literacy Program was first authorized in 1989 as Part B of Chapter 1 of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).  Competitive subgrants were awarded to local educational agencies (LEAs) in collaboration, when appropriate, with other non-profit entities.  In July 1991, Congress passed the National Literacy Act (P.L. 102-73), lowering the age of children served from age one to birth and allowing community-based organizations to receive grants.  In 1994, Even Start was reauthorized as Part B of Title I of the ESEA as amended by the Improving America’s Schools Act.  According to this legislation, the Even Start program is intended to:

… help break the cycle of poverty and illiteracy by improving the educational opportunities of the Nation’s low-income families by integrating early childhood education, adult literacy or adult basic education, and parenting education into a unified family literacy program….  The program shall (1) be implemented through cooperative projects that build on high quality existing community resources to create a new range of services; (2) promote the academic achievement of children and adults; (3) assist children and adults from low-income families to achieve to challenging State content standards and challenging State student performance standards; and (4) use instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research … and the prevention of reading difficulties for children and adults, to the extent such research is available.  (P.L. 106-554, Sec. 1201).  

Over the years Even Start has evolved through the following legislative amendments:  

· The National Literacy Act of 1991 amended Even Start by (1) strengthening and broadening the subgrant recipients by requiring subgrant recipients to be an LEA in collaboration with a community-based organization or a community-based organization in collaboration with an LEA, and adding set-asides for Indian tribes and tribal organizations and for outlying areas to the existing set-aside for programs serving migrant families; (2) strengthening program quality by requiring instructional programs to be of high quality, and setting a minimum subgrant size of $75,000; (3) strengthening the focus on family services by allowing families to continue to participate generally until all family members become ineligible; (4) focusing on addressing family needs by adding developmental and support services to the screening tools that projects can use to prepare parents for full participation; (5) adding flexibility to the local match requirement by allowing states to waive the match requirement in whole or part under appropriate circumstances; and (6) targeting services to high-need areas of each state.

· The 1994 legislation made the following substantive changes: (1) targeting services on families most in need was strengthened, and services were extended to teen parents within the compulsory school attendance age range, when they were among those most in need; (2) continuity and retention were strengthened by requiring projects to serve at least a three-year age range of children and provide services during the summer months; (3) the focus on family services was strengthened by allowing projects to involve ineligible family members in appropriate family literacy activities; (4) linkages between schools and communities were improved by requiring stronger partnerships and collaboration in the application and implementation process; and (5) the demonstration nature of the program was strengthened by limiting funding for local projects to eight years.

· In 1996, Congress sought to strengthen Even Start further by passing an amendment requiring instructional services to be intensive.
 

· In 1998, the Reading Excellence Act amended Even Start by (1) providing a definition for the term “family literacy services” to match other legislation with family literacy components, including Head Start, the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act, and the Reading Excellence Act program, and (2) requiring states to develop results-based indicators of program quality and to use these indicators to monitor, evaluate, and improve Even Start programs.

· In 1999, the Omnibus Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 allowed local grantees to continue to participate in Even Start beyond eight years and reduced the federal share for the ninth and succeeding years to 35 percent.

· In 2000, the Even Start program was reauthorized under the Literacy Involves Families Together Act which added new requirements concerning issues such as staff qualifications, summer services, instruction based on scientifically based reading research, and use of local evaluation for program improvement, and raised the authorization level to $250 million.
  

When Even Start began as a federally administered program in school year 1989-1990, grants totaling $14.8 million were awarded to 76 projects.  According to the Even Start statute, if funding reached $50 million, the program was to be administered by state agencies.  This level was exceeded in 1992 when the federal appropriation rose to $70 million.  Most Even Start projects now are state administered, and the Program Year 2000-2001appropriation of $150 million supports approximately 860 Even Start projects in all states (Exhibit 1). 

Exhibit 1.  Even Start Size and Expenditures, by Fiscal Year

Program

Year
N of

Projects

[A]
N of

Families

[B]
N of

Families

Per

Project

[B/A]
Federal

Even Start

Expenditure

[C]
Federal

Even Start

Expenditure

Per Project

[C/A]
Federal

Even Start

Expenditure

Per Family

[C/B]

1989-1990
    76
  2,460
  32.4
$  14,820,000
$195,000
$6,024

1990-1991
  122
  6,600
  54.1
$  24,201,000
$198,369
$3,667

1991-1992
  239
14,900
  62.3
$  49,770,000
$208,243
$3,340

1992-1993
  340
20,800
  61.2
$  70,000,000
$205,882
$3,365

1993-1994
  490
29,400
  58.0
$  89,123,000
$181,884
$3,031

1994-1995
  513
27,200
  53.0
$  91,373,000
$178,115
$3,359

1995-1996
  576
31,500
  54.7
$102,024,000
$177,125
$3,239

1996-1997
  637
34,400
  54.0
$101,997,000
$160,121
$2,965

1997-1998
  655
30,500
  46.6
$101,997,000
$155,721
$3,344

1998-1999
  737
32,200
  43.7
$124,000,000
$168,250
$3,851

1999-2000
  770
32,300
42
$135,000,000
$175,325
$4,180

2000-2001
  860
35,260
41

estimated
$150,000,000
$174,420
$4,254

In addition, family literacy programs specifically for migrant families, Indian tribes and tribal organizations, and outlying areas are supported through special set-aside funds (6 percent of the total Even Start allocation) and remain under federal administration.  The statute also authorizes discretionary grants for statewide family literacy initiatives for which Congress separately appropriated $10 million in Fiscal Years 1999 and 2000, and a family literacy project in a prison that houses women and their preschool-aged children that is administered by the U.S. Department of Education.

A.1.2
States’ Role in the Administration of the Even Start Program

In FY1992, when the responsibility for Even Start program administration was transferred to the states, each state established the organizational structure, policies, and operational procedures necessary to administer Even Start grants.  States generally designate an Even Start state coordinator to direct and coordinate Even Start program administration duties, including:  

· Implementing the statutory criteria for selecting local projects to receive Even Start subgrants; 

· Screening and selecting local Even Start projects; 

· Determining the amount and duration of each subgrant; 

· Providing technical assistance and programmatic guidance to local projects to implement a high-quality, high-intensity family literacy program;

· Coordinating program administrative activities with other state and federal programs and organizations external to the state government to facilitate state Even Start administration;

· Establishing criteria for approving continuation funding of local projects based on determination of sufficient progress; 

· Monitoring and evaluating local project implementation, operations, and conformance to legislative requirements;  

· Establishing criteria and procedures to promote continual improvement of the Even Start program at the state and local levels; and 

· Implementing the legislatively mandated performance indicator system, monitoring its use by local projects, and using the performance outcome information for continual program improvement.

There is great variation across states regarding which office of the state government administers Even Start.  For example, the program in some states is in an agency or unit in the state government that administers K-12 programs (e.g., the state educational agency), while in other states, the program is administered by the adult education program office, Governor’s office, or office that administers early childhood programs.  States also differ in the extent to which Even Start coordinates services and fiscal resources with various other funding streams that target the same or similar populations.  Additionally, states may vary on how they determine the number of new subgrants and the total number of subgrants to award each year, the amount of funding for each subgrant, and the basis by which continuation funding is denied for insufficient progress.  To date, there has been no systematic effort to compile information regarding how states administer the Even Start program.

A.1.3
Previous Even Start Data Collection Efforts

Since the inception of the Even Start Family Literacy Program in 1989, the U.S. Department of Education has conducted the legislatively mandated national evaluation.  Two cycles of four-year national studies have been completed and the third national evaluation is currently ongoing.    Though the statutory requirements of the program have evolved over the years, the national evaluations have had the same basic objectives – to describe Even Start local projects and participants, to examine the performance and effectiveness of Even Start local projects, and to identify effective Even Start projects for use in program improvement and technical assistance. 
First National Evaluation (1989-1990 through 1992-1993)

The first national evaluation was broad in scope, addressing questions such as: What are the characteristics of Even Start participants?  How are Even Start projects implemented and what services do they provide?  What Even Start services are received by participating families? and What are the effects of Even Start on participating families?  The study provided useful information about Even Start’s early implementation. The Department also used data to identify areas where Even Start projects needed technical assistance.  Information from the first national evaluation was used to improve the program through legislative changes, such as requiring local projects to provide year-round services so that families would remain involved in Even Start throughout the summer, targeting services to families most in need, serving at least a three-year age range of children, allowing projects to serve teen parents, and allowing the involvement of otherwise ineligible family members in appropriate family literacy activities. 
Second National Evaluation (1993-94 through 1996-97)

The second national evaluation continued to provide the Department with useful information to improve the program nationally.  Data from this evaluation allowed the Department to track changes in the population served by Even Start over an eight-year span, make comparisons between the size of gains made by Even Start participants with national norms, and develop evidence corroborating the positive relationship between service intensity and family outcomes found in the first national evaluation.

Third National Evaluation (1997-98 through 2000-01)

The Department funded the third national Even Start evaluation in the fall of 1997.  The information system used for the national evaluation was updated to include assessment of progress in parents’ basic and literacy skills, parenting skills and behaviors, and children’s emerging literacy skills and school readiness.  An interim report from this evaluation is forthcoming;  the final report will be completed in 2003.
A.1.4
Need for Information on State Administration of the Even Start Programtc "A.1.2
Description of the Even Start Program" \l 2
Since the responsibility of program administration was transferred from the federal government to the states in 1992, there has been no systematic study on how the program is administered across states.  The transfer of program administration to the states resulted in great variation in how the Even Start program is administered at the state level, and may have increased the variation in how the program is implemented at the local level.  To date, data collected by the federal government concerning Even Start implementation, operations, and performance have focused on activities at the local project level, providing no systematic information about how the program is administered at the state level. 

Local Even Start projects are required to conduct their own local evaluations, and in some states, local projects also participate in state Even Start evaluations.  Currently, all states are implementing systems for local programs to collect performance indicator data designed to support their program improvement efforts.   The states are assuming greater responsibility for coordinating the local- and state-level efforts to monitor the quality and effectiveness of Even Start services, concurrent with the substantial expansion of the program in funding and scope.   Consistent documentation of states’ program administrative activities is essential in order to maximize the effectiveness of programmatic guidance and technical assistance provided by the federal government to the state Even Start offices, and consequently, of the guidance and assistance provided by the states to local Even Start projects. 

A.1.5
Authority for the Studytc "A.1.4
Authority for the Study" \l 2
Section 1209 of the Even Start legislation requires an independent evaluation of the Even Start program.  A study of the state administration of this program will assist ED in determining program performance.    

From funds reserved under section 1202(b)(1), the Secretary shall provide for an independent evaluation of programs assisted under this part-- (1) to determine the performance and effectiveness of programs assisted under this part; (2) to identify effective Even Start programs assisted under this part that can be duplicated and used in providing technical assistance to Federal, State, and local programs; and (3) to provide States and eligible entities receiving a subgrant under this part … technical assistance to ensure local evaluations undertaken under section 1205(10) provide accurate information on the effectiveness of programs assisted under this part.  (Section 1209, ESEA)  

A.2
How the Information Will be Used, by Whom, and for What Purposetc "A.2
How the Information Will be Collected, by Whom, and for What Purpose"
This section describes how the information collected by the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocol will be used.  To provide a clear explanation regarding information use, we begin by describing the conceptual framework underlying the study, the evaluation questions posed by the Department for this study, and the basic components of the study design.   


A.2.1  Conceptual Framework

A schemata representing the conceptual framework for this study is presented in Exhibit 2.  The central focus of the Study of State Even Start Administration is the organizational structure, functions, and operations of the state Even Start offices (the shaded box in Exhibit 2).  However, in order to fully understand and describe the state Even Start offices, it is essential for us to address the relationships that the state offices have with (1) the local Even Start projects and (2) other departments, units, and programs within the state government, including the Statewide Family Literacy Initiative office/staff.  These relationships are depicted by arrows in Exhibit 2.  

We expect great variation in the placement and organization of “the state Even Start office” that may have direct implications for program operations.  In some states, the “state Even Start office” may consist solely of one person.  This person may have little involvement in other programs and substantial autonomy in administering Even Start.  In other states, the Even Start state coordinator may also have major responsibilities for several other federal and state programs.   In some states, the “state Even Start office” may be included in a consolidated program administration, involving a cadre of personnel working on several programs including Even Start.  Many different combinations of staffing patterns and inter-program arrangements are possible. 

The primary focus of this study is the “state Even Start office” and its relationships with local projects and with other related state departments, agencies, and offices.  We view these components within a larger framework that includes the relationships among the state Even Start office, the federal Even Start office, and organizations outside of the state government that collaborate with the state Even Start office.  These relationships are hypothesized to affect the state administration of Even Start through provision of legislative and other requirements, programmatic supports, and technical assistance.  Finally, the schemata also depicts the relationships among the federal Even Start office, the U.S. Congress, and other federal departments/programs.  While these relationships do not directly affect the state administration of Even Start, these are sources of requirements and supports that indirectly affect the state Even Start office.    

The current study will collect data on the activities/functions listed in the State Even Start Office/Coordinator component of the diagram and the direct relationships between the state Even Start office and (1) the local projects and (2) other state departments/offices/agencies (two heavy arrows), including the Statewide Family Literacy Initiative office and the Governor’s office, as applicable.  The functions and relationships related to other entities depicted in the conceptual framework will be regarded as contextual factors for the study, but will not be examined specifically in the data collection and analyses for this study. 

Exhibit 2.  State Even Start Administration:  Organizational Structure and Functional Relationships

[image: image1.wmf]




A.2.2
Evaluation Questions for the Study

This study will address the organizational structure of the state Even Start program and all major functions and responsibilities assigned to state Even Start offices, with special emphasis on how states select grantees, make funding decisions, provide technical assistance to local projects, monitor and evaluate program performance, and implement strategies to improve participant outcomes and quality of local services.  The key evaluation questions are listed below, organized by major administrative domains (Appendix A presents a detailed list of evaluation questions):

State Even Start Structure and Administration


Administration of the Even Start Program


· Where is the administration of the Even Start program located within states?  What office receives the Even Start funds?

· How many staff at the state level work on Even Start?

· Does the state coordinator have duties other than Even Start? 

· What percent of the federal Even Start funds is used for technical assistance and professional development for local grantees?  How are the budget decisions made?


Interagency Coordination and Collaboration 


· To what extent do state coordinators work with other offices and agencies to administer the program?

· Are state funded family literacy programs available in the state and how does Even Start coordinate with these programs?  

Subgrantee Selection


State Policies Regarding Even Start Subgrants


· How many applications do states receive each year?  How many projects are funded each year?  

· How do states make decisions on the number of grants to award each year? 

· To what extent do states spread the funding across many projects versus funding a smaller number of projects over a longer period of time?  Why? 

· How is the Even Start funding coordinated with funding of other related programs at the state level (e.g., state-funded preschool, Head Start)?


Continuation Funding, Recompetition for New Funding


· What criteria do states use to make continuation and re-competition awards?

· How many projects continue after the end of Even Start funding without federal Even Start funds?

· How has the increase in Even Start funding for Program Year 2001-2002 affected the number of subgrants states award this year, the amount of funds allocated to each subgrant, and the types of local projects selected? 

Technical Assistance

· What guidance do states provide local projects on issues such as providing high-quality, intensive, research-based instruction; serving families most in need; retaining families, and coordination with other programs?

· What are the bases for the guidelines given?

· How do states decide what issues to address in their technical assistance to local projects?  How have the states used national or state evaluation data in making decisions about technical assistance needs?

Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability

· Do states have reporting systems in place? 

· What is the status of developing and implementing the states’ Even Start performance indicator systems?

· Do states collect and review local project evaluations?  Do states require local projects to do or collect specific types of data in their local evaluations?

· How, if at all, has the legislatively required performance indicators changed the monitoring and evaluation process?  

· How will the results of performance indicators be used at the local and state levels?

· What guidance have states provided to local projects regarding the implementation of new legislative requirements?

Continuous Improvement, Learning from Local Projects

· What program areas are targeted for further improvements at the state and local levels? 

· What actions do states take when projects are not implementing sound program improvement strategies?

· What methods do states use to receive feedback from local projects?

· In what ways has the feedback from local projects helped to improve states’ program administrative procedures?

The detailed list of evaluation questions included in Appendix A was used as basis for constructing the data collection instruments for this study. 

A.2.3
Components of the Studytc "A.2.2
Identity of the Agency Collecting the Information" \l 2
This study will involve two data collection components:  (1) Survey of State Even Start Coordinators (Universe Survey), which will include all state Even Start offices and (2) State Even Start Case Study, involving interviews of selected state coordinators and using one of two methods (telephone calls or site visits).  Using multiple methods of data collection will allow us to build a comprehensive, quantitative and qualitative database about state administrative procedures.  The data collection activities will be implemented in the following successive phases:  

· Universe Survey by mail including all states:  October/November 2001

· Case Study  -  telephone interview of six states:  January/February 2002

              -  site visits to six states: January/February 2002

In addition, the Department has an option under this contract to conduct follow-up interviews of states that participate in the Case Study component of the study.  If the option is exercised, the follow-up interviews will be conducted in June-August 2002.

The phased implementation of data collection will allow us to use information generated from the survey to fine-tune the case study data collection instruments.   Appendix A indicates our current plans regarding which study component will be used to address each evaluation question.  Some evaluation questions will be addressed in both the survey and interviews.  In these cases, we will ask for the basic information from all states in the Universe Survey, and ask more in-depth questions (“why” and “how” questions) in the State Even Start Case Study in 12 states.  The case study interview questions for a given state will take into account the responses that the state provided in the survey.  The specific objectives and the proposed data collection plans for each component of the study are described below.

Universe Survey of Even Start State Coordinators

The Survey of Even Start State Coordinators will collect information from all states about the major functions covered under state administration of the Even Start program.  As shown in Appendix A, a large majority of evaluation questions will be addressed in the Universe Survey, which will produce a comprehensive, program-wide description of state Even Start administration.  In order to maximize the consistency of data collected from all states, we will structure the survey questions as much as possible (e.g., providing lists of response choices).  A copy of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators is included in Appendix B.  

In addition to completing the survey, each state coordinator will be asked to provide two additional documents:  (1) a copy of the Request for Applications (RFA) used by local projects to apply for Even Start subgrants for Program Year 2001-2002, and (2) any revisions/additions to the states’ Even Start performance indicators that states submitted to the U.S. Department of Education by June 30, 2001, as required by law.  We will review the RFAs as a source of additional data for:

· Federal legislative requirements specified in the RFA;

· Technical assistance states provide to applicants in the preparation of applications;

· Priority weights used for subgrantee selection; and

· Requirements and guidance states provide to applicants regarding the implementation of program performance indicators. 

The additional performance indicator documentation will update and augment the performance indicator documents that states submitted by June 30, 2001.  The absolute requirement for the June submission was for states to include the legislatively specified indicators.  States are expected to continue the development, refinement, and implementation of their performance indicator systems beyond the June 30 due date.  The updated information will be used by the federal Even Start office to assist with the states’ continuing efforts to refine the indicator systems.   

State Even Start Case Study Interviews (Telephone and Site Visit Interviews)

This component of the study is designed to provide a deeper understanding of, and explanations for, information gathered through the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators.  A sample of state coordinators will be asked to discuss topics such as:  reasons for major problems in program implementation, challenges and accomplishments in implementing their state performance indicator system, and ensuring accountability for local projects.  The questions to be included in the interviews will address issues that:  (1) are qualitative in nature; (2) require detailed narrative responses; (3) require different probing questions depending on the responses given; (4) do not lend themselves to program-wide distributional analysis, and (5) are based on information gathered from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators of each selected state.

The case study interviews will be conducted using one of two methods:  telephone interviews or site visits.  We will conduct the site visits in six states where Even Start operations are heavily intertwined with activities supporting other programs (e.g., Adult Education and Title I) and where multiple individuals have substantive roles in Even Start activities.  For example, a site visit to a state with a complex administrative structure may involve interviewing multiple individuals on-site about inter- and intra-agency collaboration.  A state with a simple administrative structure would involve interviewing only the state coordinator by telephone.  We will develop two versions of the interview protocol:  a lengthy, comprehensive set of qualitative questions to be asked of states recruited for site-visit interviews, and a shorter version representing only the most critical of the interview questions to be used in the telephone interviews.   Copies of interview protocols, one for the telephone interviews and another for site visits, are included in Appendix C.   

[Optional] Follow-up Telephone Interviews 
The purpose of the follow-up interviews will be to assess changes in state Even Start administrative practices since the time of the initial interview data collection in January 2002.  The follow-up will focus on the states’ progress in the following activities:  

· Implementation of legislatively required Even Start performance indicators and additional, optional performance indicators; 

· Monitoring of local program operations and procedures to enhance accountability;

· Technical assistance and evaluation to support local program improvement efforts; and

· Changes in state program administration in response to a substantial increase in FY2002 funding and additional program requirements legislated by the LIFT Act of 2000. 

The follow-up will be especially useful in states that are on the verge of implementing their performance indicator systems and/or consolidated reporting system at the time of the initial interview data collection to further document the implementation process and progress.  If the government decides to exercise this option, we will conduct the follow-up interviews with all 12 states that participate in the initial interview study. 

A.2.4
How the Information Will be Used, by Whom, and for What Purposetc "A.2
How the Information Will be Collected, by Whom, and for What Purpose"
The data collection activities planned under this study are intended to provide Congress, the Department, and state program administrators with systematic information on state administration of the Even Start program.  This information will be used to identify issues and areas to focus federal technical assistance for the states.  The information will also provide a basis for state Even Start coordinators to review their program operations in conjunction with those of other states as they refine their strategies for continuous program improvement at the state and local levels.    

One of the evaluation questions for the legislatively mandated Even Start national evaluation is to describe the state administration of Even Start and state support for local projects.  However, to date, the national evaluation data, collected directly from local projects, have focused on local project operations and participant outcomes, yielding no information about state program administration.  Data generated from this study will enable us to examine variations in local program operations and participant outcomes in light of variations in state administrative practices.  This would involve linking data collected under the third Even Start national evaluation and data collected in this study.  Such analysis, in turn, will illuminate areas to focus federal guidance and technical assistance for state administrators.  

A.2.5
Identity of the Agency Collecting the Informationtc "A.2.2
Identity of the Agency Collecting the Information" \l 2
This information will be collected by a contractor, Abt Associates Inc., under contract to the Department of Education.  

A.2.6
Consequences if the Information is Not Collectedtc "A.2.5
Consequences If the Information is Not Collected" \l 2
If the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the State Even Start Case Study Interviews  are not conducted, there will continue to be a lack of systematic information on how the states administer Even Start grants.  The absence of this information will interfere with the Department’s ability to (1) monitor the efficiency and effectiveness of program implementation, the quality of program services, and compliance with legislatively mandated program requirements at the state and local levels; and (2) provide technical assistance to the states to improve their program administration.  The need for this information is especially critical in program year 2001-2002, when the level of federal Even Start budget increases from $150 to $250 million and a substantial program expansion is expected at all levels.  No other data collection effort is planned by the Department to obtain this information.

A.3
The Use of Improved Information Technology to Reduce Burdentc "A.3
The Use of Improved Information Technology to Reduce Burden"
State coordinators will have a choice of using the paper version of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators instrument or an electronic version (e.g., Word and WordPerfect files).  The electronic version will allow respondents who prefer this method to key in their responses directly into a file that can be mailed on a diskette or emailed to the evaluation contractor.  This will reduce potential burden related with re-writing or typing the respondents’ responses, making photocopies, and mailing the hard copy survey instrument to the evaluation contractor.  

A.4
Efforts to Identify and Avoid Duplicationtc "A.4
Efforts to Identify and Avoid Duplication"
There is no current information about the state administration of the Even Start program and no other efforts to collect this information.  We have eliminated potential duplication between the Survey of State Coordinators and the State Even Start Case Study Interview protocol.  In the few instances where the interview protocol addresses questions similar to those asked in the survey, they are designed to obtain more in-depth descriptions and explanations about a topic than is possible through the self-administered mail survey.   

A.5
Efforts to Minimize Burden on Small Businesses or Other Entitiestc "A.5
Efforts to Minimize Burden on Small Businesses or Other Entities"
No small businesses are involved in this project.  The burden on Even Start state coordinators and their staff will be minimized wherever possible.  We will provide an option for state coordinators to enter their responses directly into an electronic file of the survey and email the file to the evaluation contractor.  We have constructed as many of the survey questions as possible in a closed-ended format, minimizing the need for narrative responses.  

A.6
Consequences of Less Frequent Data Collectiontc "A.6
Consequences of Less Frequent Data Collection"
The Survey of Even Start State Coordinators will occur once in the fall of 2001.  The State Even Start Case Study Interviews will be conducted once per each of the 12 participating states in January/February 2002.  If ED decides to exercise the option to conduct follow-up interviews of the states that participate in the case study interviews, the follow-up interviews will be conducted once for each of these states in summer 2002.  These represent the minimum frequencies necessary to meet the objectives of each data collection activity.  

A.7
Special Circumstances Requiring Collection of Information in a Manner Inconsistent with Guidelines in Title 5, Section 1320.5(d)(2) of the Code of Federal Regulationstc "A.7
Special Circumstances Requiring Collection of Information in a Manner Inconsistent with Guidelines in Title 5, Section 1320.5(d)(2) of the Code of Federal Regulations"
The proposed data collection is consistent with the above-referenced guidelines.

A.8
Efforts to Consult with Persons Outside the Agencytc "A.8
Efforts to Consult with Persons Outside the Agency"
A.8.1
Federal Register Announcementtc "A.8.1
Federal Register Announcement" \l 2
The 60 day notice was published in the Federal Register with an end date of 8/14/2001; no public comments were received.     

A.8.2
Federal Consultationtc "A.8.2
Federal Consultation" \l 2
Individuals consulted on the study design and products, both within and outside the Department, are listed in Section B.5 of this document.  Department of Education staff have reviewed the following activities and documents for the Study of State Administration of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants:

· Project Management Plan;

· Selection of Expert Work Group members;

· Initial Draft Survey of Even Start State Coordinators;

· Report of Pilot Testing; 

· Evaluation Design Report;

· Revised Draft Survey of Even Start State Coordinators; and

· Draft State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocol.

Their feedback has been incorporated into the study plans and data collection instruments.  The progress of data collection activities will be reported to the ED Project Officer on a weekly basis during the data collection periods.  The federal staff and the Expert Work Group members will review all data summary tables, briefing reports, and the final report that will result from this study, and their comments will be incorporated into the final products.

A.8.3  Consultation with the Expert Work Group

The Expert Work Group members, all of whom are current or previous Even Start state coordinators, provided substantial input in the development of the initial draft Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and reviewed the initial draft instrument.  They will also review the data summary tables, briefing reports, and the final report. 

A.9
Payments to Respondentstc "A.9
Payments to Respondents"
No payments of any kind will be made to respondents in conjunction with the Study of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants. 

A.10
Assurance of Confidentiality Provided to Respondentstc "A.10
Assurance of Confidentiality Provided to Respondents"
All Even Start state coordinators, their staff, and other individuals who may provide data for the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and State Even Start Case Study Interviews will be assured that the information they provide will not be released in a form that identifies individual respondents. 

A.11
Justification for Questions of a Sensitive Nature

tc "A.11
Justification for Questions of a Sensitive Nature"
Questions included in the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the Case Study Interview Protocol refer to issues and activities related to Even Start administration and operations at the state level.  There are no questions that relate to any issues which might be considered personal or sensitive. 

A.12
Estimates of Response Burden to Participantstc "A.12
Estimates of Response Burden to Participants"
A.12.1
Response Burdentc "A.12.1
ESPIRS Response Burden" \l 2
The total burden hours for the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the case study components of this study is estimated to be 264 hours including the hours estimated for the optional Follow-up Interviews (see Exhibit 3).  The assumptions that drive the burden calculations are given below.

Survey of Even Start State Coordinators

1. Number of respondents:  All 52 Even Start “state coordinators,” one each from 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico (i.e., the entire universe).

2. Maximum estimated time to complete the survey:  2 hours per respondent.

3. Maximum estimated time to compile information, prepare the survey instrument (or an electronic file) for submission to the evaluation contractor:  1 hour per respondent.

4. Maximum estimated hours per state:  3 hours.

State Even Start Case Study Interviews by Telephone

1. Number of respondents:  6 state coordinators.

2. Maximum estimated time to complete the interview:  2 hours per respondent.

3. Maximum estimated time to compile information: 1 hour per respondent.

4. Maximum estimated hours per state selected for telephone interview:  3 hours.

State Even Start Case Study Interviews by Site Visits

1. Number of respondents:  6 Even Start state coordinators; up to 5 additional state staff or staff of collaborating agencies per state, totaling up to 30 additional individuals across six states. 

2. Maximum estimated time to complete the site visit interviews:  3 hours per state coordinator; one hour per other respondent; maximum of 8 hours per state.

3. Maximum estimated time to compile information and prepare for interviews:  average of 30 minutes per respondent. 

4. Maximum estimated hours per state selected for site visit:  3.5 + (5 x 1.5) = 11hours.

[Optional] Follow-up Telephone Interviews 
1. Number of respondents:  12 Even Start state coordinators. 

2. Maximum estimated time to complete the follow-up interviews by phone:  1.5 hours per state coordinator.  

3. Maximum estimated time to compile information and prepare for interviews:  average of 30 minutes per respondent. 

4. Maximum estimated hours per state selected for follow-up interview:   2 hours.

Exhibit 3.  Summary of Respondent Burden Hours

Study Component
Number of Respondents
Hours per Respondent:  Data Collection (Including Preparation & Submission)
Total Hours Across All States

Survey of Even Start State Coordinators
52
3 hours
52 x 3 hours = 156 hours

Telephone Interview


6
3 hours
6 x 3 hours =     18 hours

Site Visit Interviews: 

  State Coordinators

  Other Respondents
6

30
3.5 hours

1.5 hours
6 x 3.5 hours =  21 hours

30 x 1.5 hours =45 hours

[OPTIONAL] Follow-up Telephone Interview
12 (same respondents receiving the telephone and site visit interviews)
2 hours
12 x 2 hours = 24 hours

TOTAL
94 

 
n/a
240 HOURS 

plus Optional 24 hours

= 264 HOURS

A.12.2
Estimate of Annual Cost Burden to Respondents
A.12.3
Estimate of Annual Cost Burden to Respondents" \l 2

There are no direct monetary costs to participants who respond to the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators.  We are asking state coordinators and their staff to contribute their time to the study.  An estimate of the cost of responding to the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the case study interviews can be made by multiplying the maximum estimated burden hours by an estimated hourly loaded wage rate of $45 (including fringe benefits).  This yields estimated maximum costs as summarized in Exhibit 4. 

Exhibit 4.  Summary of Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Respondents

Study Component
Estimated Cost per State  

Survey of Even Start State Coordinators
3 hours x $45 =         $135 per state

Telephone Interview
3 hours x $45 =         $135 per state

Site Visit Interviews: 

   State Coordinators

   Other Respondents

                
3.5 hours x $45 =       $158

5 x 1.5 hours x $45 = $338

                TOTAL       $496 per state

[OPTIONAL] Follow-up Telephone Interview
[2 hours x $45 =         $  90 per state]

All states will be asked to participate in the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators once per state.  Twelve selected states will participate in either a telephone interview or a site visit, once per state, in addition to the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators.  If ED decides to exercise the option to conduct follow-up telephone interviews of the 12 case study states, these states will participate in the follow-up interviews once per state, in addition to the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and the Case Study Interview.

A.13
Estimate of Annual Cost to Respondents Excluding Burden in A.12tc "A.13
Estimate of Annual Cost to Respondents Excluding Burden in A.12"
There is no cost burden to respondents other than the burden discussed under section A.12.

A.14
Estimate of Annual Costs to the Federal Governmenttc "A.14
Estimate of Annual Costs to the Federal Government"
The total cost to the Federal government for all research activities included in the Study of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants under the terms of the contract to Abt Associates Inc. and their subcontractor, RMC Research, Inc. is $292,196.   This covers all tasks involved in the 24-month contract including:  the study design; instrument development; pilot testing and distribution of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators instrument; collection, processing, and analysis of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and case study interview data; and report preparation and other dissemination activities.   Average annual cost of this study to the federal government is $146,098.

A.15
Reasons for Change in Burdentc "A.15
Reasons for Change in Burden"
The respondent burden estimates do not represent modification of previously established burden estimates. 


A.16
Time Schedule and Plans for Tabulation, Statistical Analysis, and Publicationtc "A.16
Time Schedule and Plans for Tabulation and Statistical Analysis"
The schedules for the data collection, analysis, and reporting activities for this study are as follows:  

· December 2000:  A letter was sent from the U.S. Department of Education to every Even Start state coordinator informing them of the Study of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants, describing the plans to conduct the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators in all states and the State Even Start Case Study Interviews in a sample of states.

· September 2001:  Obtain OMB clearance of the study design and evaluation plans for the Study of State Administration of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants. 

· October 2001:  Mail the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators forms to Even Start state coordinators in 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.  

· October – November 2001:  Collect the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data from the states.

· November – December 2001:  Conduct preliminary analysis of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data; produce and present to ED preliminary survey results tables and a briefing report.

· January 2001 – February 2002:  Conduct State Even Start Case Study Interviews by telephone and site visits.

· January 2001 – March 2002:  Conduct further analyses and tabulation of Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data and analyses of case study interview data. 

· July 2002:  Submit the final report of the study, if the optional Follow-up Interview task is not conducted. 

· [June-August 2002:  If ED exercises the option to conduct the Follow-up Interviews, collect the follow-up data.]
· [December 2002:  If ED exercises the option to conduct the Follow-up Interviews, submit the final report of the study including findings from all components of the study. ]
A.16.1
Plans for Tabulation and Statistical Analysistc "A.16.4
Plans for Tabulation and Statistical Analysis" \l 2
The data analysis plan for each component of the study is described below.

Survey of Even Start State Coordinators

The Survey of Even Start State Coordinators will collect data on all major aspects of state Even Start administration.  When we begin receiving completed survey forms from the states, we will initiate the data processing activities that include the following steps:

· Initial visual review of the entire survey form to ensure that all key information is complete and legible; 

· Developing coding categories for the open-ended responses based on the responses provided from state coordinators;

· Coding the open-ended responses;  

· Entering data into the survey database; and

· Verifying the accuracy of data entry.

We will begin developing the coding categories for open-ended questions after we receive approximately 30 completed surveys.  The data to be entered in the survey database will include:  pre-coded answers to closed-ended questions; codes assigned to open-ended questions; and narrative answers given to open-ended questions.  The accuracy of coded data entry will be verified through a double entry and comparison process.  If answers to key questions (which will be specified in the data processing guidelines we will develop) are missing or ambiguous, we will call the respondent and obtain clarification.  

Appendix A presents the basic descriptive data analysis planned for each evaluation question. Descriptive analysis methods to be applied to these data include:  

· Computation of frequencies and percentages of pre-coded data; 

· Development of descriptive categories for open-ended responses; 

· Analysis of frequencies and percentages of constructed categories; and 

· Cross-tabulations of two or more variables (e.g., frequencies and types of technical assistance provided to local projects, by the number of local projects funded in the state; subgrantee selection procedures used by states that have extensive inter- and intra-agency collaboration vs. those states with relatively simpler collaborative arrangements).  

We will propose to ED additional analyses that are deemed appropriate as we examine the survey data and conduct those approved by ED.  The preliminary results of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data analysis will be presented to ED in summary tables and a briefing report prior to conducting the case study interviews and preparation of the final report.

State Even Start Case Study Interviews

Each case study interview will first be summarized by topic area; then senior contractor staff will review the narrative data for each topic area across states to generate descriptive/analytic categories representing various aspects of state administrative practices.  Some of the interview data thus codified will be amenable to descriptive statistical analysis such as frequencies, percentages, and cross-tabulations.  The most valuable use of the interview data will be to expand upon the basic information obtained from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators with more in-depth, qualitative explanations provided by interview respondents.   The preliminary results of analysis of the case study interview data will be presented to ED in summary tables prior to preparation of the final report.

[Optional] Follow-up Interviews

If ED decides to exercise the option to conduct the follow-up interviews of the 12 case study states, the follow-up data will be analyzed using the same steps and approaches as the case study interview data.

A.16.2
Plans for Publicationtc "A.16.3
Plans for Publication" \l 2
The final report for the Study of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants will incorporate findings from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators and case study interviews and will include the following major sections:  

Executive summary

I.
Introduction:  Purpose of the study

II.
Review of related studies

III.
State administration of the Even Start program
IV.
State Even Start Structure and Administration

· Administration of the Even Start Program


· Interagency Coordination and Collaboration 


V.
Subgrantee Selection

· State Policies Regarding Even Start Subgrants


· Continuation Funding, Recompetition for New Funding


VI.
Technical Assistance

VII.
Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability

VIII.
Continuous Improvement, Learning from Local Projects

IX.
Summary and Conclusions

X.
Appendices

· Study methodology

· Additional data tables

The report will be designed for a general audience including policy makers and program administrators at the federal and state levels and researchers involved in state program evaluations.  The study findings will be presented to state coordinators at their annual state coordinator meeting.  

The study findings will inform the Department in providing technical assistance and guidance materials for the states.  Another potential product would be a networking/resource directory listing all state Even Start offices and key information about each state office.  Such a directory might include information on:  type of state evaluation conducted, type of reporting systems used, type of quality indicator systems being developed or implemented, and type of technical assistance activities conducted for local projects.  The directory may be distributed to all states as a paper document or through the Even Start State Coordinator electronic listserv maintained by ED.  It would potentially facilitate information exchange among state coordinators.

Information from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators will be used to obtain additional information from the state coordinators participating in the case study interviews about their data needs (e.g., process of systematically collecting basic program operations data from local projects).  This information, in turn, may be used to design a generic state-level reporting system that will help state coordinators collect the information they need to monitor program performance and outcomes of their local projects.  Another potential product based on this study may be a prototype RFA for state coordinators to use as a model, based on well-prepared RFAs that we identify in our review of the subgrant RFAs for Program Year 2001-2002.  Finally, information from this study may serve as a guide in refining the materials used by the federal Even Start staff in training new state coordinators.    

A.17
Display of Expiration Date for OMB Approvaltc "A.17
Display of Expiration Date for OMB Approval"
The OMB number and expiration date will be displayed at the top of each page of the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators instrument.  

A.18
Exceptions to Certification Statementtc "A.18
Exceptions to Certification Statement"
Not applicable.  No exceptions to the certification statement are being sought.  

SECTION B.  COLLECTION OF INFORMATION 

EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS

B.1
Sample Universe, Sampling Method, and Expected Response Ratetc "B.1
Sample Universe, Sampling Method, and Expected Response Rate"
The Survey of Even Start State Coordinators will collect a common set of data from all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico – they constitute all “states” that administer the Even Start grants.  This will be a universe survey with no sampling involved.  Based on experience in collecting data from the states for the Even Start national evaluation, we expect a 95 percent or higher response rate. 

The sample universe for the State Even Start Case Study Interview will be 52 states.  The planned sampling procedure is described in section B.2.3.  The expected response rate for the case study interviews is 100%.

B.2
Description of Sampling and Information Collection Procedurestc "B.2
Description of Sampling and Information Collection Procedures"
B.2.1
Survey of Even Start State Coordinators Sampling Proceduretc "B.2.1
ESPIRS Sampling Procedures" \l 2
The Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data collection will involve the universe of Even Start state agencies.  No sampling will be involved.

B.2.2
Survey of Even Start State Coordinators Information Collection Procedurestc "B.2.2
ESPIRS Information Collection Procedures" \l 2
Upon receipt of OMB clearance, we will mail a package to every Even Start state coordinator that includes the following items:

· Cover letter explaining the purpose of the study; 

· Instructions on:  (1) how to complete the paper-version form; (2) how to access and complete the electronic version; and (3) how and when to submit the completed survey; and

· A hard copy survey instrument.

We will allocate six weeks for the survey data collection.  In the third week of this period, we will call all state coordinators who have not returned a completed survey form to ensure that they received the survey package and that they plan to complete the survey.  We will conduct at least two more rounds of follow-up telephone calls in the fifth and sixth week of the data collection.  We will submit to ED the status of data receipt on a weekly basis during the data collection period.

B.2.3
State Even Start Case Study Interview Sampling Procedures 

The case study interviews will be conducted through:  (1) telephone interviews with a sample of six state coordinators, and (2) site visits to an additional six states.  The selection of states for case study interviews will be purposive with an effort to include a cross section of states in terms of program characteristics that are:  (1) expected to influence how Even Start is administered at the state level, and (2) are related to the special focus of this study (e.g., the implementation of performance indicators). 

The general approach of purposive sampling is appropriate for this study.  The main purpose of the case study interviews is to supplement the information collected through the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators in order to obtain a deeper understanding of state operations.  The objective of the interviews is not to generate information that is representative of, or generalizable to, all state offices.

Sample selection criteria will take into account (1) the scarcity of extant information about the factors that influence state Even Start operations, and (2) the small number of states we will include in the case study interviews.  To select a total of 12 states (six for telephone interviews and six for site visits), we will first apply the following three selection criteria:  

· “Size” of the program in terms of number of local projects awarded in 2000-2001:  large vs. small; 

· Administrative structure:  states where Even Start is administratively “attached to” or “a part of” the Adult Education program unit vs. K-12  or early childhood program unit; and

· Receipt of Statewide Family Literacy Initiative (SFLI) grants in 1997-2000:  states that received an SFLI grant prior to summer of 2001 (“grantee”) vs. states that did not (“non-grantee”).

The selection of states will be based on information obtained from multiple sources.  We will use the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data to obtain the number of local projects funded in School Year 2000-2001.  Information regarding other criteria, such as recipient of Statewide Family Literacy Initiative grants, location of Even Start in the state education departments, and implementation status of performance indicators, will be obtained, as appropriate, from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data, the federal Even Start office, and RMC Research, Inc., which is providing technical assistance to all SFLI grantee states under a separate ED task order. 

While we are interested in how the state Even Start operations may differ in states with and without the Statewide Family Literacy Initiative grants, by the time of the interview data collection, there will only be a relatively small percentage of states that are non-recipients (34 states have received at least one SFLI grant from 1997 through School Year 2000-2001).  Thus, we plan to select both SFLI recipients and non-recipients, but over-sample the recipients, roughly by 2 to 1.  The sampling design based on the three selection criteria bulleted above is represented in Exhibit 5 below.  We will have eight SFLI recipients, four non-recipients; eight large states and four small states; six states where Even Start is affiliated with adult education, six where Even Start is affiliated with child education programs.

Exhibit 5.  Sample Design for the State Even Start Case Study Interviews


1997-2000 SFLI Grantee
SFLI Non-Grantee or New Grantee


Number of Local Projects
Affiliated with

Adult Education
Affiliated with 

Early Childhood, K-12 Education
Affiliated with

Adult Education
Affiliated with 

Early Childhood, K-12 Education
TOTAL

Large
3

(Site visits)
3

(Site visits)
1

(Telephone)
1

(Telephone)
8

Small
1

(Telephone)
1

(Telephone)
1

(Telephone)
1

(Telephone)
4

TOTAL
4
4
2
2
12

It is assumed that state Even Start operations are likely to be more complex in states that award many subgrants than in “smaller” states, and that affiliations with adult education, K-12, or preschool programs are likely to present different types of opportunities and challenges in terms of resource sharing and joint program management.  We will conduct the six site visits to all “Large” states that are 1997-2000 SFLI grantees.  In addition to the three “basic” selection factors discussed above, we will also consider the following criteria in selecting the six site visit states:  

· The state has a larger-than-average number of staff working on the Even Start program with different duties (e.g., fiscal, technical assistance, monitoring);

· Administration of Even Start is interrelated with the administration of numerous other state agencies/offices, state and federal funding streams, and services; 

· The state has developed extensive collaborative relationships within and outside the state department of education; 

· The state has fully implemented a performance indicator system; and

· The state has implemented a consolidated reporting system that serves the data requirements of several programs.

States selected for site visits need not meet all of these criteria.  It is likely that some of these factors are related (e.g., large staff, high level of inter- and intra-agency collaboration, joint performance indicators and reporting system) so that a state may exemplify several of these features.  The site visit methodology will allow us to collect large amounts of in-depth data from states with relatively more complex Even Start operations.

Additional selection factors have been suggested by Work Group members such as geographic region and new vs. experienced state coordinators.  However, due to the constraints on the number of criteria we can consider to select the small sample, we will make sure that all regions (NE, South, Central, West) are represented among the 12 states selected, rather than including region as a selection criterion.  In terms of experienced vs. new state coordinators, we plan to select primarily states with experienced state coordinators (who would have greater knowledge of state operations than new coordinators), with possible exceptions for states that meet all selection criteria for a site visit but have relatively new state coordinators.   

B.2.4
Case Study Interview Information Collection Procedures

We will interview state coordinators of six states by telephone and conduct site visits to additional six state Even Start offices.  Using data from the Even Start national evaluation and the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators, and information provided by ED, the Work Group, and RMC, we will select a pool of approximately 20 candidate states from which we will select the 12 states according to the sample design shown in Exhibit 5.  We will contact the state coordinators in the candidate states, first by a letter, then followed by a telephone call, to recruit the 12 states needed for the case study.  Once the 12 states are selected and approved by ED, we will call the respective state coordinators to schedule the telephone interview or the site visit.  We will mail the appropriate interview protocol one week before each telephone interview and site visit to familiarize the respondents with the questions that will be asked.  

The telephone interview with each state coordinator will take 1.5-2 hours, which can be divided into two sessions.  Each site visit, conducted by one senior member of the evaluation contractor team, will take 1.5 days.   Interviews will be scheduled at the convenience of respondents.

B.2.5
[OPTIONAL] Follow-up Interview Sampling and Information Collection Procedures

If ED decides to exercise the option to conduct follow-up interviews, the 12 states selected to participate in the case study interviews (by telephone or site visits) will receive the follow-up interviews.  We will call the respective state coordinators to schedule the telephone interviews about three weeks before the scheduled follow-up interviews and mail the appropriate interview protocol one week before the follow-up interview to familiarize the respondents with the questions that will be asked.  The telephone interview with each state coordinator, scheduled at the convenience of the respondent, will take approximately one hour. 

B.2.6
Relationship Between Evaluation Questions and Data Sources

The conceptual framework of Even Start program administration by the state education departments (presented earlier in Exhibit 2) served as the basis for the development of evaluation questions and data collection instruments for the study.  Appendix A lists all evaluation questions and indicates whether the data to answer each question are included in the mail survey or the case study interview. 

B.3.
Methods for Maximizing the Response Ratetc "B.3.
Methods for Maximizing the Response Rate"
Based on experience with collecting data from Even Start state coordinators in the three cycles of the Even Start national evaluation, we expect to achieve at least 95 percent response rate for the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators data collection.  The following strategies will be used to ensure this high response rate: 

· The survey package will be sent to each state coordinator with a cover letter from ED stressing the importance of the study and their participation;

· The federal Even Start staff will describe the study and its importance in the annual conference of the National Even Start Association, scheduled in October 2001, coinciding with the fielding of the survey; and

· Abt Associates staff will make follow-up telephone calls to “slow responders” to encourage them to complete and submit the survey forms in a timely manner.  In the Even Start national evaluation, this has been an effective method of increasing the response rate.

B.4
Tests of Procedures to Minimize Burden

tc "B.4
Tests of Procedures to Minimize Burden"
Two data collection instruments will be used for this study:  (1) the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators, and (2) the State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocol.   

Survey of Even Start State Coordinators Instrument

The intended respondent for the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators instrument will be Even Start state coordinators in each state, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia.  The survey instrument consists of questions designed to collect basic descriptions of state Even Start operations.  The questions are grouped into major functional responsibility areas such as:  interagency collaboration, screening and selection, technical guidance and assistance, performance monitoring, quality assurance and accountability, and evaluation.  Some of the questions are closed-ended with a set of response items.  However, given the exploratory nature of this survey and scarcity of systematic information about state Even Start program operations, some questions are open-ended, asking state coordinators to provide brief narrative answers. 

In constructing the draft survey instrument, we asked five state coordinators to review the initial draft survey questions to make sure that they were clear and to structure the response options as much as possible.  Then, we mailed a revised draft of the survey instrument (pilot test  instrument) to nine state coordinators, asked them to complete the survey, and to indicate the time required to complete the form and any suggested changes in the instrument.
  The selection of pilot respondents was based on nominations by ED staff, Work Group members, and a network of state coordinators known to the contractor team staff. 

The survey instrument shown in Appendix B incorporates comments received from Expert Work Group members, the results of pilot testing (conducted in January 2001), and ED review of the final draft survey.  A summary report of the pilot testing is included in Appendix D.

State coordinators will have a choice of using the paper version of the survey instrument or an electronic version (e.g., Word and WordPerfect files) into which they can directly key their responses.  Based on the pilot testing, we estimate the maximum response burden for this instrument to be 2 hours to complete the survey and one hour for preparation and submission activities. 

State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocols

The interview protocol will consist of open-ended questions regarding major functions involved in the state administration of Even Start, such as organizational structure, staffing, and staff responsibilities; relationships with collaborators; decision-making process for state administrative budget; the subgrantee selection and funding decisions; programmatic guidance provided to local projects; monitoring local projects’ program operations, quality of services, and performance outcomes; and program improvement strategies.  The case study interview protocol is shown in Appendix C.  The primary focus of the interviews will be on collecting “how” and “why” information – to describe how state operations are conducted and the rationale behind the approaches and decisions.  

The open-ended questions will be supplemented by additional “probing questions” to facilitate respondents generating as comprehensive information as possible.  Some of the probing questions will be formulated by interviewers (experienced researchers) during the interviews.  Some of the probing questions are provided in the interview protocols to maximize consistency across information collected by different interviewers from several state coordinators.  The  interview protocols, included in Appendix C, may be further refined based on information gathered from the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators before the case study begins.

There will be two versions of the interview protocol, one for the telephone interviews and the other for the site visits.  While both versions will be designed to collect in-depth explanatory and/or qualitative information about state Even Start operations, the site visit protocol will be more extensive in coverage, intended to address multiple persons in multiple state offices/agencies and organizations external to state government, as appropriate.  We expect the site visits to take approximately 1.5 days (maximum of eight hours of interviews with a state coordinator and several additional state staff) per state.  The telephone interview protocol will contain a smaller, core subset of interview questions, appropriate for a two-hour interview with a state coordinator.     

[OPTIONAL] Follow-up Interview Protocol

If the option to conduct the follow-up interviews is exercised, an interview protocol will be developed that addresses changes in state Even Start administrative practices since the time of the initial interview data collection in January 2002.  An illustrative example is included in Appendix C.  The interview will focus primarily on the following areas of state operations:  continuing refinement and implementation of Even Start performance indicators; developments in the states’ monitoring of local program operations and procedures to enhance accountability; technical assistance and evaluation to support local program improvement efforts; and changes in state program administration in response to the increase in FY 2002 funding and additional program requirements mandated by the LIFT Act of 2000. 

B.5
Identity of Individuals Consulted on Study Design and Identity of Contractorstc "B.5
Identity of Individuals Consulted on Statistical Aspects of Design and Identity of Contractors"
The basic design for the Study of State Administration of Even Start and Statewide Family Literacy Initiative Grants was developed by the Department and further refined in conjunction with the evaluation contractor (Abt Associates Inc.).  Input to the design was received from the following individuals:  
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Miriam Whitney
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Fumiyo Tao
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301-941-0266

Robert St.Pierre

Abt Associates




970-453-7295

Anne Ricciuti


Abt Associates




301-718-3144

Michael Vaden-Kiernan
Abt Associates




301-941-0289

Judith Alamprese

Abt Associates




301-718-3168
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Arlene Dale


Even Start State Coordinator, Massachusetts

781-338-3878

Bonnie Griffiths

Even Start State Coordinator, Minnesota

651-582-8283

Susan Henry


Even Start State Coordinator, New York

518-474-5808

Cathy Lindsley

Even Start State Coordinator, Oregon
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APPENDIX A

EVALUATION QUESTIONS, DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS METHODS

Key:  
Srv =  Survey of Even Start State Coordinators


Ph = Telephone Interviews 


SV =   Site Visit Interviews

Evaluation Questions
Data Collection Methods
Analysis Plan


Srv
Ph
SV


State Even Start Structure and Administration





Administration of the Even Start Program

1. Where is the administration of the Even Start program located within states?  What office receives the Even Start funds?  
(


Number and percent of states by departments/state offices/agencies

2. Has Even Start moved from one state office or agency to another?  What were the reasons for the move?
(

(
Number and percent of states in which Even Start office has moved; examples or prevalent patterns of offices involved in transfers

3. How long do state coordinators stay in their position?  


(


Average, median, range of state coordinator tenure

4. How many staff at the state level work on Even Start?
(


Average number of full time and part time staff per state, by professional and support staff categories

5. Do state coordinators have duties other than Even Start?  If so, what other duties?  What are the benefits and drawbacks of multiple program assignment?
(
(
(
Number and percent of state coordinators that have duties other than Even Start; average number of additional responsibilities across states; types of additional responsibilities reported 

6. How has the increase in Even Start funding for Program Year 2001-2002 affected the organizational and staffing structures?  If so, how?
(


Description of changes in organizational structures at the state level, prevalent types of changes 



7. What percent of the federal Even Start funds is used for state administration of Even Start?  Are any of the federal Even Start monies allocated to a consolidated administrative fund?
(


Average, median, range of percent of federal grant allocated for state use. Average, median, range of percent of federal grant allocated to consolidated administrative fund.

8. What percent of the federal Even Start funds is spent on technical assistance and professional development for local grantees? How are the budget decisions made?  How did states decide how to budget/use the Program Year 2001-2002 increased funding?
(
(
(
Average, median, range of percent of federal grant allocated for technical assistance and professional development for local grantees

Description of how the budget decisions are made, categorized into prevalent methods, if appropriate

9. What percent of the federal Even Start funds is spent on evaluation?  Monitoring? 
(


Average, median, range of percent of federal grant allocated for state evaluation, monitoring of local projects, and each of other uses included in the survey

10. Are there any state programs and policies that impact upon how Even Start funds are spent?  How is the Even Start funding coordinated with funding of other related programs at the state level (e.g., state-funded preschool, Head Start, Adult Education, Reading Excellence Act, etc…)?

(
(
Listing of other programs, categorized by prevalent programs; percent of states reporting prevalent categories; descriptions of coordination approaches, categorized into similar approaches, if appropriate

11. What process do states use with respect to the required committee of practitioners or other advisory groups?  Who is on the states’ committee?
(
(
(
Descriptions of activities and processes, categorized into prevalent types; percent of states reporting each major category

12. What types of questions and materials are given to the committee or other advisory groups to review? Does the committee review the RFAs?  Does the committee review new or continuation award decisions?
(


Descriptions of materials reviewed, categorized into prevalent types; percent of states reporting each major category

13. What are the biggest challenges to administering the Even Start program?
(


Descriptions of major challenges, categorized into prevalent types; percent of states reporting each major category

Interagency Coordination and Collaboration

14. To what extent do state coordinators work with other offices, agencies, programs (including other federally funded programs at the state level) to administer Even Start?  In what ways do state coordinators consult with other states?


(
(
(
Narrative descriptions of extent of coordination with other offices & agencies, categorized into prevalent types; percent of states reporting each major category. Narrative descriptions of the nature of consultation with other states. 

15. Are state funded family literacy programs available, and how does Even Start coordinate with these programs?  In what ways does Even Start coordinate with other state-funded programs (e.g. early childhood education, adult education)?
(
(
(
Listing of state-funded family literacy programs, categorized into prevalent types; percent of states reporting each major category; descriptions of coordination methods, categorized into prevalent types; percent of states reporting each major category

16. How do states with SFLI grants compare to states without grants in terms of coordination and collaboration at the state level?
Based on analysis of data
Comparisons of responses to Question #14-15 above, between states with SFLI grants and those without SFLI grants in SY2000-2001

Subgrantee Selection





State Policies Regarding Even Start Subgrants

1. How many Even Start projects are funded each year? How many applications (new, continuation, re-competition) do states receive each year? How do states decide on the number of grants to award each year?
(
(
(
Average, median, range of number of projects that applied and were funded in each state in SY1999-2000 and SY 2000-2001

Description of how decisions regarding the number of grant awards are made, categorized into prevalent methods, if appropriate

2. What is the length of the project period?  
(


Average, median, range of typical length of subgrants

3. How many subgrants is the state funding that are beyond 8 years?
(


Average, median, range of subgrants in SY2001-2002 

4. Do states provide technical assistance to local projects with respect to the matching requirement?  Why?  Have states granted any waivers of the matching requirement?  If so, what process did the states use to grant the waiver(s)?  What was the nature of waivers?
(
(
(
Percent of states that provide assistance; description of types of assistance provided, categorized into similar types, if appropriate

Descriptions of waivers granted, the process used, and the nature of waivers

5. To what extent do states spread the funding across many projects versus funding a smaller number of projects over a longer period of time?  Why?

(
(
Descriptions of funding philosophies, categorized into similar approaches, if appropriate

6. How do states ensure a representative distribution of subgrants between urban and rural areas of the state?


(
Percent of states that use various methods of distributing funds; descriptions of how they accomplish each distribution approach

7. Do the states try to ensure distribution of Even Start funds to various areas within the state?  How do states accomplish that?


(
Percent of states that use various methods of distributing funds; descriptions of how they accomplish each distribution approach

8. How do the states apply the statutory priority regarding empowerment zones and enterprise communities?  Do the states add competitive or absolute priorities in their RFAs in addition to the statutory priorities?  If so, what?
(

(
Percent of states that use various methods of distributing funds; descriptions of how they accomplish each distribution approach; descriptions of priorities specified in RFAs, categorized if appropriate

9. Do states target funding projects to demonstrate certain models or approaches? If so, what approaches are targeted, and why?
(

(
Percent of states that fund projects to demonstrate certain models; description of models states fund, categorized if appropriate; percent of states funding prevalent models if appropriate; reasons for targeting certain models

10. Who reviews the applications?  What is the review process?
(


Listing/categorization of reviewers; percent of projects using prevalent categories

11. What is the schedule of annual application review and grant notification process?
(


Description of common review schedules

12. Do states provide any guidance or technical assistance for applicants?  How?
(


Percent of states that provide guidance; percent of states by types of technical assistance provided

13. Do states have an appeal process if an applicant is not funded in the competition?  What is that appeal process?  Have there been any appeals with respect to Even Start competitions?  
(


Percent of states with appeal process; description of appeal process, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent types of appeal process; percent of states that have received appeals

14. What do states’ RFAs require in terms of measurable objectives and benchmarks for performance, to be included in grant applications?  To what extent do applications meet these requirements?

(
(
Listing/categorization of objectives included in RFA; percent of projects using prevalent categories; percent of applications meeting these requirements

15. How do states determine that an applicant has a sound program development and implementation approach?  How important is this information in the grantee selection decision? 

(
(
Description of decision-making process, criteria, importance in selection decision.  

16. How, if at all, has the indicator requirement changed the review/selection process?


(
Description of change, categorized if appropriate

Continuation Funding, Recompetition for New Funding

17. What criteria do states use to make continuation and re-competition awards? How many grants are not successful when re-competing for a new grant?  
(


Description of criteria used to make awards, categorized if appropriate. Average, median, range of projects that are not awarded re-competition grants 

18. How many projects continue (have continued) after the end of Even Start funding without federal Even Start funds? How do they continue to fund the programs?
(
(
(
Average, median, range of projects that continued without federal Even Start funding; methods by which projects maintained program services without federal Even Start funds

19. Have the states ever denied continued funding because of insufficient progress?  Have projects voluntarily declined funding?  If so, why?
(


Percent of states that denied continuation funding due to insufficient progress; number of projects that declined funding voluntarily; description of reasons for declining funding

20. How many projects are defunded within their grant period?  On what basis are projects not continued?  How do states make determinations regarding "sufficient progress" in making continuation awards?
(
(
(
Average, median, range of projects defunded; 

Description of factors leading to denial of continuation funding, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent reasons used if appropriate

21. Do states ever discontinue funding an eligible applicant that performed satisfactorily in prior years due to high competition and/or scarcity of subgrant funds? Were other projects funded in place of the defunded projects?  Why? 


(
Description of circumstances in which eligible applicant was denied funding, reasons for the decisions; and outcomes.

22. How has the increase in Even Start funding for Program Year 2001-2002 affected the number of subgrants states award this year, the amount of funds allocated to each subgrant, and type of local programs recruited and selected?  How were the decisions regarding the use of increased funding made?
(

(
Description of changes in subgrant selection and funding, categorized if appropriate; percent of states reporting prevalent types of changes 

Descriptions of how funding decisions were made

Technical Assistance





1. Do states collaborate in the provision of technical assistance with other related programs?  Do states offer any joint technical assistance with Title I, Adult Ed, Head Start, state funded preschool, etc?
(


Percent of states that conduct joint TA with other programs by types of  “other programs”

2. What guidance do states provide local projects on issues such as:   providing high-quality research-based instruction, providing intensive services, serving families most in need, retaining families, coordination with other programs, meeting the new staff qualification requirement, how to collect and report performance indicator data, and other important issues for the Even Start program? What are the bases for the guidelines?
(
(
(
Percent of states by types of technical assistance provided to local projects; rationale/bases for rules and guidelines provided to local projects in technical assistance

3. Do states provide any guidance or assistance on local evaluation and using the information for continuous program improvement?
(


Percent of states that assist local projects on local evaluation and use of evaluation data; percent of states by type of evaluation assistance provided

4. How do states ensure that projects build on appropriate existing (high quality) resources and what do they advise when the available resources do not reflect Even Start goals or are not of sufficiently high quality? 


(
Description of methods states use to provide guidance to local projects on use of resources to improve service quality, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent methods used, if appropriate

5. How do states decide what issues to address in their technical assistance to local projects?  How have the states used national or state evaluation data or other data in making decisions about technical assistance needs?


(
Description of methods used to identify TA needs, categorized if appropriate; percent of states using prevalent methods; percent of states using evaluation data to identify local projects’ TA needs

6. Do the states sponsor technical assistance meetings or training sessions? Who provides the technical assistance (e.g., state staff, contractors)?  Do states provide separate training for newly funded local projects?
(


Percent of states that sponsor TA meetings, percent of states by source of TA provision

7. Have the states issued any written guidance for local projects?
(


Percent of states with written guidance for local projects

Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability





1. Do states have reporting systems in place?  How was the reporting system developed?  How is it maintained?  How are the data being used?
(
(
(
Percent of states with reporting system; description of how the system was developed and maintained, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent categories of development methods; description of how the data are being used, by whom

2. Do states conduct a state-level evaluation? What have state evaluations found? How was the information used?
(

(
Percent of states conducting state evaluation; description of findings and how they were used, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent categories of findings and utilization, if appropriate

3. Do states collect and review local project evaluations?  Do states require projects to do/collect anything specific in/for their local evaluations?  Do states coordinate the local evaluation requirement (e.g., using one evaluator for all projects)?  How do states use the results of local evaluations?
(
(
(
Percent of states that collect local evaluations; percent that require specific data; percent that coordinate local evaluations

Description of how local evaluation findings are used by states

4. Do states use on-site monitoring activities?  If so, who conducts these activities and how often?
(


Percent of states that use on-site monitoring; percent of states by monitoring agents; percent of states by frequency of monitoring

5. What issues do states examine when monitoring projects? What information is collected through each of the monitoring methods?  What actions are taken when projects fail to meet states’ expectations or requirements?
(
(
(
Percent of states by types of information collected for monitoring, by monitoring methods

6. What information needs that states have are NOT currently met by available monitoring methods?

(
(
Percent of states by prevalent types of unmet information needs

7. What information have states provided (or will provide) to local projects about state performance indicators?  When is the information provided to projects? 
(


Percent of states that provided information, by type of information; schedule of information dissemination

8. Which participant groups will be assessed and reported for the performance indicator system?  What methods and processes are used to report the performance indicator data?
(


Percent of states by participant groups to be assessed and reported; percent of states by types of methods used for reporting performance indicator data

9. How, if at all, has the indicator requirement changed the monitoring and evaluation process?


(
Description of changes, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent types of changes, if appropriate

10. Did states use the federal GPRA requirements in the development of state indicators?

(
(
Percent of states that have developed performance indicators; description of development process, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent development methods if appropriate; percent of states that used federal GPRA requirements in the development of indicators

11. How are the indicators being used, or will be used? 

(
(
Description of indicator use, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent use of indicators

12. What results have states seen on their indicators?

(
(
Description of results, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent types of results

13. How, if at all, have the indicators changed how states hold projects accountable?

(
(
Description of changes, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by prevalent types of changes

14. Have the states established or are planning to establish licensure guidelines or requirements for family literacy programs?  Do the states have professional credentials requirements for early childhood educators?  For adult educators?  If so, what are the standards/requirements?
(

(
Percent of states that have licensure guidelines/requirements, percent of states that are developing guidelines, if they do not have guidelines; description of guidelines, categorized if appropriate; percent of states with similar guidelines, if appropriate

Percent of states with credentials requirements for instructors; percent of states by types/levels of requirements, if appropriate

15. What guidance do states provide to projects if projects do not meet the performance standards/targets?  What guidance do states provide to projects regarding the use of performance indicator data for local program improvement?

(
(
Description of guidance provided, categorized if appropriate; percent of states with similar types of guidance, if appropriate

16. Do states with SFLI grants and states without SFLI grants differ in timing/schedule of when they developed and are implementing their indicators?  Are there other differences in the indicators between states with SFLI grants and other states?
Based on analysis of data
Differences between the SFLI and non-SFLI states in their responses to Items #7-13 above

Continuous Improvement/Learning from Local Projects





1. To what extent have state policies and activities resulted in program improvement at the state and local levels?  In what ways have state policies and activities resulted in program improvement? 


(
Percent of states that report improvement; description of extent and nature of improvement, categorized if appropriate; percent of states reporting varying extent and prevalent types of changes, if appropriate

2. What program areas are targeted for further improvements at the state and local levels?  How do states determine whether local projects have implemented sound, theory-based, logically consistent strategy for program improvement?  What actions do states take when projects are not implementing sound program improvement strategies?
(

(
Listing of areas for improvement, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by areas of improvement reported, if appropriate

Descriptions of methods/indicators for assessing projects’ implementation of program improvement and actions taken in cases of poor implementation, categorized if appropriate

3. What methods do states use to identify best practices and performance?  What methods do states use to develop best practices and performance? 

(
(
Percent of states by methods to identify best practices; description of methods used to develop best practices, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by methods to develop best practices, if appropriate

4. What major accomplishments were made by states in recent years? 
(


Description of major accomplishments, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by type of accomplishments, if appropriate

5. What methods do states use to receive feedback from local projects?
(


Description of methods used, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by methods used, if appropriate

6. In what ways has the feedback from local projects helped to improve subsequent grant competitions?


(
Description of feedback outcomes on grant competitions, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by feedback outcomes, if appropriate

7. In what ways has the feedback from local projects helped to improve states’ program administrative procedures? 


(
Description of feedback outcomes on program operations, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by feedback outcomes, if appropriate

8. In what ways has the feedback from local projects helped to improve local program implementation and quality of services? 


(
Description of feedback outcomes on program implementation and service quality, categorized if appropriate; percent of states by feedback outcomes, if appropriate

9. What are the methods by which states receive feedback from the federal Even Start office?

(
(
Percent of states by methods used to receive feedback from federal Even Start office

10. In what ways has the feedback from the federal Even Start office helped to improve state program implementation and operations? 

(

(
Description of ways in which federal feedback helped state operations; percent of states by prevalent categories if appropriate

11. In what ways can the feedback from the federal Even Start office be improved to enhance state program implementation and operations?

(
(
Description of ways to improve federal feedback categorized if appropriate; percent of states reporting prevalent responses if appropriate

APPENDIX B

SURVEY OF EVEN START STATE COORDINATORS

APPENDIX C

CASE STUDY INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS

U.S. Department of Education

Study of State Administration of Even Start and Family Literacy Initiative Grants

State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocol

for Site Visits

Note to the Interviewer

Many of the interview questions build upon specific responses collected from each state through the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators (also called the Universe Survey).  The objective of this interview is to obtain additional information (e.g., detailed explanations of administrative processes and reasons for certain program administration approaches).  In this interview protocol, if a topic/question builds upon information collected through the Universe Survey, the survey question(s) are indicated in brackets, italicized, and followed by a space for you to note the state’s responses to those questions from the Universe Survey database.  

For these topics, the interviewer will:

1. Write the state’s responses to the survey question(s) in the space provided before the scheduled time of interview;

2. Read the survey question (italicized) to the interview respondent; 

3. Review the responses the state provided in the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators with the respondent; and

4. Then, proceed with the interview questions.   

If the interview questions are not applicable based on the responses to the survey questions (e.g., the state answered “No” to the base question in the survey), those questions will be skipped in the interview.

State Even Start Structure and Administration



1. [Where is the administration of the Even Start program located within the state?  Has Even Start been moved from one office or agency to another?]  

What were the reasons for the move?  

How did the move affect Even Start operations? 



2. Phone & Site Visit  Describe the staff and their roles and responsibilities for administering Even Start.  

Describe their roles and responsibilities on other programs/projects.  



3. If the state coordinator has duties other than Even Start, what are the benefits and drawbacks of being involved in multiple programs?



4. Phone & Site Visit  How does the state coordinator share program decision-making with the required committee of practitioners or other advisory groups?  

Who serves on the committee of practitioners?  

What are the processes involved in this coordination?  

In what ways, and to what extent, do the advisory groups contribute to the state’s Even Start policies and practices?



5. Phone & Site Visit How does the state coordinator work with collaborating offices and agencies to administer the Even Start program?  

In what ways do the collaborating units/programs (including the state-funded family literacy program, if applicable) affect the way Even Start is administered?  

Does the state coordinator work with agencies and staff of other states?  If so, in what ways?



6. Phone & Site Visit  Who makes Even Start budget decisions?  On what basis are budget decisions made?

How did the state decide how to budget/use the Program Year 2001-2002 increased funding?  

Who was involved in making these decisions?  

What rationale and/or information was used to guide the 2001-2002 budget allocation?



7. Phone & Site Visit  Do other state and federal programs and policies, besides Even Start, affect how Even Start subgrants are distributed, and how the Even Start state administrative funds are spent?  That is, how is the Even Start funding coordinated with the funding of other related programs or initiatives at the state level (state-funded preschool, Head Start, Adult Education, Reading Excellence Act, etc…)?



Subgrantee Selection



1. Phone & Site Visit  How does the state decide on the number of grants to award each year?



2. Phone & Site Visit  To what extent does the state spread the funding across a large number of projects versus funding a smaller number of projects over a longer period of time?  Why?



3. How does the state ensure a representative distribution of subgrants between urban and rural areas of the state?  

How does the state apply the statutory priority regarding empowerment zones and enterprise communities?  

Does the state try to distribute Even Start funds to various areas within the state based on any other criteria?  If so, what criteria, and why?  

How does the state apply the required and state-specific distribution criteria?



4. [Does the state add competitive weights or absolute priorities in their RFAs in addition to the statutory priorities?]  

If so, what, and why? 



5. [Do states target funding projects to demonstrate certain models or approaches? If so, what approaches are targeted?] 
Why are those approaches targeted?



6. Phone & Site Visit  What does the state’s RFA require in grant applications in terms of implementing a systematic program improvement strategy (e.g., specification of program goals, measurable objectives, and performance benchmarks; implementing educational services that are logically linked to the goals and performance benchmarks; strategies for measuring progress; and use of information for continuous program improvement)?  

To what extent do applications meet this requirement?  



7. Phone & Site Visit  In reviewing grant applications, how do you determine that an applicant has a sound plan to develop a theory-based program design, service delivery approach, and continuous improvement strategy?  

How important is the discussion of systematic strategies for program development and improvement in the grantee selection decision?



8. Phone & Site Visit  Does the state use different criteria to make new and continuation awards?  If so, in what ways are the criteria different?  

On what basis are projects not continued?  

How do states make determinations regarding "sufficient progress" in making continuation awards?



9. Phone & Site Visit  How many projects are defunded within their grant period?  On what basis are projects not continued?  How do states make determinations regarding "sufficient progress" in making continuation awards?

10. [Does the state set a maximum subgrant funding level?]  

If so, why?  

How is the maximum level established?  

Does the state set a minimum funding level other than $75,000?  If so, why?  

How is the minimum level established? 

Has the increased funding in Program Year 2001-2002 affected the state’s maximum and minimum subgrant funding levels?  If so, in what ways? 


11. Was your state ever unable to continue funding an eligible applicant that performed satisfactorily in prior years due to high competition and/or scarcity of subgrant funds?  

Were any local projects not renewed due to high competition or scarcity of subgrant funds in the last two funding periods (spring of 2000 and 2001)?  How many projects were NOT renewed due to high competition or scarcity of subgrant funds?  Why?  

Were other projects funded in place of the defunded projects?  Why?  In which program year(s) did this occur?  



12. Does the state coordinator assist local projects with respect to the matching requirement?  

How does the state coordinator decide what is allowable as matching funds?  

Has the state granted any waivers of the matching requirement?  If so, what process did the state use to grant the waiver(s)?  

What was the nature of waivers?



13. How, if at all, has the performance indicator requirement changed the application review/selection process?  



14. Regarding projects that continue (have continued) operating family literacy services after the end of Even Start funding, how do they continue to fund the services?  

Do they receive any assistance from the state to maintain self sufficiency? 

Are these projects continuing to offer the full complement of family literacy services?



Technical Assistance



1. Phone & Site Visit  What role does the state coordinator play in the provision of technical assistance and programmatic guidance/leadership?  

What guidance does the state provide local projects regarding the following program requirements?

· providing high-quality research-based instructional approaches; 

· providing intensive services;

· integrating core service components;

· serving families most in need;

· retaining families; and 

· coordination with other programs.  

How is the guidance provided? What are the bases for the specific guidance the state provides?



2. Phone & Site Visit  What guidance have you provided to local projects to help them implement the following new legislative requirements:

· staff qualifications and staff development; 

· providing high-quality instructional services year round, including summer; 

· using instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research for children and adults;  

· including reading readiness activities for preschool children to ensure their school readiness; and

· using independent local evaluation for program improvement.  

Do you anticipate any difficulties in the implementation of these requirements at the local level?  If so, what difficulties do you anticipate?  

How do you plan to monitor local projects’ implementation of these requirements?

3. How does the state ensure that projects build on appropriate existing, high quality resources and what do they advise when the available resources do not reflect Even Start goals or are not of sufficiently high quality?  



4. How does the state decide what issues to address in their technical assistance to local projects?  How has the state used national or state evaluation data or other data in making decisions about technical assistance needs?



Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability



1. Phone & Site Visit  [Does the state have a reporting system(s) in place?  Describe the reporting system. What data are collected?]  

How, when, and for what purpose was the reporting system developed? How is it maintained?  How are the data being used?  Does the reporting system serve multiple data needs (e.g., for other programs in addition to Even Start)?  If yes, how does the system serve the data needs of multiple programs?

2. [Does the state conduct a state-level evaluation? What have state evaluations found?] 

How was the information used?  

Are the data collected for the state evaluation coordinated with the GPRA indicators that the federal Even Start office is required to report?  If so, in what ways are the state evaluation and GPRA indicators coordinated?  



3. Phone & Site Visit  [Has the state used the data collected for the national Even Start evaluation?]  

If so, how?  In what ways can the national Even Start evaluation be most useful for purposes of the state Even Start administration? How are local evaluation reports used at the state level?



4. Phone & Site Visit [What issues do states examine when monitoring projects?]

What actions are taken when projects fail to meet the state’s expectations or requirements?



5. Phone & Site Visit  What information needs of the state are NOT currently met by available monitoring methods?



6. Phone & Site Visit  How are the performance indicators being implemented (data collection, reporting, etc.) by the local projects now?  

If the state’s performance assessments are administered only to participants who meet minimum participation criteria, do you assess all participating members of a family even if only one member satisfies the participation requirement?  Do you count all members of the family in the performance target calculation?  Or, does each family member of a family need to meet the participation requirement in order for the family to receive the assessments and be counted in the performance target determination?   

Did states use the federal GPRA requirements in the development of state indicators?

Describe how the performance indicator results are being used now and will be used in the future by local projects and by the state. 

What results has the state seen on the indicators?  

Are there any plans to further revise the indicators?  If so, why, and how? Do you anticipate any difficulties in fully implementing and using the performance indicators for the purpose of program improvement?  If so, what?



7. Phone & Site Visit What SPECIFIC guidance does the state provide to local projects if they do not meet the specified performance standards?  

What SPECIFIC guidance does the state provide on how local projects are to use the performance indicator data for local program improvement?  



8. How has the performance indicator requirement changed the state’s monitoring and evaluation process? 

How, if at all, have the indicators changed how the state holds projects accountable?



9. [Has the state established, or is planning to establish, licensure guidelines or requirements for family literacy programs and staff?]  

If so, what are the standards?  To what extent do the licensure guidelines assist to improve and maintain the quality of Even Start services?



Continuous Improvement/Learning from Projects



1. Phone & Site Visit  How do you determine that a local project has implemented a sound, theory-based strategy for program improvement that consists of clearly defined goals, measurable objectives, and performance benchmarks; educational services that are logically linked to the goals and performance benchmarks; measurement of progress towards goals; and use of information for continuous program improvement?  

In your monitoring and evaluation of local projects, do you consider some of these issues as more important than others?  If so, which ones and why?  

What actions do you take when a local project is failing to implement systematic program improvement strategies?   



2. Phone & Site Visit  What methods does the state use to identify best practices and performance?  What methods does the state use to develop best practices and performance?



3. [What methods does the state use to receive feedback from local projects?]  

In what ways has the feedback from local projects helped to improve (a) subsequent grant competitions, (b) the state’s program administrative procedures, and (c) local program implementation and quality of services?



4. To what extent, and in what ways, have state policies and activities resulted in program improvement at the state and local levels? 



5. [What are the program areas that are targeted for further improvements at the state and local levels?]  

Why? What strategies are planned?  



6. Phone & Site Visit  What are the methods by which states receive feedback from the federal Even Start office? 

In what ways has the feedback from the federal Even Start office helped to improve state program implementation and operations? In what ways can the feedback from the federal Even Start office be improved to enhance state program implementation and operations?



U.S. Department of Education

Study of State Administration of Even Start and Family Literacy Initiative Grants

State Even Start Case Study Interview Protocol

for Telephone Interviews

Note to the Interviewer

Many of the interview questions build upon specific responses collected from each state through the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators (also called the Universe Survey).  The objective of this interview is to obtain additional information (e.g., detailed explanations of administrative processes and reasons for certain program administration approaches).  In this interview protocol, if a topic/question builds upon information collected through the Universe Survey, the survey question(s) are indicated in brackets, italicized, and followed by a space for you to note the state’s responses to those questions from the Universe Survey database.  

For these topics, the interviewer will:

1. Write the state’s responses to the survey question(s) in the space provided before the scheduled time of the interview;

2. Read the survey question (italicized) to the interview respondent; 

3. Review the responses the state provided in the Survey of Even Start State Coordinators with the respondent; and

4. Then, proceed with the interview questions.   

If the interview questions are not applicable based on the responses to the survey questions (e.g., the state answered “No” to the base question in the survey), those questions will be skipped in the interview.

State Even Start Structure and Administration



1. Phone & Site Visit  Describe the staff and their roles and responsibilities for administering Even Start.  

Describe their roles and responsibilities on other programs/projects.  



2. Phone & Site Visit  How does the state coordinator share program decision-making with the required committee of practitioners or other advisory groups?  

Who serves on the committee of practitioners?  

What are the processes involved in this coordination?  

In what ways, and to what extent, do the advisory groups contribute to the state’s Even Start policies and practices?



3. Phone & Site Visit  How does the state coordinator work with collaborating offices and agencies to administer the Even Start program?  

In what ways do the collaborating units/programs (including the state-funded family literacy program, if applicable) affect the way Even Start is administered?  

Does the state coordinator work with agencies and staff of other states?  If so, in what ways?



4. Phone & Site Visit  Who makes Even Start budget decisions?  On what basis are budget decisions made?

How did the state decide how to budget/use the Program Year 2001-2002 increased funding?  

Who was involved in making these decisions?  

What rationale and/or information was used to guide the 2001-2002 budget allocation?



5. Phone & Site Visit  Do other state and federal programs and policies, besides Even Start, affect how Even Start subgrants are distributed, and how the Even Start state administrative funds are spent?  That is, how is the Even Start funding coordinated with the funding of other related programs or initiatives at the state level (state-funded preschool, Head Start, Adult Education, Reading Excellence Act, etc…)?



Subgrantee Selection



1. Phone & Site Visit  How does the state decide on the number of grants to award each year?



2. Phone & Site Visit  To what extent does the state spread the funding across a large number of projects versus funding a smaller number of projects over a longer period of time?  Why?



3. Phone & Site Visit  What does the state’s RFA require in grant applications in terms of implementing a systematic program improvement strategy (e.g., specification of program goals, measurable objectives, and performance benchmarks; implementing educational services that are logically linked to the goals and performance benchmarks; strategies for measuring progress; and use of information for continuous program improvement)?  

To what extent do applications meet this requirement?  



4. Phone & Site Visit  In reviewing grant applications, how do you determine that an applicant has a sound plan to develop a theory-based program design, service delivery approach, and continuous improvement strategy?  

How important is the discussion of systematic strategies for program development and improvement in the grantee selection decision?



5. Phone & Site Visit  Does the state use different criteria to make new and continuation awards?  If so, in what ways are the criteria different?  

On what basis are projects not continued?  

How do states make determinations regarding "sufficient progress" in making continuation awards?



6. Phone & Site Visit  How many projects are defunded within their grant period?  On what basis are projects not continued?  How do states make determinations regarding "sufficient progress" in making continuation awards?

Technical Assistance



1. Phone & Site Visit  What role does the state coordinator play in the provision of technical assistance and programmatic guidance/leadership?  

What guidance does the state provide local projects regarding the following program requirements?

· providing high-quality research-based instructional approaches; 

· providing intensive services;

· integrating core service components;

· serving families most in need;

· retaining families; and 

· coordination with other programs.  

How is the guidance provided? What are the bases for the specific guidance the state provides?



2. Phone & Site Visit  What guidance have you provided to local projects to help them implement the following new legislative requirements:

· staff qualifications and staff development; 

· providing high-quality instructional services year round, including summer; 

· using instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research for children and adults;  

· including reading readiness activities for preschool children to ensure their school readiness; and

· using independent local evaluation for program improvement.  

Do you anticipate any difficulties in the implementation of these requirements at the local level?  If so, what difficulties do you anticipate?  

How do you plan to monitor local projects’ implementation of these requirements?

Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability



1. Phone & Site Visit  [Does the state have a reporting system(s) in place?  Describe the reporting system. What data are collected?]  

How, when, and for what purpose was the reporting system developed? How is it maintained?  How are the data being used?  Does the reporting system serve multiple data needs (e.g., for other programs in addition to Even Start)?  If yes, how does the system serve the data needs of multiple programs?

2. Phone & Site Visit  [Has the state used the data collected for the national Even Start evaluation?]  

If so, how?  In what ways can the national Even Start evaluation be most useful for purposes of the state Even Start administration? How are local evaluation reports used at the state level?



3. Phone & Site Visit [What issues do states examine when monitoring projects?]

What actions are taken when projects fail to meet the state’s expectations or requirements?



4. Phone & Site Visit  What information needs of the state are NOT currently met by available monitoring methods?



5. Phone & Site Visit  How are the performance indicators being implemented (data collection, reporting, etc.) by the local projects now?  

Did states use the federal GPRA requirements in the development of state indicators?

Describe how the performance indicator results are being used now and will be used in the future by local projects and by the state. 

What results has the state seen on the indicators?  

Are there any plans to further revise the indicators?  If so, why, and how? Do you anticipate any difficulties in fully implementing and using the performance indicators for the purpose of program improvement?  If so, what?



6. Phone & Site Visit  What SPECIFIC guidance does the state provide to local projects if they do not meet the specified performance standards?  

What SPECIFIC guidance does the state provide on how local projects are to use the performance indicator data for local program improvement?  



Continuous Improvement/Learning from Projects



1. Phone & Site Visit  How do you determine that a local project has implemented a sound, theory-based strategy for program improvement that consists of clearly defined goals, measurable objectives, and performance benchmarks; educational services that are logically linked to the goals and performance benchmarks; measurement of progress towards goals; and use of information for continuous program improvement?  

In your monitoring and evaluation of local projects, do you consider some of these issues as more important than others?  If so, which ones and why?  

What actions do you take when a local project is failing to implement systematic program improvement strategies?   



2. Phone & Site Visit  What methods does the state use to identify best practices and performance?  What methods does the state use to develop best practices and performance?



3. Phone & Site Visit  What are the methods by which states receive feedback from the federal Even Start office? 

In what ways has the feedback from the federal Even Start office helped to improve state program implementation and operations? In what ways can the feedback from the federal Even Start office be improved to enhance state program implementation and operations?
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Follow-up Interview Protocol

Note to the Interviewer

The purpose of this interview is to obtain information about progress and changes in key issues addressed in the State Even Start Case Study Interviews conducted in January/February of 2002.   

State Even Start Structure and Administration



1. Have there been any changes in the organizational structure and staffing pattern for the Even Start program at the state level since the time of our last interview?  If so, what are the changes?  Why were the changes made?  How have these changes affected how your state administers the Even Start program?



Technical Assistance



1. To what extent, and in what ways, have local projects in your state implemented the following new legislative requirements during the program year 2001-2002?  

· staff qualifications and staff development; 

· providing high-quality instructional services year round, including summer; 

· using instructional programs based on scientifically based reading research for children and adults;  

· including reading readiness activities for preschool children to ensure their school readiness; and

· using independent local evaluation for program improvement.  

Which requirements are most difficult to implement?  Why? How do you plan to assist local projects regarding the implementation of these requirements?



Implementation of Performance Indicators, Changes in Subgrantee Selection, Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability



1. To what extent has your state’s Even Start Performance Indicator system been implemented to date?  What additional activities were undertaken since the last interview in January/February of this year?

Are there any plans to further revise the indicators?  If so, why, and how?   

Do you anticipate any difficulties in fully implementing and using the performance indicators for the purpose of program improvement at the local and state levels?  

What results has the state seen on the indicators?  

Describe how the performance indicators are being used now and will be used in the future by local projects and by the state. 

Will the implementation of performance indicators affect the following tasks?  If so, how?

· content and requirements in your state’s RFA for 2002-2003 Even Start subgrant applications 

· selection criteria for 2002-2003 Even Start subgrants 

· 2002-2003 continuation funding decisions



2. [Does the state have a reporting system(s) in place?  Describe the reporting system. What data are collected?]  

In the absence of data collection from Even Start projects for the purpose of national evaluation in program year 2001-2002, did you institute any new or modified data collection system to serve the state’s information needs?  

Has your state developed or modified a data reporting system used to collect information from local projects since the time of previous interview?  

If a new system:  How was it developed?  How is it maintained?  How are the data being used?  Does the reporting system serve multiple data needs (e.g., for other programs in addition to Even Start)?  If yes, how does the system serve the data needs of multiple programs?

If a modified system:  Why was it modified?  How are the data being used?

Are there any plans to develop a new data collection system or modify the existing system?  If so, describe the new system or how the existing system will be modified.  When will the new or the modified system be implemented? 

3. What information needs of the state are NOT currently met by available monitoring methods?



Continuous Improvement/Learning from Projects



1. Since the implementation of the performance indicator system, to what extent have local projects in your state progressed in their program improvement efforts?  To what extent have projects implemented theory-based strategy for program improvement that consists of clearly defined goals, measurable objectives, and performance benchmarks; educational services that are logically linked to the goals and performance benchmarks; measurement of progress towards goals; and use of information for continuous program improvement?  

What strategies and plans are in place for the state to facilitate further program improvement efforts of local projects in the next program year?  
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PILOT TEST REPORT

This memo describes the pilot test conducted for the Universe Survey instrument of the above-referenced study and the summary of pilot test results.

Description of Pilot Test Conducted 

The development of the Universe Survey instrument began shortly after the award of this contract in October 2000, leading to the pilot test version of the instrument in January 2001.  (Activities conducted to prepare the pilot test version is summarized at the end of the Pilot Test Report.)  On January 19, 2001, the pilot test version was sent to nine state coordinators who had agreed to complete this version of the instrument and provide us with:  (1) an estimate of time required to complete the survey, and (2) any comments regarding further revision of the instrument.  The reviewers were asked to respond by January 29, 2001, and were given a reminder call/email on January 26.  

The pilot test results were collected from the following seven Even Start state coordinators/reviewers between January 29 and February 6, 2001 (two state coordinators were unable to conduct the pilot testing):


Gail Brooks-Lemkin, Connecticut Department of Education

Norma Cregan, Kansas Department of Education

Arlene Dale, Massachusetts Department of Education

Debi Faucette, Louisiana Department of Education

Frank Fielden, Colorado Department of Education

Barbara Kuligowski, North Carolina Department of Education

Don Paquette, Pennsylvania Department of Education

We received survey completion time estimates from the seven coordinators.  In addition, four state coordinators provided us with extremely detailed item-by-item suggestions on further refinements of the instrument.

Pilot Test Results

Time Estimates.  The time estimates to complete the entire draft instrument ranged from 45 minutes to five hours across seven reviewers.  Two reviewers reported 45 minutes; two reported 1.5 hours; and two reported 1.5-2 hours.  One reviewer who reported five hours explained that this estimate included time for him to read and answer all questions, clarify and verify answers for some of the questions with other staff/units, for his secretary to type his answers, and for him to review/proof the typed answers.  This reviewer indicated that if he were to type in the answers himself in an electronic version of the instrument (which he would prefer), the entire process could be completed within 1.5-2 hours.  Based on the above distribution of the reported time estimates, a respondent burden estimate of 1.5 hours for the instrument would be appropriate.

General Comments.  Several reviewers felt that the instrument is too long considering the limited time available to most state coordinators.  They identified a few items that they felt could be simplified and shortened.  But, in general, the reviewers felt that most of the items in the pilot test version were relevant for the purpose of this study.  Three reviewers went further to indicate that many of the items, if compiled across all states, would generate information highly useful for state coordinators in administering Even Start.  Two of these reviewers requested that we include a few additional questions that would allow us to obtain more complete information about some topics from all states (e.g., state-funded family literacy programs), rather than a sample of states that would be included in the Interview Study of this project. 

In general, the “structured” response categories (check lists) we constructed for some of the questions were received favorably by the reviewers.  For items in which we had stopped short of constructing a check list, but provided some examples of possible responses, the reviewers recommended that we convert the examples into check lists.   

For several open-ended questions, we had provided enough space to list five or ten response items.  The reviewers recommended that we shorten these lists to three or five responses and add a note for respondents to use additional paper, as needed.  They felt that keeping the number of pages as few as possible would help to maintain respondents’ willingness to complete the entire instrument.  

Specific Revision Comments.  Specific comments provided by the reviewers have been combined, written into the pilot test version of the instrument, and are presented in [Appendix B of the Pilot Test Report—not included in the OMB clearance package].  While comments from different reviewers converged for some items, other items produced divergent opinions.  In the revised draft instrument attached as [Appendix B of the OMB clearance package], we exercised our judgment, based on the feedback discussions with the reviewers, to incorporate these comments to make the instrument as user-friendly and useful for the study as possible.  

Preparation of Survey Instrument for Pilot Testing

The following sequence of activities was conducted to develop the pilot test version of the Universe Survey instrument.

1. We reviewed the Evaluation Questions provided by ED in the statement of work and organized them into thematic categories.

2. For each research question, we identified the likely sources of data and data collection methods – Universe Survey, extraction from extant documents, telephone interviews of selected state coordinators, and/or case study site visits.  The key criterion for including a research question in the survey was that the information is needed from all states.

3. We recruited seven state coordinators to serve on the study’s Work Group.  We converted the Evaluation Questions slated for the survey into question format and constructed the first draft survey instrument.  This version was used by the Work Group to discuss, revise, and develop the instrument (in a small-group working session during the Work Group meeting on December 8, 2000).  

4. Comments obtained from the Work Group meeting were incorporated to create the second draft instrument (January 5 draft).  

5. We recruited five additional state coordinators to review the January 5 draft and provide us with their comments through a telephone interview that we conducted with each coordinator.  

6. Comments received from the additional state coordinators were incorporated into the third draft instrument (January 19 draft) which was sent by overnight delivery to nine state coordinators for  pilot testing. 
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Determine each project’s level of funding
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Administer Statewide Family Literacy Initiative and special set-aside grants
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� 	Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act, 1996, Section 2755, P.L. No. 104-134 (1996).


� 	Title VIII of the United States Department of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education Appropriations Act, enacted by the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999, Section 101(f), P.L. No. 105-277 (1998).


� 	Section 306(a) and (b)(2) of H.R. 3424, as incorporated by the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2000, Section 1000(a)(4), P.L. No. 106-113 (1999).


� 	Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2001, Section 1(a)(4),  P.L. No. 106-554.


� The “non-grantee” states may include those that receive SFLI grants awarded in summer of 2001 or later.


� The pilot testing was conducted during January 22-29, 2001.  Based on the pilot results and feedback received from seven state coordinators, we prepared and submitted the Pilot Test Report to ED on February 9, 2001 (see Appendix D).  The Survey of Even Start State Coordinators included in Appendix B reflects the pilot test results.
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