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Justification for Supporting Clearance of

Evaluation of the Projects With Industry Program

Data Collection Instruments

This document has been prepared to support the clearance of data collection instruments for use in the Rehabilitation Services Administration’s (RSA) Evaluation of the Projects With Industry (PWI) program (U.S. Department of Education Contract Number ED-00-CO-0097). In this introduction to the supporting statement for Standard Form 83-1, we provide a brief overview of the PWI program and of the purposes and activities of the evaluation.  We then respond to the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) instructions for preparation of a supporting statement to accompany SF 83-1.  Section A responds to OMB’s specific instructions for justification and Section B addresses collection of information employing statistical methods.

Introduction

The Projects With Industry (PWI) program assists individuals with disabilities obtain and maintain competitive employment with the potential for advancement.  Initially authorized under the 1968 amendments to the Rehabilitation Act to serve as a vehicle for promoting greater participation of business and industry in the rehabilitation process, the program’s purposes are  to (1) promote opportunities for competitive employment of individuals with disabilities, (2) provide appropriate placement resources, (3) engage the talent and leadership of private industry as partners in the rehabilitation process, (4) create practical settings for job readiness and training programs, and (5) secure the participation of industry in providing job opportunities and the necessary skills and training to prepare individuals with disabilities for competitive employment.  The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) of the U.S. Department of Education (ED) awards grants on a competitive basis to a variety of agencies and organizations, including business and industrial corporations, community rehabilitation programs, labor organizations, trade associations, and state agencies.  Business Advisory Councils  (BACs) provide the mechanism for members of the private sector to participate in policy-making and give advice to project staff and consumers on available jobs and training requirements.  In fiscal year 2001 the appropriation for this program was $22,071,000 and 102 projects received PWI funding.

A focus on and partnership with the business community is a hallmark of the PWI program, and local businesses are integrally involved with PWI projects through the BAC and other means.  Since inception PWI projects have also been expected to coordinate their activities with state Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) agencies.  VR agencies have traditionally been the primary source of referral for most PWI projects and many projects included VR agency representatives on their BACs long before the 1998 amendments mandated such representation.  

Another distinguishing feature of the PWI program is a strong emphasis on accountability; PWI was the first program authorized under the Rehabilitation Act for which RSA developed evaluation standards and compliance indicators.  While the standards and indicators measure outcomes at the project level, Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) indicators assess the performance of the program overall.  The GPRA indicators for the program were established from data elements included in the compliance indicators, which predate GPRA by a number of years.
  Final regulations for the PWI program published in April 2000 implemented several changes to the PWI compliance indicators.

In October 2000 RSA contracted with the Research Triangle Institute (RTI), a nationally known research organization located in North Carolina, to conduct an evaluation of the PWI program. A Panel of Experts representing the study’s major stakeholders is providing RTI staff with ongoing advice in study design, conduct, and reporting.  The overall purpose of the study is to assess the role and performance of the PWI program in improving employment outcomes for individuals with disabilities.  

Questions the study will address include:

· What types of employment outcomes do PWIs obtain?

· How well do PWIs interact with and utilize the local business community, including expanding job opportunities?

· What types of consumers do PWIs serve and what are the implications for the consumers’ employment outcomes?

· What types of relationships exist between state vocational rehabilitation (VR) agencies and PWIs, and to what degree does the PWI enhance employment outcomes of individuals who also apply for, and/or receive, VR services?

· How well are the PWI standards and indicators working; are there unintended consequences for using those standards and how good are the data?

· What services do PWIs provide and what are the results of those services? 

· How fully do projects utilize the PWI model, how effective is that model, and how can the model be improved?  

RTI will obtain the information needed to address these issues through (1) a comprehensive review of grantee documents, (2) collection of survey data from the universe of 102 PWI grantees, and (3) site visits to 30 nationally representative PWI projects.  At each of the 30 projects selected for site visit, RTI staff will conduct the following data collection activities:

· Interviews with PWI project staff, 

· Interviews with state Vocational Rehabilitation agency staff,

· Interviews with Business Advisory Council members, 

· Interviews with local Workforce Investment Board members, and/or staff of local one-stop job centers,

· Focus groups with employers of PWI participants, and

· Abstraction of  data from former PWI participants’ files.

In addition, one of the study’s objectives is to compare the characteristics, services, and outcomes of PWI participants with those of consumers of VR agency consumers.  To obtain the data necessary to enable such a comparison, RTI will obtain existing case record data (R-911 databases) from those local VR offices with established relationships with the 30 PWI projects to be visited, rather than abstract case files on site at local VR offices, which would be unduly burdensome to local VR staff. 

To facilitate OMB’s review of this request we have appended to this supporting statement a matrix that identifies the relationship between study research issues and specific data elements included in each data collection instrument.  Also appended are copies of all data collection instruments.  

A.
Justification

1. Importance of the Information

The last national evaluation of the PWI program occurred in 1986.  In the 15 years since that time the program’s regulations have changed several times, including important revisions to the PWI compliance indicators.  In addition, the broader context in which individuals with disabilities attempt to secure meaningful employment has changed markedly in the last decade, especially since enactment of the Workforce Investment Act of 1994.  The information to be obtained by the Evaluation of the PWI program is needed to provide RSA with a current description of program structure, operations, and outcomes, to assess the extent to which the program succeeds in achieving its purpose, and to identify any revisions to current regulations or policy needed for program improvement.  Statutory authority for the evaluation is provided by Section 14 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended by the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 and the Rehabilitation Act amendments of 1998, which states:

For the purposes of improving program management and effectiveness, the Secretary, in consultation with the Commissioner, shall evaluate all the programs authorized by this Act, their general effectiveness in relation to their cost, their impact on related programs, and their structure and mechanisms for delivery of services, using appropriate methodology and evaluative research designs.  

2. Purposes and Uses of the Data

The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) will use the data obtained from the Evaluation of the PWI program to identify the extent to which the program is fulfilling its statutory purposes.  RSA will also use study data to identify the impact, if any, of recent changes in program regulations on program operations and outcomes and to assess the ongoing utility of, and the need for revisions to, the program’s compliance indicators and performance indicators under GPRA.  The study will also inform federal officials of the extent to which the PWI program coordinates planning and operations with Workforce Investment Act entities.

3. Information Technology

This evaluation will include a self-administered mail survey, personal interviews, focus groups, and data file abstraction.  We considered implementing the PWI Survey in a web-based format.  However, due to the small sample size (102), and the one-time survey administration, we determined that an Internet-based reporting mechanism would not be a cost-effective means of data collection, nor would it significantly reduce the burden on grantees.  We will, however, provide both a hardcopy and  an electronic copy of the mail survey for those grantees who would prefer to complete the form electronically and submit the completed file via E-mail.  The other instruments require conversational interview techniques by staff familiar with the federal PWI program in order to elicit information about a PWI from a variety of perspectives.   Therefore, we determined the study design would be best implemented via personal interviews and focus groups. 

4. Efforts to Identify Duplication

At the end of each project year, PWI grantees complete an Annual Evaluation form, reporting quantitative data about the progress of their project in the past federal fiscal year and a narrative report describing project accomplishments and difficulties.  PWI projects also submit an annual report of compliance with the PWI compliance indicators.  Contractor staff completed a comprehensive review of this information during the study’s design phase, which contributed to the development of data collection instruments.  

RSA’s Evaluation of the PWI program is a one-time event which will collect more comprehensive data from PWI projects than submitted each year to receive continuation of funding.  The last evaluation of this program was completed in 1986.  There are no currently available nationally representative data on the issues to be addressed by the Evaluation of the PWI Program.  To avoid duplication, information available from grantee files that respond to specific items in the project mail survey will be used by RTI to preprint responses to selected survey items (e.g., “amount of PWI funding,” “grantee type,” “invitational priorities addressed”) and the respondent will be asked to verify the accuracy of that information or to correct the preprinted information.

5. Methods Used to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

The study will not have a “significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.”  However, a very few of the 102 current PWI grantees are for-profit small businesses.  The precise number is not known but will be identified through the evaluation.  In addition, an unknown number of participants in the focus groups of employers will represent small businesses.  Steps we have taken to minimize burden on projects that are operated by small businesses are the same as those we have implemented to reduce burden on all grantees, including pretesting the data collection instruments and procedures, as described in Section B, Item 4.  To reduce burden on participating employers, we will schedule focus groups at times most convenient to participating employers, including early in the morning before the work day begins, during lunch hour, in the early evenings, and possibly during the weekends.

6. Consequences of Not Collecting the Information

The PWI program has not been comprehensively evaluated in 15 years.  If this proposed evaluation does not go forth, RSA will lack key information on which to make decisions about changing the mission, structure,and function of the PWI program, or to make appropriate revisions to program performance indicators.

7.
Departures From Guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.5

The proposed data collection is consistent with guidelines set forth in 5 CFR 1320.5.  No special circumstances are required.

8.
Consultations Outside the Agency

The contractor obtained input on study design issues from a variety of sources during the development of data collection instruments.  RTI  conducted a pretest of the instruments at four PWI project sites.  At each site, RTI staff asked the PWI Director to report on the estimated burden of completing the PWI project survey.  In addition, RTI staff timed all interviews and focus groups to determine burden and asked respondents to report any difficulties or confusion in answering specific questions.  Respondents included PWI Directors, representatives from the local Vocational Rehabilitation offices, Business Advisory Council members, representatives from local one-stop employment centers, and employers.  As a result of the pretest, described in Section B, Item 4,  RTI revised all data collection instruments to reduce burden and simplify data requests.

Following the pretest of instruments and associated revisions, RTI presented the study design and pretest results to a Panel of Experts.  This panel consisted of:

· Nell Carney, Commissioner, South Carolina Commission for the Blind,

· Ruthanne Cox-Carothers, Director, Portland Oregon IAM CARES PWI,

· Charles Harles, Executive Director, Inter-National Association of Business Industry and Rehabilitation (I-NABIR), Washington DC,

· Tom Lindsley, Vice President for Workforce Development, National Alliance of Business, Washington, DC,

· Fred Menz, Director of Research, Rehabilitation Research and Training Center (RRTC)  on Improving Community-Based Rehabilitation Programs, Wisconsin , and

· Lana Smart, Director, Albertson New York PWI

The contractor convened a meeting of the panel in Washington DC on June 20-21, 2001 to review and critique the draft study design.   Data collection instruments appended to this supporting statement reflect the revisions suggested at this meeting.

9.
Payments or Gifts to Respondents

No payments or gifts are to be provided to respondents. 

10.
Assurances of Confidentiality

All respondents will be informed before the start of an interview that their responses are voluntary and will remain confidential.  Names of respondents will be maintained on the interview form to differentiate among respondents of the same category, but respondents will not be identified individually in the analysis of data or the final report.  Responses will be reported in the aggregate.  

RTI staff will also maintain the confidentiality of information obtained from the case files of former  PWI participants whose files they will abstract.  Names, social security numbers, or other identifying data will not be used.  Instead, a unique project identification number will be assigned to each file abstraction form.  Individual identifying characteristics or data will not be reported; all data will be aggregated in the analyses and report. 

Additionally, RTI has a standing committee for the protection of human subjects that routinely serves as Institutional Review Board for all studies.  Project staff asked the committee to review study instruments and procedures before the pretest and the committee determined that the study met all requirements for exemption, since (1) procedures are in place to guard against breach of  confidentiality, and (2) if this did happen, no individuals would be placed at risk. 

11. 
Sensitive Questions

The questions included on the data collection forms are not of a sensitive nature.

12.
Estimates of Response Burden

The study involves the use of seven different forms.  Of these, two require the response of PWI staff, five involve the participation of professionals with ancillary involvement in PWI project activities, and one is a file abstraction form RTI staff will use to collect data on past PWI participants.  Based on a pretest of all instruments with four PWI project sites, the estimated burden ranges from 2 hours for the PWI survey to 0.3 hours for the WIB/one-stop representative interview.  

There are no direct costs to the respondents themselves or to participating agencies.  The costs may be calculated in terms of time spent in responding to the survey or interviews.   Exhibit 1 shows the estimated burden and costs for respondents across all instruments. 

Exhibit 1: Respondent Burden and Costs

	Data Collection Form
	Respondent
	Total Number of Respondents
	Burden Hours per Respondent
	Estimated Avg. Hourly Salary
	Respondent Burden Cost

	PWI Survey
	PWI Director
	102
	2.0
	$20.00
	$4,080

	Interview with PWI Staff
	PWI Director and Staff
	30
	1.5
	$20.00
	$1,800

	Interview with Business Advisory Council Member
	BAC

Member
	90

(3 per site)
	0.5
	$25.00
	$1,125

	Interview with VR staff
	VR liaison
	30 

(1 per site)
	0.5
	$20.00
	$300

	Interview with Workforce Investment Act Entity
	Director of Local One-Stop
	30

(1 per site)
	0.3
	$20.00
	$180

	Employer Focus Group
	Employers of PWI Participants
	180

(6 per site)
	1.0
	$25.00
	$4,500

	Total
	
	
	
	
	$11,985


13.
Estimates of Cost Burden for Collecting Information

This is a one-time study collecting data on the PWI program.  There are no capital costs nor are there any equipment purchases necessary to respond to these questionnaires. 

14.
Estimate of Annualized Cost to the Federal Government

In fiscal year 2001, RSA awarded a two-year contract to Research Triangle Institute (RTI) to conduct the Evaluation of Projects with Industry Program.  Annualized costs including pretest of instruments, study design, data collection, analyses, and final report are $292,853.

15.
Changes in Burden

This is a new study that will occur one time.  There are no changes in burden. 

16.
Tabulation and Analysis Plan and Schedule

Collection of information will begin approximately January 2002 and end in April 2002.   Analysis of data and completion of a draft final report, for review by the Panel of Experts, will occur March to July 2002.  The final report will be completed by September 2002.  No other publications of the data are planned.

The contractor will employ two types of analyses to address the study issues: (1) simple descriptive analyses, such as proportions, measures of central tendency, and measures of variability, and (2) relational analyses that will describe the extent of the relationship among measures of interest.  

17.
Display Expiration Date for OMB Approval

The three-year expiration date for OMB approval will be displayed on all data collection forms. 

18.
Exceptions to Certification Statement

There are no exceptions to the certification statement. 

B.
Statistical Methods

1 & 2
Respondent Universe and Sample Design

A total of 102 PWI projects currently receive funding from RSA.  All of these projects will be asked to respond to the mail survey.  

RTI randomly selected 30 PWI project sites for on-site data collection. The sampling frame from which RTI selected these projects included all 102 projects funded as of October 1, 2000, stratified along two dimensions; (1) geographic location, and (2) whether the project targets specific types of consumers for participation. RTI obtained this and other descriptive information on PWI projects through a comprehensive review of grantee documents on file at RSA, including projects’ original application for funding and annual performance reports.  RTI  stratified the projects by region to ensure that the 30 projects selected for site visit are appropriately distributed across the country. We stratified the projects by target population because this factor may be among the most influential with respect to project and consumer outcomes.
 

RTI stratified the projects by geographic location using four regions: Northeast, Southeast, Central, and West.  We assigned individual states to one of the regions according to definitions provided by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).
  Within the targeting stratum we classified projects by whether or not they target a specific population of consumers for participation in the project.  Projects classified as having a target population include those with a focus on consumers with specific types of disabilities, transitional youth or students, older individuals with disabilities, Native Americans, injured workers, welfare recipients, and others.  The sampling frame, stratified by these two dimensions, results in eight cells or strata, as shown in Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2:Sampling Frame for Selection of 30 PWI Projects for Site Visit

	Region
	Consumer Targeting

	
	Targeted
	Nontargeted
	Total

	Northeast
	26
	10
	36

	Southeast
	10
	7
	17

	Central
	11
	9
	20

	West
	21
	8
	29

	Total
	68
	34
	102


Once we completed the sampling frame, we determined the number of projects in each cell to  visit by selecting projects in proportion to their representation in the sampling frame (project universe).  For example, the 26 projects in the Northeast region that target specific types of consumers for project services represent approximately 25 percent of all 102 currently funded projects.  Thus, RTI randomly selected from that cell 25 percent of 30, or 8 projects, for site visits.  Exhibit 3 indicates the number of projects selected for site visits in each stratum. 

Exhibit 3:Number of PWI Projects in Site Visit Sample by Strata 

	Region
	Consumer Targeting

	
	Targeted
	Nontargeted
	Total

	Northeast
	8
	3
	11

	Southeast
	3
	2
	5

	Central
	3
	3
	6

	West
	6
	2
	8

	Total
	20
	10
	30


Once we determined the number of projects to be sampled from each cell, we calculated the sampling interval required to yield the appropriate number, and randomly selected the sample of 30 projects, using a random start and systematic selection process. RTI  also randomly selected a replacement project for each cell in the event one or more of the 30 projects are unable to participate.  
Selection of PWI Participants’ Case Files

The second stage of sampling is former PWI participants’ files within the sampled projects.  In advance of each visit RTI will ask PWI project staff to prepare a roster of former participants from which RTI may select cases for file abstraction.  Included on this roster will be all individuals who received services from the project and exited the project during fiscal year 2001, whether into employment or not.  RTI site visitors will then obtain the roster, select a random sample of case files, and send the list of files selected for abstraction to the PWI project director in advance of the visit.

We intend to select an equal percentage of case files for abstraction (approximately 20 percent) at each project.  Selection of an equal percentage of case files for abstraction from each project will ensure a nationally representative sample of participants from which RTI may generalize findings to the universe of consumers of PWI services.  Individual weights for participant files will be the product of the project weight (the inverse of the project’s probability of selection) and the inverse of the individual file’s probability of selection within that project.  The probability of selection of any one participant file, in turn, is a function of the total number of consumers exiting the project during fiscal year 2001, information RTI will verify while on site.

The precise number of persons exiting the PWI program in any one year is not known, although we estimate the number to be around 11,600.  The PWI compliance indicators require projects to report to RSA the number of persons who achieve placement ( a minimum of  90 consecutive days of employment), and there were 8,099 in fiscal 1999 and 8,104 in fiscal 2000.  The indicators do not require projects to document the number of persons who exit the project (terminate services) without achieving placement.  However, we may estimate the number of such persons based on our pretest of study procedures, which indicated that the number of persons exiting the project without achieving a placement represent, on average, approximately 30 percent of all persons exiting the program (i.e., individuals placed and individuals not placed).  Thus, on a program-wide basis we may estimate the number of persons to have exited the projects without achieving placement to be approximately 3,500.  

We know the 30 sampled projects assisted 2,600 individuals achieve placement in the last year and estimate the total number of persons exiting these projects without placement to approximate 1,115 (using the 70 percent/30 percent distribution we found across pretest sites) for a total of 3,715 case files eligible for selection at the 30 projects to be visited, as summarized in Exhibit 4 below.

Exhibit 4:  Estimated Number of Cases Eligible for Selection for Abstraction in PWI Project Universe and Site Visit Sample

	Number of Individuals
	Universe of PWI Projects (102)
	Sample of

PWI Projects (30)

	Number persons achieving placement
	8,100
	2,600

	Number persons not achieving placement
	3,500
	1,115

	Total number of persons ending participation in program
	11,600
	3,715


Based on a combination of methodological and practical considerations, RTI plans to sample a total of approximately 750 case files of former participants, or approximately 20 percent of files eligible for selection at each project.  We expect a small design effect, no greater than 1.5, due to clustering of the case file sample within the 30 selected projects.  The precision of the estimates (standard errors) and confidence intervals  expected for the case file sample (n=750) are shown in Exhibit 5, for a design effect (DEFF) of 1.50, for different size population estimates.  

Exhibit 5: Degree of Accuracy for Sample of 750 Case Files

	Measure
	Value of Percentage

	
	10 percent
	30 Percent
	50 Percent

	Standard errors
	1.39
	2.13
	2.32

	Confidence intervals
	+ or – 2.71
	+ or – 4.15
	+ or – 4.53


So, for example, assuming a design effect of 1.5 and that the percentage of former participants having a given characteristic is 30 percent, the standard error of the estimate will be 2.13 percentage points, and a 95 percent confidence interval for the estimate will be + or –4.15 percentage points.

3.
Methods to Maximize Response Rates


Methods used to maximize response rates are based on RTI’s more than 40 years of successful experience in data collection through surveys and personal interviews.  A  response rate of least 85 percent is expected for the PWI project mail survey and close to 100 percent for all on-site data collection activities.  In order to facilitate timely and accurate completion of study instruments RTI will implement the following procedures:

· RTI will send lead letter packets to all PWI projects immediately after notification of OMB clearance to collect data that will state the purpose of the study and its importance to the PWI program,  identify RSA as the sponsor of the study, and encourage cooperation.  Lead letters to PWI site visit projects will include a letter for the PWI director to send to employers requesting their participation in focus groups.

· RTI has secured letters of endorsement for the study from RSA and from the Inter-National Association of Business, Industry and Rehabilitation (INABIR – the association of PWI projects) that will accompany initial mailings to all PWI projects requesting their cooperation.

· The name, telephone number, and email address of the study’s project director and the RSA COR are included on the survey for respondents who have problems with any survey items.

· As a result of the pretest all instruments are designed to minimize burden on respondents and request information in the form it is maintained by projects.

· PWI projects will be offered the choice of returning surveys to RTI in a self-addressed, postage-paid envelope or through electronic mail.

· RTI ensures confidentiality to any individual who supplies information.

· RTI will follow-up with projects as necessary through written, telephone, and electronic communications, to encourage return of the survey until a minimum response rate of 85 percent is achieved.

We are confident that these procedures will ensure very high rates of response for all data collection activities.

4.
Pretest of Data Collection Instruments and Procedures

We pretested all data collection methods, instruments, and procedures at four PWI project sites to examine their effectiveness in obtaining the necessary information, the consistency and efficiency with which data collection will be accomplished, and the respondent burden associated with each instrument.  To ensure the efficiency of the pretest, we selected four sites that were diverse along dimensions important to study questions and analyses, such as type of grantee organization, regional location, and project size (as measured by numbers of persons served and/or placed). Objectives of the pretest were to verify that:

· Respondents are able to answer items reliably;

· Instruments accommodate variations in record keeping across projects;

· Instruments are structured to promote consistency in reporting;

· Data collection instruments and methods effectively capture all information needed to respond to study issues; and 

· Data collection requests are not unduly burdensome.

Respondents were asked for recommendations regarding clarification of instructions, simplification of language, and deletion of unnecessarily complex questions.  Each of the instruments was revised and simplified as a result of the pretest experience
5.
Consultations on Statistical Aspects of the Design

The Rehabilitation Service’s Administration’s contractor for this study is Research Triangle Institute, a nationally recognized research firm located in Research Triangle Park, NC.  RTI’s Center for Research in Education is the organizational unit responsible for the study.  The project director is Michael D. Tashjian, who may be reached at 919-541-6520 (email mdt@rti.org)    Becky J. Hayward is the study’s Principal Investigator and she may be reached at 919 541-6811 (email bhayward@rti.org). 

� GPRA indicators are (1) Placement rate of individuals with disabilities into competitive employment, 


(2)  Change in earnings of individuals who are placed in competitive employment, and (3) Percentage of individuals served who were unemployed for 6 months or more prior to program entry who are placed in competitive employment.


� The final regulations implementing changes to the program’s compliance indicators suggest such a relationship by establishing lower performance levels for change in earnings for projects that serve and place high percentages of students and consumers of supported employment services.


� The Bureau of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department of Commerce, the National Assessment of Educational Progress, and the National Education Association use these geographic regions.
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