I.
SUPPORTING STATEMENT FOR PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT SUBMISSION

Section A of the Supporting Statement for the information collection activity, the Reading Excellence Act (REA) School Implementation and Impact Study (SCII), addresses the 18 points outlined in Part A of 5 CFR 1320.

Part A:
Justification

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

This section provides some background information about the REA and elements that we plan to study in evaluating REA-funded programs.

A.1.1
Background of the Reading Excellence Act and Motivation for the Study

The REA calls upon educators, families, and community organizations to work collaboratively to help young children in high-poverty or low-performing schools achieve early literacy.  A fully implemented REA program includes numerous activities focused on reading instruction, professional development, tutoring interventions, and early childhood and family literacy initiatives, as outlined in the REA (Sec. 2251):

· To provide children with the readiness skills they need to learn to read when they enter school;

· To teach every child to read by the end of third grade;

· To improve the reading skills of students and the instructional practices of teachers and, as appropriate, other instructional staff;

· To expand the number of high-quality family literacy programs; and

· To provide early intervention to reduce the number of children who are inappropriately referred to special education.

The REA legislation authorized a competitive program of funding for which states can apply.  In FY 1999, 17 states were awarded REA grants (including Alabama, Florida, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, Vermont, and West Virginia), with grants ranging from $2 million to $36 million.  In FY 2000, another ten states were awarded REA grants (including California, Colorado, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Mississippi, New Mexico, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Virginia, and Washington), with grants ranging from $4 million to $60 million.  Current REA Program Office estimates indicate that there are already approximately 1200 schools that have received Local Reading Improvement (LRI) grants under REA.  In FY 2001, an additional $327 million was awarded to 13 states (Alaska, Arkansas, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana, Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, New York, South Carolina, and Tennessee), with grants ranging from $3 million to $81 million.

What is particularly notable about the REA legislation is its explicit recognition of the relationships between sound research, professional development, and instructional practice.  In fact, districts and schools that receive REA funding are expected to implement coherent programs that integrate the following three elements in order to improve the teaching of reading and the reading achievement of young children over time:

· Ongoing and sustained professional development opportunities to build teachers’ knowledge of scientifically based reading research;

· Classroom-based learning experiences in which educators and others with responsibility for teaching reading use evidence-based strategies; and

· Implementation of research-based approaches in K-3 classrooms, tutoring programs, and enhanced early literacy learning environments at home and in the community.

The centrality of research-based evidence in the legislation reflects decades of research on the development of reading skills (Snow, Burns, and Griffin, 1998), and that central role is mirrored in the requirements that states and districts must meet in their REA grant applications and in subsequent implementation of REA programs.  The legislation requires states to use evidence-based approaches to teaching reading in order to address the following critical dimensions of reading (§2252):

· Phonemic awareness, or the attentiveness to the sounds of oral language and the segmentation of spoken words into speech sounds;

· Systematic phonics, or the use of knowledge of sound-symbol relationships to decode written words;

· Fluency, or the ability to read words automatically on the basis of their orthography;

· Background knowledge and vocabulary to support understanding of written language;

· Comprehension strategies, or the use of literal, inferential, and critical analysis skills and text monitoring strategies to derive meaning from print; and

· Motivation to read as fundamental to success in learning to read.

Assessment of the extent to which reading instruction in REA-funded schools includes an age-appropriate combination of the six dimensions of reading described above is clearly at the heart of the study.  In schools with coherent research-based reading instruction, for example, we would anticipate that kindergarten teachers would explicitly teach phonemic awareness by breaking words into sounds, adding or deleting phonemes, and blending sounds into spoken words.  First grade teachers would then teach sound blending of multi-syllabic spoken words, phoneme substitution, and manipulation of phonemes to create families of words.  Similarly, for teaching comprehension, we would expect kindergarten children to listen to a wide range of texts read aloud and to discuss text meaning with their teachers.  We would expect older children to develop active comprehension strategies (e.g., identify main ideas and details, summarize, predict, and draw inferences) and to recognize different text structures.

In addition to the identification of increasingly sophisticated curriculum content to help young children increase literacy skills from kindergarten to grade 3, research on best practices recognizes the critical role that quality instructional approaches play in student achievement (Center for the Improvement of Early Reading Achievement, 2001; National Reading Panel, 2000; Neuman and Dickinson, 2001; Pressley, Allington, Wharton-McDonald, Block and Morrow, 2001; Taylor, Pearson, Clark and Walpole, 2000).  The REA legislation takes this into account as well, with its explicit emphasis on the role of high-quality, research-based and sustained professional development.

A.1.2
Authority for the Study

The REA is authorized by an amendment to Title II of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Sec.101).  The legislation requires a national evaluation but does not specify the types of information it must collect.

The Department of Education prepared a Request for Proposals for the national evaluation with the specified purpose of producing findings that will answer critical questions about the quality of school- and classroom-level implementation of the program, structure and operations of the REA program, the impact of the program on participating schools, and student outcomes.

A.2
How the Information Will Be Collected, by Whom, and For What Purpose

This section provides an overview of the procedures that will be used to collect information for this study and presents a justification for the content of the data collection instruments.

A.2.1
Purpose of the Information Being Collected

This evaluation will inform the Department of Education, Congress, and other stakeholders about the implementation and impact of the REA legislation.  The evaluation of the REA program is intended to address the following evaluation questions:

· Do students’ reading achievement scores improve as a result of research-based reading instruction that is funded by REA and that focuses on the key dimensions of reading?

This primary evaluation question is augmented by two secondary questions:

· Which aspects of research-based reading instruction are most influential in improving students’ reading achievement?

· Are specific aspects of research-based reading instruction differentially effective for various sub-populations of students?

The evaluation questions focus specifically on the impact of research-based reading instruction on student reading achievement.  Nevertheless, the study will collect information about the nature of reading instruction in classrooms in REA schools in order to investigate relationships between instructional practices in reading and student achievement.
Findings from this study have clear potential to inform policy discussions on how best to stimulate and sustain higher-quality reading instruction in public education.  The evaluation design rests on a conceptual model linking REA activities to changes at the school, classroom, and student levels.  The discussion below begins with a conceptual model, followed by an overview of the evaluation design and methods.  Each component of the evaluation (the study sample, measures, data collection activities, and schedule) is discussed in more detail in subsequent sections.

A.2.2
How the Information Will Be Collected

The overarching goal of the REA-SCII study is to assess the impact of REA on schools, classrooms, and ultimately, on students’ reading performance.  The evaluation questions of the study will be addressed by collecting information from a representative sample of 75 REA schools.  The study will: conduct multiple classroom observations of reading instruction; administer reading assessments directly to students; compare reading performance of REA-funded schools’ students with that from other Title I schools using extant state-level data; administer surveys to teachers, principals, and district personnel; and conduct selected interviews and focus groups with key school and district personnel. 

The study will consider multiple levels of program implementation:

· the program elements identified in the legislation;

· within-school factors, such as school resources and principal and teacher knowledge;

· availability of staff development or other learning experiences for the professional community within the school; and

· multiple classroom variables, such as the nature of instructional activities, the curricular materials, and the learning environment.
Below we discuss the conceptual model for this evaluation, describe the overall study design and methods in greater detail, and present the measures to be used in the survey data collection, beginning in spring 2002.  We will submit a separate OMB Forms Clearance Package in February 2002 that will describe the classroom observation and student achievement measures.
A.2.2.1

Preliminary Conceptual Model for the REA-SCII Study

In order to evaluate a complex program such as REA, it is helpful to develop a conceptual model of the components of the program as well as external factors that are hypothesized to lead to expected outcomes.  Such a model can serve as a blueprint for the evaluation, identifying critical elements to be 

investigated.  Based on the purposes of the REA and the central questions guiding this evaluation, we developed a preliminary model of the program activities and expected outcomes (Exhibit 1).  The model is intended to provide a framework for the evaluation activities; it is not a full, theoretical model of all the factors that might be hypothesized to affect student reading achievement.  Rather, the preliminary conceptual model depicted in Exhibit 1 includes the various elements that the evaluation is designed to address, ranging from the crucial contextual factors at the federal, state, and district levels, to an understanding of the specific activities initiated under REA, to the indicators of successful implementation, and ultimately to the longer-term outcome that is the primary goal of the legislation:  that all children read at grade level by the end of third grade.

Exhibit 1

Conceptual Model of Reading Excellence Act Implementation and Impact to Guide the Evaluation















Our preliminary model uses a logic model framework for the evaluation of school and classroom implementation and impact of REA.  It includes our informed hypotheses about the factors that typically influence a program or initiative, the implementation activities, intermediate outcomes or the successful indicators of implementation, as well as the contextual variables that may affect the achievement of short-term and long-term outcomes (Hatry and Kopeczynski, 1997; Rutman, 1980).  For this study, we will need to know about key contextual factors, such as the resources supporting the implementation of REA, the policy factors that are likely to influence implementation, the indicators we might hope to observe that signify implementation, and finally, about the relationships across these various elements.  As the study progresses, we anticipate that we will continue to work closely with ED and the Technical Work Group (TWG) for the REA-SCII to refine the elements of the conceptual model.

Exhibit 1 highlights those elements we believe are critical to this study.  The two columns on the left focus on implementation issues, including both the contexts for reading instruc​tion and improvement as well as the primary activities to be conducted with REA funds.  The two columns on the right side of Exhibit 1 present the expected outcomes of REA.  Within the exhibit, we use arrows to indicate the hypothesized linkages among implementation and impacts.  Previous research indicates that when state and local practices and procedures are integrated, comprehensive, and systemic, effective implementation is much more likely.  In order to understand the relationship(s) between the implementation of scientifically-based reading practices and student achievement, we will rely upon both descriptive and evaluative data analyses.  This will allow us to examine the variations in implementation as well as to describe relationships among implementation strategies and outcomes for students.  We describe the critical elements below.

Context.  Policy researchers argue that federal or state policy can direct and shape the contours of a program or initiative through legislative mandates and provisions, but that forces at the local level determine how it is implemented (Miles, 1997; Lipsky, 1980; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973; Elmore, 1978; Berman, 1978).  The federal policy context establishes legislative objectives, together with regula​tions, guidelines and provisions for meeting those objectives.  The federal policy context also includes the federal role in collecting data and monitoring the progress of states and districts on key outcomes and objectives of the legislation.  For REA, the research-based knowledge about reading instruction for young children has informed the legislation and the guidance offered to states, and that has helped set the stage for our study.  Although the chief focus of this study is on the school and classroom levels of implementation and impact, we believe that we will still need to attend to larger contextual issues that previous research has convincingly demonstrated are critical to successful implementation.  We do not intend to focus our data collection on these contextual factors per se, but we will need to understand their role in the ultimate effectiveness of implementation.

Federal grant programs are administered by state agencies, with their own priorities and mandates.  For example, state-level priorities for reading instruction, family literacy, adult education, and professional development, and the relationships between the state and local education agencies, are all relevant contextual factors that are critical to understanding how states administer their REA grants.  District priorities and assessments also shape the subsequent implementation of REA plans, and we anticipate observing substantial variation in such crucial contextual elements as existing literacy initiatives, current policies on teacher certification, and demographic characteristics that will affect REA implementation.

Among the contextual factors critical to the success of REA efforts are resources for reading, level of technical assistance available, and current instructional policies.  The extent to which educational and other community leaders promote and support strong reading instruction will greatly influence REA implementation through efforts to coordinate programs and broaden participation in research-based professional development.  Implementation processes occur—often simultaneously—at different levels of the educational system as state, district, and school practitioners begin to allocate resources, develop new programs, identify appropriate professional development providers, and develop or modify policies that affect how reading instruction is offered to students.

REA Activities.  The core element of implementation focuses on the activities undertaken as a result of REA funding.  The four key elements of REA, as stipulated in the legislation, are (1) professional development, (2) research-based reading instruction that incorporates the six dimensions of reading identified by the research, (3) early literacy intervention for children experiencing reading difficulties, and (4) family literacy services.  Examining the extent of implementation of these REA activities is critical to the logic model—if these activities are not in place in a school, then we cannot expect to see impacts on teachers, classrooms or students.  Thus, this study must include data collection strategies that will provide detailed information about the implementation of these specific activities.

Short-Term Impacts.  We anticipate that, through the various data collection activities of the study, we will be able to observe successful indicators of short-term impacts of the program at state, district, school, and classroom levels, while focusing primarily upon school- and classroom-level indicators.  Among the short-term indicators of program impact we would expect to see are the following:

· increased participation in sustained professional development that is research-based and that has provided its participants with demonstrated opportunities for classroom application;

· evidence of more frequent and deliberate coordination across grade levels;

· established family literacy and research-based tutoring programs; and

· evidence of alignment between the school’s curricula and its modes of assessment in reading.

These, in turn, should result in improved reading instruction in the classrooms.

Our expectation, based upon experience in conducting other implementation and impact studies, is that these indicators represent necessary precursors to achievement of REA’s overarching objectives.  The activities included under short-term impacts, however, are fluid rather than finite, such that they are expected to be continuous features of the school environment.  For example, even though research-based professional development is shown on the conceptual model as an activity linked to the long-term outcome of improved student reading, we understand that it also should be an ongoing activity in REA schools.

Long-Term Impacts.  Finally, we believe that the collective impact of the implementation of REA activities and the short-term outcomes summarized on Exhibit 1 will lead to the accomplishment of the overarching goal of the legislation: students who read at grade level by the end of the third grade.  There are other precursors to achieving this long-term goal, such as decreased numbers of students referred for special education services, decreased numbers of struggling readers, and increased student engagement.  Although some of this information will be asked at the school and classroom levels, obtaining such individual student-level information is beyond the scope of the present study.

A.2.2.2

Link Between Conceptual Model and Evaluation Questions

To answer questions about REA’s impact on student reading achievement, we will address a set of more specific sub- questions about REA program components, short-term impacts, and long-term impacts; these sub-questions are presented in Exhibit 2.  Questions about the components of the program examine issues of technical assistance and support, barriers schools and teachers face as they implement scientifically-based reading instruction in REA schools and classrooms. 

Exhibit 2

Evaluation Questions




Program Components:
1.
What types of technical assistance and support are districts providing to schools and teachers about research-based reading instruction?


2. What are the most significant barriers schools and teachers face as they move to research-based reading instruction?


3.
How are programs structured and what services do they provide at school and classroom levels?


4.
What are the content and processes of professional development offered in REA sites—typical and ranges?




Short-term Impacts:


5.
Are all five key dimensions of reading instruction in place in schools and classrooms?


6.
Does professional development about research-based reading instruction have an immediate impact on reading instruction?


7.
What are teacher and principal knowledge of research-based reading instruction?


8.
What are the program’s effects on classroom instruction and teacher practice?


9.
What types of research-based instructional strategies are used, and to what extent?


10.
How do schools select commercial reading materials and curricular models?




Long-term Impacts:
11.
What is the relationship between research-based instructional practices in reading and student achievement in REA schools?


12.
Do students in REA schools show greater gains in reading than students in similar Title I schools?


13.
Do students in REA schools that serve large numbers of children who are ELLs show similar gains?

The short-term impact questions investigate teacher knowledge of research-based instruction and use of such instruction in the classroom, while the long-term impact questions focus on changes in student reading achievement and the relationship of those changes to research-based instruction. 

A.2.2.3

Evaluation Design and Methods

Overview of the Evaluation.  Below, we provide an overview of the types of measures we propose to use to address the study’s evaluation questions.  As shown in Exhibit 3, data to be collected from a representative sample of 75 schools will include:

· detailed observations of classroom instruction in reading;

· direct assessments of student reading achievement from a nationally representative sample of students in REA schools;

· surveys of district staff, principals and teachers to provide information about how REA activities have been put in place; and

· comparisons of the aggregate reading performance of students in REA-funded schools with that of students in other Title I schools using extant state-level data.

To ensure the reliability of the classroom observations, we will conduct quality control visits to a sub-sample of 20 schools selected randomly (from the primary sample of 75).  Senior staff will observe a minimum of two reading classes, and will use the same instrument to record instruction as do field staff.  Any discrepancies in the scores will be resolved so that the subsequent observations conducted by the field staff will be reliable. 

Additionally, we will augment the standard data collection activities from the 75 school sample with targeted interviews of key staff in this subset of 20 schools.  In those 20 schools, the additional data will include:

· interviews and focus groups with key school and district personnel; and

· teacher logs describing reading instruction for a limited number of teachers. 

Exhibit 3

Evaluation Samples and Data Collection Activities

Sample of Schools
Data Collection Methods


Primary Sample

(75 schools) 


· Classroom observations of reading instruction 

· Individual student testing in K-2

· Surveys of district staff, principals, and K-3 teachers

· School/Student state assessment data

· Teacher logs describing their reading instruction



· 


Quality Control Sub-Sample 

(20 schools)
· Interviews of selected teachers, principals, and reading specialists

· Teacher focus groups

· Teacher logs describing reading instruction


Link Between the Evaluation Questions and the Data Sources.  In this section, we present the data sources that will address each question.  As shown in Exhibit 4, the data sources for addressing the evaluation questions include surveys of district staff, principals, and K-3 teachers, as well as observations of reading instruction and selected interviews with teachers, reading specialists, and adminis​trators.  The topics to be covered in quality control visits complement the data to be collected through survey administrations; interviews will allow us to describe why decisions have been made, and to probe beyond the highly structured closed-ended responses charac​teristic of surveys.

The exhibit illustrates the links between the specific impact questions and the data sources for the eval​uation.  Information about short-term effects will be gathered through surveys and classroom observations, and it will be augmented by selected interviews.  Information about long-term student gains will come from two sources.  First, to the extent possible, we will utilize the state assessment data to provide student impact data.  It is possible, however, that not all states will have student assessment data available for the same grade levels of students as are the focus of this evaluation.  Second, direct assessments of reading achievement will be administered to a longitudinal sample of students beginning in their kindergarten year.  The students will be tested twice as first graders (fall and spring) and twice as second graders (fall and spring).  These measures of students’ reading performance will be a more reliable source of information about student impacts, while also allowing more sophisticated analytic techniques that include the same students over time and utilize school- and classroom-level information.

The surveys will be administered to three groups of respondents: classroom teachers, school princi​pals, and district-level reading specialists (see Appendix A).  The district survey will be the primary data source for infor​mation on district allocation of REA resources, district-wide reading policies, and the nature of resources available to REA-funded schools.  The principal survey will provide detailed information about the schoolwide reading program, including interventions for struggling readers, selection of instructional materials, and the role of professional development in reading for school faculty/staff.  The teacher survey will be the primary source of data about classroom instruction in reading, including curricular content, materials, and student assessment, as well as professional development in reading.  Exhibit 5 shows the links between each evaluation question and relevant survey items.

Exhibit 4

Evaluation Questions and Data Collection Tools in Sample of 75 Schools





District Survey
School Principal Survey
Teacher Survey
Classroom Observations
Direct Student Assessment
State Assessment Data


 





How are the elements of research-based reading instruction implemented in REA schools and classrooms?

What types of technical assistance and support are districts providing to schools and teachers about research-based reading instruction?
(
(
(




What are the most significant barriers schools and teachers face as they move to research-based reading instruction?
(
(
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How are programs structured and what services do they provide at school and classroom levels?

(
(
(



What are the content and processes of professional development offered in REA sites—typical and ranges?

(
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What are the short-term effects of the REA grants on schools’ and K-3 teachers’ instructional practices and choices of curricula?



Are all five key dimensions of reading instruction in place in schools and classrooms?
(
(
(
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Does professional development about research-based reading instruction have an immediate impact on reading instruction?

(
(
(



Exhibit 4

Evaluation Questions and Data Collection Tools in Sample of 75 Schools





District Survey
School Principal Survey
Teacher Survey
Classroom Observations
Direct Student Assessment
State Assessment Data

What are teacher and principal knowledge of research-based reading instruction?
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What are the program’s effects on classroom instruction and teacher practice?
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What types of research-based instructional strategies are used, and to what extent?
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How do schools select commercial reading materials and curricular models?
(
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What are the long-term effects of the REA grants on student reading achievement?

What is the relationship between research-based instructional practices in reading and student achievement in REA schools?
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Do students in REA schools show greater gains in reading than students in similar Title I schools?
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Do students in REA schools that serve large numbers of children who are ELLs show similar gains?
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Exhibit 5



Evaluation Questions and Survey Items







Surveys


District
School Principal
Teacher

Context: characteristics of  districts and schools
1–5, 7
1-11
1-5

Evaluation Questions




How are the elements of research-based reading instruction implemented in REA schools and classrooms?

What types of technical assistance and support are districts providing to schools and teachers about research-based reading instruction?
4 -6-9, 11, 16, 18, 23
12-15, 24, 25
14, 20, 22, 28

What are the most significant barriers schools and teachers face as they move to research-based reading instruction?
6, 9-10
14, 15, 16, 19
21, 23, 27, 28, 30

How are programs structured and what services do they provide at school and classroom levels?
4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 15, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23-25
11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30

What are the content and processes of professional development offered in REA sites—typical and ranges?
12, 13, 14, 16
23, 24, 26, 29 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36
16, 17, 18, 19, 22

What are the short-term effects of the REA grants on schools’ and K-3 teachers’ instructional practices and choices of curricula?

Are all five key dimensions of reading instruction in place in schools and classrooms?
10, 19, 20, 23
18, 20, 21, 24
6, 7, 9, 10, 12, 13

Does professional development about research-based reading instruction have an immediate impact on reading instruction?
6 
27, 28, 34, 35
14, 15, 19

What are teacher and principal knowledge of research-based reading instruction?
16
37
16, 21

What are the program’s effects on classroom instruction and teacher practice?
11, 18- 20, 21
16, 17, 26, 27, 28 30
7, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15

What types of research-based instructional strategies are used, and to what extent?
22 , 25
24, 25, 26
7, 10, 12, 13, 15

How do schools select commercial reading materials and curricular models?
21, 22, 24, 25
25, 27, 31, 34
14, 15, 19, 20, 29, 30

Data Collection Schedule.  The timeframe of the study is summarized in Exhibit 6.  During the course of the study, the teacher and principal surveys will be administered annually for four years, during the spring, from 2002 through spring 2005.  District-level reading coordina​tors will be surveyed twice, in spring 2002 and spring 2004.  Classroom observations will be conducted in Years 3, 4, and 5 of the study, as follows:  in Year 3, an average of six classrooms per school (225 kinder​garten and 225 first grade class​rooms), 450 classrooms total; in Year 4, three first grade classrooms per school, for a total of 225 classrooms; and in Year 5, three first grade classrooms and three second grade classrooms per school, for a total of 450 classrooms.  Focusing exclusively on reading instruc​tion, observations will be conducted in each of the selected classrooms four times during the school year.

In addition to the multiple observations of reading instruction, beginning in fall 2002, we will conduct quality control visits to a sub-sample of 20 schools.  The visits will be coordinated with the first round of classroom observations of reading instruction in order to minimize burden on the partici​pating schools and classrooms.  Two additional rounds of visits to the 20 schools will be conducted once each in fall 2004 and fall 2005. 

The school/student assessment data available from states will be obtained each spring for four years (2002 through 2005).  Student-level data will be collected from the longitu​dinal sample of students followed from kindergarten through grade 2.  They will be tested five times across the life of the study, in fall kindergarten, and in fall and spring of both first and second grades.

Exhibit 6

Schedule of Evaluation Activities

Data Sources
Spring 2002
Fall 2002
Spring 2003
Fall 2003
Spring 2004
Fall 2004
Spring 2005

Principal survey
(

(

(

(

Teacher survey
(

(

(

(

District staff survey
(



(



School/Student state assessment data
(

(

(

(

Student assessment, longitudinal sample (K-2)

(

(
(
(
(

Classroom observationsa

(
(
(
(
(
(










Staff interviewsb

(

(

(


Teacher focus groupsb

(

(

(


Teacher logsb

(

(

(


a     Each check in this row represents four observations during the course of the school year

b     Conducted in a sub-sample of 20 schools as part of the quality control visits.

A.2.3
Identity of the Agency Collecting the Information

This information will be collected by Abt Associates Inc., and its subcontractors Westat and RMC Research, under contract to the U.S. Department of Education.

A.3
Use of Improved Information Technology to Reduce Burden

Wherever possible, the contractor will use information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this evaluation and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on respondents at the state, district, and school levels.

During the data collection period, a toll-free number and email address will be available to permit respondents to contact the contractor with questions or requests for assistance.  The toll-free number and email address will be printed on all data collection instruments.

A.4
Efforts to Identify and Avoid Duplication

This study is the U.S. Department of Education’s main effort to evaluate the impact of REA, including student outcomes, the quality of instruction and instructional supports, and the effectiveness of educa​tional interventions.

We are working to minimize the potential burden on participating schools by ensuring that schools participating in the Evaluation of the Public Charter School Program will be excluded from the REA study sample; and further to ensure that schools participating in other large-scale studies of CSRD or other educational interventions are also excluded from the REA sample.

A.5
Efforts to Minimize Burden on Small Businesses or Other Entities

No small businesses or entities will be involved as respondents.  Nearly all of the respondents will come from schools, school systems, and local and state departments of education.  Some respondents will be external consultants, and some of these persons may be in small entities.  Overall, however, no significant impact on small entities is expected.

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

If the data are not collected, or are collected less frequently for the proposed study, there will be no national data collection of class​room- and student-level data related to research-based reading instruction.  Further, the validity of the study’s emphasis on implementation would be severely compromised.  In addition, failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and ED from evalu​ating important aspects of the $760 million REA program to support improved reading achievement in high-poverty schools.

This study will provide information at a greater level of depth than is available in any other form.  It will provide a more comprehensive picture of classroom reading instruction than has been provided by previous small-scale studies of reading instruction, specifically in high-poverty schools.  More​over, because the design includes intensive observations of classroom instruction at multiple time points, we will be able to identify those instructional practices associated with gains in students’ reading achievement.  Finally, this study will go further than other previous studies to examine the linkages between classroom instruction and student achievement in reading.

A.7
Special Circumstances Requiring Collection of Information in a Manner Inconsistent with Section 1320.5(d)(2) of the Code of Federal Regulations

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

A.8
Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

A notice about the study will be published in the Federal Register when this package is submitted in order to provide the opportunity for public comment.  In addition, throughout the course of this study, we will draw on the experience and expertise of a technical working group that provides a diverse range of experience and perspectives, including representatives from the school, district, and state levels as well as researchers with expertise in relevant methodological and content areas.  The members of this group are listed below.  The first meeting of the TWG was held on January 4, 2001.

Technical Work Group Members

Linnea Ehri

Program in Educational Psychology

CUNY Graduate School

365 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10016

p: (203) 348-6821

lehri@gc.cuny.edu

David Francis

Department of Psychology

126 Heyne Building
University of Houston
Houston, TX 77204-5022
(713) 743-8500

David.Francis@times.uh.edu

Linda Frazer 

Director, Validation and Research

Kentucky Dept of Education

500 Mero Street

18th Floor, Capital Plaza Tower

Frankfort, KY 40601

p: (502) 564-9853

f: (502) 564-7749

lfrazer@kde.state.ky.us

Claude Goldenberg

Cal State, Long Beach and UCLA

California State University, Long Beach and UCLA 

Dept. of Teacher Education 

California State University, Long Beach 

1250 Bellflower Blvd. 

Long Beach, CA 90840

p: 562-985-4443

f: 562-985-5733

cgolden@ucla.edu

Eunice Greer

Illinois State Board of Education

100 N. 1st Street

Springfield, IL 62777

p: (217) 557-7323

f: (217) 782-6097

egreer@isbe.net

Kris Gutiérrez

University of California, Los Angeles

Graduate School of Education and Information Studies

1026 Moore Hall

Los Angeles, CA 90095-1521

p: (310) 825-7467

f: (310) 206-6293

krisgu@ucla.edu

David Kaplan

University of Delaware

School of Education

206 E Willard 

Newark, DE 19716-2922

p: (302) 831-8696

dkaplan@udel.edu 

Louisa Moats

NICHD

p: (202) 442-5088

f: (202) 442-5092

l.moats@world.net.att

Charlotte Parker

Roosevelt Elementary School 

Houston Independent School District

6700 Fulton Street

Houston, TX  77022-0541

p: (713) 696-2820

f: (713) 696-2821

P. David Pearson

Dean, Graduate School of Education
1501 Tolman Hall, #1670
University of California, Berkeley
Berkeley, California 94720-1670 

Main: (510) 642-3726 

FAX: (510) 643-8904 

ppearson@socrates.berkeley.edu 

Timothy Shanahan

College of Education

University of Illinois, Chicago

1040 W. Harrison 

Chicago IL 60607 

p: (312) 413-1914

f: 312-413-8083

shanahan@uic.edu

Catherine Snow

Harvard Graduate School of Education

Larsen 313

Appian Way

Cambridge MA 02138

p: (617) 495-3563

catherine_snow@harvard.edu

Dorothy Strickland

Rutgers University

Graduate School of Education

10 Seminary Place

New Brunswick, NJ  08903

p: (732) 932-7496, ext. 353

f: (732) 932-7552

strickla@rci.rutgers.edu

A.9
Payments to Respondents

Teachers and school principals will be fully compensated at a standard consultant rate for their participation in the study.

A.10
Assurances of Confidentiality Provided to Respondents

No information will be collected that would identify individual respondents.  Respondents will not be referenced by name.  An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to any and all respondents.

A.11
Justification for Questions of a Sensitive Nature

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

A.12
Estimate of Information Collection Burden

Exhibit 7 presents our estimates of the reporting burden and incentive costs for conducting the large-scale survey data collection described earlier in part A.2.  Time estimates are based on experience with similar instruments, in similar studies.  There are no direct monetary costs to respondents other than their time to participate in the study.

Exhibit 7

Respondent Burden:  Survey Data Collection

Data Collection

Instrument
Respondents
No. of Data Collections
Time per Response
Total Burden

Teacher Survey
Teachers 

(900)
4
45 minutes
2,700 hours

Principal Survey
Principals 

(75)
4
40 minutes
200 hours

District Coordinator Survey
Reading Coordinators (60)
2
30 minutes
 60 hours

Total



2,960 hours

Estimates of respondent burden associated with the classroom observations, all site-based collection, including student testing, and interviews in the quality control sub-sample, will be submitted in the subsequent OMB clearance package.

A.13
Estimate of Total Annual Cost Burden

There are no additional respondent costs associated with this data collection other than the hour burden estimated in item A.12.

A.14
Estimates of Annualized Costs

Exhibit 8 displays the estimated total annual costs, as well as the costs for all part of the data collection, surveys, in-depth case studies and observations, and student assessments.

Exhibit 8

Estimated Annualized Costs:  Total and Data Collection

Study Year (dates)
Total
Survey Data Collection
 Student Assessments
Classroom  Observations  and Quality Control Visits

Year 1 (09-19-00 to 09-18-01)
$    474,168




Year 2 (09-19-01 to 09-18-02)
$ 1,169,269
$215,443



Year 3 (09-19-02 to 09-18-03)
$ 2,939,527
$212,350
$1,023,181
$1,087,921

Year 4 (09-19-03 to 09-18-04)
$ 3,490,454
$251,296
$1,697,230
$832,709

Year 5 (09-19-04 to 09-18-05)
$ 2,801,879
$228,254
$   789,226
$1,101,088

Year 6 (09-19-05 to 03-18-06)
$    312,506




Total
$11,187,802
$907,343
$3,509,637
$3,021,718

A.15
Change in Annual Reporting Burden

This request is for a new information collection.

A.16
Project Time Schedule

This six-year study began in September 2000 and ends on March 18, 2006.  Major milestones are listed on Exhibit 9.

Exhibit 9

Project Timeline

Task
Deliverable
Due (weeks after effective date of contract)
Calendar Month 

1.1

1.3
Summary of meeting with COR and ED staff and next steps

Coordination plan

Technical Workgroup briefing materials

Technical Workgroup meeting minutes
3 weeks

1 week before each meeting 

1 week after each meeting
09/21/2000

2.1

2.3
On-line library

Presentation materials
8 weeks

1 week before presentation
10/28/2000

3
Final draft of  baseline management plan
5 weeks
01/31/2002*

* The completion of these tasks assumes final approval of the study design at least two weeks prior to the due date.

4.1,2
Refined evaluation design (including assessment plan)

Revised design

Final design
8 weeks

10 weeks
10/28/2000

11/25/2000

01/31/2002*

5.1

5.2


Draft notification materials

Mail revised notification materials

Select sample

Contact sites

11/01/2001

11/15/2001

11/01/2001

11-12/2001

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4
Draft survey instruments

Revised survey instruments

Conduct pilot test of survey instruments

Revised survey instruments 

Draft site visit instruments

Revised site visit instruments (to be included in OMB package, subtask 8.2) 

Conduct pilot test of site visit instruments

Revised site visit instruments
28 weeks

33 weeks
03/29/2001

05/04/2001

01-02/2002

03/01/2002

02/08/2002

02/28/2002

04-05/2002

06/30/2002

8.1

8.2
Draft OMB design, sample and survey clearance package

Revised OMB design, sample and survey clearance package

Draft OMB In-depth study clearance package

Revised OMB In-depth study clearance package

10/07/2001

12/21/2001 

02/28/2002

03/29/2002

9
Revised analysis plan

Final analysis plan

03/01/2002

04/01/2002

10.1

10.3
2001-2002 Survey data collection

Preliminary tabulations from 2001-2002 data

04-05/2002

06/30/2002

11.1

11.2

11.3

11.4
Revised data collection instruments for 2003

2002-2003 Survey data collection

2002-2003 assessments

Preliminary tabulations from 2002-2003 data

Draft outline of findings for first report

Draft  of first report

2nd draft first report

3rd draft first report

Final first report

11/01/2002

02-03/2003

10-11/2002

07/30/2003

08/15/2003

09/15/2003

10/15/2003

11/15/2003

12/15/2003

* The completion of these tasks assumes final approval of the study design at least two weeks prior to the due date.

12a.1

12a.2

12a.3

12a.4
Revised instruments for 2003-2004 data collection

2003-2004 Survey data collection

2003-2004 assessments

Preliminary tabulations from 2003-2004 data

Draft outline of findings for second report

Draft second report

2nd draft second report

3rd draft second report

Final second report

11/01/2003

02-03/2004

10/2003

04-05/2004

07/30/2004

08/15/2004

09/15/2004

10/15/2004

11/15/2005

12/15/2005



12b.1

12b.2

12b.3

12b.4
Revised instruments for 2004-2005 data collection

2004-2005 Survey data collection

2004-2005 assessments

Preliminary tabulations from 2004-2005 data

Draft outline of findings for final report

Revised draft outline of findings for final report

Draft final report

2nd draft final report

3rd draft final report

Final report

11/01/2004

02-03/2005

10-11/2004

04-05/2005

07/31/2005

08/15/2005

08/30/2005

10/15/2005

11/30/2005

01/15/2006

02/15/2006



13
Public use data files for 2001-2002

Public use data files for 2002-2003

Public use data files for 2003-2004

Public use data files for 2004-2005

01/11/2003

12/13/2003

03/23/2005

03/15/2006

14
Monthly reports

Beginning 10/07/2000 

A.17
OMB Expiration Date

All data collection instruments will include the OMB expiration date.

A.18
Exceptions to Certification Statement

No exceptions are requested.

Part B
:
Collection of Information

Section B of the Supporting Statement for the information collection activity, the Reading Excellence Act and School Implementation and Impact Study (REA-SCII), addresses the five points outlined in Part B of 5 CFR 1320.

B.1
Respondent Universe and Sampling Methods

In this section, we present the design for sampling students, schools, teachers, principals, and district-level reading specialists for participation in the evaluation. 

B.1.1
Selection of the Sample

Student-level Sample

The study design calls for selecting a longitudinal sample of kindergarten students in REA schools and following them through the end of second grade.  The student sample must be large enough to produce estimates of reading achievement for the national population of REA students.  To determine the size of the student sample, several factors have to be considered:  

· the required statistical power for detecting differences;

· the size of the difference on a reading test score that we want to able to detect between two groups of students;

· the method used to select the sample; and

· the expected student attrition rate during the course of the data collection.

Each of these factors is discussed below.

First, we select the power we need to be able to detect differences in student reading performance from year to year.  Consistent with the standards in the field, we propose that the sample size be large enough to provide us with at least 80 percent power.  This means that if there is a real difference in reading performance between students across years (or a difference between our sample and the standardization sample of the particular test we administer), then we have at least an 80 percent chance of detecting this difference.  Second, we want to be able to detect small differences in test performance between two groups.  We propose setting as our criterion as the ability to detect a 6-point difference in a standardized scaled score on a reading test.

A third factor that will determine the appropriate sample size is the particular method used to select the sample.  If we want to have 80 percent power to detect a 6-point difference, and we select a simple random sample of students, where every student in the population of REA schools has an equal chance of being selected, we would need a sample of 536 students.  However, a randomly selected sample would most likely be dispersed across so many geographic locations that data collection costs would be prohibitively expensive.  Consequently, we propose to cluster the sample in a selected number of schools. Clustering the sample increases the sampling variance of the estimates obtained from the sample.  As a result, the sample size must be increased to account for this increase in the variance.  The factor used as a multiplier of the sample size under simple random sampling is referred to as the design effect.
  If we assume a design effect of 1.5, then we will need to increase the student sample from 536 to 804 (536*1.5).

The last step in determining the size of the student sample is the attrition rate of students during the course of the data collection.  At a minimum, we will want to have the level of precision described above, at the end of the study.  Thus, at end of the data collection in spring 2005 when the students are tested at the end of second grade, we will need 804 students in our sample.  If we assume 15 percent student attrition between fall 2002 and spring 2003, and the same rate in the subsequent two school years, then the initial kindergarten sample has to include approximately 1,300 students. 

The study design also calls for investigating the effects of REA on subgroups of interest; specifically, English language learners (ELLs).  To compute estimates for ELL students with the same level of precision as for the overall sample, we need a sample of 1,300 ELL kindergarten students at the beginning of data collection. 

School-level Sample

As described above, we need approximately 1,300 kindergarten students in each of the overall and ELL samples in order to examine changes in students’ reading achievement.  Based on the 1999-2000 enrollment figures, the most current data available from the Common Core Database, there are approximately 80 kindergarten students, on average, in each REA school.  Thus, 17 schools would provide us with a sufficient number of students-if simple numbers of students represented our only criterion (17*80=1360).  However, 17 schools would not provide variation in relevant student-, classroom-, and/or school-level factors that could adequately represent the population of REA schools.  Consequently, we plan to select a considerably larger sample of 75 schools. 

Exhibit 9 presents the distribution of the population of 1,122 REA schools across the two cohorts of states that have received Local Reading Initiative (LRI) sub-grants.   Schools in Cohort 1 states received sub-grants during the spring and summer of 2000 and began implementing REA activities during the 2000-2001 school year.  Schools in Cohort 2 states received sub-grants in spring and summer 2001 and began implementing REA activities during the current (2001-2002) school year.   Approximately two-thirds of the REA schools and students are in Cohort 1 states, and one-third are in Cohort 2 states.
  We plan to select the sample of 75 REA schools from both Cohort 1 and 2 states because different states received REA funding in each cohort, and the two cohorts are likely to differ on key variables that could influence the implementation and impact of the REA legislation.  For example, some states may be more proactive than others in supporting reforms in early reading instruction. 

Exhibit 9

Total Number of Schools and Students in Each Cohort

Cohort
Number of Schools

(students)
Percent of the Total

(students)

Cohort 1
707a

(199,761)
67.6

(63.0)

Cohort 2
338

(117,556)
33.4

(37.0)

Total
1,045

(317,317)
100.0

(100.0)

a  We have set aside 77 REA schools in Philadelphia given the current uncertainty of district and school management as the state, district and city negotiate district and school operations.  

The study’s evaluation questions focus on the reading performance of ELL students as well as the performance of native English speakers.  As a result, our school sample must include some schools that have significant concentrations of ELL students as well as schools without such concentrations.  We will designate “high-ELL” schools as those with 25 percent or more of the student population classified as ELL.  Schools with less than 25 percent ELL students will be designated as “low-ELL” schools. For the purposes of this study, high-ELL is defined with reference to ELL students whose primary language is Spanish, because only a handful of REA schools have high proportions of ELL students whose primary language is not Spanish.  

Exhibit 10 illustrates the distribution of REA schools with high concentrations of ELLs.  It is clearly uneven, with far more ELL schools and students in Cohort 2. Thirty-five percent of the population of Cohort 2 schools are high-ELL, compared to only 6 percent for Cohort 1 schools.  Further, the majority of Cohort 2 high-ELL schools (and students) are in California, which contributes even more to the unbalanced distribution of high-ELL schools.  

Exhibit 10

Distribution of High-ELL schools and students


Cohort 1
Cohort 2
Total

High-ELL




    Number of schools
43
117
160

    Number of students
18,788
58,720
77,498

There are 160 high-ELL schools across both cohorts; this represents approximately 15 percent of the population of 1,045 REA schools. If we select our sample of schools for each cohort, and high- and low-ELL schools proportional to the number schools of in those strata, we would end up with a sample of 11 high-ELL schools.  Unfortunately, 11 schools are insufficient to provide the 1,300 ELL kindergarten students needed for our longitudinal sample.  Therefore, we plan to oversample high-ELL schools by selecting 25 schools.  The high-ELL sample will be allocated to Cohorts 1 and 2 proportional to the number of high-ELL students in each cohort; this results in 7 Cohort 1 schools and 18 Cohort 2 schools (See Exhibit 11).  Similarly, we will allocate the sample of 50 low-ELL schools to each cohort in proportion to the total number of low-ELL students in each cohort.

Exhibit 11

Sample Allocation of Schools 

Cohort
Low-ELL Schools
High-ELL Schools
Total

Cohort 1
38 
7
45

Cohort 2
12 
18
30

Total
50 
25
75

Having allocated the sample of schools across cohorts and type of ELL school, the next step is ensure that the sample has sufficient variation on two other dimensions that might influence the implementation and impact of the REA legislation: geographic location and size of school.  To accomplish the former, we plan to stratify the sample across geographic regions that have REA schools, as shown in Exhibit 12.  The number of schools in the sample allocated within each stratum is proportional to the total number of schools in that stratum.  We plan to select a primary and a replacement sample of schools from each strata.  

We also want our sample to represent small, medium and large schools in approximately the same proportion to their presence in the population of REA schools.  But we cannot explicitly stratify schools by size because it may well compromise our stratification by geographic region and type of ELL school.  Instead, we expect to obtain a proportional representation of school size as a result of selecting an equal probability sample of schools within each region. 

Exhibit 12

Stratification of the Population and Sample of REA Schools by Region and ELL Status

Region
Low-ELL schools
High-ELL Schools
Total


Population
Sample
Population
Sample
Population
Sample

Cohort 1 Regions







Pennsylvania
48
3
3
1
51
4

Florida
110
7
14
3
124
1

MA,VT,RI,ME
102
6
9
1
111
7

MD,WV,KY
146
7
1
0
147
7

TX,LA,AL   
102
6
14
2
116
8

IA,KS,OH
131
7
2
0
133
7

UT,OR
25
2
0
0
25
2

Total Cohort 1
664
38
43
7
707
45

Cohort 2 Regions

California
26
2
94
14
120
16

Colorado
6
0
10
2
16
2

Illinois
32
2
4
1
36
3

Mississippi
46
2
0
0
47
2

NC,VA
33
2
0
0
33
2

NM,OK
47
2
9
1
55
3

Washington
31
2
0
0
31
2

Total Cohort 2
221
12
117
18
338
30

Overall Total
885
50
160
25
1,045
75

To select the sample of schools within each stratum, schools will be clustered based on their geographic location (as represented by their zip codes); this will allow us to balance geographic variation with costs for the study’s data collection activities.  Each cluster will contain twice the number of schools required for that stratum.  For example, we plan to sample three of the 48 low-ELL REA schools in Pennsylvania.  The 48 schools will be grouped into eight clusters of six schools each, of which one will be randomly selected for participation.  Three of the six schools in that cluster will be designated as primary sample, and three will be designated as replacements should any primary sample schools refuse to participate in the study.

B.1.2
Selection of Survey Respondents

No sampling methods are required for any of the types of survey respondents.   Schools have only one principal and generally there is one district-level reading specialist.  For teachers, we plan to administer the surveys to the population of teachers in grades K-3, therefore no sampling methods will be needed. 

B.2
Information Collection Procedures

The survey-based data collection will be administered to educators in the sample of 75 REA schools.  Classroom teachers and school principals will complete surveys, annually, for four years.  Over an eight- to ten-week period during spring 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005, we will conduct a self-administered mail survey of 75 school principals and 12 teachers per school, three per grade (K-3), for a total of 900.  In addition, approximately 60 REA district coordinators will complete self-administered mail surveys, twice, once in spring 2002 and again in spring 2004. Completed surveys will be sent to Abt Associates Inc.

The evaluation also includes analyses of state assessment data; these data, however, are being collected for ED under a separate contract.  Abt will conduct analyses on a data file that has test information at the school (and, where available, at the student) level for the REA states represented in the state assessment database. 

B.3
Methods to Maximize Response Rates

Several methods will be used to ensure a high response rate (85 percent) among school principals, district-level reading specialists, and teachers who will be surveyed.  Included with each survey will be a letter explaining the study, contact information if respondents have questions, and a postage-paid return envelope.  We will use the following procedures:

· Advance letter to all respondents describing the study and its importance;

· Reminder postcard (and e-mail reminder, if possible);

· Telephone reminder;

· Re-mail of survey to all non-respondents;

· A second postcard and telephone reminder; 

· Phone interview on select items, as needed; and

· Incentives for schools, teachers and principals (see Exhibit 13).

We have found these procedures to be effective in other surveys of district and school personnel.

Exhibit 13

REA-SCII Incentives for Participation in the Evaluation





Year
Activity
Number of 
Respondents
Per unit 

Incentive
Total

Year 2   
Pilot Test:

  Teachers surveys
    9 schools

  36 teachers
$100

50
$900

1,800


School stipend

Teacher surveys

Principal surveys
  75 schools

900 teachers

  75 principals
300

10

10
22,500

9,000

750







Year 3
School Stipend

Teacher surveys

Principal surveys
  75 schools

900 teachers

  75 principals
500

10

10
37,500

9,000

750


Classroom observations

Teacher focus groups
450 classrooms

160 teachers
50

25
22,500

4,000







Year 4
School Stipend

Teacher surveys

Principal surveys
  75 schools

900 teachers

  75 principals
500

10

10
37,500

9,000

 750


Classroom observation

Teacher focus groups   
225 classrooms

160 teachers
50

25
11,250

4,000







Year 5
School Stipend

Teacher surveys

Principal surveys
  75 schools

900 teachers

  75 principals
500

10

10
37,500

9,000

750


Classroom observations

Teacher focus groups
450 classrooms

160 teachers
50

25
22,500

4,000

B.4
Tests of Procedures

We will pilot test the district, school principal, and teacher surveys, with no more than nine respond​ents in each category.  The selection of pilot sites will be made in conjunction with the COR.  We anticipate including diverse respondents, with districts varying by size, and schools varying in whether they are identified as schools in need of improvement and/or enroll a large proportion of ELLs.  Teacher respondents will include teachers at each grade level (K through grade 3).  We will summarize the results of our pilot test and also revise the data collection instruments based upon the pilot test.  Revised instruments will be submitted to the COR.

B.5
Individuals Consulted on Statistical Aspects of the Design

The information for this study is being collected by Abt Associates Inc., a research consulting firm, with its subcontractors Westat and RMC Research Corporation, on behalf of the U.S. Department of Education.  With ED oversight, Abt Associates Inc. is responsible for the study design, data collec​tion, analysis, and report preparation.  Input to the design was received from the following individ​uals:

Department of Education

Daphne Hardcastle
COR, Planning and Evaluation Service; 202-401-7949

Carlos Martinez
Planning and Evaluation Service; 202-401-1265

Elois Scott
Planning and Evaluation Service; 202-401-0274

Ricky Takai
Planning and Evaluation Service; 202-401-1958

Nancy Rhett
Program Director, REA; 202-401-1679

Susan Neuman
Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education; 
202-401-0831

National Evaluation Contractors

Marc Moss
National Evaluation Project Director, Abt Associates; 
617-349-2825

Beth Gamse
Deputy Project Director, Abt Associates; 617-349-2808

K.P. Srinath
Senior Sampling Statistician, Abt Associates; 202-263-1836

Carin Celebuski
Director of Westat subcontract; 301-294-3986

Barbara Goodson
Principal Scientist, Abt Associates; 617-349-2811

Janet Swartz
Senior Associate, Abt Associates; 617-349-2831

M. Christine Dwyer
Director of RMC Research subcontract; 800-258-0802

Cheryl Liebling
Director of Qualitative Data Analysis, RMC Research; 
800-258-0802

Senior Consultants

Peg Griffin
Alabama State University; 334-265-4468

Wayne Garrison
National Education Association; 202-822-7381

Barbara Kapinus
National Education Association; 202-822-7386

Technical Work Group

Linnea Ehri
CUNY Graduate School; 203-348-6821

David Francis
University of Houston, 713-743-8500

Linda Frazer
Kentucky Department of Education; 502-564-9853

Claude Goldenberg
California State University, Long Beach and UCLA; 
562-985-4443

Eunice Greer
Illinois State Board of Education; 217-557-7323

Kris Gutierrez
University of California, Los Angeles; 310-825-7467

David Kaplan
University of Delaware; 302-831-8696

Louisa Moats
NICHD; 202-442-5088

Charlotte Parker
Roosevelt Elementary School, Houston Independent School District; 713-696-2820

P. David Pearson
University of California, Berkeley; 510-643-6644

Timothy Shanahan
University of Illinois, Chicago; 312-413-1914

Catherine Snow
Harvard Graduate School of Education; 617-495-3563

Dorothy Strickland
Rutgers University; 732-932-7496, ext. 353

Impact








Long-Term





Short-Term





Federal, State and District Contexts





REA Activities





Increased family participation in literacy activities





Increased coordination of literacy initiatives within school, district





Increased alignment of curricu�lum, standards and assessment





Students read at grade level by end of grade 3





Increase in number of teachers trained in research-based reading instruction





Increase in research-based professional development





Improved quality of reading instruction


Systematic/Explicit instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, decoding, vocabulary, comprehension


Informed throughout by assessment


Consistent with scientifically based reading research





Reading instruction


Research-based


Covers key dimen�sions of reading


Assessment driven





Improved reading instruction





Demographics of school and community





Policies about professional development, curriculum, staff





Guidance for scientifically based reading research





Resources for improving reading instruction





Early literacy intervention for children experiencing reading difficulties





Family literacy services





Professional development





Support for reading improvement





Implementation










































































�Standardized scaled scores on several Stanford 9 sub-tests were used to derive estimates of student sample size.  


� The design effect is the ratio of the variance of the estimate computed using a cluster sample, divided by the variance of the estimate based on a simple random sample design, assuming a fixed overall sample size.


� A third cohort of states received their REA grants in August 2001.  The awarding of REA subgrants to schools in Cohort 3 states, however, will not be completed in time for them to be included in the evaluation.
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