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Part A

Justification

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

In FY 2000, Congress initially earmarked $45 million dollars to fund Section 10105 of the Elemen​tary and Secondary Education Act, for the development of Smaller Learning Communities (SLCs). The funding, provided on a competitive basis to local education agencies (LEAs), was designed to help plan, develop, and implement or expand smaller, more personalized learning communities in large high schools.  Of the $45 million appropriated for the SLC program, the Depart​ment awarded $42.3 million in support of 149 grants to LEAs.  Eighty-four one-year planning grants and 65 three-year implementation grants were awarded.  A total of 349 schools, serving over 450,000 students, benefited from the first year of program funding.  The Department anticipates awarding an additional 148 implementation grants during FY2001, with a total funding of approxi​mately $125 million.  These funds will be distributed to a cohort of 286 schools.  The funding of the SLC program presents a unique opportunity to investigate a national program that personalizes educa​tion for high school students.  Of the program funds for FY2001, $7.5 million was set aside for peer review, evaluation, technical assistance, and product dissemination activities.

Students too often are lost and alienated in large, impersonal school structures, and teachers and administrators find it increasingly difficult to attend to the sea of anonymous faces in large high schools.  In 1998, 59 percent of the country’s high school students attended schools of 1,000 or more students (Mitchell, 2000).  In recent years, the incidence of school violence has been on the rise, and the proportion of high school students completing a high school diploma versus a GED has decreased (Rumberger, 2001).  As a result of these challenges, the concept of creating smaller learning communities has emerged on the heels of an era of significant growth in the size of the average American high school.  The SLC program represents a timely approach to addressing the question of what constitutes the optimal school environment.  The SLC initiative was designed to help large high schools and school districts decrease the size of the learning environment through the implementation of sub-school structures and strategies that make schools feel smaller.

Research evidence indicates that students can indeed reap substantial benefits from smaller, more personalized learning environments.  The findings suggest that students who attend small schools or who participate in small learning communities earn higher scores on standardized tests than do their peers who attend larger institutions (Wasley et al., 2000).

The National Evaluation of Smaller Learning Communities represents the first federally funded evaluation of this important high school reform initiative.  The institution of SLCs in schools represents a substantial investment of human and material resources, and therefore a thorough evaluation of both the implementation and the impact of the SLC program is critical to understanding the impact of SLCs on students’ lives.  The National Evaluation will provide systematic, large-scale data about how effectively schools are able to implement small learning communities.  In addition, the evaluation data provided over time will assist the Department of Education in providing technical assistance to the schools.

The information for the evaluation study is being collected by a contractor, Abt Associates Inc. of Cambridge, Massachusetts and its subcontractor, the CDM Group, Inc., on behalf of the Planning and Evaluation Service of the U.S. Department of Education.  The contractor is responsible for the design and selection of measures (with the exception of the Annual Performance Report (APR), which was designed by the U.S. Department of Education), data collection, data analysis, and report preparation.

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

The goal of the SLC evaluation is to assess the implementation and impact of the SLC program on the organization of schools, and ultimately on student outcomes.  Evaluation of smaller learning communities must include analysis of such elements as the factors influencing implementation, the indicators of successful implementation, and the longer-term outcomes that are the goals of the SLC program.  These long-term outcomes include improving student achievement and outcomes; making schools safer, more productive, and more nurturing; and narrowing the achieve​ment gap between students from poorer communities and wealthier communities.

Thus, the evaluation of the SLC program is intended to address three major evaluation questions:

· How are schools implementing smaller learning communities?

· Do smaller learning communities improve student outcomes?

· How do implementation and outcomes vary by approach and type of school?

These questions for the evaluation of SLC fall into the following three broad categories:  program implementation, improving student outcomes, and variation in program effectiveness.  The first evaluation question considers implementation issues, whereas the second takes student outcomes into account.  Information gathered to answer the first two evaluation questions will shape the study’s approach to the final evaluation question, as we need to understand implementation and outcomes of SLCs in order to understand the variation across types of schools.

Therefore, the evaluation will be divided into two component parts:  an Implementation Study and an Impact Study.  The Implementation Study will identify the variation in strategies used to design and operate smaller learning communities.  The Impact Study will rely on a variety of analytic techniques to help understand the potential impacts of the SLC intervention in our sample of schools, both as measured over time and in comparison to schools without SLC programs.

Implementation Study

To assess program implementation, we will collect both quantitative descriptive data (survey-based) and qualitative data (site-visit based) from SLC schools, using the following sources:

· APRs, completed by all grantees funded through the SLC program;
· Annual Implementation Surveys (AIS), completed by the universe of schools funded through the SLC program;
· In-depth Case Studies, involving a sample of 25 grantees over two years (2002 and 2003).

In addition, a total of 50 comparison schools that are not implementing SLCs will complete performance reports and surveys about their schools’ non-SLC reform efforts.  These same schools will also participate in a more targeted case study.

Data collected from these sources will provide information about the breadth of strategies in use and the progress of implementation.  It will also help identify possible technical assistance topics.  These data will also address questions about variation in impact.  Exhibit A1 summarizes which research questions the Implementation Study will address, and which data sources will be used.  See Appendix A for a detailed cross-walk between the evaluation questions and items from the APR and the AIS.

Annual Performance Report:  Implementation Analysis

The APR is completed by each SLC grantee and school.  It will provide comprehensive contextual data, including district and school background information, number and type of SLC structures and strategies, and general information on the students.  The APR also asks grantees to provide narrative text on project status, including any changes that have or will be made to SLC structures and strategies.  Approval for the APR has already been obtained under a separate submission, OMB Control #1810-0632.  The present submission covers only the AIS and topic guidelines for the case studies.

Annual Implementation Survey:  Design and Analysis

The AIS provides more detailed information on various SLC structures and strategies implemented across the universe of SLC schools.  This survey will provide specific data on the components of each strategy; leadership and staffing configurations for the strategy(ies); participation in professional development; curricular changes; the nature and types of services offered to students; types of data schools use to assess the effectiveness of SLCs; and other aspects of program implementation.  A copy of this survey is included as Appendix B.

Case Studies:  Design, Data Collection and Analysis

The case studies, conducted in 2002 with revisits in 2003, will involve a total of 25 SLC schools.  The case studies will provide answers to questions tailored to each school about its progress in SLC implementation.  The case studies will elaborate upon topics covered more broadly in the AIS, such as the strengths and challenges schools face in their implemen​tation of different SLC strategies, contextual data about the host districts and communities, and rationales/background information about why grantees have selected specific approaches for their own high schools.  We will collect information via individual and group interviews with district and school program staff, teachers, parents and students, and we will observe activities specific to each school’s selected SLC stra​tegy(ies) by shadowing students.  The 50 comparison schools will also be studied on-site, although less intensively.  Individual interviews will be conducted only with the school principal and the guidance director.  A copy of the case study protocols is included as Appendix C.

	Exhibit A1

Implementation Study:  Evaluation Questions and Data Sources



	Evaluation Question
	Annual Performance Report
	Annual Implementa​tion Survey
	Case Studies

	
	
	
	Interviews
	Observations

	Implementation
	
	
	
	

	How are schools implementing smaller learning communities?
	
	
	
	

	What is the full range of strategies being implemented (i.e., how many grantees/ schools report that they use each specific approach and strategy)?
	X
	X
	X
	

	What are the key elements of the program models (i.e., organizational and service model; staffing; population targeted; collaborative strategies; time​table for implementation; milestones)?
	
	X
	X
	X

	What are the characteristics of the student population being served (e.g., demographics, grade level)?
	X
	X
	X
	X

	What types of services and activities do SLC programs provide (i.e., what are the prevalence, intensity, content and quality of serviced provided)?
	
	X
	X
	X

	How are SLC programs organized, administered and staffed?  What are the qualifications and training of the staff?
	
	X
	X
	X

	What relationships have been formed/ strengthened with other institutions or partners?
	
	X
	X
	X

	What role do smaller learning communities play in schools’ overall reform efforts?
	
	X
	X
	X

	What factors are schools reporting that affect their progress in implementing smaller learning communities (e.g., quality/availability of professional devel​opment for staff, leadership of key staff, congruence or conflict with district reform efforts)?
	
	X
	X
	X

	Impact
	
	
	
	

	Do smaller learning communities improve student outcomes?
	X
	
	
	

	Impact and implementation
	
	
	
	

	How do implementation and outcomes vary by approach and type of school?
	X
	X
	X
	X


Data Collection Time Line

Baseline data for the four years prior to the implementation school year (SY2000 to 2001) are being collected by U.S. Department of Education and given to the CDM Group in the fall of 2001.  The time line for collecting new data for the evaluation study is summarized below.

· Collection of APR data:  October 2001, September 2002, September 2003, September 2004

· Collection of AIS data:  Spring 2002, Spring 2003, Spring 2004

· Case study visits in SLC schools and comparison schools:  Fall 2002 and Fall 2003

Impact Study
The impact study will be conducted using data already collected (APR, AIS, and case studies) and therefore does not contribute to respondent burden.  Further description of the impact study is included in Section B of this document.

A.3
Use of Improved Information Technology to Reduce Burden

Wherever possible, we will use information technologies to maximize the efficiency and complete​ness of the information gathered for this evaluation and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on respondents at the state, district, and school levels.  For example, the Department will maintain a listserv, allowing grantees to submit grant-related questions electronically and communicate with each other concerning SLC-related issues.  There will also be a web site associated with the project.

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 with both the Annual Performance Report and the Annual Implementation Survey. 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 implementation and impact of SLCs, including program implementation, improving student outcomes, and the variation of program effectiveness.

The threat of duplication is minimal, as this is the only federally funded evaluation that plans to collect data from high schools that have implemented an SLC program.

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

No small businesses or entities will be involved as respondents.  Most of the potential respondents are from schools, school systems, and local departments of education.  Others are parents of children in the SLC schools or community members who participate in an organizational partnership with an SLC school.  Overall, no significant impact on small entities is expected.

A.6
Consequences of Less-Frequent Data Collection

Through a large-scale, systematic collection of data, the SLC evaluation study is uniquely positioned to provide a fine-grained understanding of the factors that contribute to successful implementation of SLCs.  In addition, it should help identify which of the many possible SLC structures and strategies are most associated with successful outcomes.

Data collection for the Implementation Study calls for a detailed implementation survey to be conducted annually with all grantees (see Exhibit B1 for frequency of data collection).  If the data were collected less frequently than once a year (such as only at the beginning and end of the project) the details of how implementation evolves would be lost.

The study also calls for identification of 25 case study sites and a total of 50 comparison sites.  The comparison (non-SLC) schools will receive an annual survey covering a subset of the SLC school survey questions as well as questions on the implementation of other school reform initiatives.  This approach will allow us to distinguish the impact of SLC interventions from the impact of other school reform efforts.

The case study schools will be visited twice.  Case studies, including on-site interviews, focus groups, and observations, provide a richness of detail obtainable in no other way.  For example, why and how decisions are made at a school, the degree to which there is mutual respect between adults and students in a school, and students’ interactions with each other, are all best assessed on-site.  The repeat visits will allow for follow-up and detailed tracking of issues unique to each site.  Site visits, more limited in scope, will also be performed at the comparison schools.

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

In order to provide the opportunity for public comment, a notice about the study will be published in the Federal Register when this package is submitted.

In addition, throughout the course of this study, we will draw on the experience and expertise of a Technical Working Group (TWG) that provides a diverse range of experience.  This group includes several perspectives on the SLC program, including both practitioners who have worked to develop and implement smaller learning communities at the high school level and researchers with expertise in relevant methodological and content areas.  The first meeting of the TWG is scheduled for the week of December 10, 2001.

TWG members are listed below:

Dr. Pamela Gray-Bennett, Director

New England Association of Schools and Colleges, CPSS

209 Burlington Road

Bedford, Massachusetts  01730-1433

Tel:  (781) 271-0022 x 325

Fax: (781) 271-0950

pgraybennett@neasc.org
Mr. Steven Constantino, Principal

Stonewall Jackson Senior High School

8820 Rixlew Lane

Manassas, Virginia  20109

Tel:  (703) 365-2900

Fax: (703) 365-6984

constnos@pwcs.edu

Dr. Frank Critton, Administrator

Wootton High School

Montgomery County Public Schools

2100 Wooton Parkway

Rockville, Maryland  20850

Tel:  (301) 279-8550

Fax: (301) 279-8569

gcritton@aol.com

Dr. Valerie Lee, Professor of Education

School of Education

University of Michigan

610 East University Avenue

Ann Arbor, Michigan  48109-1259

Tel:  (734) 647-2456

velee@umich.edu

Dr. J. Douglas Willms, Professor

Faculty of Education

University of New Brunswick

Fredericton, New Brunswick  E3B 5A3

CANADA

Tel:  (506) 447- 3124

Fax: (506) 447-3427

ksi@nbnet.nb.ca

Dr. Burt S. Barnow, Associate Director for Research and Principal Scientist

Institute for Policy Studies, Wyman Hall

Johns Hopkins University

Baltimore, Maryland  21218

Tel:  (410) 516-5388

Fax: (410) 516-8233

barnow@jhu.edu

Dr. Marvin Mandell, Director and Professor of Policy Sciences

University of Maryland Baltimore County

1000 Hilltop Circle

Baltimore, Maryland  21250

Tel:  (410) 455-3203

Fax: (410) 455-1172

mandell@umbc.edu

A.9
Payments to Respondents

All schools that complete the AIS will be compensated, in the form of a token honorarium for the school.  Schools with SLCs that agree to pilot test the AIS will also receive an honorarium.  These school principals will be asked to complete the survey and to provide feedback on the content, organization, and length of the AIS.  Also, schools that agree to be comparison schools will receive honoraria for their participation.

Teachers, parents and students who participate in focus groups held after school hours will also be compensated for their time with appropriate incentives.  The compensation for these individuals will be non-monetary; students will receive movie tickets, and parents and teachers will receive gift certificates to local bookstores.

A.10
Assurance of Confidentiality

Every effort will be made to maintain the privacy and/or confidentiality of respondents.  The confidentiality procedures for this study during data collection, data processing, and analysis activities are summarized below.  All study respondents will be assured that the information they provide will be kept confidential except as required by law.

To ensure data security, all individuals hired by Abt Associates Inc. and its subcontractor, The CDM Group, Inc., are required to adhere to strict standards and sign an oath of confidentiality as a condition of employment.  Hard copy data collection forms will be delivered to a locked area for receipt and processing.  Abt Associates Inc. and its subcontractor maintain restricted access to all data prepara​tion areas (i.e., receipt, coding and data entry).  All data files on multi-user systems will be under the control of a database manager, with access limited to project staff on a “need to know” basis only.

Individual identifying information will be maintained separately from completed data collection forms and from computerized data files used for analysis.  No respondent identifiers will be contained in public use files made available from this study, and no data will be released in a form that identi​fies either individual districts and school personnel, or students and their parents.

A.11
Questions of a Sensitive Nature

The questions asked in the instruments for this study do not involve questions of a sensitive nature.  Respondents are assured that their answers are confidential and that no data will be released in any form that will be traceable to individual respondents.

A.12
Estimates of Respondent Burden

Exhibit A3 presents our estimates of the reporting burden for all study instruments that were described earlier in Section A.2.  Time estimates are based on experience with similar instruments, in similar studies.  There are no direct monetary costs for respondents other than their time to participate in the study.

A.13
Estimates of the Cost Burden to Respondents

There are no annualized capital/startup or ongoing operation and maintenance costs associated with collecting the information.  Other than their time to participate in the study, there are no direct monetary costs to respondents.  Estimates of the costs for time are shown in Exhibit A3.

A.14
Estimates of Annualized Government Costs

The information collection activity and associated forms have been developed in the performance of U.S. Department of Education Contract Number 01-60-0093/0001.  The period of performance for Phase I of the project is August 27, 2001 through August 26, 2003.  In addition, the U.S. Department of Education has an option to extend the data collection through August 26, 2005.  The total cost to the federal government for Phase I is $1,798,826.  The estimated costs for Phase II total $1,3999,203.  The costs associated with the data collection activities for which clearance is requested are shown in Exhibit A4.

A.15
Changes in Hour Burden

No change in burden is requested.  This submission to OMB is for a new request for approval.

	Exhibit A3

Annual Burden Estimates



	Data Collection Sources
	Number of Respondents
	Number of Data Collections
	Time per Response (Minutes)
	Total Burden (Hours)
	Hourly Rate
	Cost Burden per Response
	Total Burden (cost)

	Annual Implementation Survey
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SLC schools, Cohort 1 (completed by principal)
	n=125
	3
	45
	281.3
	$32.71a
	$24.53
	$9,201.32

	SLC schools, Cohort 2 (completed by principal)
	n=286
	2
	45
	429
	$32.71a
	$24.53
	$14,032.59

	Comparison schools (completed by principal)
	n=50
	2
	25
	41.7
	$32.71a
	$13.74
	$1,364.01

	Case Study Site Visits – District 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District superintendent interview
	n=25
	2
	30
	25
	$32.71a
	$16.36
	$817.75

	SLC program administrator interview
	n=5
	2
	45
	37.5
	$32.71a
	$24.53
	$1,226.63

	Case Study Site Visits to SLC Schools 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Principal interview
	n=25
	2
	60
	50
	$32.71a
	$32.71
	$1,635.50

	SLC school administrator interview
	n=25
	2
	45
	37.5
	$29.16b
	$21.87
	$1,093.50

	Director of guidance department interview
	n=25
	2
	45
	37.5
	$24.93c
	$18.70
	$934.86

	Core teacher interview
	n=50
	2
	30
	50
	$29.16b
	$14.60
	$1,458.00

	Teacher focus groups
	n=250
	2
	60
	500
	$29.16b
	$29.16
	$14,580.00

	Parent focus groups
	n=250
	2
	60
	500
	$15.80d
	$15.80
	$7,900.00

	Student focus groups
	n=200
	2
	60
	400
	—
	—
	

	Case Study Site Visits to Comparison Schools 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Principal interview
	n=50
	2
	60
	100
	$32.71a
	$32.71
	$3,271.00

	Director of guidance interview
	n=50
	2
	45
	75
	$24.93c
	$18.70
	$1,869.75

	Total
	1,436
	
	
	2,564.5
	
	
	$59,384.91

	a     U.S. Dept. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Compensation Survey:  Occupational Wages in the United States (2000) — Education, administrative and managerial, full-time workers.

b     U.S. Dept. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Compensation Survey:  Occupational Wages in the United States (2000) — Secondary school teachers, full-time workers.

c     U.S. Dept. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Compensation Survey:  Occupational Wages in the United States (2000) — Vocational and educational counselors, full-time workers.

d     U.S. Dept. of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Compensation Survey:  Occupational Wages in the United States (2000) — Mean earnings averaged $15.80 for all workers in the United States in private industry, state or local government.




	Exhibit A4

Estimated Annualized Costs:  Data Collection



	Tasks:  Description
	Cost

	Annual Implementation Survey (Phase I & II)
	   $438,963.33

	Case Studies (Phase I & II)
	   $555,497.32

	Select Comparison Schools (Phase I only)
	   $136,518.40

	Total
	$1,130,979.05


A.16
Time Schedule, Publication, and Analysis Plan

This section describes the schedule of key events, along with plans for tabulation, analysis, and publication of study results.

Study Schedule

The schedule shown in Exhibit A5 lists key dates for activities related to data collection, analysis, and reporting.

	Exhibit A5

Summary Schedule for Data Collection, Analysis and Reporting



	Task
	Date

	Collect Annual Performance Report (APR) Post-Implementation Data (Cohort 1)
	Sep 2001 – Nov 2001

	Collect Annual Performance Report (APR) Pre-implementation Data
	Oct 2001 – Nov 2001

	Draft Annual Implementation and Comparison Group Surveys
	10/31/01

	Submit Draft OMB Clearance Package
	10/31/01

	Revised Design Report
	11/15/01

	Pilot Test Annual Implementation and Comparison Group Surveys
	11/30/01

	Submit Final OMB Clearance Package
	11/30/01

	Final Annual Implementation and Comparison Group Surveys
	11/30/01

	Final Design Report
	12/31/01

	Non-technical Summary
	12/31/01

	Draft Literature Review
	12/31/01

	Final Literature Review
	1/31/02

	Draft Case Study Protocols
	1/31/02

	Final Case Study Protocols
	2/28/02

	Expected OMB approval
	4/30/02

	Collect Annual Implementation Survey Data
	May 2002 – Jun 2002

	Select Sites for Case Studies and Comparison Groups
	Apr 2002 – Aug 2002

	Tables documenting APR results
	5/31/02

	Tables documenting Annual Implementation Survey results
	8/31/02

	Collect APR data (Cohorts 1 and 2)
	Sep 2002 – Nov 2002

	Conduct first round of Case Study visits
	Sep 2002 – Nov 2002

	Implementation Report Outline
	10/31/02

	Draft First Implementation Report
	12/31/02

	Final First Implementation Report
	2/28/03

	Collect Annual Implementation Survey data (Cohorts 1 and 2 and Comparison schools)
	Apr 2003 – Jun 2003

	Tables documenting APR results
	5/31/03

	Tables documenting Annual Implementation and Comparison Survey results
	8/31/03

	Collect APR data (Cohorts 1 and 2)
	Sep 2003 – Nov 2003

	Conduct second round of Case Study visits
	Sep 2003 – Nov 2003

	Outline of Second Implementation Report
	10/31/03

	Draft Second Implementation Report
	12/31/03

	Final Second Implementation Report
	2/28/04

	Collect Annual Implementation Survey data (Cohorts 1 and 2 and Comparison Schools)
	Apr 2004 – Jun 2004

	Tables documenting APR results
	5/31/04

	Tables documenting Annual Implementation and Comparison Survey results
	8/31/04

	Collect APR data (Cohort 2 only)
	Sep 2004 – Nov 2004

	Outline of Synthesis Report of Implementation and Impact Findings
	2/28/05

	Draft Synthesis Report of Implementation and Impact Findings
	3/31/05

	Tables documenting APR results
	5/31/05

	Final Synthesis Report of Implementation and Impact Findings
	7/31/05


Plans for Tabulation and Statistical Analysis

The contractor will perform basic descriptive analyses in order to provide a comprehensive discussion of the various types and levels of implementation of SLCs.  These analyses will be summarized in terms of descriptive statistics such as means, medians, and frequencies.  Where appropriate, informa​tion will be presented graphically, such as presenting the percentages of sites adopting each major SLC structure as a bar or pie chart.

Findings from the case studies will be summarized first according to a standardized reporting outline.  Data displays summarizing key study issues within each site will also be prepared.  After each wave of site visits there will be analytic debriefing meetings to begin the process of summarizing findings from within and across case study items and completing data displays that summarize central themes and patterns.

In the implementation study, data are collected across multiple sites and by multiple methods.  This strategy allows for examination of changes across time in the same site, similarities and differences across sites at any given point in time, and similarities and differences across data collection methods on the same key research questions.  Information from the APR, the AIS, and the case studies will be synthesized.

The impact study employs four different strategies for assessing the impact of the SLC initiative.  The first and most analytically complex is a time series analysis of trends in school performance over seven time points, four years pre-implementation and three years post-implementation of SLC.  The second approach will be a comparison group substudy employing a quasi-experimental design.  Time-series trajectories equivalent to those used for the SLC schools will be estimated to compare trends over time in the two groups of schools.

The third approach is using external databases such as the Quality of Education (QED), the Common Core of Data (CCD), and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).  Time-series for national samples of schools matching the same time period as the time-series on the SLC schools will provide a chance to identify any systematic trends in student outcomes in the national reference groups.  This comparison will also allow for identification of any possible sample bias in schools that implement SLCs versus those that do not.

The final strategy is to assess the variation in impact of different types of SLC implementation across different types of schools.  These investigations will build on the multi-level, longitudinal analyses within a Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) framework that are employed for the other aspects of the impact study by adding implementation factors to the time-series for the universe of SLC schools.  In this analysis, systematic variation in school change will be modeled as a function of both school demographic characteristics and implementation policy and practices.
A.17.
Display Expiration Date for OMB Approval

The U.S. Department of Education and the firms who will conduct the study will display the expiration date for OMB approval.

A.18.
Exceptions to Certification Statement
There are no exceptions to the certification statement.

Part B

Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

B.1
Respondent Universe and Sampling Methods

Data Collection from the Respondent Universe

The Evaluation of Smaller Learning Communities is being conducted with schools that have volun​tarily proposed to implement particular forms of SLC.  Thus, data will be collected from the universe of grantees (125 schools, 65 grantees in the first cohort, and 286 schools, 148 grantees in the second cohort).  All sites are required to complete the Annual Performance Report (APR) as a part of their obligations under the grant program.  All sites will also receive the Annual Implementation Survey (AIS).  Therefore, no sampling of SLC schools is involved for either of these instruments.

Sampling for Case Studies and Comparison Group Substudy

The impact study employs a variety of approaches (comparison groups, comparing pre- and post-implementation data for the schools, comparisons with national data sets, and variations in impact of different SLC types) in order to estimate the impact of SLC.  In addition to having the universe of grantees complete the APRs, there will be a comparison group substudy that compares a smaller number of SLC schools from Cohort 1 with demographically and academically similar schools that are not implementing SLCs.  In order for the study to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the factors affecting impact, we will also conduct targeted site visits in comparison schools.

In theory we could sample randomly from the universe of SLC schools to select the sample of SLC schools for the comparison group substudy.  There are two disadvantages to this approach, however.  First, a random sample would most likely include some schools in which implementation did not occur.  These schools would be less likely to demonstrate effects, and the chance of detecting overall impacts on school performance would be reduced.  Second, the need to choose case study schools for which within-district comparison schools can be found might well mean that the sample would no longer be representative of the population of SLC high schools.  Given these considerations, the comparison group substudy will employ a stratified random sample of SLC schools that meet two criteria:  the schools have planned to create smaller learning communities, and there is evidence of actual imple​mentation of their models.  These schools will be identified on the basis of results from the Spring 2002 AIS.

Comparison schools will be those schools not implementing SLC strategies and approaches.  The comparison substudy will compare outcomes between SLC and non-SLC schools.  Schools will be matched on factors such as school demographics and student performance.  As much as possible, comparison schools will be drawn from the same district in order to reduce the impact of differences in district policies and resources.  Finding exact matches, however, is often difficult.  Furthermore, with only one compar​ison school there might be unmeasured factors unique to a school that could render it inappropriate as a comparison.  In order to reduce the risk of inappropriate comparisons, we plan to select two comparison schools for each SLC school.  This approach has the advantage of allowing “bracketing” of the SLC school by the two comparison schools, i.e., choosing one school that is higher and one school that is lower than the SLC school on key variables.  A further advantage of having two comparison schools is a substantial improvement in the power of the statistical estimates of the differ​ences between SLC and non-SLC high schools on the key outcome measures.

Statistical Power

Statistical power appears to be ample for this analysis, because the data are measured at the school level and thus have relatively little dispersion.  Adequate statistical power is present in a sample that has 150 cases and five observations, whereas we plan to include over 400 schools, with at least six observations.  This scenario suggests that there will be statistical power high enough to detect differ​ences both within and across levels.  Using individual level data, if a measure such as a cognitive assessment had a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15, a meaningful effect size might be 3 points, or 0.2 standard deviations.  When we look at school level data, we might still be interested in an effect size of 3 points, but the standard deviation for school averages is smaller than for individual data.  Consequently, in terms of standard deviations, we will be trying to detect a larger effect size.  In fact, the reliability of our instruments and the standardization of our procedures will increase the like​lihood of detecting an effect size of at least a moderate magnitude.

The same is true for dichotomous variables.  For example, it may be that, on average, 75 percent of students are found to be “proficient” on a state-wide assessment.  Although the individual-level data are dichotomous, i.e., all 0s or 1s, the school-level data are not; instead, they lie on a continuum of, say, 40 to 90 percent.  Suppose that two-thirds of schools have proficiency rates between 70 and 80 percent.  Then the standard deviation of proficiency scores is about 5 percentage points.  To be able to detect a two-percentage-point change in the proficiency rate with 80 percent power, using a two-tailed test, even if we simply compared two independent samples, we would need an n of only 98 in each to detect such an effect size.  In this design we are comparing pre-and post-data, and furthermore we have an average of four waves of pre-implementation data.  Further, if we had only a single pre-implementation measure correlated with the post-implementation measure with a coefficient of then the required sample size would be reduced by a factor of (1 ( .  This correlation is likely to be high.  Because our comparison substudy design is based upon four pre-implementation measures (rather than only one), our requirements for a robust sample size are reduced even further—by a factor of 5/8.  If we were to assume that  = 0.7, we would only need a sample size of 18 or 19 schools.
B.2
Information Collection Procedures

Exhibit B1 displays the schedule of data collection for both Cohort 1 and 2 schools.  The AIS will address SLC implementation issues, as well as gain information on school contextual issues.  Case studies provide more detail about how SLC school reform has been implemented, and what its early impacts have been.
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A detailed cross-walk showing details about the data sources and their relationships to the evaluation questions is shown in Appendix A.

B.3
Methods to Maximize Response Rates

Grantees are required by the terms of the grant to complete the APR each year.  Several methods will be used to ensure a high response rate for the AIS.  Included with each survey will be a letter explaining the study, contact information if respondents have questions, and a postage-paid return envelope.  Other methods to be used as necessary include reminder postcards and/or email, reminder telephone calls, second postcard reminders, and administration of the survey by telephone, if necessary.  In addition, schools will be provided with a financial incentive for participation.  The employment of an Evaluation Liaison at each school will also facilitate the overall process of data collection.

It will be necessary to obtain parental consent for students who are shadowed or who participate in focus groups during the case study site visits.  We will work with each school principal to obtain the consent of parents for their children to participate.  Consent forms will be tailored to meet the needs of each school district and school.  They will be written in clear language, translated if necessary, and will be accompanied by a letter from the principal encouraging them to participate in the study.  A study brochure with its toll-free number and project web site address will also be provided in the letter to parents.  These efforts will employ the strategies that the schools themselves have developed when they require parental action on items that have been sent home.  There will be follow up for any parent who has not replied within three school days.  The process of obtaining consent will be coordi​nated by the school’s Evaluation Liaison.

Focus group sessions for students, parents and teachers will be scheduled at convenient times in order to assure maximum participation among those invited.  Incentives (e.g. calling cards) will be provided to all focus group participants.

B.4
Tests of Procedures

This section will be based on results of the pilot test that is expected to be completed in November 2001.  The procedures will be described fully in the final OMB submission.

B.5
Individuals Consulted on Statistical Aspects of Design

The information for this study is being collected by Abt Associates Inc., a research consulting firm, and it subcontractor, the CDM Group, on behalf of the Planning and Evaluation Service of the U.S. Department of Education.  With U.S. Department of Education oversight, Abt Associates Inc. is responsible for the study design, data collection, analysis, and report preparation.  Project staff responsible for the study’s design include the Project Director, Lawrence Bernstein; the Implementa​tion Study Leader, Leslie Horst; the Impact Study Leader; Nancy Burstein; and the Principal Investigator, Mary Ann Millsap.
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