
JUSTIFICATION

1.  Purpose and Authority

The mission of the Office of Special Education Programs is to use its leadership, knowledge-generation, and funding roles to support the improvement of results for children and youth with disabilities.  Its knowledge-generation capacity is authorized through Section 674a of Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
 which allows for the collection of data and the conducting of studies to measure and evaluate the impact of IDEA and the effectiveness of state efforts to provide a free, appropriate public education to all children with disabilities.

OSEP’s mission is more likely to be achieved if OSEP generates knowledge that (1) paints a clear picture of the current achievements of students receiving special education in multiple domains, (2) allows the systematic tracking of achievements over time to assess changes in them, (3) provides for routine assessment of the educational and other experiences of students over time, and (4) supports analyses that relate variations in those experiences to achievements, thereby identifying factors that contribute to and hinder improved achievements for children and youth.  

The original National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS), a study of secondary special education students that followed youth until they were ages 18 through 26, was OSEP’s first experience with longitudinal research that fulfilled these several functions.  The value of NLTS to OSEP and to the special education and disability communities more broadly made a compelling case for initiating a more comprehensive program of longitudinal research.  In 1994, OSEP developed options for such a program.  Establishing a Research Agenda for Reauthorization of IDEA (MSPD Evaluation Support Center, 1995) laid out a plan for longitudinal research that called for establishing several cohorts of children and youth with disabilities that, if followed for a long enough period of time, would create a picture of the experiences and achievements of children and youth with disabilities, potentially from birth to young adulthood.

In 1996, OSEP commissioned a longitudinal study of infants and toddlers with disabilities who were receiving early intervention to answer key questions about the children and families served under Part C of IDEA, the services provided, and their achievements.  Earlier this year, OSEP commissioned the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS) to provide information on the characteristics, experiences, and achievements of 6- to 12-year-olds receiving special education as they transition from elementary to middle and middle to high school.  NLTS2 is now the next step in filling out the longitudinal knowledge base about children and youth with disabilities across the age range.

2.  Use of Information

OSEP has a variety of ongoing needs for information about the implementation and outcomes of special education for students with disabilities across the nation.  These include:

· Data that serve as indicators of OSEP’s Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) objectives.

· Information requested by Congress in regular reauthorizations of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).

· Information to respond to the many questions about children and youth with disabilities, their families, and the programs that serve them that are raised by policy-makers, advocates, practitioners, parents, and researchers.

Data collected from NLTS2 will supply much-needed information for all of these purposes.  Specifically, the following types of individuals are likely to benefit from collection of the information:

· Federal policy-makers, who make decisions both regarding special education and adult services for persons with disabilities and regarding the critical interfaces between these programs and other federally funded services and systems that affect youth with disabilities and their families.

· State policy-makers who make decisions regarding state implementation of special education, state funding levels for special education, and other issues about programs and services for youth with disabilities.

· LEA and school administrators, who are responsible for implementation of programs and services at the local level, where they have the greatest impact on students.

· Practitioners and administrators in adult service systems, who will better understand the participation of young adults with disabilities in those systems and the contribution of services to achievements in early adulthood.

· Parents of youth with disabilities and youth themselves, who can use information on special education and adult services and achievements to increase their own capacity to advocate effectively for services and supports needed by youth.

· Higher education faculty who conduct preservice training of special education teachers and related service personnel, who can use information on service and program characteristics that facilitate positive outcomes for students to improve the capabilities of future educators and practitioners.

3.  Method of Collection

The most significant data collection instruments in terms of respondent burden are the Parent and Youth Interviews.  These interviews will be conducted by using computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) technology.  This technology reduces burden to respondents in a number of ways.  First, respondent are asked only questions that are appropriate for them, based on their prior responses.  This is accomplished through a computerized skip logic that is embedded in the questionnaires presented in the appendices.  Second, the CATI system greatly speeds the transitions in the interview, which results in a substantially smaller time burden being placed on the respondents relative to the time required if the interviews were administered from a printed questionnaire.

4.  Avoidance of Duplication

No national data currently exist on the characteristics, experiences, or outcomes of youth with disabilities—data that ultimately will be provided by NLTS2.  The only national data are state-reported counts of the number of students served at a point in time each year, described by their age.  No data collection instruments for NLTS2 duplicate any existing data that describe secondary school special education students or young adults or programs nationally.  Although some states and local programs may collect information on samples of their own schools or students, state and local data are too diverse in content and quality to be comparable and are an inappropriate base from which to extrapolate to the nation as a whole.

5.  Small Business Impact

No small businesses will be involved as respondents in this data collection.  Therefore, there will be no small business impacts.

6.  Consequences of Not Collecting Information

In the absence of the data collection for NLTS2, federal policy regarding secondary school special education and transition services will continue to be made without a solid base of information on such fundamental questions as the nature of the students served, the instructional programs and services they are provided, and the achievements of students receiving special education in secondary school and early adulthood.  Questions raised in the context of recent federal reauthorizations for which data were unavailable will continue to be raised, again without satisfactory responses.  

Regarding the timing of information collection, the extensive study design process resulted in a determination of the optimal frequency of data collection.  Biennial Parent/Youth Interviews are considered the minimum number and maximum spacing to obtain accurate information on youths’ educational and adult outcomes.  Data collection on educational programs is timed to permit appropriate analytic linkages to youth outcomes.

7.  Special Circumstances

The proposed data collection is consistent with 5DFR 1320.6 and therefore involves no special circumstances.

8.  Consultation Outside the Agency

The study design process has involved extensive input from experts in the content areas and methods employed by NLTS2.  A stakeholder group that included representatives of many of the audiences that will be keenly interested in NLTS2 was employed to help develop the conceptual framework and define and prioritize the research questions (results of the prioritization process can be found at the NLTS2 Web site, www.sri.com/nlts2).  The group met once in person for a day and a half and engaged in a priority-setting exercise for the research questions through an exchange of materials and a voting process.

In addition, a technical work group (TWG) of researchers experienced in student-based and longitudinal studies advised on multiple aspects of the design, including the student sampling approach that will employ the rosters being requested with the materials presented in this package.  The TWG has had phone conferences three times, and members have reviewed all materials produced in the design process.  

Finally, experienced researchers from SRI International and Westat, contractors for the design task, guided the design process.  Members of the TWG and the stakeholder group, and senior members of the design contract staff, are listed in Exhibit 4.  

In addition to review and advice provided by these groups, the data collection instruments have been pilot tested for clarity and appropriateness with a range of respondents.  Field test participants were selected who could respond about specific children who differed in the following areas:

· Disability category

· Geographic area

· Grade level and age

· Regular school/special school.

A total of 39 interviews and surveys were completed during the field test of the following instruments:

· School Characteristics Survey (completed by the school’s principal, 7 completed).

· Teacher Survey (completed by the general education academic teacher, 6 completed).

· School Program Survey (completed by the individual most knowledgeable about the student’s program, 9 completed).

· Parent Interview (9 completed).

· Youth Interview (8 completed).

Exhibit 4 

TWG, STAKEHOLDER GROUP, AND CONTRACTOR STAFF MEMBERS

Name
Affiliation

Technical Work Group

Michael Bullis
University of Oregon

Lizanne DeStefano
University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign

Marsha Brauen
Westat

Paula Kohler
Western Michigan University

Andrew Halpern
University of Oregon

Kevin McGrew
St. Cloud State University, APSY Department

Keith Lenz
University of Kansas

Hugh Berry
Office of Policy and Planning, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services, U.S. Department of Education

Stakeholder Group

Jane Browning
President’s Committee on Mental Retardation

Jim Downing
U.S. Department of Labor

Trey Duffey
McBurney Disability Resource Center

Kevin Dwyer
National Association of School Psychologists

William  East
National Association of State Directors of Special Education

Richard Leuking
TransCen (transition services)

Patricia Morrissey
U.S. Senate, Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions

Venessa Redd
Secondary and transition teacher

Marcie Roth
National Council on Independent Living

Shepherd Siegel
School-to-Work Director, Seattle Public Schools

Marion White Hood
Principal, Kettering Middle School

DESIGN CONTRACTOR STAFF

Jose Blackorby
SRI International

Renee Cameto
SRI International

Harold Javitz
SRI International

Phyllis Levine
SRI International

Lynn Newman
SRI International

Mary Wagner
SRI International

Hyunshik Lee
Westat

Sandra Warren
Research Triangle Institute

Exhibit 5 describes the youth interviewed and about whom the participating parents and school staff responded.

Exhibit 5

Characteristics of Field Test Youth




Characteristics 
NLTS2 Field Test Respondents


School Characteristics Survey

Teacher Survey
School 
Program 
Survey

Parent Interview

Youth
Interview

Number of respondents
7
6
9
9
8

Student’s disability
NA





Autism or Asperger Syndrome

1
1
1
1

Emotional disturbance and hearing impairment

1
2
1
1

Hearing impairment


1



Learning disability (including Fragile X)

2
2
2
3

Orthopedic impairment, autism, moderate MR

1

1


Orthopedic and vision impairment and moderate MR


1
1
1

Other health impairment and bipolar disorder



1


Speech impairment

1

1
1

Traumatic brain injury


1



Visual impairment


1
1
1

Geographic area*






West
4
4
5
3
3

South
1

1
2
2

East
2
1
2
1
1

Midwest

1
1
1
1

Type of school






Regular public school
5
6
7



Special school 
2

2



Grade level






Middle or jr. high school
3
2
3
1


High school
4
4
6
6
4

After high school



2
3

Youth’s age






14 to 15 years old



3
1

16 years old



3
3

19 to 20 years old



2
2

21 to 22 years old



1
2

Parent/Youth instrument






Wave 1 Parent 



1


Wave 2 Parent Part 1 with Parent Continuation



1


Wave 2 Parent with Youth Continuation



7
7

Wave 2 Youth Continuation only




1

*  Students in eight states were included; they represent both urban and rural areas.

9.  Reimbursement of Respondents

The contractor for NLTS2 has not been selected, so OSEP has not yet committed to a specific reimbursement strategy.  However, OSEP is unlikely to be able to fund a per-respondent reimbursement payment because of its prohibitive cost.  Even at $5 per respondent, the reimbursement costs to parent and school respondents for Wave 1 data collection alone would be $129,340.  However, OSEP will entertain other reimbursement/incentive proposals from bidders, such as offering opportunities for thank-you gifts to those included in the survey.

10.  Assurances of Confidentiality

The NLTS2 contractor will be required to submit a plan for ensuring that all data collected as part of this study will remain confidential.  Respondents will be assured that confidentiality will be maintained, except as required by law.  Specific steps to guarantee confidentiality are likely to include the following:

· Information gleaned from rosters (e.g., respondent name, address, and telephone number) will not be entered into the analysis data file, but will be kept separate from other data and will be password protected.  A unique identification number for each respondent will be used for building raw data and analysis files.

· In public reports, findings will be presented in aggregate by type of respondent (e.g., parents’ perceptions of service delivery) or for subgroups of interest (e.g., academic performance of students with learning disabilities).  No reports will identify individual respondents, local programs, or schools.  

· Access to the student sample files will be limited to authorized study staff only; no others will be authorized such access.

· All members of the study team will be briefed regarding confidentiality of the data.  Each person involved in the study on all participating research teams will be required to sign a written statement attesting to his/her understanding of the significance of the confidentiality requirement.

· A control system will be in place, beginning at sample selection, to monitor the status and whereabouts of all data collection instruments during transfer, processing, coding, and data entry.

· All data will be stored in secure areas accessible only to authorized staff members.  Computer-generated output containing identifiable information will be maintained under the same conditions.

11.  Sensitive Items

There are no questions of a sensitive nature included in the parent/guardian or school data collection.  Parents/guardians will be asked to respond concerning their experiences with special education and other education programs and services, nonschool experiences, their demographic characteristics, and the abilities of their students.  Parents/guardians will be informed that they can decline to answer any item they choose during the telephone interview.  School staff will be asked to report on specific instruction, programs and services received by sample students, students’ classroom performance, and their own demographic characteristics.

The Youth Interview and Survey contain sensitive items.  Youth will be asked questions about their involvement in risk behaviors, like smoking, drinking, drug use, gang involvement, and sexual activity.  These types of behaviors are problematic for many adolescents, particularly those with characteristics that we know are common to youth with disabilities, such as having low self-esteem and doing poorly in school.  Very little is known or understood about these issues for youth with disabilities in their formative years.  This is a valuable opportunity to provide important insights into the role these issues play for youth with disabilities.  This understanding is particularly important at a time when there is concern that youth are not receiving secondary school education and services targeted at preventing and dealing with these types of risk behaviors.  To track the relationship between risk behaviors and education, the NLTS2 school data collection will be asking whether students with disabilities are provided with education and services related to risk behaviors, such as drug prevention education, that their peers in the general population may receive.  

During wave 2, at the end of Part 1 of the Parent Interview, parents will be asked whether they think the youth will be able to answer independently questions similar to those asked of parents during the phone interview.  Those parents who feel that the youth would be capable of responding to a written survey or phone interview are then informed that the interview and survey contain questions about the youth’s involvement in risk behaviors.  Parents are then asked if it is permissible for the youth to be asked those types of questions.  If a parent does not want the youth to be asked these items, the risk behavior portion of the interview and questionnaire will not be included.  

At the beginning of the Youth Interview, respondents will be informed that their participation in the survey is completely voluntary and confidential, and that they do not have to answer any questions they do not feel comfortable answering.  Just before the section of the interview that includes the risk behavior questions, youth will be reminded that all of their answers will be private and that they don’t have to answer any question they don’t want to answer.  They are told to say “skip that one” if they prefer not to answer a question.  Halfway through this interview section, youth are again reminded that they don’t have to answer a question and to just say “skip that one.” 

1.  Estimates of Burden

Estimates of respondent burden for each instrument are provided in Exhibit 6.  The total burden for these instruments is estimated to be 23,529 hours.  Estimates are based on an assumed response rate of 70% of the sample available for each wave of data collection. 

Exhibit 6  ESTIMATES OF RESPONDENT BURDEN



Instrument


Respondent
Number Completed in Year 1
Number Completed in Year 2
Number Completed in Year 3
Minutes
per Completion

Total 
Burden

Parent Interview 

Wave 1
Parent/guardian or other adult household member best able to describe sample youth’s in- and out-of-school experiences.
8,190


45
368,550

Parent Survey
Parent/guardian who did not complete a Wave 1 Parent Phone interview. 
  597


12
7,164

Parent Interview 

Wave 2 – Part 1
Parent/guardian or other adult household member best able to describe sample youth’s in- and out-of-school experiences.


6,932
35
242,620

Parent Interview

Wave 2 – Part 2
Parent/guardian who completed Parent Interview Part 1 will complete Part 2 if they think sample youth is unable to respond to written questionnaire or phone interview him/herself. 


3,466
20
69,320

Youth Interview

Wave 2
Sample youth whose parent has identified him/her as being capable of completing a phone interview.


3,466
48
166,368

Youth Survey
Sample youth whose parents identify him/her as being capable of completing a written survey, but not capable of completing a phone interview. 


1,392
18
25,056

Consent Letter
Parent/guardian and youth who are 18 years and older.
7,020


3.5
24,570

Enrollment Status Report
School staff able to confirm that the sample student is enrolled at the school.

2,527

5
12,635

Respondent Identification Form
Principal/school staff of the school in which the sample student is enrolled, who can best identify appropriate respondents for the Teacher and School Program Surveys.

2,106

5
10,530

Exhibit 6  ESTIMATES OF RESPONDENT BURDEN (concluded)



Instrument


Respondent
Number Completed in Year 1
Number Completed in Year 2
Number Completed in Year 3
Minutes
per Completion

Total 
Burden

School Characteristics Survey – regular school
Principal of the regular school in which the sample youth is enrolled.

2,988

33
98,604

School Characteristics Survey – special school
Principal of the special school in which the sample youth is enrolled.

   26

24
624

Teacher Survey
Teacher who teaches sample youth’s first general education academic class of the week.

4,822

23
110,906

School Program Survey – regular school
School staff member in regular school best able to provide information on the sample youth’s overall school program.

5573

39
217,347

School Program Survey – special school
School staff member in special school best able to provide information on the sample youth’s overall school program.

455

29
13,195

Transcript Cover Sheet
Registrar/school staff best able to annotate sample youth’s transcript.

7,371

6
44,226


TOTAL 

BURDEN

15,807
25,868
15,256
345.5
1,411,715

minutes

23,529

hours

13.  Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Respondents

Respondent costs result from the investment of time in completing questionnaires: e.g., school staff completing mail questionnaires, families responding to telephone interviews.  Estimates of response time for each data collection instrument are presented in Exhibit 6 in response to item # 12 above.  No dollar costs have been associated with the time estimates presented in Exhibit 6 because salaries of school personnel vary widely and no standard valuation of parent and youth time is available.

14.  Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Federal Government

There is no direct cost to the government of this data collection.  However, there will be an annual estimated cost for the recipient of the contract that supports implementation of NLTS2.  OSEP estimates costs for the 10 years of the study to be $18M to $20M for the period January 2001 through December 2010.  This estimate includes costs for all aspects of data collection; data cleaning, coding, and processing; descriptive, explanatory, and longitudinal analyses; writing of multiple reports through the life of the project; and general project management and coordination with the government project officer.

15.  Program Changes in Burden/Cost Estimates

This is an initial request; no previous burden/cost estimates have been made.

16.  Plans/Schedules for Tabulation and Publication

The NLTS2 study contractor has not been selected, so no firm plan or schedule for tabulation and publication can be provided.  However, one of the NLTS2 design documents lays the following groundwork for analysis and dissemination.   

The NLTS2 sample, research agenda, and data collection schedule make NLTS2 an especially ambitious study.  The study must be equally ambitious with regard to analysis so that the generated information will be of maximum use to as many audiences as possible.  Specifically, the NLTS2 analysis strategy needs to address the following issues:

· Range of audiences.  NLTS2 will create a wealth of new information that will be of interest to many audiences, including parents, teachers, administrators, transition and related service professionals, adult services practitioners, policy-makers, advocacy organizations, and researchers.  NLTS2 will need to consider both the content and presentation of information that suits particular audiences best.

· Range of information needs.  Related to the variety of audiences, the study will need to address a range of information needs to maximize its usefulness.  For example, reports documenting the study’s technical details, comprehensive reports, executive summaries, briefing materials, one-page descriptions, and chapters for the Annual Report to Congress all are likely to play important roles in communicating the study’s results.  

· Types of analyses.  Data generated from NLTS2 will need to support a range of analytic purposes: 

-
Descriptive – One of the most important analytic tasks of the study will be to describe youth with disabilities at the applicable ages, their background and characteristics, the education they receive, their transition and adult service experiences, and their achievement both in and after secondary school.  Although descriptive analyses are not the most sophisticated that will be employed in NLTS2, some of the study’s most powerful findings will result from them.  These descriptions will need to be weighted to represent the national population of youth with disabilities as a whole and by age and disability group.  The precision of these estimates also will need to be reported.

-
Relational – Many of the audiences that will be interested in NLTS2 data will want to know the relationships among variables.  Thus, an important analytic purpose will be to explore relationships between various contexts, characteristics, practices, and outcomes.  These relationships may need to be examined for a variety of subgroups defined by disability, age or grade, gender, ethnicity, or other factors. 

-
Comparative – Many findings are most powerfully understood when placed in the appropriate comparative context.  Important NLTS2 constructs, such as academic achievement, social adjustment, instructional approaches, employment, and postsecondary education, will vary by disability category, ethnicity, family SES, etc.  It is a natural consequence of this variation to compare the effects of these differences.  Some NLTS2 data, such as school completion or postsecondary education participation, will be compared with similar data for the general population; adjustments to comparative databases may be needed to increase their comparability.  In other cases, such as the types of accommodations provided to youth in school or on the job, data will be compared across disability category or age.  Making such comparisons is an important part of the NLTS2 analysis process.  Another crucial comparison will entail comparing NLTS2 youth with their peers more than a decade ago, as they were measured through the original NLTS.  Through such comparisons, the field will have a better understanding of the ways in which changes in IDEA and other changes have played out for secondary school students in transition to early adulthood.  The NLTS2 analysis strategy will need to specify adjustments to both the NLTS and NLTS2 databases in terms of such factors as age and disability classification, which will be needed to maximize the comparability of the databases.  

-
Longitudinal – Repeated measures over time offer the opportunity to examine and explain changes in youth behaviors and achievements as well as changes in factors that could influence them, such as school programs, transition services and supports, and family and community contexts.

The formats of these analyses need to be tailored to different audiences and dissemination vehicles.

· Range of media.  The variety of ways in which people access information has increased exponentially over the last decade.  This development represents a great opportunity for NLTS2 to communicate both progress on study activities and study findings.  The study should maintain an interactive World Wide Web presence to make a variety of products available electronically.

NLTS2 will employ a variety of statistical and analytic methods to meet its analytic purposes.  Likely methods to be used include:

· Weighted frequencies, cross-tabulations, and summary statistics – These tools provide descriptive information in conjunction with standard errors to estimate their degree of precision.

· Exploratory data analyses – The graphical tools used in EDA are especially useful for uncovering patterns in datasets and among subsamples of the data.

· Correlational analyses – Simple and multiple correlation coefficients for continuous, dichotomous, and ordinal data allow investigation of relationships among variables in comparison with both statistical standards and the relative strength of specific relationships across subgroups.

· Multiple regression – This approach specifies a linear combination of variables to predict and explain variation in a continuous dependent variable, such as wages earned by employed youth. 

· Logistic regression – This method involves a linear combination of variables to predict and explain variation in the log of the odds of a dichotomous dependent variable.  This approach enables the identification of the contribution of predictor variables to explaining variation in a dependent variable.  

· Hierarchical linear modeling – Multi-level HLM allows the construction of models that sort factors in conceptually logical strata.  HLM was originally developed for the analysis of multilevel data with differing units of analysis.  In NLTS2, multiple levels include the youth, classroom, and school levels.  HLM allows for the simultaneous assessment of the contribution of each of these factors to chosen outcome measures. 

· Structural equation modeling – This family of methods may be useful to construct and test models among underlying factors, as well as complex path models.

Exhibit 7 presents illustrative topics for NLTS2 reports for the first 3 years of the study (waves 1 and 2), as well as a possible timeline and data sources.  These topics are placeholders; the actual content addressed in many of the documents may well be different in the implementation of the study by the study contractor.  

In addition to these formal reports, professional journal articles that report segments of analyses from the larger reports also should be produced.

Exhibit 7

ILLUSTRATIVE Data Analysis and Reporting TOPICS


Potential Topic Areas
Approx.
Date

Data
Sources


Wave 1 


Who are the students in secondary school special education, in terms of demographics, household characteristics, grade in school, and past educational experiences?  How do students receiving special education differ demographically from their nondisabled peers?
10/01
PGI, general population databases

· How has the secondary special education population changed?  A comparison of sample members from NLTS and NLTS2, with adjustments to maximize comparability.
12/01
PGI, NLTS


What are the functional abilities and disabilities of students receiving secondary school special education?
2/02
PGI

· How do parents interact with schools, and how satisfied are they with the schooling and services students receive?
4/02
PGI


What are the lives of youth with disabilities like outside of school?  What goes on at home that supports their education?  What are their social lives like?  In what ways do they participate in their families, their communities, and the labor market?  In what ways do youth with disabilities differ from their peers in the general population regarding their lives outside of school?
6/02
PGI, general population databases


What are the schools like that serve secondary students receiving special education (e.g., size, student body, staffing, resources, policies, safety, community context)?
10/02
SCS

· What are students’ secondary school programs like in their most recent school year in terms of placement, instructional practices, access to general education, performance assessment practices, accommodations, vocational education and services, transition planning, etc.?
12/02
GETS, SPS, SCS


How well are students with disabilities doing at school academically (e.g., grades in most recent school year, reading and math levels, and assessment measures), behaviorally (e.g., absenteeism, disciplinary actions, classroom behaviors, getting along with students and teachers), and socially (e.g., having friends, belonging to groups)? 
2/03
PGI, GETS, SPS, Trans, DA

· What aspects of their school and home lives relate to variation in achievements of youth in a variety of domains?
6/03
PGI, GETS, SPS, Trans, SCS, DA


A comparison of the experiences of youth during secondary school, 1987 and 2004.  Comparing NLTS wave 1 and NLTS2 wave 2.   
4/03
PGI, SCS, GETS, SPS, Trans, NLTS

Exhibit 7 

ILLUSTRATIVE Data Analysis and Reporting TOPICS (concluded)


Potential Topic Areas
Approx.
Date
Data
Sources


Wave 2

· The voice of youth with disabilities.  Descriptive analysis of the attitudes, beliefs, and experiences measured only through youth (e.g., self-concept, attitudes toward school, expectations for the future, risk behaviors). 
10/03
YI

· Early employment experiences of youth with disabilities out of secondary school up to 2 years.
12/03
PG/YI

· Independence achievements for youth with disabilities out of secondary school up to 2 years.
2/04
PG/YI

· The social adjustment of youth with disabilities out of secondary school up to 2 years.
4/04
PG/YI

· What are youth’s experiences with transition planning and adult services in the transition period? What is the relationship of transition planning and early adult services to the experiences of youth out of secondary school up to 2 years?
6/04
PG/YI, SPS

· High school completion and postsecondary education of youth with disabilities out of secondary school up to 2 years.
9/04
PG/YI

· How do students perform in general and special education classes and in academic and vocational classes in terms of academics (e.g., grades in most recent school year) and behavior (e.g., attention in class, doing homework, getting along with students and teachers)?
11/04
GETS, SPS, Trans

· To what extent do students exit special education while they are still in school?  What are the characteristics of students who are declassified from special education?  To what extent do such students have 504 plans?
1/05
SPS. PGI

· A longitudinal look at secondary school: patterns of change in school, programs, experiences, and performance from 2002 to 2004.
3/05
PGI, SCS, GETS, SPS, Trans

17.  Expiration Date Omission Approval

Not applicable.  

18.  Exceptions

No exceptions are taken.

B.  COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING 
STATISTICAL METHODS

1.  Sampling Plan

NLTS2 must meet the information needs of a wide variety of audiences using a variety of data collection and analytic approaches.  The NLTS2 sample must meet the following requirements in order to serve its multiple purposes:

· Focus on students—NLTS2 data must enable accurate estimates about the characteristics, programs, and achievements of secondary school students receiving special education as they transition to young adulthood.  However, no universe list of all students receiving special education exists from which to draw the NLTS2 sample.  Thus, a sample of LEAs must be drawn, from whose rosters students can be selected.  (This roster request is the subject of this OMB clearance request.)  However, the sample of LEAs is only a vehicle for obtaining a sample of students; it is too small to make highly precise national estimates about LEA practices (OSEP has commissioned a separate study of state and local implementation of IDEA ’97 to meet this latter purpose).  

· Generalize to each disability category and age cohort—Not only must the NLTS2 sample enable reasonably precise estimates for the full special education student population ages 13 through 17 at the outset, OSEP requires that it also generalize to each special education disability category and to each of the single-year age cohorts within the age range.  This requirement has important implications for the size of the student sample, which must have enough students in each disability category to meet this requirement.  If the sample contains sufficient numbers of students per category, it also will be large enough to generalize to the five single-year age cohorts within the sample.

· Longitudinal—NLTS2 data will be collected repeatedly over a 9-year period to obtain information on postschool achievements, including postsecondary education degree attainment.  The initial sample must be large enough to support estimates of reasonable precision in the ninth year of data collection (assuming that 8% of youth who are in the sample each year will be lost the following year because of mobility).

· Multiple data sources—Multiple data sources will be needed to obtain the breadth of information specified in the NLTS2 conceptual framework.  Many analyses will employ information from more than one source.  Given reasonable assumptions about response rates to the various data collection efforts, some youth will not have information from a source, reducing the sample for analyses using that data source.  Even more will be missing information when several sources are combined.  The sample must be large enough to accommodate missing information from multiple data sources.

· Multiple analytic purposes—The richness of the NLTS2 database will support a variety of analyses, with implications for the sample.  For example, subgroup analyses will examine experiences and outcomes of students receiving special education who are differentiated by particular characteristics (other than age and disability category, as mentioned above), such as gender, ethnicity, or functional abilities.  The NLTS2 sample must be large enough to support these kinds of subgroup analyses.

· Comparable to NLTS—The sample must permit comparisons with the original NLTS in order to determine changes in the experiences and achievements of students in transition over the past decade or more.

The NLTS2 design process considered in detail options for meeting these sample requirements within the funding constraints OSEP projected.  The approach that best balances the sample requirements and resource constraints is presented below.

· NLTS2 will employ a two-stage process to generate a nationally representative sample of students receiving special education who are ages 13 to 17 and in at least 7th grade (or an ungraded program with similar-age students) when the sample is selected (fall 2000).  NLTS2 will draw a random sample of students receiving special education in a nationally representative sample of LEAs and a sample of state-supported special schools.
  Accordingly, the LEA is the primary sampling unit, and the student with a disability is the secondary or final unit.  

· The universe of LEAs should be stratified in order for the first-stage LEA sample to represent the range in variation on key factors (region, enrollment, and resources).

· The full set of students receiving special education of the appropriate ages in each sampled LEA and special school should be stratified by disability category in order to yield the desired sample size per category.

· An initial sample of 13,000 students from 497 LEAs and a sample of 35 state-supported special schools is expected to yield estimates of key variables with acceptable precision throughout the study’s five data collection waves, given reasonable assumptions regarding response rates and sample attrition.  The sample of 497 LEAs represents 4% of the 12,435 LEAs that are expected to serve students receiving special education
 in the appropriate age range (see Exhibit 11, Section 2, below).  The sample of 13,000 students is .7% of the estimated 1,871,856 youth receiving special education who are 13 to 17 years of age and in at least 7th grade (see Exhibit 8 below).

· Given OSEP’s experience with national studies that request the involvement of LEAs, a 25% to 30% response rate to the invitation to participate in NLTS2 is normal.  This is comparable to the rate achieved with similar effort in SEELS, the Study of Personnel Needs in Special Education (SPeNSE), the State and Local Implementation of IDEA study (SLI-IDEA), and the original NLTS.  For example, in SEELS, both the amount of time and the funds available to recruit LEAs were comparable to those available for NLTS2.  In SEELS, approximately 48% of very large LEAs, 27% of large LEAs, and approximately 23% of medium and small LEAs agreed to participate.  Thus, the NLTS2 design calls for selecting a sample of 2,205 LEAs from which to obtain a sample of 497 LEAs that are distributed appropriately among the cells of the LEA sampling frame.  Only those LEAs and special schools that agree to participate will be sent a request for student rosters.

The following sections describe the process through which the student sample size was determined and then outline the selection procedures for the LEA and student samples.
2.  Sample Selection Procedures

The procedures used to determine the size of the student sample, determine the size of the LEA sample, stratify the LEA universe and select the LEAs, and determine sampling fractions for selecting the student sample from each LEA are outlined below.

Determining the Student Sample Size

The size of the NLTS2 student sample is a function of the duration of the study, desired levels of precision, and assumptions regarding attrition and response rates.  The following assumptions have been used in determining the size of the student sample:

· Location information (parent name, address, telephone number) will be provided by LEAs for 90% of sampled students.
  Therefore, for each 1,000 students sampled in 
year 1, location information will be available for 900 students.

· In each year of the study after the first year, 92% of the students from the preceding year will be retained.  Thus, for each 1,000 students sampled in year 1, 900 will have location information, and the sample can be expected to retain 762 in year 3, 645 in year 5, 546 in year 7, and 462 in year 9.

· For each 1,000 students sampled in year 1, parent/guardian interviews will be completed for 70%
 of students retained in the sample, or 630 students in year 1 (i.e., 70% of the 900 students with location information), 533 in year 3, 452 in year 5, 382 in year 7, and 323 in year 9.

This means that approximately three students will need to be sampled for each one student who will have both a parent/guardian interview or youth interview in year 9 of NLTS2.

The NLTS2 sample design emphasizes the need to estimate proportions and ratios (for example, the percentage of students receiving special education who enroll in postsecondary education) instead of estimating the actual numbers of students receiving special education having specified characteristics (for example, 134,400 students who enroll in liberal arts colleges).  However, relatively precise national estimates of the proportions or ratios of students receiving special education, whether analyzed as one group or considered separately by disability category, will be needed to adequately answer research questions of interest to the broad range of likely audiences for the study.

After consideration of various options, a target standard error of 3.6% in year 9 parent/youth interviews for the most populous disability categories was selected for NLTS2.  On the basis of the sample design and the experience of NLTS (wherein a sampling efficiency of approximately 50% was achieved), the design is expected to achieve this target for the categories of learning disabilities, speech impairments, serious emotional disturbances, mental retardation, hearing impairments, and other health impairments.  The target is almost achievable for the categories of visual impairments (3.8%) and multiple impairments (3.8%).  Precision targets for the remaining disability categories are lower because of their relatively low prevalence—orthopedic impairments (4.1%), autism (6.1%), traumatic brain injury (8.2%), and deaf-blindness (10.1%).  

Expansion of the sample size to achieve a target standard error of 3.6% for all disability categories would be prohibitively expensive.  A sample of that size would be a sizable proportion of all the students, given the low incidence of some disability categories (see Exhibit 8).  Students receiving special education in secondary school account for approximately 9.4% of all students in American schools; the number of students ages 13 through 17 in each disability category ranges from a high of approximately 1,167,000 for students with learning disabilities (approximately 5.8% of the total student population) to a low of approximately 467 for deaf-blind students (far less than 1% of the total student population).  For example, to select the approximately 1,250 students necessary to reach a precision level of 3.6% for those with traumatic brain injury (TBI) would require selecting an extremely large number of LEAs (i.e., enough LEAs to encompass approximately 29% of the total student population).

Exhibit 8

Approximate Number of Students AgeS 13 to 17 receiving special education in U.S. PUBLIC Schools, by Disability Category


Number of Students
Approximate Percentage of Student Population Ages 13 to 17

Learning disabilities
1,167,204
5.84

Speech impairments
74,231
0.37

Mental retardation
241,925
1.21

Serious emotional disturbances
230,081
1.15

Other health impairments
56,893
0.28

Multiple disabilities
31,927
0.16

Hearing impairments
25,756
0.13

Visual impairments
9,950
0.05

Orthopedic impairments
21,277
0.11

Autism
7,823
0.04

Traumatic brain injury
4,322
0.02

Deaf-blindness
467
0.00

Total
1,871,856
9.37

Exhibit 9 shows the number of youth who are expected to be retained in the study for each year and for whom data are expected to be collected, based on a starting sample of 1,250 students in each category, with the exception of 1,012 students with autism, 559 with traumatic brain injury, and 122 with deaf-blindness.  As a result of the desire to track postsecondary educational achievement, the sampling rates will be somewhat higher for students who are initially 16 or 17 years old than for those who are 13 to 15 years old.  Whenever possible, sampling rates will be 50% higher for 16- and 17-year-olds than for 13- to 15-year-olds.  This oversampling rate can be achieved for the categories of learning disabilities (LD), serious emotional disturbances (SED), and mental retardation (MR).  Oversampling rates for older students for the other disability categories will be smaller because in some LEAs it is necessary to select nearly all the students in some disability categories at all ages.  Exhibit 9 shows the expected sample size for the three disability categories that have fewer than 1,250 students and for the LD category.
  The results for the SED and MR categories are expected to be the same as those for the LD category; the results for the remaining disability categories will be the same as those for the LD category, except that the number of students in each age group will be adjusted proportionately.

Exhibit 9

EXPECTED SAMPLE SIZE, BY YEAR AND DISABILITY CATEGORY


Autism
TBI
Deaf-blindness
Learning Disabilities*

Number of students





Sampled, age 13 to 15
688
332
73
710

Sampled, age 16 to 17
324
227
49
540

Total Sampled
1,012
559
122
1,250

With location information
911
503
110
1,125

Year 1





Year 3
771
426
93
952

Year 5
653
361
79
806

Year 7
552
305
67
682

Year 9
468
258
56
577

Number of parent/guardian or student interviews





Year 1
634
350
77
783

Year 3
537
297
65
663

Year 5
454
251
55
561

Year 7
385
212
46
475

Year 9
325
180
39
402

Age 24 or 25 at last interview
104
73
16
174

Number of direct assessments





Year 2 (initially ages 16 to 17)
107
76
16
158

Year 4 (initially ages 13 to 15)
226
115
25
247

*  And other high-incidence conditions.

The LEA Sample

The first step in developing a sample that leads to national estimates about students receiving special education is to select an adequate, representative sample of LEAs.  Below, issues related to the LEA sample are discussed, including size, stratification, and fit.

LEA Sample Size

There are several factors to consider in determining the number of LEAs for the sample.  First, it is necessary to establish the number of LEAs that are required to generate the needed student sample.  On the basis of an analysis of LEAs’ estimated enrollments across district size, and estimated sampling fractions for each disability category, 497 LEAs (and as many state-sponsored special schools as will participate) will be sufficient to generate the student sample.  Second, the rate of LEA refusal to participate should be considered so that the required number of LEAs agree to participate within the limited recruitment period and budget.  Previous experience with NLTS suggests that LEAs typically declined to participate because of concerns related to workload and, to a lesser extent, confidentiality of student records.  Although considerable time and effort was expended in recruiting LEAs for NLTS, approximately 55% of the LEAs invited to participate either declined, did not respond, or introduced procedures that unacceptably lengthened the recruitment process.  In the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS), both the amount of time and the funds available to recruit LEAs were less than were available in NLTS, and the recruitment rates were lower.  In SEELS, approximately 48% of very large LEAs, 27% of large LEAs, and approximately 23% of medium and small LEAs agreed to participate.

The NLTS2 design assumes the same LEA participation rate as in SEELS.  Recruitment efforts will focus on the very large LEAs, which are relatively few in number and from which a relatively large proportion of sample students will be selected.  Smaller LEAs will receive less intensive recruitment effort than in NLTS because there are many of them, yielding a large number of potential replacements for refusing districts.  Although this strategy is likely to be most efficient in selecting the LEA sample quickly, there is a risk that smaller LEAs that refuse to participate differ systematically from other LEAs in terms of the types or effectiveness of programs that they offer to students.  Thus, detailed tracking will be necessary to identify potential patterns that emerge with regard to LEA refusal/nonresponse.  The procedural outcome of concentrating the recruitment effort on larger LEAs and being more willing to replace smaller LEAs is that a sample of 2,205 LEAs is expected to be required to generate 497 participating LEAs.

Defining the Universe of LEAs

The initial task in selecting the NLTS2 sample is to define which districts should be included in and excluded from the universe of LEAs from which the sample is selected.  To meet its purposes, the NLTS2 sample includes only LEAs that have teachers, students, administrators, and operating schools—that is, “operating LEAs.”  The NLTS2 sample excludes the following categories of local and state educational “districts” that appear on standard listings of educational institutions:


Nonoperating LEAs, which do not administer any schools.


Vocational-technical districts (except those that operate as regular LEAs).  These districts often are not comparable to LEAs in enrollment, operating hours, or administrative structure, making their inclusion problematic.


Supervisory unions, area educational agencies, interim districts, boards of county education services, or other superordinate units.  These organizations occur most frequently in rural areas where the individual district-level enrollments are quite small.  There is evidence that the operation of superordinate units varies from state to state.  For example, in many states, the local districts are fiscally responsible for students attending such service units, and they are therefore listed on local district rosters.  Such students would be included in NLTS2.  In other states, such units may have fiscal responsibility for their students.  However, we believe that the exclusion of such units is justified because (1) their inclusion introduces the risk of double counting in states where students are found on local rosters and on superordinate rosters, and (2) too few students are in such units for them to serve as an analytic category.


Public agencies, such as state education agencies (with the exception of the Department of Education in Hawaii, which is an LEA); Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools; achievement centers and regional resource centers; private agencies, such as homes for delinquent students; and Texas Independent State School Districts, which primarily are correctional facilities and homes for delinquent students.  Included, however, are the “accommodation” school districts in Arizona, which are regular operating LEAs with nontraditional boundaries (e.g., around federal dams and military installations).


LEAs from Puerto Rico, Guam, and other territories, to reduce the cost and complexity of future data collection.


LEAs that do not serve students in grades 7 through 12, which are most likely to encompass the age range of NLTS2 students (i.e., to be part of the sampling universe, an LEA must offer instruction in at least one of these grades).


LEAs (most with very small enrollments) for which the stratifying variable of district wealth cannot be obtained (see “Stratification” section for a discussion of the stratification variables).


LEAs with 10 or fewer students in grades 7 through 12.  Such schools would have an estimated enrollment of less than one student in special education in the target age range.

Creating the Sampling Frame

To create a sampling frame or master list of LEAs, the school and agency universe maintained by Quality Education Data (QED) was used.  As a commercial source, it maintains fairly accurate data, including addresses of special education coordinators in each district, for its clients.  We used the most recent version of the QED database, released December 1999, which contains data from the 1998-99 school year, as updated during the fall of 1999.  The following procedures were used to create a master list of LEAs that were eligible for the NLTS2 sample:


Obvious errors were corrected, such as blank or duplicate records, no names, spelling errors, invalid codes, and extreme outliers.


All nonoperating LEAs, supervisory unions, vocational-technical districts, and relevant public agencies were eliminated (see previous discussion), as were all districts that did not serve any grade in the grade 7 through grade 12 range.

These procedures resulted in a master list of 12,435 LEAs that are expected to have at least one student receiving special education in the appropriate age range.  These comprise the NLTS2 LEA sampling frame.

Stratification

The NLTS2 LEA sample is stratified for four principal reasons: (1) to increase the precision of estimates by eliminating between-strata variance, (2) to ensure that low-frequency types of LEAs (e.g., large urban districts) are adequately represented in the sample, (3) to improve comparisons with the findings of other research, and (4) to make NLTS2 responsive to concerns voiced in policy debate (e.g., differential effects of federal policies in particular regions, LEAs of different sizes).  The first of these reasons is especially important because of the great diversity in the universe of LEAs.  Three stratifying variables are used—geographic region, district size (student enrollment), and a measure of district/community wealth.  They were selected on the basis of conceptual soundness and the likelihood of providing a gain in precision over simple random sampling.  These variables and their sources are described below.

Region.  This variable captures essential political differences, as well as subtle differences in the organization of schools, the economic conditions under which they operate, and the character of public concerns.  Regions differ, for example, in the changes in school enrollment over time.  They also differ in terms of economic health, which is linked to resources the region can target to education and other needed services.  For NLTS2, the regional classification variable selected is used by the Department of Commerce, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (see Exhibit 10).

Exhibit 10

Distribution of States, BY Region

Northeast (N = 12)

Connecticut
Maryland
New York

Delaware
Massachusetts
Pennsylvania

District of Columbia
New Hampshire
Rhode Island

Maine
New Jersey
Vermont

Southeast (N = 12)

Alabama
Kentucky
South Carolina

Arkansas
Louisiana
Tennessee

Florida
Mississippi
Virginia

Georgia
North Carolina
West Virginia

Central (N = 12)

Illinois
Michigan
North Dakota

Indiana
Minnesota
Ohio

Iowa
Missouri
South Dakota

Kansas
Nebraska
Wisconsin

West/Southwest (N = 15)

Alaska
Idaho
Oregon

Arizona
Montana
Texas

California
Nevada
Washington

Colorado
New Mexico
Wyoming

Hawaii
Oklahoma
Utah

By assigning each LEA to a region based on its state, we obtain the allocation to region of LEAs and the proportions of the total estimated student population in grades 7 through 12 that are indicated in Exhibit 11.

Exhibit 11

Distribution of LEAs and Student Population, by Region


Region
Number of LEAs
Percentage of LEAs
Number of Students
Percentage of Students 

Northeast
2,525
20.3
3,800,844
19.0

Southeast
1,590
12.8
4,921,633
24.6

Central
4,656
37.4
4,706,463
23.6

West/Southwest
3,664
29.5
6,551,205
32.8

TOTAL
12,435
100.0
19,980,145
100.0

District size (student enrollment).  LEAs vary considerably by size, the most useful available measure of which is pupil enrollment.  A host of organizational and contextual variables are associated with size that exert considerable potential influence over the operations and effects of special education and related programs.  These include the extent of district administrative/supportive capacity, the degree of specialization in administrative structure, the nature of citizen and interest group activity in education, and the characteristics of relationships with state and federal governance systems.

In addition, total enrollment (and the previously described estimated middle/high school enrollment) serves as an initial proxy for the number of students receiving special education served by a district.  The QED database provides enrollment data from which LEAs were sorted into four categories serving approximately equal numbers of students:


Very large (estimated enrollment greater than 14,931 in grades 7 through 12).  These are either districts in large urban centers or large county systems, which are typically organizationally complex and likely to be divided into subdistricts.


Large (estimated enrollment from 4,661 to 14,931 in grades 7 through 12).  These are districts set in small to medium-sized cities or large county systems.  They are also organizationally complex, but these systems tend to be centralized.


Medium (estimated enrollment from 1,568 to 4,660 in grades 7 through 12).  These typically are suburban districts, large rural towns, and small county systems.


Small (estimated enrollment from 11 to 1,567 in grades 7 through 12).  The majority of districts in the country fall into this group.  Most are small rural districts, which most likely receive little money for special education programs; the range of activities that these funds can be used for is likely to be extremely narrow.

The distribution of districts among these strata and proportion of students accounted for by each stratum are displayed in Exhibit 12.

Exhibit 12

Distribution of LEAs and Student Population, by LEA Size


Enrollment Size Category
Number of LEAs
Percentage of LEAs
Number of Students
Percentage of Students 

Very large (>14,931)
141
1.1
4,984,021
24.9

Large (4,661 – 14,931)
646
5.2
5,009,778
25.1

Medium (1,568 – 4,660)
1,966
15.8
4,992,149
25.0

Small (11 – 1,567)
9,682
77.9
4,994,197
25.0

TOTAL
12,435
100.0
19,980,145
100.0

District/community wealth.  LEAs differ greatly in the resources they have available and in the demands placed on those resources by low-income students whose needs put them at risk for a variety of problems, including school failure.  Policies and programs may differ in LEAs that face these differential demands of disadvantaged students.  Also, prior research has demonstrated that high-poverty districts have a high proportion of students receiving special education.  As a measure of district wealth, the Orshansky index (the proportion of the student population living below the federal definition of poverty) is a well-accepted measure.  The distribution of Orshansky index scores was organized into four categories of district/community wealth, each containing approximately 25% of the student population in grades 7 through 12:


High (0% to 13% Orshansky).


Medium (14% to 24% Orshansky).


Low (25% to 43% Orshansky).


Very low (over 43% Orshansky).

The distribution of districts among strata and proportion of students accounted for by each stratum are displayed in Exhibit 13.

Exhibit 13

Distribution of LEAs and Student Population, by DISTRICT WEALTH


District Wealth (Orshansky Index)
Number of LEAs
Percentage of LEAs
Number of Students
Percentage of Students 

High (0% – 13%)
3,612
29.0
4,723,187
23.6

Medium (14% – 24%)
3,070
24.7
5,256,479
26.3

Low (25% – 43%)
3,507
28.2
5,072,592
25.4

Very low (> 43%)
2,246
18.1
4,927,887
24.7

TOTAL
12,435
100.0
19,980,145
100.0

The Stratified Universe

The three variables generate a 64-strata grid into which the entire universe can be fit.  Exhibit 14 shows the strata and the number of LEAs in each stratum.  The next stage in the NLTS2 sampling process was to select the appropriate LEAs from each stratum to yield a total sample of 2,205 LEAs.
  LEAs were selected from strata so as to maximize the sampling efficiency and thereby to maximize the effective sample sizes.  To reduce respondent burden, the LEA sample was selected to minimize the overlap between the NLTS2 sample and the SLI-IDEA sample.  Exhibit 15 indicates the number of students in LEAs selected for the sample in each stratum.

Exhibit 14

Number of LEAs in THE Universe/SAMPLE, BY STRATUM


District Wealth (Orshansky Index)



District Size/Region
High 
(0% – 13%)
Med 
(14% – 24%)
Low 
(25% – 43%)
Very Low 
(> 43%)

Total

Very large 
15/7
37/18
34/16
55/28
141/69

     Northeast
2/2
6/4
1/1
5/5
14/12

     Southeast
4/2
11/5
21/11
15/7
51/25

     Central
1/1
1/1
0/0
15/7
10/5

     West/Southwest
8/2
19/8
12/4
27/13
66/27

Large
174/131
162/127
177/139
133/114
646/511

     Northeast
26/17
21/14
9/6
14/12
70/49

     Southeast
19/16
44/33
71/57
37/31
171/137

     Central
53/37
38/27
29/22
14/14
134/100

     West/Southwest
76/61
59/53
68/54
68/57
271/225

Medium
637/218
518/178
487/168
324/111
1,966/675

     Northeast
268/87
133/44
64/23
25/9
490/163

     Southeast
26/10
82/30
170/61
180/60
458/161

     Central
255/89
172/57
95/30
27/10
549/186

     West/Southwest
88/32
131/47
158/54
92/32
469/165

Small
2,786/294
2,353/257
2,809/254
1,734/145
9,682/950

     Northeast
971/123
535/69
374/39
71/7
1,951/238

     Southeast
41/6
93/13
339/49
437/61
910/129

     Central
1,325/132
1,228/130
1,112/91
298/16
3,963/369

     West/Southwest
449/33
497/45
984/75
928/61
2,858/214

TOTAL
3,612/650
3,070/580
3,507/577
2,246/398
12,435/2,205

     Northeast
1,267/229
695/131
448/69
115/33
2,525/462

     Southeast
90/34
230/81
601/178
669/159
1,590/452

     Central
1,634/259
1,439/215
1,236/143
347/43
4,656/660

     West/Southwest
621/128
706/153
1,222/187
1,115/163
3,664/631

Exhibit 15
Number of STUDENTs in THE UNIVerse/SAMPLE OF LEAs, BY STRATUM (thousands)


District Wealth (Orshansky Index)



District Size/Region
High
(0% – 13%)
Med 
(14% – 24%)
Low 
(25% – 43%)
Very Low 
(> 43%)

Total

Very large
298/136
1,348/783
1,131/456
2,208/1,413
4,984/2,787

     Northeast
33/33
271/220
55/55
521/521
880/829

     Southeast
81/44
362/161
769/293
506/305
1,717/803

     Central 
18/18
158/158
0/0
506/305
399/239

     West/Southwest
167/41
557/244
307/108
957/522
1,988/916

Large
1,274/946
1,243/948
1,364/1014
1,128/945
5,010/3,852

     Northeast
163/106
135/82
57/38
118/95
472/320

     Southeast
155/131
320/223
558/407
301/244
1,335/1,005

     Central 
359/237
266/189
219/156
148/148
992/730

     West/Southwest
597/473
522/454
530/413
562/458
2,210/1,798

Medium
1,610/543
1,314/432
1,245/423
824/272
4,992/1,671

     Northeast
641/210
324/97
169/59
67/22
1,201/388

     Southeast
74/29
219/78
453/161
447/147
1,193/415

     Central 
656/221
423/134
224/70
72/24
1,375/448

     West/Southwest
239/84
347/123
398/134
238/79
1,223/419

Small
1,542/182
1,352/145
1,333/126
768/79
4,994/532

     Northeast
646/92
361/40
203/21
37/5
1,247/159

     Southeast
29/4
68/9
257/36
323/48
677/98

     Central 
693/67
686/75
476/37
86/5
1,941/185

     West/Southwest
174/19
237/20
396/31
323/22
1,130/91

TOTAL
4,723/1,806
5,256/2,308
5,073/2,019
4,928/2,709
19,980/8,842

     Northeast
1,483/441
1,091/439
484/172
743/643
3,801/1,695

     Southeast
339/207
969/472
2,037/896
1,576/745
4,922/2,321

     Central 
1,726/543
1,533/555
919/264
528/241
4,706/1,602

     West/Southwest
1,176/616
1,663/841
1,632/686
2,080/1,081
6,551/3,224

LEA Sample Characteristics

The first step in assessing the effectiveness of the sampling process was to evaluate the degree to which the selected LEA sample was comparable to the universe from which it was drawn on variables used in the sampling process.  Exhibits 16, 17, and 18 depict the characteristics of the LEA sample, in weighted and unweighted form, on the sampling variables of region, LEA size, and LEA wealth.  Taken together, the tables illustrate that the weighted LEA sample closely resembles the LEA universe with respect to those variables.

Exhibit 16

weighted and unweighted Distribution of sampled LEAs and Student Population, by Region


Number of LEAs
Percentage of LEAs
Number of Students
Percentage of Students 

Region, Weighted





Northeast
2,525
20.3
3,850,116
19.3

Southeast
1,590
12.8
4,774,048
24.0

Central
4,656
37.4
4,559,225
22.9

West/Southwest
3,664
29.5
6,716,231
33.8

TOTAL
12,435
100.0
19,899,621
100.0

Region, Unweighted





Northeast
462
21.0
1,695,214
19.2

Southeast
452
20.5
2,320,719
26.2

Central
660
29.9
1,602,320
18.1

West/Southwest
631
28.6
3,224,019
36.5

TOTAL
2,205
100.0
8,842,272
100.0

*  Compare with Exhibit 11.

Exhibit 17

weighted and unweighted Distribution of SAMPLed LEAs and Student Population, by LEA Size


Number of LEAs
Percentage of LEAs
Number of Students
Percentage of Students 

Enrollment Size Category, Weighted





Very large (>14,931)
141
1.1
5,095,164
25.6

Large (4,661 – 14,931)
646
5.2
4,822,142
24.2

Medium (1,568 – 4,660)
1,966
15.8
4,857,109
24.4

Small (11 – 1,567)
9,682
77.9
5,125,204
25.8

TOTAL
12,435
100.0
19,899,621
100.0

Enrollment Size Category, Unweighted





Very large (>14,931)
69
3.1
2,787,028
31.5

Large (4,661 – 14,931)
511
23.2
3,852,256
43.6

Medium (1,568 – 4,660)
675
30.6
1,670,676
18.9

Small (11 – 1,567)
950
43.1
532,312
6.0

TOTAL
2,205
100.0
8,842,272
100.0

*  Compare with Exhibit 12.
Exhibit 18

weighted and unweighted Distribution of sampled LEAs and Student Population, by DISTRICT WEALTH (orshansky index)


Number of LEAs
Percentage of LEAs
Number of Students
Percentage of Students 

District Wealth, Weighted





High (0% – 13%)
3,612
29.0
4,815,560
24.2

Medium (14% – 24%)
3,070
24.7
5,180,734
26.0

Low (25% – 43%)
3,507
28.2
4,769,822
24.0

Very low (> 43%)
2,246
18.1
5,133,504
25.8

TOTAL
12,435
100.0
19,899,621
100.0

District Wealth, Unweighted





High (0% – 13%)
650
29.5
1,806,494
20.4

Medium (14% – 24%)
580
26.3
2,308,083
26.1

Low (25% – 43%)
577
26.2
2,018,565
22.8

Very low (> 43%)
398
18.0
2,709,130
30.6

TOTAL
2,205
100.0
8,842,272
100.0

*  Compare with Exhibit 13.

In addition to ensuring that the LEA sample matched the universe of LEAs on variables used in sampling, it was important to ascertain whether this stratified random sampling approach resulted in skewed distributions on relevant variables not included in the stratification scheme.  Two variables from the QED database were chosen to compare the “fit” between the first-stage sample and the population: the district’s metropolitan status (Exhibit 19) and the district’s proportion of minority students (Exhibit 20).  If comparisons between the universe of LEAs and the sample revealed a poor fit, either the sample would be reweighted or a new sample would need to be selected. 

Exhibits 19 and 20 reveal that the fit between the weighted LEA sample and the LEA universe is quite good with respect to metropolitan status and the percentage of minority students.  
Exhibit 19

weighted Distribution of sampled LEAs and universe, by metropolitan status

District Type
Number in Universe
Percentage of Universe
Weighted Number in Sample
Percentage of Weighted Sample 

Unclassified
706,899
3.5
797,231
4.0

Large central city
2,436,343
12.2
2,580,814
13.0

Midsize central city
3,490,044
17.5
3,142,262
15.8

Urban fringe of large city
3,335,515
16.7
3,105,687
15.6

Urban fringe of midsize city
2,110,189
10.6
2,153,164
10.8

Large town
643,008
3.2
641,000
3.2

Small town
4,673,885
23.4
4,965,734
25.0

Rural
2,584,262
12.9
2,513,726
12.6

TOTAL
19,980,145
100.0
19,899,618
100.0

Exhibit 20

weighted Distribution of sampled LEAs and universe, by PROPORTION OF MINORITY STUDENTS

Minority Student Population
Number in Universe
Percentage of Universe
Weighted Number in Sample
Percentage of Weighted Sample 

Less than 5%
3,540,857
17.7
3,631,412
18.2

5% – 10%
2,281,071
11.4
2,286,414
11.5

10% – 20%
2,762,306
13.8
2,771,804
13.9

20% – 50%
5,367,052
26.9
5,128,687
25.8

50% – 100%
6,028,859
30.2
6,081,302
30.6

TOTAL
19,980,145
100.0
19,899,621
100.0

Weighting
Because LEAs have an unequal probability of being selected into the sample, depending on the stratum within which they fall, LEAs need to be weighted by the inverse of the stratum sampling fraction to create population estimates.  As discussed previously, approximately 1,250 students must be sampled in the higher-incidence disability categories, 1,012 students with autism, 559 students with traumatic brain injury, and 122 with deaf-blindness to make national estimates with reasonable precision about students in each category and students receiving special education overall.

Student Sample Selection Procedures

In the fall of the 2000-01 school year, SRI will request from participating LEAs rosters of students between the ages of 13 and 17 receiving special education.  Requests for rosters will specify that they contain identifiers for students receiving special education under the jurisdiction of the LEA or school, the disability category of each student, and the students’ birthdates.  As mentioned previously, some LEAs can be expected to provide only identification numbers for students, along with the corresponding birthdates and disability categories.  When students are sampled in these LEAs, identification numbers of selected students are provided to the LEA, along with materials to mail to their parents/guardians (without revealing their identity to the study contractor).

After estimating the number of students receiving special education at the appropriate grade levels, samplers must determine the fraction of students in each category at each age that must be selected randomly from each district to yield a sample of 12,943 students.  These sampling fractions will be calculated to maximize the effective sample efficiency while obtaining the required absolute sample sizes.  Final sampling fractions cannot be calculated until the composition of the sample of participating LEAs is known; however, initial estimates are presented in Exhibit 21.

Exhibit 21

ESTIMATED STUDENT SAMPLING FRACTIONS, BY LEA SIZE STRATUM (PERCENT):  Age 13-15 /16-17


Very Large
Large
Medium
Small

Specific learning disability
0.37 / 0.56
0.49 / 0.74
1.54 / 2.31
4.61 / 9.92

Speech or language impairment
6.5 / 9.7
8.0 / 11.9
25.7 / 38.6
77.0 / 100

Mental retardation
1.8 / 2.7
2.2 / 3.3
7.4 / 11.1
22.3 / 33.4

Serious emotional disturbance
1.9 / 2.9
2.4 / 3.7
7.8 / 11.7
22.8 / 34.2

Multiple disabilities
15.6 / 23.5
20.1 / 30.2
64.0 / 96.0
100 / 100

Hearing impairments
18.6 / 27.8
23.9 / 35.8
77.5 / 100
100 / 100

Orthopedic impairments
26.6 / 39.9
35.0 / 52.5
100 / 100
100 / 100

Other health impairments
8.0 / 11.9
10.3 / 15.5
32.9 / 49.3
96.5 / 100

Visual impairments
50.0 / 75.0
59.0 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100

Autism
100 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100

Deaf-blindness
100 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100

Traumatic brain injury
100 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100
100 / 100

In addition, from the state-operated special schools that are recruited into the study, 100% of students who are deaf-blind will be sampled, as will 100% of students with visual impairments, 20% of those age 13 to 15 with hearing impairments, and 30% of those age 16 to 17 with hearing impairments.

Student sampling weights are the product of the LEA sampling weights and the inverse of the student sampling fraction.  The student sampling weight is the number of students in the universe represented by an individual student in the sample.  Estimated sampling fractions and weights are included in Exhibit 22.  In addition, from the special schools, sampling weights of 3.7 for the deaf-blind, 3.7 for students with visual impairments, 18.5 for students age 13 to 15 with hearing impairments, and 13.4 for students age 16 to 17 with hearing impairments are anticipated. 

Exhibit 22

EXPECTED STUDENT SAMPLING WEIGHTS, BY LEA SIZE STRATUM 
(Ages 13-15 / 16-17)


Very Large
Large
Medium
Small

Specific learning disability
1,111 / 741
1,074 / 716
1,100 / 733
1,081 / 720

Speech or language impairment
64 / 43
66 / 44
66 / 44
65 / 50

Mental retardation
229 / 153
237 / 158
228 / 152
224 / 149

Serious emotional disturbance
216 / 144
217 / 144
217 / 145
219 / 146

Multiple disabilities
26 / 18
26 / 17
26 / 18
50 / 50

Hearing impairments
22 / 15
22 / 15
22 / 17
50 / 50

Orthopedic impairments
15.5 / 10.3
15.1 / 10.1
16.9 / 16.9
50 / 50

Other health impairments
52 / 35
51 / 34
51 / 34
52 / 50

Visual impairments
8.2 / 5.5
9.0 / 6.0
17 / 17
50 / 50

Autism
4.1 / 4.1
5.3 / 5.3
17 / 17
50 / 50

Deaf-blindness
4.1 / 4.1
5.3 / 5.3
17 / 17
50 / 50

Traumatic brain injury
4.1 / 4.1
5.3 / 5.3
17 / 17
50 / 50

3.  Maximizing Response Rates

This package requests clearance only for the materials through which we will select rosters from districts and special schools that agree to participate in NLTS2, estimated to be 497 districts and 35 special schools.  The following principles will guide the roster request process so as to maximize the information obtained:

· Flexibility in roster format.  Respondents who receive the roster requests will be assured that the design contractor can handle a roster received in virtually any format, including lists they routinely use for other purposes.  However, they will be encouraged to provide the roster electronically, on disk or by e-mail, to facilitate organizing the roster for sample selection.  

· Flexibility in timing of information provided.  Whatever the format, the roster must contain for each student (1) the student’s name or unique numerical identifier, (2) the student’s birthdate, and (3) the primary disability category in which the student is classified for purposes of the federal child count.  This is the minimum information needed to select students for the sample.  However, respondents will be informed that eventually, for selected students, they also will be asked for whatever of the following information is kept by the LEA/school: the parent/guardian name, address, telephone number(s), and e-mail address(es) and the school currently attended by the sampled student.  In addition, they will be asked to provide data on ethnicity and free/reduced-price lunch eligibility for purposes of identifying potential bias in the sample for which data are obtained.  The roster request letter will assure respondents that the contractor would be happy to receive this information for all students if they are willing to provide it, or can wait to obtain this more complete information for the smaller set of students selected for the sample.

· Accessibility to address questions.  If the LEA/school has any problem providing any of the information that eventually will be needed, the roster request letter encourages the recipient to call the toll-free NLTS2 number to discuss the situation with a contractor staff member and to work out an arrangement that is feasible for the study and acceptable to the LEA/school.

· Follow-up.  After 2 weeks, for respondents who have not provided rosters or called the study design team with questions, the contractor will initiate a follow-up mailing encouraging prompt response.  Two weeks after the second mailing, reminder telephone calls will be made to nonrespondents to encourage prompt provision of rosters and/or identify individualized approaches to facilitate the involvement of those districts.  

· Minimize barriers.  Postage-paid preaddressed envelopes will be included with all mailings to facilitate return of completed forms.

· Flexibility in tailoring approaches to identifying students.  Some LEAs/schools
 may agree to provide a roster of students with identification numbers rather than names, but refuse to provide identification information for selected students.  These districts do not accept the FERPA authorization for the NLTS2 contractor to obtain student information as sufficient authority for identifying students who are receiving special education.  In these cases, the contractor will arrange to provide multiple copies of materials about the study to the LEA/school so that they can be mailed directly to the parents of selected students by the LEA/school.  These materials will include a letter describing the study and inviting the parent/guardian to participate on behalf of the selected student, an NLTS2 brochure, and a postage-paid postcard for the parent to return to SRI with the student’s name, parent’s name, and the needed location and student enrollment information.  Ideally, the LEA also will include a letter encouraging parents to participate.  The contractor also will attempt to arrange for a second mailing 4 weeks after the first to parents from whom a postcard is not received. 

4.  Testing of Instrumentation

The pilot testing of instruments conducted in the NLTS2 design phase is described in Item 8, Section A, Justification Statement.  

5.  Individuals Consulted on Statistical Issues

Persons involved in statistical aspects of the design include staff of the government’s design contractors, SRI International and Research Triangle Institute.  Those consulted at these two organizations are listed below.

SRI:






Westat

Dr. Harold Javitz, Senior Statistician


Dr. Hyunshik Lee

Center for Health Sciences





Dr. Mary Wagner, Director

Center for Education and Human Services

Dr. Jose Blackorby, Senior Education Researcher

Center for Education and Human Services

In addition, all aspects of the design, sampling plan, and instrumentation were reviewed by the NLTS2 TWG, listed in Exhibit 4 of Section A, Justification.
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� See Appendix for a copy of the legislative authorization. 


�  Date indicated is for submitting a first draft of the analysis findings.





�  PGI=parent/guardian interview; PG/YI = parent-guardian/youth interview, GETS=general education teacher survey; SPS=school program survey; SCS=school characteristics (principal) survey; DA=direct assessment; Trans = transcripts, NLTS=original NLTS database, multiple sources.


�  PGI=parent/guardian interview; PG/YI = parent-guardian/youth interview, GETS=general education teacher survey; SPS=school program survey; SCS=school characteristics (principal) survey; DA=direct assessment; Trans = transcripts, NLTS=original NLTS database, multiple sources.


�  The assumption of 8% attrition reflects experience with the National Longitudinal Transition Study, in which aggressive tracking efforts kept sample attrition to about 6% per year.  Changing demographics and the younger age of this sample relative to the NLTS suggest that a higher attrition rate may be experienced in NLTS2. 


�  The first-stage sample of LEAs has been selected as part of the design process and is complete.





�  This sampling strategy mirrors the first-stage sampling approach of the original NLTS, to enable comparisons of the two databases.  





�  LEAs that serve fewer than 10 students were eliminated from the universe from which LEAs were selected because they are unlikely to have students receiving special education. 


�  Experience from NLTS and SEELS has demonstrated that some LEAs will not reveal location information for students.  In such cases, the contractor will provide letters of invitation for parents to the district, whose staff will then mail them to parents.  Only parents who elect to return the consent form, thus identifying themselves, can be included in data collection. 


�  This percentage is based on experience with the NLTS, which obtained parent interviews from 69.6% of households for whom location information was available. 


�  Although the sampling fraction for older students is increased, the actual number of 16- and 17-year-olds is still smaller than the number of younger students because the older age group has only two cohorts of youth and because there is a decrease in the number of youth in each cohort as they age.


�  According to NCES, an operating system is a self-contained local public school system having its own decision-making board of control, operating a school or schools providing general elementary/middle school/secondary education.  A nonoperating system is a self-contained local public school system having its own decision-making board of control, which does not operate schools but pays tuition to other operating systems for the education of the children living within its boundaries. 


�  A SAS computer program was written to select eligible LEAs from the QED database, sort them into the appropriate strata, and then randomly select LEAs from within each stratum.  In practice, each LEA within a stratum was assigned a number, and the program was instructed to draw a random number and match it to the appropriate LEA.  This process was repeated until the full sample of LEAs was complete.


�  In NLTS, 32 LEAs (10.6% of participating LEAs) were willing to participate in the study but would not reveal the identities of students to SRI.  A total of 1,632 students were lost to the sample (12.7% of the desired initial sample) because the LEAs would not identify the students and parents did not self-identify by reporting their identity and location to SRI.  In calculating the size of the desired initial student sample for NLTS2, we assumed that 10% of students would not have identifying information and increased the size of the initial sample accordingly. 
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