Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

A.
Justification

1. Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.  Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection.  Attach a copy of the appropriate section of each statute and regulation mandating or authorizing the collection of information.

Section 4121 of Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Communities Act (SDFSCA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, authorizes the Secretary to carry out programs to prevent the illegal use of drugs and violence and promote safety and discipline for students at all educational levels using grants or contracts.  In August 1998, the Department of Education (“Department”) contracted with the Core Institute, part of Southern Illinois University, to develop and conduct a national probability sample survey of alcohol and other drug use and violence on college campuses.  The Core Survey, developed in 1987 by a group of Department grantees, has been administered to over 1,900 institutions of higher education (IHEs) by the Core Institute.  The Department used the Core Survey instrument as the basis for a national probability sample survey.  In creating this survey, the Department had two objectives.  The first objective was to generate national estimates of alcohol, other drug use and violence for all college students and for specific sub-populations of college students.   A second objective was to provide individual reports for each participating institution on student alcohol and other drug use and violence on its campus.  In January 2000, the survey received OMB approval (control number 1810-0626) through 01/31/03.

In 2000, a pilot test of the instrument was done, and the first full-scale administration of the survey was completed in Winter/Spring 2001.  The response rate was much lower than expected at approximately 20 percent.  Due to this low response rate, in late 2001 and early 2002, the Department reconvened members of the original panel of experts who helped design the survey.  In a series of several meetings, this Methods Panel helped determine reasons for the low response rate and identify methods for increasing the response rate.  In general, the panel recommended that changes be made to the survey methodology, and that streamlining the survey instrument items should be considered.  Changes were made to the survey methodology for the second administration of the survey, which was completed in Winter/Spring 2002.  These changes helped to more than double the response rate to approximately 50 percent (as of  September 2002).  We believe that changes to the survey instrument, as recommended by the Methods Panel, will help further increase the response rate.  In addition, this revision provides the Department with the opportunity to add two new questions regarding the potential impact of terrorism on college campuses.   These questions will help the Department determine what potential needs may exist on college campuses related to how students are coping with ongoing terror threats, and how prepared campuses are to deal with potential terrorist attacks.  Two new items on smoking were also added to look at correlations between smoking and alcohol and other drug use.

Since the current instrument’s expiration date is 01/31/2003, a new expiration date would also be needed in order to conduct the next survey administration in Spring 2003, as planned.

2. Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is being used.  Except for a new collection, indicate the actual use the agency has made of the information received from the current collection.

The data will be used by the Department, other federal agencies, and researchers to assess the level of alcohol and other drug use and violence on campus and thereby to help plan, set policy, and design programs to best meet the needs of college campuses.  Collected data will point out emerging issues, which can be addressed in grant competitions, publications and other program activities.  The Department funds the Higher Education Center for Alcohol and Other Drug Prevention, and the data will help us determine Center services, such as types of technical assistance needed and topics of publications and training.  Participating universities have used the survey data as part of their needs assessment and evaluation.

3. Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or other forms of information technology, e.g. permitting electronic submission of responses, and the basis for the decision for adopting this means of collection.  Also describe any consideration of using information technology to reduce burden.

A hard copy of the survey will be sent to respondents, and the survey will also be available on-line.  The web address is displayed on the cover of the paper survey.  This will accommodate students who prefer this method of response.  However, in our experience during the two administrations of this survey, it was found that very few students elected to respond in this manner (less than 10 percent).

4. Describe efforts to identify duplication.  Show specifically why any similar information already available cannot be used or modified for use for the purposes described in item 2 above.  

In designing the original survey, the Department reviewed the major surveys that collect drug, alcohol, or violence information, including the Monitoring the Future Survey, the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System, and Harvard’s College Alcohol Study.  These and other similar surveys are either not as comprehensive (including both violence and alcohol and drug use information), do not include a broad enough sample (for example, many surveys do not include a representative sample of 2-year colleges), or are not designed as national probability sample surveys.

5. If the collection of information impact small businesses or other small entities (Item 5 of OMB Form 83-I), describe any methods used to minimize burden.

The survey will be administered to students attending a random, representative sample of two- and four-year colleges and universities.  It will not impact small businesses or other small entities.  The Core Institute will provide IHEs with guidance and technical assistance on how to pick a random, representative sample of students on their campuses.

6. Describe the consequences to Federal program or policy activities if the collection is not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal obstacles to reducing the burden.

If the survey is not conducted, the Department will lack national data on alcohol and other drug use and violence on college campuses that it needs to do effective program planning and management. 

7. Explain any special circumstances.
No special circumstances will be required.  Core Institute staff will administer the survey and provide individual institutions and the Department with an analysis and report of its data.

8. If applicable, provide a copy and identify the date and page number of publication in the Federal Register of the agency’s notice, required by 5 CFR 1320.8(d), soliciting comments on the information collection prior to submission to OMB.  Summarize public comments received in response to that notice and describe actions taken by the agency in response to these comments.  Specifically address comments received on cost and hour burden.
Describe efforts to consult with public and others outside the agency to obtain their views on the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of instruction and record keeping, disclosure, or reporting format (if any), and on the data elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported. 

The revisions proposed in the survey items were undertaken primarily to reduce burden in order to increase the likelihood that students would respond to the survey.  The revisions that were made were recommended by the Methods Panel described in A1.  The overall number of survey items was reduced from 39 to 33 items.  In addition, the density of individual items was reduced where possible, and the order of items was changed where relevant to place related items together and to reduce any confusion between items.  

9. Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than remuneration of contractor or grantees.

Each student who completes a survey will be entered into a $500 incentive drawing for a scholarship on his or her campus.  This incentive was pilot tested during the second administration of the survey and is believed to have contributed to the increased response rate. The incentive has also encouraged institutions, which seek to protect their students from over-surveying, to participate in the survey.  College administrators like the idea of a scholarship for their students, and they receive some recognition for their contribution to this.  Unsolicited information from participating institutions has corroborated that the scholarship served as an incentive for the institution to participate as well as the students.  

10. Describe any assurances of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for the assurance in statues, regulations, or agency policy.

All individual survey responses will be confidential and anonymous.  This is necessary because students may be reporting illegal activities (underage drinking, illicit drug use, violent behavior) and may be reluctant to report on this behavior without an assurance that they cannot be individually identified.  Students will be sent two letters (one prior to sending the survey, the other along with the survey—see attached) explaining that their name was selected randomly and that their participation is completely voluntary.  In addition, they will be told that their name is never associated with their responses, and that they should send—separate from their survey—a postage-paid postcard that indicates that they have responded.  The only code on the survey will identify the school, not the individual student.  We will also instruct students who believe their demographic information is particularly unique (for example, the only female American Indian on campus) to consider leaving certain demographic information blank so that they cannot be personally identified.

11. Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as sexual behavior and attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly considered private.  This justification should include the reasons why the agency considers the questions necessary, the specific use to be made of the information, the explanation to be given to persons from whom the information is requested, and any steps to be taken to obtain their consent.

The Department needs to know the prevalence of underage and/or high-risk drinking, drug use, and violence in order to develop appropriate prevention programs.  Students are the most reliable source of their own use of drugs and alcohol.   The number of students that exaggerate or underreport usage is quite small and one tends to mitigate the other.  Research shows that parents and school administrators tend to underestimate student use.  Violence and victimization is also important to measure due to the fact that it is strongly linked to alcohol and drug use and is often not reported to authorities.

12. Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information. 

We estimate that it will take students 35 minutes to complete the survey.  If 50,000 students complete the survey that equals approximately 30,000 hours.  This estimate has significantly decreased from the estimate given for the existing survey because the survey items have been reduced from 39 to 33, and because the overall student sample size, at the recommendation of the Methods Panel, has been reduced from 135,000 to 50,000 in order to make it possible to do increased follow-up for nonrespondents.

The burden hours in the current OMB inventory is higher due to the larger number of estimated responses as well as the slightly longer individual response time for the survey.  In the first year of survey administration, the actual response rate was only about 20 percent.  Methodology changes made in Winter/Spring 2002 (for the second year of survey administration) increased the response rate to approximately 50 percent.  With the changes proposed to the survey, we hope to increase the response rate further to 60 % for the third year of survey administration.

13. Provide an estimate of the total annual cost burden to respondents or records keepers resulting from the collection of information.  (Do not include the cost of any hour burden shown in items 12 and 14).

Universities will not have to purchase any equipment (computers or software) to administer the survey.  The survey will be scored by the Core Institute, which already owns the necessary scanning and scoring equipment and software.  Therefore, there is $0 annual cost burden to respondents.

14. Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government.  Also, provide a description of the method used to estimate cost, which should include qualification of hours, operational expenses (such as expenses that would not have been incurred without this collect of information.)  Agencies also may aggregate cost estimates from 12, 13, and 14 of the OMB Form 83-I.

The annualized cost to the government is the cost of the contract to administer the survey, which will be $562,285 for FY 2003.

15. Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments report in Items 13 or 14 of OMB Form 83-I.

The changes in burden hours are the result of the change in the number of respondents as explained in 12.  The reduction of burden hours is due to the decision to reduce the number of respondents and to streamline the survey instrument (a program change).  Detailed explanations for the reduction of respondents and burden hours has been provided in A.1 and A.12.

16. For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for tabulation and publication.  Address any complex analytical techniques that will be used.  Provide the time schedule for the entire program, including beginning and ending dates of the collection of information, completion of report, publication dates, and other actions.

The initial outcome of survey administration will be a data analysis report prepared by the contractor for the Department, which provides data, including cross-tabulations, on results for the different student and school populations.  In addition, the Department may produce other publications, such as monographs, journal articles, and reports written for practitioners that discuss implications of the data for campus prevention programs.  Any publications should come out within a year of data collection.

17. If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collect, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.

OMB expiration date can be displayed, as is standard practice.

18. Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in Item 20, “Certification for Paper Reduction Act Submissions,” of OMB Form 83-I.

No exceptions were listed.

B.
Collection of Information Employing Statistical methods

1. Describe the potential respondent universe and any sampling or other respondent selection methods to be used.  Data on the number of entities in the universe covered by the collection and in the corresponding sample are to be provided in tabular form for the universe as a whole and for each of the strata proposed sample.  Indicate expected response rates for the collection as a whole.  If the collection had been conducted previously include the actual response rate achieved during the last collection.

The respondent universe includes all full-time undergraduate students, excluding those at proprietary and professional (graduate) schools.  The Integrated Post-secondary Education Data System (IPEDS) maintained by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) is used to determine the Sample Population.  The population of all undergraduate students is clustered into the ten Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) regions by type of institution.  Excluded from the sample population are a) proprietary schools, and b) region 0 schools (U.S. service schools). The sample is proportionally divided into 27 clusters for the remaining nine regions and three types of schools (two-year public and private combined, four-year public and four-year private).  Our total universe of students is 41,549,691.  The table below breaks it down further by the 9 regions and 3 types of schools.  We took those proportions and applied them to a sample size of 50,000, which was determined to be an adequate sample size by the Methods Panel.

	Total number of enrollment nationwide--separated by 

region and type of schools (strata)

	
	2-year schools
	4-year public
	4-year private

	region 1
	465261
	750249
	1114392
	

	region 2
	1772151
	2384007
	2376687
	

	region 3
	2491509
	3116409
	1382112
	

	region 4
	949566
	1455900
	714222
	

	region 5
	3091992
	4396008
	1346985
	

	region 6
	2016489
	1929900
	403101
	

	region 7
	471579
	903132
	190044
	

	region 8
	4314105
	2223990
	832104
	

	region 9
	20418
	207186
	230193
	

	
	15593070
	17366781
	8589840
	41549691

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Proportion of each region by each type of school

	
	2-year schools
	4-year public
	4-year private

	region 1
	1.12%
	1.81%
	2.68%
	5.61%

	region 2
	4.27%
	5.74%
	5.72%
	15.72%

	region 3
	6.00%
	7.50%
	3.33%
	16.82%

	region 4
	2.29%
	3.50%
	1.72%
	7.51%

	region 5
	7.44%
	10.58%
	3.24%
	21.26%

	region 6
	4.85%
	4.64%
	0.97%
	10.47%

	region 7
	1.13%
	2.17%
	0.46%
	3.77%

	region 8
	10.38%
	5.35%
	2.00%
	17.74%

	region 9
	0.05%
	0.50%
	0.55%
	1.10%

	
	37.53%
	41.80%
	20.67%
	100.00%

	
	
	
	
	


The next table shows the number of students within those regions based upon the national proportions.
	Number of subjects needed for each category of the strata
	

	
	2-year schools
	4-year public
	4-year private

	region 1
	560
	903
	1341
	2804

	region 2
	2133
	2869
	2860
	7861

	region 3
	2998
	3750
	1663
	8412

	region 4
	1143
	1752
	859
	3754

	region 5
	3721
	5290
	1621
	10632

	region 6
	2427
	2322
	485
	5234

	region 7
	567
	1087
	229
	1883

	region 8
	5192
	2676
	1001
	8869

	region 9
	25
	249
	277
	551

	
	18764
	20899
	10337
	50000

	
	
	
	
	


Since we are interested only with the proportion of students within the regions, schools are randomly selected within each region until we achieve the desired count for a given stratum.  Since the basis of selection was always the individual’s probability of being selected, the institutional probability is not a factor.  Institutional probability is equal within each stratum.  However, the potential universe of all institutions is 3,799 institutions.  After removing proprietary and professional institutions the target universe is 2,918.  Their distribution is tabulated below.
	Total number of institutions nationwide--separated by 

region and type of schools (strata)

	
	2-year schools
	4-year public
	4-year private

	region 1
	53
	38
	128
	

	region 2
	134
	90
	280
	

	region 3
	155
	78
	223
	

	region 4
	102
	55
	139
	

	region 5
	266
	144
	273
	

	region 6
	115
	56
	69
	

	region 7
	45
	28
	17
	

	region 8
	182
	51
	146
	

	region 9
	6
	13
	23
	

	
	
	
	
	


Below is the outcome of the sample.  These are the schools that agreed to participate in 2002 and were able to provide student names. 

	Number of institutions in the sample--separated by 

region and type of schools (strata)

	
	2-year schools
	4-year public
	4-year private

	region 1
	3
	5
	1
	

	region 2
	5
	4
	1
	

	region 3
	3
	6
	12
	

	region 4
	2
	2
	5
	

	region 5
	7
	12
	5
	

	region 6
	2
	5
	5
	

	region 7
	2
	2
	3
	

	region 8
	5
	3
	1
	

	region 9
	0
	2
	4
	

	
	
	
	
	


The expected overall response rate is 60 percent.  Due to the strength of our survey methodology, including the proportional sampling procedure, a response rate of 60% will be more than enough to conduct the kinds of analyses we need.   In addition, this response rate is in keeping with other reported response rate results on college student populations with similar surveys (high-risk health behavior).  For example, the Harvard College Alcohol Survey most recently reported a 52% response rate.

The original collection had a response rate of approximately 20 percent.  Methodology changes increased the response rate to approximately 50 percent.  Based on the changes made to the survey instrument, we anticipate that the response rate will increase further to 60 percent.  

Research has found that most survey researchers do not use a standardized formula for calculating response rates.  Rates can vary widely depending on how the calculations are made.  For example, surveys that report the total respondent rate, including refusals to complete, will have a much higher response rate.  We have been using a completed survey return rate, which, although lower, we believe most accurately reflects the true response rate.

In Brennan’s article, "Techniques for Improving Mail Survey Response Rate,” he reports the response rates for mail surveys of the general public as being between 41-75%, of specific consumer groups as ranging from 46-81%, and businesses as 51-73 percent.  We have found that not much is published on expected response rates of college students. This population is a particular challenge for a number of reasons, due to their mobility and frequent changes in addresses and phone numbers.  Our experience has shown that bad addresses and information can account for 12-39% of the randomly selected population.  

2. 
Describe the procedures for the collection of information, including:

· statistical methodology for stratification and sample selection

· estimate procedure

· degree of accuracy needed for the purpose described in the justification

· unusual problems required specialized sampling procedures, and

· any use of periodic (less frequent than annual) data collection cycles to reduce burden

Each institution is asked to provide a randomly generated list of student names and addresses based upon the size of the institution (i.e. under 250, sample all students; 250 - 700, sample 250; 701 - 1,500, sample 300; 1,501 - 4,000, sample 350; and over 4,000, sample 400). This ensures a 95% confidence level at the individual school.  A target sample size of 50,000 was determined by the Methods Panel to be a satisfactory national sample.  Randomization occurs at two points, first for the institution and secondly for the students.  From the IPEDS database 150 institutions are stratified according to the 27 clusters and randomly selected.  A shadow group of 150 institutions are also randomly selected to substitute for institutions that may not be able to participate due to Institutional Review Board requirements.  Each institution is invited to participate and asked to reply with their intent.  No unusual problems requiring specialized sampling procedures are expected.  
3. Describe methods to maximize response and to deal with issues of non-response.  The accuracy and reliability of information collected must be shown to be adequate for intended uses.  For collections based on sampling, a special justification must be provided for any collection that will not yield “reliable” data that can be generalized to the universe studied.

Non-respondents will receive a postcard reminder, a second survey, an email, a phone call reminder and a phone solicitation of key survey items.  The survey will be available on-line for those who prefer that method of response.

4. Describe any tests of procedures or methods to be undertaken.  Testing is encouraged as an effective means of refining collection of information to minimize burden and improve utility.  Test must be approved if they call for answers to identical questions from 10 or more respondents.  A proposed test or set of tests may be submitted for approval separately or in combination with the mail collection of information.

Pilot testing of the existing instrument was conducted in 2000.  Since this submission is a revision of the existing instrument, and contains many of the same items, additional pilot testing is not planned.
5. Provide the name and telephone number of individuals consulted on statistical aspects of the design and the name of the agency unit, contractor(s), grantee(s), or other persons who will actually collect and/or analyze the information for the agency.

Survey Design and Methodology Consultants – Methods Panel

Michael Klitzner

(703) 255-1519

Senior Associate, Klitzner and Associates

Peggy Glider

(520) 621-5973

Coordinator of Evaluation and Research, University of Arizona

Philip Meilman

(607) 255-5208

Director of Psychological Services, Cornell University

Patrick O’Malley

(734) 763-5043

Senior Research Scientist, Institute for Social Research

H. Wesley Perkins
(315) 781-3437

Professor of Sociology, Hobart and William Smith Colleges

Andrea Kopstein

(301) 443-3491


Statistician, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services


David Morgenstein
(301) 251-8215


Vice President, Westat

Data Collection and Analysis – Core Institute Staff, Southern Illinois University

Cheryl Presley

(618) 453-4366

Edgardo Pimental

(618) 453-4366

Jennifer Whiting

(618) 453-4366

