February 13, 2001
Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE)

OMB Clearance Request for State Data Collection

ED Contract ED-00-CO-0091

SRI Project P11036

Prepared for:

Collette Roney

Policy and Program Studies Service

U.S. Department of Education

Submitted by:

Patrick M. Shields, SRI International

Christine Padilla, SRI International

CONTENTS

Paperwork Reduction Act Submission Standard Form OMB-83-I

iv

I.  Introduction

1

A. Overview of the TASSIE Evaluation’s Research Questions and 


Approach to Data Collection

1

II.  Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

7

A.
Justification

7

1.  
Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary 

7

2.  
Use of Information

7

3.  
Use of Information Technology 

8

4.
Efforts to Identify Duplication

8

5.
Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

8

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

8

7.
Special Circumstances

8

8.
Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

9

9.
Respondent Payments or Gifts

9

10.
Assurances of Confidentiality

9

11.
Questions of a Sensitive Nature

10

12.
Estimate of Hour Burden

10

13.
Estimate of Cost Burden to Respondents

10

14.
Estimate of Annual Costs to the Federal Government

10

15.
Change in Annual Reporting Burden

10

16.
Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

12

17.
OMB Expiration Date

12

18.
Exceptions to Certification Statement

13

B. 
Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods

13

1.  
Respondent Universe

13

2.  
Data Collection Procedures

13

3.
Methods to Maximize Response Rates

19

4.
Pilot Testing

19

5.
Contact Information

19

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1:
Technical Working Group Membership

9

Exhibit 2:
Estimated Burden for Site Selection and Notification

11

Exhibit 3:
Schedule for Dissemination of Study Results

11

Exhibit 4:
State Data Collection Activities

14

Appendices

Appendix A: State Interview Protocol

A-1

Appendix B: TASSIE Evaluation Schedule

B-1

Appendix C: Legislation ……………………………………………………………………….C-1

	PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT SUBMISSION

Please read the instructions before completing this form.  For additional forms or assistance in completing this form, contact your agency's Paperwork Clearance Officer.  Send two copies of this form, the collection instrument to be reviewed, the Supporting Statement, and any additional documentation to: Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget, Docket Library, Room 10102, 

725 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20503.

	1. Agency/Subagency originating request:

U.S. Department of Education

Office of the Under Secretary, Planning and Evaluation Service
	2. OMB control number:

          a. __ __ __ __ -- __ __ __ __     b. { x  } NONE: 

	3. Type of information collection (check one):

a.   [ X ]    New collection

b.   [   ]    Revision of a currently approved collection

c.   [    ]    Extension of a currently approved collection

d.   [    ]    Reinstatement, with change, of a previously
                approved collection for which approval has expired

e.   [    ]    Reinstatement, without change, of a previously approved
                collection for which approval has expired

f.    [    ]    Existing collection in use without an OMB control number
	4.  Type of review requested (check one):

     a.  [  X ]    Regular (if streamlined also check here 

     b.  [    ]    Emergency - Approval requested by:  ___/___/___

     c.  [    ]    Delegated

	
	5. Small entities:

Will this information collection have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities?     [    ]  Yes   [  x ]   No

	
	6. Requested expiration date:

a.   [ x]     Three years from approval date

b.   [    ]     Other -- Specify:  ___/___/___

	7. Title (10-15 words maximum):

Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE)



	8. Agency form number(s) (if applicable):

None

	9. Keywords:

Title I, accountability, supplemental services

	10. Abstract:

The purpose of the Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) is to examine and evaluate ESEA Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts in a nationally representative sample of districts and schools.  This project addresses both the implementation of accountability practices in 1,300 districts and 740 schools.  The state data collection component of TASSIE will provide data on the impact of state policies that impact district and school responses to accountability requirements. 

	11. Affected Public (mark primary with "P" and all others that apply with "X")

a.  [   ]   Individuals or households                   d.  [    ]    Farms

b.  [   ]   Businesses or other for-profit             e.  [    ]    Federal Government

c.  [   ]   Not-for-profit institutions                     f.   [ P ]    State, local or Tribal Gov't,

                                                                                        SEAs or LEAs
	12. Obligation to respond (Mark primary with "P" and all others that apply with "X"):

a.   [  P ]   Voluntary

b.   [     ]   Required to obtain or retain benefits

c.   [     ]   Mandatory

	13. Annual reporting and recordkeeping hour burden:

a.  Number of respondents                             100

b.  Total annual responses                             100

Percentage of these responses

Collected electronically                       0%

         c.  Total annual hours requested                     100

         d.  Current OMB inventory                              0

         e.  Difference (+/-)                                           100

         f.  Explanation of difference

1. Program change: 100 hrs required for notification & administering

         first year survey

              2.  Adjustment
	14. Annual reporting and record keeping cost burden (in thousands of dollars):

NO ADDITIONAL COST BURDEN ASSOCIATED WITH SAMPLING

a.  Total annualized capital/startup costs       ___________________ 

b.  Total annual costs (O&M)                          ___________________
c.  Total annualized cost requested                ___________________
d.  Current OMB inventory                              ___________________

e.  Difference (+/-)                                           ___________________

f.  Explanation of difference                             ___________________

    1.  Program change                                     ___________________
    2.  Adjustment                                              ___________________



	15. Purpose of information collection (mark primary with "P" and all others that apply with "X"):

a. [    ]  Application for benefits                e. [ X ]  Program planning or management

b. [ P ]  Program evaluation                      f. [ X ]  Research

c. [ X ]  General purpose statistics           g. [    ]  Regulatory or compliance

d. [    ]  Audit
	16. Frequency of recordkeeping or reporting (check all that apply):

a.  [  ]  Recordkeeping                            b.  [    ]  Third party disclosure

c.  [ x ]  Reporting

     1.  [     ]  On occasion         2.  [     ]  Weekly                    3.  [     ] Monthly

     4.  [     ]  Quarterly              5.  [     ]  Semi-annually         6.  [  X ]  Annually

     7.  [     ]  Biennially             8.  [     ]  Other (describe) _______________

	17. Statistical methods:

Does this information collection employ statistical methods? [  X  ] Yes [    ]No
	18. Agency contact (person who can best answer questions regarding the content of this submission):
Name:        _ Collette Roney___
Phone No.: _ 202-401-5245____
Fax No.:     _202-401-4353_____

	19. Regulatory information (information provided in this block will be used to improve the processing of the information collection):
a.     Does this collection contain a proposed regulation? [     ] Yes   [  X  ] No

        If yes, check item that applies:

        [     ] NPRM    [     ] Final    [     ] Other _____________________________

b. List all sections that apply to this collection that have paperwork burden:

_________Not applicable________________________________________
	


OMB-83-I - ED/OCF&CIO/IMG Version
Page 1 of 2
7/99

* P = Hour and cost burden estimates reported here are based on annual estimates subsequent to the first year of data collection.

	20. Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

On behalf of this federal agency, I certify that the collection of information encompassed by this request

complies with 5 CFR 1320.9.

NOTE:         The text of 5 CFR 1320.9, and the related provisions of 5 CFR 1320.8 (b)(3), appear at the

                           end of the instructions.  The certification is to be made with reference to those regulatory

                           provisions as set forth in the instructions.

       The following is a summary of topics, regarding the proposed collection of information, that the certification covers:

(a) It is necessary for the proper performance of agency functions;

(b) It avoids unnecessary duplication;

(c) It reduces burden on small entities;

(d) It uses plain, coherent, and unambiguous terminology that is understandable to respondents;

(e) Its implementation will be consistent and compatible with current reporting and recordkeeping practices;

(f) It indicates the retention periods for recordkeeping requirements;

(g) It informs respondents of the information called for under 5 CFR 320.8 (b)(3):

(i.) Why the information is being collected;

(ii.) Use of information;

(iii.) Burden estimate;

(iv.) Nature of response (voluntary, required for a benefit, or mandatory);

(v.) Need to display currently valid OMB control number;

(h) It was developed by an office that has planned and allocated resources for the efficient and effective

management and use of information to be collected (see note in Item 19 of the instructions);

(i) It uses effective and efficient statistical survey methodology; and

(j) It makes appropriate use of information technology.

If you are unable to certify compliance with any of these provisions, identify the item below and explain the reason
in Item 18 of the Supporting Statement

	Signature of Senior Official or designee


	Date

	For Department of Education Internal Use 

I certify that the information collection being submitted to the Senior Official, or designee, encompassed by this request complies with 5 
CFR 1320.9, as summarized above.  (Assistant Secretary signature required for emergency reviews.)

	Signature of Assistant Secretary or designee


	Date


OMB-83-I - ED/OCF&CIO/IMG Version
Page 2 of 2
7/

I.  Introduction

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS), Office of the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for state data collection activities to supplement the design of the Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE).  The TASSIE study is conducted under the authority of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (P.L. 1107-110, Section 1501, Evaluations.  See Attachment C).  The study will examine and evaluate Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts, focusing on both the implementation and effectiveness of accountability practices.  In this submission, we request clearance for the state data collection activities and data collection instrument.  

A.
Overview of the TASSIE Evaluation’s Goals, Research Questions, and Approach to Data Collection 

The evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) focuses squarely on the core components of standards-based reform: ambitious standards for all students, aligned assessment systems, and accountability systems aimed at motivating educators to improve student learning through public reporting of student results, as well as through incentives and sanctions.  The TASSIE examines Title I’s requirement that states measure the performance of Title I students against the same high and challenging standards set for all students in the state, provide assistance and support for schools whose students are not making adequate yearly progress toward attainment of the state’s performance standards, and implement corrective actions and interventions in schools that fail to improve.  Additionally, the study will focus on requirements for support and assistance for schools and teachers.  The law requires that schools identified as in need of improvement—those that have failed to demonstrate adequate yearly progress (AYP) for two consecutive years—spend an amount equivalent to 10% of their annual Title I grant on professional development over two years.  Title I also requires districts to provide assistance to schools in need of improvement, and many states are using their state set-aside funds to create school support teams.  The TASSIE, then, provides the opportunity to examine all the components of accountability mechanisms.  

The 2001 reauthorization of Title I, the No Child Left Behind Act (P.L. 107-110), strengthened the accountability requirements outlined in IASA by requiring that some corrective actions be applied earlier.  The option for school choice must be offered to students in schools identified for improvement on the first day of the school year following identification [Section 1116(b)].  After three years of not making AYP, schools must offer both school choice options and supplemental services (e.g., tutoring, remediation).  Under NCLB, up to 20 percent of a district’s Title I allocation can be allotted for transportation to implement school choice and provide supplemental services.  Schools identified as being in need of improvement or in corrective action as of the 2001-02 school year, must offer school choice and supplemental services by the 2002-03 school year.  If demand exceeds resources available to provide these services, then priority is to be given to the lowest-achieving students from low-income families.

NCLB also sought to address the challenges facing states and so included a number of requirements meant to ensure more uniformity across states.  Under NCLB, states have to test all students in grades 3 through 8 with an assessment aligned to their standards.  States will also have less flexibility in defining adequate yearly progress, and, as a result, many observers expect definitions of AYP to become more stringent and the numbers of identified schools to increase.  Under NCLB, states establish a baseline measure using test data from the 2001-02 school year for both reading and mathematics.  Then all students must reach state-defined “proficiency” in reading/language arts and mathematics in 12 years, or by 2013-14.  States are to set intermediate goals between 2002-03 and 2013-14 that will be used to gauge schools’ yearly progress.  At the same time, NCLB requires that states hold schools accountable for students in each major subgroup at the school: students in each subgroup must reach the state-defined level.

State context plays an important role in how accountability requirements are affecting districts and schools.  At the same time, the availability of up-to-date and comprehensive state-level data has continued to be an issue.  Because of the dynamic nature of state accountability systems, the secondary data sources that were available during the first year of TASSIE data collection did not provide an accurate description of each state’s accountability system.  Given the importance of state policies for district and school responses to accountability requirements, a separate data collection activity has been requested to support analysis activities for the second and third years of data collection for the TASSIE (2002-03 and 2003-04).
Research Questions  

The Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) is a study of the implementation of Title I accountability systems.  Although schools are the target of accountability policies, districts play a central role in assisting the schools to improve.  TASSIE is focused on the role of the district in Title I accountability systems and has four overarching research questions.  These four questions, as well as more specific research questions, are listed below.

A.
How have districts implemented accountability provisions under Title I?  How are provisions of state Title I accountability policies implemented at the district and school levels?

1. By what criteria are schools identified as in need of improvement under the Title I accountability system?

2. What number and percentage of Title I schools have been identified as in need of improvement?  What are the characteristics of schools identified as being in need of improvement under Title I?

3. Do school administrators know the provisions of the Title I accountability system that apply to their school, including: the process used to assess the school, the school’s status, and the rewards and sanctions that educators at the school could experience?

4. What additions have districts made to required standards and assessments?

5. To what extent are schools held accountable for the performance of special populations [students who are poor, limited English proficient (LEP), migrant, or in special education]?

6. What strategies are districts using to report on school performance?  How are districts using school report cards?  

7. To what extent is the performance of special populations (disaggregated) included in district and school reports on performance?

8. What rewards and sanctions are in place for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

9. What corrective actions are districts implementing, and when are they implementing them?  

10. How are districts implementing the public school choice provisions of Title I?

B.
To what extent are Title I accountability systems aligned with state and district accountability systems?

11. Do state and district accountability policies and practices operate as a unified system with Title I accountability policies and practices?

12. If parallel systems exist, are they consistent?  If not, what are the differences?

13. Are these systems internally aligned—that is, are the assessments aligned with the standards, and are the accountability provisions consistent with the intent of the standards (e.g., ambitious learning goals for all students)?  

C.
What assistance and incentives are provided to Title I schools to help and motivate them to improve?

14. Do rewards, sanctions, and actions create incentives for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?

15. What kinds of assistance are provided to schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I?  

16. What kinds of assistance are provided to schools identified for corrective action?  Does this support differ from that provided to schools in need of improvement? 

17. How did districts and schools use the Title I Accountability Grants to help turn around low-performing schools?  How are they using subsequent school improvement funds?

D.
What is the impact of district accountability policies and practices on Title I schools?

18. What is the nature of the school improvement process for schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I and in schools identified for corrective action?

19. How does the school improvement process change over time? 

20. Over time, what proportion of schools identified as being in need of improvement progress out of that status and what proportion become identified for corrective action?  Do these rates differ for different types of accountability systems?

Data Collection Approach

The overall evaluation consists of four, related, longitudinal components spanning three years of data collection, beginning in school year 2001-02.  The components are:

1. District survey. A study of a nationally representative sample of school districts with data gathered through surveys of approximately 1,300 district administrators.
2. School survey. A study of a nationally representative sample of schools with data gathered through surveys of approximately 740 principals.  The schools in this sample were selected from districts sampled for the district study so that it is possible to link district practices with school improvement efforts.  

3. Case studies of 20 schools in 15 districts from 5 states.  The 15 districts were selected from the district sample so that it is possible to link the case study and survey findings.

4. School performance study. Secondary analyses of school performance data for elementary schools in three states.  The three states were selected from the five case study states, and approximately 100 schools in each state were included in the school survey.  The secondary analyses will provide opportunities to integrate findings from the case studies, the surveys, and the statistical analysis of school performance within each of the three states.

NCLB expanded the range of corrective actions to be taken with persistently failing schools and accelerated the timetable by which those actions must be taken.  Children in schools that fail to make AYP for two consecutive years are now eligible to transfer to another school that is not identified for improvement, with transportation provided by the district.  Children who are in schools that have failed to make AYP for three consecutive years are eligible to receive supplemental services for as long as their school remains in program improvement.  An additional substudy on supplemental services was launched for the 2002-03 school year.  The TASSIE team will examine how states and districts have implemented the supplemental services requirements of NCLB in a small sample of districts.  The study will describe both the challenges and successes experienced in the two years since the law was enacted.

The state data collection task for which clearance is being requested will supplement the overall TASSIE evaluation, as well as the supplemental services substudy.

The state data collection activities will be carried out by a research team consisting of SRI International, Policy Studies Associates (PSA), and the Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE).  

II.  Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

A.  Justification

1. Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary 

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (P.L. 107-110) mandates the development of state systems of standards, assessments, accountability mechanisms, and professional development activities that should foster the improved academic performance of students in economically disadvantaged schools.  In addition, this legislation authorizes national evaluations of several components, including “the implementation of state academic standards, assessments, and accountability systems,” the impact of such standards, assessments, and accountability systems on educational programs and instruction at the local level,” as well as “the implementation and impact of actions that are taken with regard to schools and local education agencies identified for corrective action” [Section 1501].

To date, the TASSIE is the only national evaluation of the implementation of the Title I provisions of NCLB.  Members of Congress, Department of Education program and evaluation staff, state and local policy-makers, researchers, and practitioners need the information that will be compiled in this evaluation to help ensure that this and future federal programs have the intended effect of supporting school improvement in the nation’s lowest-performing schools.

The TASSIE will examine and evaluate Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts in a nationally representative sample of districts and schools.  This evaluation will address both the implementation and effectiveness of accountability systems in 1,300 districts and 740 schools.  The study will provide data on the extent of alignment between Title I accountability systems and states’ and districts’ own accountability systems and on the assistance and incentives provided to schools identified as in need of improvement, and will assess the impact of these policies and practices on schools, teachers, and students.

2.  Use of Information 

The data collected for this task will be used to assess specific state accountability activities that can influence the effectiveness of Title I accountability systems and school improvement efforts.  More specifically, the TASSIE data will be used:

· By ED evaluation staff to disseminate information on effective and ineffective practices to state and local policy-makers, who may use the data to support the improvement of accountability systems and school improvement efforts. 

· By Congress (the Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee of the Senate and the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives) to inform future reauthorizations of Title I of the Improving America’s Schools Act.

· By researchers, who may use the data to inform future studies of accountability and school improvement efforts.

3.  Use of Information Technology 

During the data collection period, a toll-free number and e-mail address will be available to permit respondents to contact the contractor with questions or requests for assistance.  The toll-free number and e-mail address will be printed on all data collection instruments.  Finally, a computer-based system will be used to monitor the flow of data collection activities—from survey administration to processing and coding to entry into the database.  This monitoring will help to ensure the efficiency and completeness of the data collection process. 

4.  Efforts to Identify Duplication

This data collection activity is part of the U.S. Department of Education’s main effort to evaluate the implementation and impact of Title I, including student outcomes and the quality of standards and accountability systems.  The contractor is working to minimize the potential burden on participating states by working with ED to only collect data that is not available from secondary sources or not being collected by other research studies supported by the federal government.

5.  Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

No small businesses or entities will be involved as respondents.

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

Failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and ED from evaluating important aspects of an $8-billion federal program to support high-poverty schools, a $260-million federal program to improve the quality of reading instruction in high-poverty schools, a $145-million federal program to support comprehensive school reform, and standards-based reform provisions that are part of these and other major federal programs.  The study will be collecting information that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed by other data collection efforts on Title I schools.

7.  Special Circumstances  

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

8.  Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

A notice about the study will be published in the Federal Register when this package is submitted to provide the opportunity for public comment.  In addition, throughout the course of this study, SRI will draw on the experience and expertise of a technical working group (TWG) that provides a diverse range of experience and perspectives, including representatives from the school, district, and state levels, as well as researchers with expertise in relevant methodological and content areas.  The members of this group and their affiliations are listed in Exhibit 1.  The TWG were informed of state data collection activities at their meeting on November 15, 2002.

Exhibit 1
Technical Working Group Membership

	Member
	Affiliation

	Karen Bachofer, Director

Standards, Assessment, and Accountability
	San Diego City Schools 

San Diego, CA

	Rolf Blank, Director of Education Indicators
	Council of Chief State School Officers

Washington, DC

	Mitchell Chester, Assistant Superintendent 

Office of Assessment
	Ohio Department of Education

	Ronald Friend, Director

Office of Comprehensive Planning and School Support
	Maryland Department of Education

Baltimore, MD

	Margaret McLaughlin, Associate Director

Institute for the Study of Exceptional Children and Youth
	University of Maryland

College Park, MD

	Jennifer O’Day, Assistant Professor

Department of Educational Policy Studies
	University of Wisconsin

Madison, WI

	Charlene Rivera, Director

Institute for Equity and Excellence in Education
	George Washington University

Arlington, VA  

	Russell Rumberger, Director

Linguistic Minority Research Institute
	University of California

Santa Barbara, CA


9.  Respondent Payments or Gifts 

None will be made.

10.  Assurances of Confidentiality 

SRI, PSA, and CPRE are dedicated to maintaining the confidentiality of information on human subjects and sensitive data.  The contractors recognize the following minimum rights of every subject in the study: (1) the right to accurate representation of the right to privacy, (2) the right to informed consent, and (3) the right to refuse participation at any point during the study.  Respondents will be assured of confidentiality to the extent offered by law in the initial invitation to participate in the study, and this assurance will be reiterated at the time data collection begins.  A set of standards and procedures has been established by the contractors to safeguard the privacy of participants and the security of data as they are collected, processed, stored, and reported.  These standards and procedures are summarized below.

· Project team members will be educated to the confidentiality assurances given to respondents and to the sensitive nature of materials and data to be handled.  Each person assigned to the study will be cautioned not to discuss confidential data and will be required to sign a written statement attesting to his or her understanding of the significance of this requirement.  

· In training the interviewers, the privacy and confidentiality aspects of the study and the facts that any violation of procedures could have serious consequences for research participants will be emphasized.  Personnel will be cautioned not to discuss interview data with others outside the evaluation, and to restrict discussion within the project to the essential needs of the data collection activity.

· Names and addresses will be disassociated from the data as they are entered into the database and will be used for data collection purposes only.  

· Participants will be informed of the purposes of the data collection and the uses that may be made of the data collected.

· Access to the database will be limited to authorized project members only; no others will be authorized such access.  Multilevel user codes will be used, and entry passwords will be changed frequently.

· All surveys and other documents will be stored in secure areas accessible only to authorized staff members.  Computer-generated printouts containing identifiable data will be maintained under these same conditions.

· All listings, forms, and completed surveys containing identifiable data will be shredded as soon as the need for this hard copy no longer exists.  As required, data tapes or disks containing sensitive data will be degaussed prior to their reuse.

· All basic computer files will be duplicated on backup disks to allow for file restoration in the event of unrecoverable loss of the original data.  These backup files will be stored under secure conditions in an area separate from the location of the original data.

Reports to ED or any employee of ED will be in the form of aggregate data only.  No individual or institutional identifiers will be provided.  

11.  Questions of a Sensitive Nature 

No questions of a sensitive nature will be included in the surveys or the site visit topical guides.

12.  Estimate of Hour Burden

The estimates in Exhibit 2 reflect the burden for notification of study participants and annual data collection activities.  

· State personnel—time associated with asking questions about the study and time associated with completing the state survey during year 3 of the study.  

· Title I Director—time associated with completing the state survey during year 3 and year 4 of the study.  If state staff other than the state Title I director must be contacted to answer any of the phone survey items, the number of hours per participant will be reduced but the total number of hours will remain the same.

Exhibit 2
Estimated Burden for Site Selection and Notification

	Group
	Participants
	Total No.
	No. of Hours per Participant
	Total No. of Hours
	Estimated Burden

	State Personnel
	Superintendent (notification)

Title I Director (notification & state survey) (yr. 3)

Title I Director (state survey)(yr. 4) 
	50

50

50


	0.5

1.5

1.5
	25

75

75
	$1,000

3,000

3,000

	
	Total
	150
	
	175
	$7,000


13.  Estimate of Cost Burden to Respondents

There are no additional respondent costs associated with this data collection other than the hour burden estimated in item A12.

14.  Estimate of Annual Costs to the Federal Government

The annual costs to the federal government for this survey, as specified in the contract, are:

	Fiscal year 2003
	$123,481

	Fiscal year 2004
	$123.481

	Total
	$246,962


15.  Change in Annual Reporting Burden 

This request is for a new information collection.

16.  Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

As part of the larger evaluation of TASSIE, SRI will produce annual reports based on analysis of the TASSIE data (see Exhibit 3 for dissemination schedule).  The focus of the reports will differ over time as we learn more about the implementation of accountability policies and practices and the progress of individual schools seeking to improve teaching and learning.  The state data for this collection will be incorporated into the reporting for TASSIE for the second and third year report.  

Exhibit 3
Schedule for Dissemination of Study Results

	Activity/Deliverable
	Due Date

	Second-Year Report

Outline of second-year report

First draft of second-year report

Second draft of second-year report

Final version of second-year report
	
6/30/03


10/31/03


11/29/03


1/31/04

	Third-Year Report

Outline of third-year report

First draft of third-year report

Second draft of third-year report

Final version of third-year report
	
6/04


1/05


3/05


5/05

	Dissemination Activities

First-year report dissemination

Second-year report dissemination

Third-year report dissemination

Briefing materials/conference materials 
(approximately 2 times/year)

CPRE policy briefs
	
2/03


2/04


6/05




There are many issues associated with accountability in the Title I context that may deserve more detailed treatment than is appropriate in a comprehensive report.  As these issues emerge, special topic reports will be prepared.  SRI will work with ED and the TWG members to determine topics that are of interest to varied audiences concerned with the education of disadvantaged students.  CPRE policy briefs are one vehicle for these special reports.  SRI, PSA, and CPRE staff will also submit proposals to key professional and practitioner organizations to make presentations at their annual conferences.  The state data will inform special topic reports.

17.  OMB Expiration Date 

All data collection instruments will include the OMB expiration date.

18.  Exceptions to Certification Statement 

No exceptions are requested.

B.  Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods

1.
Respondent Universe

A key feature of the TASSIE study design is a nested sampling strategy designed to provide nationally representative data on accountability policies and practices.  By surveying schools in the same districts for which we will have data on district accountability policies and practices, we will be able to link school progress to district policies and practices.  This analysis will be further bolstered by in-depth case studies in a smaller sample of schools from five states for which we would have survey data at both the district and school levels and by an examination of student achievement for schools in three of those states.  The state data will provide a national picture of state accountability systems and will also be linked to survey data to enhance our understanding of district and school responses to accountability requirements.  In combination, this sampling approach will yield a comprehensive portrait of the status and impacts of Title I accountability systems across the nation.

2.  Data Collection Procedures

As described in the first section of this document, we will rely on an interrelated data collection plan that includes surveys of nationally representative samples of districts and schools, case studies of a small subset of those schools, information on state accountability policies, and analysis of student progress on achievement tests in the sample of all schools surveyed.  The interrelated nature of the data collection—and, subsequently, of the analysis—is made possible by the nested sampling strategy described in the preceding section, as well as by addressing the same research questions across different data collection activities.  

Our data collection activities are also guided by a conceptual framework based on a theory of change underlying the role of accountability in standards-based reform generally and in Title I in particular.  This framework represents an adaptation of the broader model of standards-based reform described in the first section of this document.  
A list of key state variables were identified that would provide basic descriptive data on state accountability policies and support the analysis of survey data.  The list represents a compilation of variables identified by the TASSIE analysis team, TWG members, and ED staff, and include the following topic areas: (1) the state assessment system, (2) state performance standards, (3) the state accountability system, (4) state reporting, and (5) the statewide system of support for identified districts and schools.

Many of the variables will be available from secondary sources as summarized in Exhibit 4.  Exhibit 4 also indicates which data will be collected during the first and second round of state data collection activities.

Exhibit 4
State Data Collection Activities

	State Variables
	Data Source
	TASSIE Report Yr 2

(2002-03)
	TASSIE Report Yr 3

(2003-04)

	State Assessment Systems

	Characteristics of state assessment systems used for accountability:
	

	Grade level coverage for reading and math content and achievement standards and assessments (grades 3-8 and high school)
	CSA 1c and CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#1&2) or Title I office records
	CCSSO survey for 2003-04 or Title I office records

	Grade level coverage for science content and achievement standards and assessments (grades 3-5, 6-9, and high school)
	CSA 1c and CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03  (#3) or Title I office records
	CCSSO survey for 2003-04 or Title I office records

	Timeline for expanding state assessment system to grades 3-8 (where applicable)
	CSA 1c or CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#1-3)
	CCSSO survey for 2003-04

	Inclusion of ELL and special education students in testing: are there accommodations and alternate assessments
	CSA 1i for ELL, Title I office records for special education and CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#4) and Title I office records
	CCSSO summary for 2003-04 and CSA or review of assessment system

	When state assessment data provided to districts and schools
	CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#6)
	CCSSO survey in 2003-04

	How SEA maintains test data—one of 6 data dimension categories defined by Student Achievement Workgroup (e.g., longitudinally linked at the student level)
	SRI survey
	SRI survey for 2002-03
	SRI survey for 2003-04

	Status of ED approval of state assessment system
	Title I office records
	Update for 2002-03
	Update for 2003-04

	Performance Standards

	Definition of proficient for NCLB
	CCSSO online survey (statewide accountability goal)
	CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#9)
	CCSSO survey in 2003-04


Exhibit 4
State Data Collection Activities (continued)

	State Variables
	Data Source
	TASSIE Report Yr 2

(2002-03)
	TASSIE Report Yr 3

(2003-04)

	Accountability System

	Whether definition of proficient has been changed and why
	CCSSO summary and SRI survey
	CCSSO summary for 2002-03
	CCSSO summary for 2003-04 and SRI survey in 2003-04 (reasons)

	Definition of AYP for schools and districts:
	CSA 1f
	
	CSA=2003-04 implementation

	Who identifies schools
	CSA 1e-g 
	
	CSA=2003 

	Starting point criterion for AYP, by subject
	CSA 1e, CCSSO online survey or Title I office records
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#11)
	Title I office records (for any changes)

	Alternate indicator for elementary & middle schools: indicators, benchmarks for indicators, does it change over time
	CCSSO online survey 
	CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#14&18)
	CCSSO survey in 2003-04

	Policies on the use of scores of ELL & special education students who take state assessments under non-standard conditions in calculations of AYP: all, some or none included.
	CCSSO online survey and Title I office records
	CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#4) and peer review in 2003
	CCSSO survey in 2003-04 or assessment system review in 2003

	Percent of LEP and special education students not tested for accountability
	State report card
	State report card
	State report card

	Policies on the inclusion of students who are missing or absent on the day of testing in AYP calculations
	CCSSO online survey or Title I office records
	CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#15)
	CCSSO survey in 2003-04 or assessment review in 2003

	Minimum group size for measuring AYP established by state (n size for schools and subgroups)
	Title I office records or CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#16&17)
	Title I office records or CCSSO online survey for 2003-04

	Number of schools that will not have sufficient numbers of students to calculate AYP: n size and non-tested grades
	SRI survey
	
	Survey in 2003-04

	Number and % of schools identified
	State or district lists and CCSSO online survey
	Lists for 2002-03 and CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#23)
	Lists for 2003-04 and CCSSO survey for 2003-04

	When data on school identification provided to districts
	CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#24) (under IASA)
	CCSSO survey in 2003-04 (under NCLB)


Exhibit 4
State Data Collection Activities (continued)

	State Variables
	Data Source
	TASSIE Report Yr 2

(2002-03)
	TASSIE Report Yr 3

(2003-04)

	Accountability System (continued)

	Number and % of districts identified
	SRI survey and CCSSO online survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03 (no.) and CCSSO survey in 2002-03 (#22)
	SRI survey in 2003-04 and CCSSO survey in 2003-04

	List of identified districts
	SRI survey
	Survey in 2002-03
	Survey in 2003-04

	When data on district identification provided to districts
	SRI survey
	Survey in 2002-03
	Survey in 2003-04

	Status of ED approval of state accountability system
	Title I office records and CCSSO online survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#19)
	Peer review in 2003 (for 2003-04 implementa-tion)

	Corrective actions for schools:
	

	Types of actions that state is taking with schools (6) and number of schools that SEA is taking actions with (§200.42)
	CSA 7 and SRI survey
	
	CSA=2003 for types of actions, SRI survey in 2003-04 for no. of schools

	When actions are initiated with schools (year of identification)
	CSA 7 or SRI survey
	
	CSA=2003 or survey in 2003-04

	Corrective actions for districts:
	

	Types of actions state is taking with districts (6) & number of districts that SEA is taking actions with (§200.53)
	CSA 7 and SRI survey
	
	CSA=2003 for types of actions, SRI survey in 2003-04 for no. of districts

	When actions are initiated with districts (year of identification)
	CSA 7 or SRI survey
	
	CSA=2003 or survey in 2003-04

	Status of unitary accountability system (& timeline for unified system, if applicable): whether parallel set of criteria for identifying schools exists, whether corrective actions apply to both Title I and non-Title I schools, whether state reports identification status on non-Title I schools under Title I AYP criteria
	CSA 1h and 7, CCSSO online survey, and SRI survey
	CCSSO survey for 2002-03 (#25&26)
	CSA=2003 or CCSSO survey for 2003-04

	If dual system: are sanctions different for non-Title I schools (describe)
	SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	SRI survey in 2003-04

	Supplemental services:
	

	Criteria for selecting providers
	Westat summary & SRI survey
	SRI survey as needed in 2002-03
	SRI survey in 2003-04


Exhibit 4
State Data Collection Activities (continued)

	State Variables
	Data Source
	TASSIE Report Yr 2

(2002-03)
	TASSIE Report Yr 3

(2003-04)

	Accountability System (continued)

	List of providers (number) and plans for updating list
	Westat summary & SRI survey
	Westat summary and SRI survey in 2002-03
	Westat summary and SRI survey in 2003-04

	By type of provider (e.g., non-profit, faith-based): number, percent
	Westat summary
	Westat summary for 2002-03
	Westat summary for 2003-04

	Reporting

	Status of reporting by disaggregated student groups on state report cards (what groups are shown)
	State web site
	State report card for 2002-03
	State report card for 2003-04

	Status of reporting by disaggregated student groups on school and district report cards (if state developed)
	State web site
	District and school report cards
	District and school report cards

	Assistance

	Statewide systems of support (nature of assistance provided by SEA):
	

	School support teams: number of teams, number of schools served, duration/amount of assistance provided
	CSA 4 and SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	CSA=2003 for description of teams, survey in 2003-04 for quantities

	Distinguished educators: number of educators, number of schools served, duration/amount of assistance provided
	CSA 4 and SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	CSA=2003 for description of educators, survey in 2003-04 for quantities

	Other types of support to schools: what support, number of schools served
	CSA 4 and SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	CSA=2003 for types of support, survey in 2003-04 for no. of schools

	When assistance provided to schools (schools initially identified vs. long-term identification)
	CSA 4 and SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	CSA=2003

	Differentiation of assistance to schools (Title I vs. non-Title I schools)
	SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	SRI survey in 2003-04

	How states are allocating their school improvement reserve under Section 1003(a); any restrictions on use of funds
	SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	SRI survey in 2003-04

	Type of assistance provided to districts
	CSA 4 or SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	CSA=2003 or survey in 2003-04


Exhibit 4
State Data Collection Activities (concluded)

	State Variables
	Data Source
	TASSIE Report Yr 2

(2002-03)
	TASSIE Report Yr 3

(2003-04)

	Assistance (continued)

	How choices are made if resources are insufficient: who gets assistance, what services were actually delivered vs. planned to districts & schools
	SRI survey
	SRI survey in 2002-03
	SRI survey in 2003-04


Secondary Sources on State Policy

As noted above, the state data collection task will use a combination of secondary sources and a telephone survey of state staff to collect information on key state accountability requirements.  The latter step is essential because accurate information is required to support analysis activities, and experience has shown that secondary sources are often incomplete or information is not clearly presented.  

The primary secondary data source will involve consolidated state applications that are being submitted to the U.S. Department of Education over an 11-month period that began in June 2002 and will culminate in May 2003.  Information from the consolidated applications will be collected on a rolling basis between February 2003 and August 2003, while information from other secondary sources (e.g., CCSSO State Accountability Profiles, state Web sites, Westat database on supplemental service providers) will be collected between spring 2003 and spring 2004.  

In some cases, it is not clear how comprehensive the information provided in the state consolidated state applications will be.  For example, the types of corrective actions to be taken with low-performing schools or districts is not explicitly requested in the consolidated application, although this information may be supplied as part of state strategies for monitoring district and school progress.  If this information is not provided in the applications, then it may be included in the second round of surveys with states. 

Survey Administration

Our approach to survey administration is designed to elicit a high response rate and includes a comprehensive notification process to achieve “buy-in” prior to data collection (see description under gaining state cooperation).  We anticipate that the primary respondent for the phone survey will be the state Title I director.  If there are questions that cannot be answered by the Title I director, interviewers will ask the director to identify who the best respondent would be.  Interviewers will followed-up with additional respondents as needed.

It is anticipated that during the first year of the surveys, respondents will be reporting on accountability requirements in operation during the 2002-03 school year.  For the second round of the phone survey, respondents will be reporting on accountability policies in operation during the 2003-04 school year and describing any changes from the previous year.  These data collection activities fit into the larger evaluation schedule, as presented in Appendix B.  

The focus of the first administration of the state survey will primarily cover issues related to the provision of supplemental services in identified Title I schools (e.g., the number of providers that have applied and been approved, types of providers, guidance provided by the state to school districts, monitoring procedures).  Information on this topic is not currently available from secondary sources, but is needed to support the supplemental services substudy and to provide states and districts with additional guidance for implementation.  During the second year of data collection, survey questions will address a wider range of topics: when state assessment data were provided to districts and schools, state performance standards (e.g., the definition of proficient), state accountability requirements (e.g., when data on identified schools was provided to districts, types of corrective actions applied to schools and districts), updates to supplemental services information, and the state system of assistance (e.g., school support teams, distinguished educators, allocation of support).  During the second round of data collection, respondents will be asked to clarify any data collected from secondary sources that was unclear.  Copies of the phone surveys are included in Appendix A.

Gaining State Cooperation

Gaining the cooperation of state education officials can be a formidable task, but prior notification activities regarding the larger TASSIE study should facilitate the process for the state data collection task.  

Technological Innovations.  SRI has taken advantage of technological innovations to make information on the purpose, funding, and findings of the study more readily accessible to state officials.  SRI has developed a project Web site, hosted on an SRI server, for the purpose of communicating data collection activities to participants (http://www.TASSIEonline.org).  

Contacting States.  A notification letter and information packet regarding the larger TASSIE study was prepared for Chief State School Officers and State Title I Directors, with a copy to the Education Information Advisory Committee state coordinator in November 2001.  To alert SEA staff of the new data collection activity, the Department of Education will prepare a letter that describes the state data collection task and the steps taken to minimize burden.

Every effort is being made to minimize the burden on state staff.  As described above, secondary data sources are being used to collect any information that is currently available, and primary data collection will involve data that can not be obtained in a timely manner from any other source.  Prior to data collection, project staff will contact state officials to discuss the new state data collection activity, answer any questions, and respond to requests for further information.  In addition to gaining state approval, project staff will obtain a list of individuals that may need to be contacted within the SEA in order to obtain the information contained within the phone interview.

3.  Methods to Maximize Response Rates 

Steps to be taken to maximize response rates include: reviewing state background data prior to the interviewing process to familiarize interviewers with state accountability components, personal contacts with state staff, tailoring questions to respondent’s responsibilities, scheduling interviews at convenient times for respondents, and follow-up with nonrespondents.

4.  Pilot Testing 

The surveys will be field tested during the winter of 2002 as part of the supplemental services substudy.  There will be fewer than 10 respondents for each survey administered; therefore, prior approval from OMB will not be required.  

5.  Contact Information 

Dr. Patrick Shields is the Principal Investigator for the study.  His mailing address is SRI International, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025.  Dr. Shields can also be reached at 650-859-3503.

Christine Padilla is the Project Director for the study.  Her mailing address is SRI International, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo Park, CA 94025.  Ms. Padilla can also be reached at 650-859-3908.

Appendix A
STATE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

2002-03 SRI Phone Survey of SEA Staff

(NOTE: Prior to conducting the interview, obtain copy of information collected on state’s supplemental service providers from secondary sources.)

Accountability System

·  [Verify district identification criteria established]  (if applicable)  How many districts were identified for improvement for the 2002-03 school year?  (get list)  When were districts notified that they were identified for improvement for the 2002-03 school year?

Supplemental Services

· [Verify that information on provider selection not available from secondary sources]  What criteria were used to select approved supplemental services providers?

· [If not available from Westat]  How can we obtain a list of these approved providers?  When did your state publish the list of service providers?

· When did the state send districts their local lists (i.e., the list of providers operating in or near the district)?*

· What standards and techniques will you use to monitor the quality and effectiveness of the services offered by providers?*

· What is the process for withdrawing approval for those providers who do not meet quality standards?*

· Do you plan to update the provider lists?  If so, when?*

Statewide System of Assistance

· This school year, has your state provided support teams to Title I schools identified for improvement?  (if yes)  How many school support teams are available to work with identified schools?  What is the typical composition of the team (e.g., number of members, their background)?  How many identified schools are the teams working with this school year?  How much assistance does a support team typically provide to an identified school (e.g., number of days over what period of time)?

* Indicate questions that are part of the SEA interview guide for the case studies of supplemental services.

Statewide System of Assistance (continued)

· This school year, has your state provided distinguished educators to Title I schools identified for improvement?  (if yes)  How many distinguished educators are available to work with identified schools?  How many identified schools are the distinguished educators working with this school year?  How much assistance does a distinguished educator typically provide to an identified school (e.g., number of days over what period of time)?

· Are other types of assistance provided by the state to Title I schools identified for improvement this school year?  (if yes)  What other types of assistance are being provided?  How many identified schools during the current school year have received this type of assistance?

· When are each type of assistance provided (e.g., when schools are first identified, how many years after identification)?  Do some schools get more assistance than others?  (if yes)  How do you choose which schools get additional assistance?  

· Is assistance being provided to all identified Title I schools?  (if no)  How do you choose which schools to assist?

· (if applicable)  Are there different types of support provided to Title I and non-Title I schools identified for improvement?  (if yes)  Please describe the differences.

· How is your state allocating the school improvement reserve under ESEA Section 1003(a) to schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring?  Are you placing any restrictions on the use of these funds?  (if yes)  What are the restrictions?

· What type of assistance does the state provide to districts identified for improvement?  Is assistance being provided to all identified districts?  If not, how do you choose which districts to assist?

State Assessment System

· How does your state maintain state assessment data for 2002-03: (1) student level scores linkable over consecutive grades, (2) student level scores for consecutive grades not longitudinally linked; (3) student level scores for non-consecutive grades not longitudinally linked; (4) aggregate scores by grade within school, disaggregated for different subgroups; (5) aggregate scores by grade with no disaggregation; (6) no single common test statewide?  Any changes planed for 2003-04?

2003-04 SRI Phone Survey of SEA Staff

(NOTE: Prior to conducting the interview, review information collected in 2002-03 on state’s assessment system, accountability system, supplemental service providers, and system of assistance from secondary sources.  If information is available, then review information with respondent and ask if there are any changes for 2003-04.)

Performance Standards

· Has your definition of “proficient” changed from the 2001-02 school year?  If yes, why?  [Compare with 2001-02 and 2002-03 CCSSO definition data to determine what changes have been made.]
Accountability System

· [Review state definition and calculation of AYP for schools (including status of other indicators selected for AYP) from secondary source]: verify any information that is unclear.

· [Review state definition and calculation of AYP for districts (including status of other indicators selected for AYP) from secondary source]: verify any information that is unclear.

· How many Title I schools did not have sufficient “n size” or tested grades to have their AYP calculated?

· How many districts were identified for improvement for the 2003-04 school year?  (get list)  When were districts notified that they were identified for improvement for the 2003-04 school year?

· [If information on corrective actions for schools is not available from secondary source]  What types of correctives actions are applied to Title I schools identified for improvement: (1) replace school staff responsible for the continued failure to make AYP, (2) implement a new curriculum based on scientifically based research, (3) significantly decrease management authority at the school level, (4) extend the school day or school year, (5) appoint an outside expert to advise the school on its progress toward making AYP in accordance with its school plan, or (6) reorganize the school internally?  When are each type of corrective action applied (e.g., when schools are first identified, how many years after identification)?  On how many schools has the state applied corrective actions this school year?  (if applicable)  Are there different types of corrective actions taken with Title I and non-Title I schools?  (if yes)  Please describe the differences.

· [If information on corrective actions for districts not available from secondary source]  What types of correctives actions are applied to districts identified for improvement: (1) defer programmatic funds or reduce administrative funds, (2) institute and fully implement a new curriculum based on state and local standards, (3) replace the LEA personnel who are relevant to the failure to make AYP, (4) remove particular schools from the jurisdiction of the LEA and establish alternative governance arrangements, (5) appoint a receiver or trustee to administer the affairs of the LEA, (6) abolish or restructure the LEA, or (7) authorize students to transfer to a higher-performing school in another LEA?  When are each type of corrective action applied (e.g., when districts are first identified, how many years after identification)?  On how many districts has the state applied corrective actions this school year?  

Supplemental Services

· [Review information on provider selection criteria]  Have the criteria used to select approved supplemental services providers changed from the 2002-03 school year?

·  [If not already available]  How can we obtain a list of these approved providers?  When did your state publish the list of service providers for 2003-04?

· When did the state send districts their local lists (i.e., the list of providers operating in or near the district)?*

· [Refer to 2002-03 information]  Have the standards and techniques used to monitor the quality and effectiveness of the services offered by providers changed since last year?*

· [Refer to 2002-03 information]  Has the process for withdrawing approval for those providers who do not meet quality standards changed since last year?*

Statewide System of Assistance

· [Review information from last year and secondary source]  This school year, has your state provided support teams to Title I schools identified for improvement?  (if yes)  How many school support teams are available to work with identified schools?  What is the typical composition of the team (e.g., number of members, their background)?  How many identified schools are the teams working with this school year?  How much assistance does a support team typically provide to an identified school (e.g., number of days over what period of time)?

· [Review  information from last year and secondary source]  This school year, has your state provided distinguished educators to Title I schools identified for improvement?  (if yes)  How many distinguished educators are available to work with identified schools?  How many identified schools are the distinguished educators working with this school year?  How much assistance does a distinguished educator typically provide to an identified school (e.g., number of days over what period of time)?

· [Review  information from last year and secondary source]  Are other types of assistance provided by the state to Title I schools identified for improvement this school year?  (if yes)  What other types of assistance are being provided?  How many identified schools during the current school year have received this type of assistance?

· [Review  information from last year and secondary source]  When are each type of assistance provided (e.g., when schools are first identified, how many years after identification)?  Do some schools get more assistance than others?  (if yes)  How do you choose which schools get additional assistance?  

· [Review  information from last year and secondary source]  Is assistance being provided to all identified Title I schools?  (if no)  How do you choose which schools to assist?

· [Review information from last year]  Are there different types of support provided to Title I and non-Title I schools identified for improvement?  (if yes)  Please describe the differences.

·  [Review information from last year]  How is your state allocating the school improvement reserve under ESEA Section 1003(a) to schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring?  Are you placing any restrictions on the use of these funds?  (if yes)  What are the restrictions?

· [Review  information from last year and secondary source]  What type of assistance does the state provide to districts identified for improvement?  Does this level of assistance vary across districts?  Is assistance being provided to all identified districts?  If not, how do you choose which districts to assist at what level?

State Assessment System

· [Review information from last year]  How does your state maintain state assessment data for 2002-03: (1) student level scores linkable over consecutive grades, (2) student level scores for consecutive grades not longitudinally linked; (3) student level scores for non-consecutive grades not longitudinally linked; (4) aggregate scores by grade within school, disaggregated for different subgroups; (5) aggregate scores by grade with no disaggregation; (6) no single common test statewide?  Any changes planed for 2004-05?

Appendix B
TASSIE EVALUATION SCHEDULE


Data Collection, Analysis, and Reporting Timeline for Title I Accountability Evaluation

Year 1

	                       Project Months
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	
	2000
	2001

	
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep

	2.
Develop Study Design
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare analysis plan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
Develop Instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare OMB package (instruments)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
Select and Notify Sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare OMB package (sample)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Select district sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare SEA notification materials
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare LEA notification materials 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


       Draft deliverable               Final deliverable           

Data Collection, Analysis, and Reporting Timeline for Title I Accountability Evaluation (continued)


Years 2-3

	                       Project Months
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	31
	32
	33
	34
	35
	36

	
	2001
	2002
	2002
	2003

	
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	M
	J
	J
	A
	S
	O
	N
	D
	J
	F
	M
	A
	M
	J
	J
	A
	S

	4.
Select and Notify Sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Select district sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare SEA notification materials
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Prepare LEA notificaiton materials
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Select school sample
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Distribute school notification materials
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Schedule site visits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. 
Collect, Analyze, & Report Year 2 Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 2 data collection (district survey)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 2 data collection (school survey)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 2 data collection (site visits)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analyze data (2 special tabulations)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 2 report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. 
Collect, Analyze, & Report Year 3 Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 3 data collection (surveys)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 3 data collection (site visits)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analyze data 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 3 report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. 
Collect, Analyze, & Report Year 4 Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year 4 data collection (surveys)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


       Draft deliverable               Final deliverable           

Data Collection, Analysis, and Reporting Timeline for Title I Accountability Evaluation (concluded)

Years 4-5
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Appendix C
LEGISATION

‘‘No Child Left Behind Act of 2001’’ (Public Law 107–110 107th Congress)

TITLE I—IMPROVING THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF THE DISADVANTAGED

SEC. 101. IMPROVING THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF THE DISADVANTAGED.

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘TITLE I—IMPROVING THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF THE DISADVANTAGED

‘‘PART E—NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF TITLE I 

‘‘SEC. 1501. EVALUATIONS.

‘‘(a) NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF TITLE I.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct a national assessment of the programs assisted under this title and the impact of this title on States, local educational agencies, schools, and students.

‘‘(2) ISSUES TO BE EXAMINED.—In conducting the assessment under this subsection, the Secretary shall examine, at a minimum, the following: 

‘‘(A) The implementation of programs assisted under this title and the impact of such implementation on increasing student academic achievement (particularly in schools with high concentrations of children living in poverty), relative to the goal of all students reaching the proficient level of achievement based on State academic assessments, challenging State academic content standards, and challenging State student academic achievement standards under section 1111.

‘‘(B) The types of programs and services that have demonstrated the greatest likelihood of helping students reach the proficient and advanced levels of achievement based on State student academic achievement standards and State academic content standards.

‘‘(C) The implementation of State academic standards, assessments, and accountability systems developed under this title, including—

‘‘(i) the time and cost required for the development of academic assessments for students in grades 3 through 8; 

‘‘(ii) how well such State assessments meet the requirements for assessments described in this title; and 

‘‘(iii) the impact of such standards, assessments, and accountability systems on educational programs and instruction at the local level. 

‘‘(D) Each State’s definition of adequate yearly progress, including—

‘‘(i) the impact of applying this definition to schools, local educational agencies, and the State;

‘‘(ii) the number of schools and local educational agencies not meeting this definition; and

‘‘(iii) the changes in the identification of schools in need of improvement as a result of such definition.

‘‘(E) How schools, local educational agencies, and States have—

‘‘(i) publicized and disseminated the local educational agency report cards required under section 1111(h)(2) to teachers, school staff, students, parents, and the community;

‘‘(ii) used funds made available under this title to provide preschool and family literacy services and the impact of these services on students’ school readiness;

‘‘(iii) implemented the provisions of section 1118 and afforded parents meaningful opportunities to be involved in the education of their children;

‘‘(iv) used Federal, State, and local educational agency funds and resources to support schools and provide technical assistance to improve the achievement of students in low-performing schools, including the impact of the technical assistance on such achievement; and

‘‘(v) used State educational agency and local educational agency funds and resources to help schools in which 50 percent or more of the students are from families with incomes below the poverty line meet the requirement described in section 1119 of having all teachers highly qualified not later than the end of

the 2005–2006 school year.

‘‘(F) The implementation of schoolwide programs and targeted assistance programs under this title and the impact of such programs on improving student academic achievement, including the extent to which schools meet the requirements of such programs.

‘‘(G) The extent to which varying models of comprehensive school reform are funded and implemented under this title, and the effect of the implementation of such models on improving achievement of disadvantaged students. 

‘‘(H) The costs as compared to the benefits of the activities assisted under this title.

‘‘(I) The extent to which actions authorized under section 1116 are implemented by State educational agencies and local educational agencies to improve the academic achievement of students in low-performing schools, and the effectiveness of the implementation of such actions, including the following:

‘‘(i) The number of schools identified for school improvement and how many years the schools remain in this status. 

‘‘(ii) The types of support provided by the State educational agencies and local educational agencies to schools and local educational agencies respectively identified as in need of improvement, and the impact of such support on student achievement. 

‘‘(iii) The number of parents who take advantage of the public school choice provisions of this title, the costs (including transportation costs) associated with implementing these provisions, the implementation of these provisions, and the impact of these provisions (including the impact of attending another school) on student achievement.

‘‘(iv) The number of parents who choose to take advantage of the supplemental 

educational services option, the criteria used by the States to determine the quality of providers, the kinds of services that are available and utilized, the costs associated with implementing this option, and the impact of receiving supplemental educational services on student achievement. 

‘‘(v) The implementation and impact of actions that are taken with regard to schools and local  educational agencies identified for corrective action and restructuring.

‘‘(J) The extent to which State and local fiscal accounting requirements under this title affect the flexibility of schoolwide programs.

‘‘(K) The implementation and impact of the professional development activities assisted under this title and title II on instruction, student academic achievement, and teacher qualifications.

‘‘(L) The extent to which the assistance made available under this title, including funds under section  1002, is targeted to disadvantaged students, schools, and local educational agencies with the greatest need.


‘‘(M) The effectiveness of Federal administration assistance made available under this title, including monitoring and technical assistance.

‘‘(N) The academic achievement of the groups of students described in section  1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II).

‘‘(O) Such other issues as the Secretary considers appropriate.

‘‘(3) SOURCES OF INFORMATION.—In conducting the assessment under this subsection, the Secretary shall use information from a variety of sources, including the National Assessment of Educational Progress (carried out under section 411 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994), State evaluations, and other research studies.

‘‘(4) COORDINATION.—In carrying out this subsection, the Secretary shall—

‘‘(A) coordinate the national assessment under this subsection with the longitudinal study described in subsection (c); and

‘‘(B) ensure that the independent review panel described in subsection (d) participates in conducting the national assessment under this subsection, including planning for and reviewing the assessment.

‘‘(5) DEVELOPMENTALLY APPROPRIATE MEASURES.—In conducting the national assessment under this subsection, the Secretary shall use developmentally appropriate measures to assess student academic achievement.

‘‘(6) REPORTS.—

‘‘(A) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the Secretary shall transmit to the President, the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives, and the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate an interim report on the national assessment conducted under this subsection.

‘(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 5 years after the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the Secretary shall transmit to the President, the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives, and the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate a final report on the national assessment conducted under this subsection.

‘‘(b) STUDIES AND DATA COLLECTION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to other activities described in this section, the Secretary may, directly or through awarding grants to or entering into contracts with appropriate entities—

‘‘(A) assess the implementation and effectiveness of programs under this title;

‘‘(B) collect the data necessary to comply with the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993;  and

‘‘(C) provide guidance and technical assistance to State educational agencies and local educational agencies in developing and maintaining management information systems through which such agencies may develop program performance indicators to improve services and performance.

‘‘(2) MINIMUM INFORMATION.—In carrying out this subsection, the Secretary shall collect, at a minimum, trend information on the effect of each program authorized under this title, which shall complement the data collected and reported under subsections (a) and (c).

‘‘(c) NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct a longitudinal study of schools receiving assistance under part A.

‘‘(2) ISSUES TO BE EXAMINED.—In carrying out this subsection, the Secretary shall ensure that the study referred to in paragraph (1) provides Congress and educators with each of the following:

‘‘(A) An accurate description and analysis of the short and long-term effect of the assistance made available under this title on academic achievement.

‘‘(B) Information that can be used to improve the effectiveness of the assistance made available under this title in enabling students to meet challenging academic achievement standards.

‘‘(C) An analysis of educational practices or model programs that are effective in improving the achievement of disadvantaged children.

‘‘(D) An analysis of the costs as compared to the benefits of the assistance made available under this title in improving the achievement of disadvantaged children. 

‘‘(E) An analysis of the effects of the availability of school choice options under section 1116 on the academic achievement of disadvantaged students, on schools in school improvement, and on schools from which students have transferred under such options.

‘‘(F) Such other information as the Secretary considers appropriate.

‘‘(3) SCOPE.—In conducting the study referred to in paragraph (1), the Secretary shall ensure that the study— 

‘‘(A) bases its analysis on a nationally representative sample of schools participating in programs under this title;

‘‘(B) to the extent practicable, includes in its analysis students who transfer to different schools during the course of the study; and

‘‘(C) analyzes varying models or strategies for delivering school services, including—

‘‘(i) schoolwide and targeted services; and

‘‘(ii) comprehensive school reform models.

‘‘(d) INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall establish an independent review panel (in this subsection referred to as the ‘Review Panel’) to advise the Secretary on methodological and other issues that arise in carrying out subsections (a) and (c).

‘‘(2) APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall appoint members of the Review Panel from among qualified individuals who are—

‘‘(i) specialists in statistics, evaluation, research, and assessment;

‘‘(ii) education practitioners, including teachers, principals, and local and State superintendents;

‘‘(iii) parents and members of local school boards or other organizations involved with the implementation and operation of programs under this title; and

‘‘(iv) other individuals with technical expertise who will contribute to the overall rigor and quality of the program evaluation.

‘‘(B) LIMITATIONS.—In appointing members of the Review Panel, the Secretary shall ensure that—

‘‘(i) in order to ensure diversity, the Review Panel includes individuals appointed under subparagraph (A)(i) who represent disciplines or programs outside the field of education; and  

‘‘(ii) the total number of the individuals appointed under subparagraph (A)(ii) or (A)(iv) does not exceed one-fourth of the total number of the individuals appointed under this paragraph.

‘‘(3) FUNCTIONS.—The Review Panel shall consult with and advise the Secretary—

‘‘(A) to ensure that the assessment conducted under subsection (a) and the study 
conducted under subsection (c)—

‘‘(i) adhere to the highest possible standards of quality with respect to research design, statistical analysis, and the dissemination of findings; and 

‘‘(ii) use valid and reliable measures to document program implementation and impacts; and

‘‘(B) to ensure—

‘‘(i) that the final report described in subsection (a)(6)(B) is reviewed not later than 120 days after its completion by not less than two independent experts in program evaluation (who may be from among the members of the Review Panel appointed under paragraph (2)); 

‘‘(ii) that such experts evaluate and comment on the degree to which the report complies with subsection (a); and

‘‘(iii) that the comments of such experts are transmitted with the report under subsection (a)(6)(B).
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