Supporting Statement for Request for OMB Approval

Office of Postsecondary Education

Higher Education Act (HEA) Title II Reporting Forms on Teacher Quality and Preparation 


A. Justification
      1.   Necessity of information collection
This information collection is required to respond to a statutory mandate from Congress contained in Title II of the Higher Education Act (P.L. 105-244, Section 207; 20 USC 1027). The Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE) will collect the information for the U.S. Department of Education.

The law requires the Secretary of Education to submit an annual report on the quality of teacher preparation programs to the Congress. That report is based on annual state reports, which in turn are based, in part, on annual reports from institutions that have teacher preparation programs.

The reports from institutions to states are due April 7 each year. The reports from states to the Secretary of Education are due October 7 each year. The report from the Secretary to Congress is due April 7 each year.

This statement supports clearance specifically for the questionnaires and definitions to be used in preparing the annual state and institutional reports. In order for planning of activities by states and institutions of higher education, including the distribution of the forms, we request OMB approval as soon as possible.

    2.  Needs and uses
The purpose of this Congressionally-mandated task is to collect data on states' requirements and standards for teacher certification and preparation, as well as data on the performance of teacher preparation programs in institutions of higher education.

The target population for this data collection includes two groups:

· State teacher certification and licensure authorities (annual state report); and

· Administrators of teacher preparation programs at institutions of higher education

     (annual institutional report).

This is not a survey, but a census.  It is the intent of the legislation that information be collected from almost all teacher preparation programs in institutions of higher education in every state, territory, and other jurisdiction in the Act. The institutions required to report are those having any teacher preparation program enrolling any students who receive assistance under the Higher Education Act.

3.  Efforts to minimize burden
 To minimize response burden, a number of steps are being taken:

· OPE will use interactive electronic versions of the state and institutional questionnaires. OPE will put the interactive version of the state questionnaire on its web site. States may put the interactive version of the institutional questionnaire on their web sites. The URL for the web site is http://www.title2.org/srsomb.

· Required state information that is publicly available and does not vary greatly from one year to another (such as certification or licensure requirements, the existence of state teacher standards, and the definition of waivers) will be preloaded into the each state's questionnaire. State authorities will be asked to certify that the information is still accurate or report changes to the preloaded information, rather than collecting all the information anew each year.

· To minimize the burden on institutions of higher education, states can use reporting systems in which testing companies or the states themselves calculate the teacher test pass rates required by the Act. In this simplified reporting system, institutions will not have to calculate pass rates. They just need to supply lists of teacher preparation program completers to testing companies or states and check the data provided to them. Institutions may, however, request test score data that will enable them to verify the accuracy of the pass rates.

· The forms will use plain, coherent, and unambiguous terminology that will be understandable to the respondents. Considerable effort has been devoted to creating standard definitions that are clear and unambiguous, thus allowing the states and institutions to understand what is requested and to provide the information as easily as possible.

 4.  Efforts to identify duplication

No other agency collects national information on teacher certification and licensure assessment pass rates. No private sector group collects the information requested in a standard and uniform manner.

 5.  Minimizing burden on small businesses
Small businesses are not part of the target population.

    6.  Consequences if collection is not conducted or conducted less frequently
 The Secretary — and the states and institutions required to report — would not be  complying with Title II of the HEA Amendments of 1998 (P.L. 105-244) if the  information were not collected annually and reported in a timely fashion.

7.  Special circumstances
There are no special circumstances that would require this information collection to be conducted in any of the ways listed as part of this question.

8.  Consultation outside the agency
ED staff have consulted extensively with groups and individuals over the course of 1999 and beyond in preparing the questionnaires. A Consultative Committee formed of stakeholders from key constituencies met four times to discuss all aspects of the reporting system. Department of Education staff consulted regularly with Congressional staff. Input was obtained from 8 focus group meetings held around the nation, from meetings with assembled representatives of state licensing agencies, and from frequent meetings with higher education associations. Further meetings are planned. 

There has been extensive consultation throughout the development of this data system. Meetings are listed separately for those occurring before the first draft of the guide (July 20, 1999) and those occurring between the first draft and the present one. In the aggregate, the meetings involved a great many participants. For the sake of brevity, only one or a few participants are listed for each meeting. 

Consultation Before July 20.1999 Draft

Consultative Committee:

Consultative Committee on Higher Education Amendments Title II, Washington, DC.

Representing state licensure authorities, chief state school officers, teacher preparation programs, colleges and universities, teachers' unions, testing companies, national accrediting bodies, and, by open invitation. Congressional staff. Chair, Raymond

Pecheone. See below for committee membership.

       January 28-29, 1999

       March 11-12, 1999

       May 3-4, 1999

       June 21-22, 1999

Focus Groups:
State focus group meetings- State education officials, state licensure authorities, legislative staff, governors' offices, district school administrators and teachers, parents, state and local school board members, colleges and universities....

        Boston, Massachusetts, April 21, 1999. Chair, David Driscoll

        Sacramento, California, April 26, 1999. Chair, Delaine Eastin

        Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, April 30, 1999. Chair, Michael Poliakoff

        Albany, New York, May 6, 1999. Chair, Gerald Patton.

        Raleigh, North Carolina, May 13, 1999. Chair, Charles Coble

        Austin, Texas, May 17, 1999. Chair, William Reaves

        Sacramento, California, May 20, 1999^ Chair, Sam Swofford

        Chicago, Illinois, June 28, 1999..Chair, Lynn Haeffele

Meetings with state education authorities:
Council of Chief State School Officers/INTASC, Washington, DC. Chair, Jean Miller.

        February 25, 1999

        June 24, 1999.

State Higher Education Executive Officers, Arlington, VA, May 12, 1999. Presentation.

Meetings with education associations:
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE), Washington, DC,

February 25, 1999. Presentation. David Imig present at meeting.

American Association of State Colleges and Universities AASCU, Washington, DC.

        March, 1999, presentation.

        May, 1999, meeting with AASCU officers, including Ed Elmendorf, John

        Hammang, and Kathleen Cullinan.

        Education Trust, Washington, DC, March, 1999. Katie Haycock.

Other meetings:
National Academy of Sciences, Washington, DC. Spring, 1999. Presentation.

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, Washington, DC,

June 23,1999. Arthur Wise.

Consultation After July 20,1999 Draft

Meetings with state licensure authorities:
Virginia state licensure authorities, Irvington, VA, August 10, 1999. James Laws.

U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC, October 8, 1999. Small group meeting.

New England states (MA,CT,NH,VT), Boston, MA, October 22, 1999. Co-chairs Stanley

Koplik and Clare Cotton.

Following National Evaluation Systems Conference, Chicago, IL, October 27, 1999. 

Small group meeting.

Educational Testing Service HEA Title II Meeting, Chicago, IL, November 9, 1999.

Chair, Florence Cucchi.

Council of Chief State School Officers/INTASC Meeting, Alexandria, VA,

November 18, 1999. Chair, Jean Miller.

States represented at these meetings (from conference lists):

	Alabama
	Illinois
	Minnesota
	Ohio
	Utah

	Arizona
	Indiana
	Mississippi
	Oklahoma
	Vermont

	Arkansas
	Iowa
	Missouri
	Oregon
	Virginia

	California
	Kansas
	Nebraska
	Pennsylvania
	Washington

	Colorado
	Kentucky
	Nevada
	Puerto Rico
	West Virginia

	Connecticut
	Louisiana
	New Hampshire
	Rhode Island
	Wisconsin

	DC
	Maine
	New Jersey
	South Carolina
	

	Delaware
	Maryland
	New Mexico
	South Dakota
	

	Georgia
	Massachusetts
	New York
	Tennessee
	

	Hawaii
	Michigan
	North Carolina
	Texas
	


Meetings with education associations:
At American Council on Education, Washington, DC, September 10, 1999.

Co-chairs, Terry Hartle (ACE), Martin Orland (NCES).

          American Council on Education, Diane Hampton. Jacqueline King, Diane  

                      Hampton.

          American Association of State Colleges and Universities. Ed Elmendorf,

                      Hillary Goldman, Kathleen Cullinan.

                      American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, Penny Earley.

                      National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities,

                      John Fuller.

At American Council on Education, Washington, DC, October 8, 1999.

Co-chairs, Terry Hartle, Martin Orland (NCES)

                    American Council on Education. Diane Hampton, Jacqueline King,

                    Becky Timmons.

        American Association of State Colleges and Universities. Ed Elmendorf.  
    

        Hillary Goldman, Kathleen Cullinan.


       American Association of College for Teacher Education. Penny Earley


       California State University. Barbara Bennison.



  Association of Jesuit College and Universities. Cyndy Littlefield. 


  National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities.

  John Fuller, Carol Fuller.

National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, Washington, DC,

November 4, 1999. Bea Smith.

United Negro College Fund, Washington, DC, November 4, 1999. Bud Blakey

Education Trust, Washington, DC. Katie Haycock, Amy Wilkins.

Meeting with INTAS (Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Committee)

We have meet persuadably with this group of 30-40 states.

Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities, Washington, DC.

Gumecindo Salas.

Meetings with testing companies:

National Evaluation Systems, Washington, DC, November 3, 1999.

Richard Alien.

Educational Testing Service, Chicago, IL, November 9, 1999. Florence Cucchi, Pat

Hartanowicz.

 Members of the Consultative Committee on HEA Title II are listed below:

Richard Allan, National Evaluation Systems

Bamett Berry, National Commission on Teaching and America's Future

David Boesel, Project Officer, National Center for Education Statistics

Barbara Brittingham, University of Rhode Island

Peter Burke, Director,Teacher Education and Licensing, Madison, WI

Rochelle Clemson Ingram, Johns Hopkins University

Diane Cordero De Noriega, California State University-Sacramento CA

Antonia Cortese, First Vice President

Mary Ann Awad (Alternate) New York State United Teachers

Ed Crowe, Department of Education

Florence Cucchi, Educational Testing Service

Kathleen Cullinan, American Association of State Colleges and Universities

Therese Dozier, Office of the Secretary, U. S. Department of Education

Penelope Earley, American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education

Emerson Elliott, National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education

Lynn Forester, Doane College, Crete, NE

Jon Fuller, National Association of Colleges and Universities

Alien Glenn, University of Washington

Edwin Kimble, Educational Testing Service

Jacqueline King, American Council on Education

Hans L'Orange, State Higher Education Executive Officers

Meredith Ludwig, Education Statistics Services Institute

Phil Metcalf, Indiana Professional Standards Board

Jean Miller, Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium

Patricia Morris, Morgan State University

Frank Murray, Teacher Education Accreditation Council, University of Delaware

Michael Nettles, University of Michigan School of Education

Jay Noell, Office of Postsecondary Education, U. S. Department of Education

Arturo Pacheco, University of Texas at El Paso

Norma Paulus, Chief State School Officer

Raymond Pecheone, Connecticut Department of Education

Carol J. Peterson, South Dakota State University

Kathe Rasch, Maryville University of Saint Louis, MO

Virginia Roach, National Association of State Boards of Education

Marilyn Scargall, New Mexico State Department of Education

Peter Schriber, National Evaluation Systems

Debra Stuart, Oklahoma Regents for Higher Education

Sam Swofford, California Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Lisa Ward, Education Statistics Services Institute

Roy Weaver, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306-1099

Karrin Wilks, Vermont State Colleges System

Roscoe Williams, Paine College, Augusta, GA

Steven Zwillinger, U. S. Department of Education

 9.  Payment or gift to respondents
No payment or gift will be provided to respondents in connection with this survey.

10. Assurance of confidentiality
The information being requested through these surveys is required, not voluntary. Much of the required information is public information, since certification and licensure requirements are a matter of public record in all states and jurisdictions. The production and verification of pass rates, which involve personally identifiable data, will be in accordance with all applicable state and federal laws, including privacy laws. Other individually identifiable data will also be handled in accordance with all relevant laws, including privacy laws.

In accordance with the Act, pass rates on tests taken by fewer than 10 examinees will not be reported.

11. Justification/or sensitive questions
The information items in the state and institutional reports are not of a sensitive nature, and respondents should feel comfortable answering any of the questions.

 12. Estimate of hour burden of collection
The total estimated burden on the public is estimated at 127,845 hours annually.

The total burden for annual state reports is estimated at 41,595 annual hours. 

The total burden for institutional reports is estimated at 86,250 hours. 

There are 59 state respondents. It is estimated that an average of 705 hours per respondent will be needed to assemble, check, and report the required information in each of the first three reporting years.  There are an estimated 1,250 teacher preparation programs at institutions of higher education around the country; it is estimated that 69 hours per respondent will be required to assemble, check, and report the required information to state authorities.

Total annualized costs to respondents will be approximately $2.2 million. For many questions, institutions and states already maintain records from which the information requested can be collected, or they will be able to prepare the records from testing organization reports and their own existing database resources.

13. Cost burden to respondents
Only the cost is shown for respondents above in item # 12.

14. Cost to the Federal government
The annualized cost to the Federal government will be approximately $500,000. This includes the equivalent of one person-year of senior federal government staff time and the cost of employing a contractor to make adjustments to the data collection instruments, tabulate and analyze the data, and prepare drafts of the Secretary's annual report on the quality of teacher preparation programs. It also includes the cost of using a contractor to provide technical assistance to states and institutions in the first year of implementation of the reporting system. There are no other marginal costs to the Federal government for this data collection.

15. Reason for program change
OMB currently has 1250 listed for the number of respondents, however; the number of respondents should be 1309. The 1309 respondents consist of 59 states/jurisdictions and 1250 institutions.

There is a  $1.5 million difference in the annually reporting and record keeping cost burden. This is because no capital/startup costs are required for this project since it is a renewal.

Change in the data collection instruments was made to complement the No Child Left Behind Act requirements.

16. Project schedule
The Secretary of Education will submit an annual report to the Congress each year in April. That report will be based on annual state reports, which are due to the Secretary on October 7 each year. Data from institutions with teacher preparation programs are due to state authorities annually April 7 for use by states in preparing annual reports to the Secretary, who will in turn use these reports in preparing a report to Congress. 

17. Expiration date for OMB approval
OPE will display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection on the first page of both the annual state questionnaire and the annual institutional questionnaire.

 18. Certification statement
OPE takes no exception to the certification statement identified in item 19, "Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions" of OMB Form 83-1.

B. Collections of information employing statistical methods

Since this information collection does not use statistical sampling methods, this section is not required.

