National Assessment of Educational Progress



2003-2004 Long-Term Trend



OMB Clearance Request 





VOLUME I

SUPPORTING STATEMENT







LONG-TERM TREND 



2003-2004 MAIN AND BRIDGE ASSESSMENTS



















�

Table of Contents



									       Page	



JUSTIFICATION	1

  1.	Circumstances making the collection of information necessary	 1

2.	How, by whom, and purposes for which the data will be used	6

			  3.	Use of improved technology to reduce burden	7

		  4.	Efforts to identify duplication	7

		  5.	Burden on small businesses or other small entities 	8

 	  6	Consequences of collecting information less frequently	8

		  7.	Consistency with 5 C.F.R. 1320.5	.....8

  8.	Consultations outside the agency	8

  9.	Payments or gifts to respondents  	9

10.	Assurance of confidentiality	9

11.	Sensitive questions	10

12.	Estimates of respondent reporting burden	11

		13.	Costs to respondents	12

		14	Estimates of cost to the federal government	12

		15.	Reasons for changes in burden	14

		16.	Time schedule 	14

	17	Displaying OMB approval expiration date	14

		18.	Exceptions to certification statement	14



B.	COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL 

METHODS	18

	 1.	Potential respondent universe	18

	 2.	Procedures for Collection of Information	19

		 3.	Methods to maximize response rates and deal with issues

			 of nonresponse	20

	 4.	Tests of procedures or methods to be undertaken	20

	 5.	Consultants on statistical aspects of the design	21

	

Appendix A - Statute Authorizing the NAEP	22

Attachment A - Mathematics Committee List	29

Attachment B - Reading Committee List	30

Attachment C - LTT Sample and Design Memorandum	C-1



Volume II.    Background Questionnaire Items for 2003-2004 Long-Term Trend 





	

�A.	JUSTIFICATION

Circumstances making the collection of information necessary.

	In the current legislation (Public Law 107-110) that reauthorized the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Congress mandated again the collection of national education survey data through a national assessment program. These surveys are currently conducted by an alliance of corporations (Educational Testing Service (ETS), Pearson Educational Measurement, American Institutes of Research (AIR), Westat Inc., and GMR Inc.) under contract with the U.S. Department of Education.  The national surveys contain two kinds of questions – “Cognitive” or test questions measuring academic subject student knowledge, and “Background” or survey questions which gather information on demographic as well as classroom instructional procedures.

This clearance package contains two sets of long-term trend (LTT) surveys:

The 'old' or existing long-term trend surveys that were given from 1986-1999 and

  the newly revised long-term trend questions that will be given from this point forward.

The existing long-term trend questions, which have been administered from 1986-1999, have been reviewed by NAGB for the 2003-2004 administration. In light of NAGB's policy guidelines that all background questions must be directly related to academic achievement or to the fair and accurate presentation of achievement results, many of the existing LTT background questions have been dropped. However, since bridging studies will be required to relate the existing format to the newly adopted format, some questionnaires will still consist of all the existing questions, thus all are being submitted for clearance. The newly revised LTT questionnaires, which are much shorter and more directly related to NAGB's guidelines are also included in Volume II. A three-year clearance is requested for the long-term trend background questions for students at ages 9,13, and 17. 

	

As preparation for the 2003-04 Long-Term Trend Assessment, new long-term trend cognitive questions (in both reading and math) are being field-tested in the 2003 operational assessment.  This clearance package provides all of the background questions, and supporting information for the 2003-2004 LTT assessments (Age13 in Fall of '03, Age 9 in the Winter of '04, and Age 17 in the Spring '04).  The bridging studies are necessary to ensure that the new operational long-term trend studies can be reported on the same scale as the existing assessment.  The 'old' questionnaires for the long-term trend assessment are identical to those used in 1986, 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, and 1999.  The 'new' questionnaires, which consist primarily of approved core background questions, will be administered in the operational and pilot questionnaires.



The federal authority mandating NAEP is found in Section 411 of Public Law 107-110.  This law states:

"…(b)(1) -- The purpose of this section is to provide, in a timely manner, a fair and accurate measurement of student academic achievement and reporting trends in such achievement in reading, mathematics, and other subject matter as specified in this section. 

"(2) MEASUREMENT AND REPORTING.-- The Commissioner, in carrying out the measurement and reporting described in paragraph (1), shall -- 

"(A) use a random sampling process which is consistent with relevant, widely accepted professional assessment standards and that produces data that are representative on a national and regional basis; 

"(B) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools at least once every 2 years, in grades 4 and 8 in reading and mathematics; 

"(C) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private schools in reading and mathematics in grade 12 in regularly scheduled intervals, but at least as often as such assessments were conducted prior to the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; 

"(D) to the extent time and resources allow, and after the requirements described in subparagraph (B) are implemented and the requirements described in subparagraph (C) are met, conduct additional national assessments and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12 in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools in regularly scheduled intervals in additional subject matter, including writing, science, history, geography, civics, economics, foreign languages, and arts, and the trend assessment described in subparagraph (F); 

"(E) conduct the reading and mathematics assessments described in subparagraph (B) in the same year, and every other year thereafter, to provide for 1 year in which no such assessments are conducted in between each administration of such assessments; 

"(F) continue to conduct the trend assessment of academic achievement at ages 9, 13, and 17 for the purpose of maintaining data on long-term trends in reading and mathematics; 

"(G) include information on special groups, including, whenever feasible, information collected, cross tabulated, compared, and reported by race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability and limited English proficiency; and 

"(H) ensure that achievement data are made available on a timely basis following official reporting, in a manner that facilitates further analysis and that includes trend lines.	



	

A copy of the current statute is included in Appendix A.



The No Child Left Behind legislation of 2001 amended the current NAEP legislation to

include the following provisions:

Assessments in reading and mathematics at fourth and eighth grades every other year with one year off between assessments starting with a 2001baseline assessment; and twelfth grade reading and mathematics assessments administered at least every four years.

States and school districts receiving Title I funds are to participate in the fourth and eighth grade reading and mathematics assessments.

National samples are to include public and private schools.

Parents of students selected for any NAEP sample are to be informed “that their child may be excused from participation for any reason, is not required to finish any assessment, and is not required to answer any test question.”

“Personal or family beliefs and attitudes” are not to be assessed and NAGB is to ensure that all NAEP questions are “secular, neutral, and non-ideological.”

Parents, members of the public, and state and local education officials, upon written request, are to be given access to all NAEP questions under secure conditions and may submit written complaints.

NAEP long-term trend reading and mathematics assessments at ages 9, 13, and 17 are to be administered.

Information by disability and limited-English proficiency in addition to race or ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic status are to be reported wherever feasible.





�

Overview of the 2003-2004 Long-Term Trend Assessments

The 2003-2004 long-term assessments' information follows:

Assessment on national performance in long-term trend (LTT) reading and mathematics at ages 9, 13, and 17, will be based on new versions of the instruments.  



An operational long-term trend (LTT) mathematics assessment at all three age levels.

At each age level, operational statistics will be based on a new version of the mathematics instrument.  The operational version will vary from the existing LTT instruments in several key ways:

The new LTT mathematics will be a focused BIB (that is, where individual students are only tested in mathematics), as opposed to the older instruments, in which students were assessed in mathematics and  science.

The new LTT will encompass a large item pool that has been used in the past.

The new LTT will not use paced-tape administration.

The new LTT will not mix content and background questions in common sections, and will have background sections following content assessments.  The old LTT instruments had background sections first, and had background questions interspersed with content questions.

Unlike in the past, assessment accommodations will be allowed in LTT.

The new LTT instrument will not use the “I don’t know” option in multiple-choice questions.  Such options were included in the old instrument.

In other ways, the structure of LTT will not be changed.  For example, the three 15-minute blocks per book structure will be maintained.  As in the past, age 13 administration will occur in the fall (of 2003), age 9 in the winter (of 2004), and age 17 in the spring (of 2004).  Age definitions used in the past will be used again.  To allow trend reporting, bridge studies will be conducted (see below). 

�An operational long-term trend reading assessment at all three age levels. 

At each age level, operational statistics will be based on a new version of the reading instrument.  The operational version will vary from the existing LTT instruments in several key ways:

The new LTT reading will be a focused BIB (that is, where individual students are only tested in reading), as opposed to the older instruments, in which students were assessed in reading and writing.

The new LTT will encompass a large item pool that has been used in the past.

The new LTT will not mix content and background questions in common sections, and will have background sections following content assessments.  The old LTT instruments had background sections first, and had background questions interspersed with content questions.

Unlike in the past, assessment accommodations will be allowed.

The new LTT instrument will not use the “I don’t know” option in multiple-choice questions.  Such options were included in the old instrument.

	In other ways, the structure of LTT will not be changed.  For example, the three 15-minute blocks per book structure will be maintained.  As in the past, age 13 administration will occur in the fall (of 2003), age 9 in the winter (of 2004), and age 17 in the spring (of 2004).  Age definitions used in the past will be used again.  To allow trend reporting, bridge studies will be conducted (see below).



Bridge studies in long-term trend reading and mathematics at age 9, age 13, and age 17.  



To ensure that the new operational long-term trend studies can be reported on the same scale as the existing assessment, it is necessary to conduct a bridge study.  Therefore, the long-term trend instruments used since 1986 will be re-administered in slightly revised format to nationally representative samples in 2004.  Administrations will be conducted in the normal LTT testing windows – autumn 2003 for 13-year-olds, winter 2004 for 9-year-olds, and spring 2004 for 17-year-olds.  The results of the new operational assessments and these assessments will be equated, if such equating proves possible. Note that we plan one overall equating study, rather than a series of studies to try to separately evaluate the various changes (removal of paced tape, removal of the “I don’t know” options, and so on) that are being made to LTT. The data from these studies are thus necessary to support the reporting of data for the 2004 long-term trend assessment.



2.	How, by whom, and purpose for which the data will be used.

The purpose of the LTT assessment is to continue the LTT line with revised instruments and to allow for future item release of existing items. The results of the 2003-2004 assessments will be used by the federal government, educational agencies and institutions, state governments, lawmaking bodies, researchers, and the public.  The background information will serve four functions.  It will:

(	provide descriptive, nationally representative data about school programs and practices that are of importance to policymakers;



(	suggest relationships among student characteristics, or school experiences, and student achievement in the subject areas being assessed based on the analyses of the data;



(	serve as a basis for monitoring changes in policy-relevant variables over time; and



(	facilitate analyses that provide hypotheses about relationships among student characteristics, or school experiences, and student achievement in  the subject areas being assessed.



	Copies of the current long-term trend background questions (core and subject-specific in reading, writing, mathematics, and science) are included in Volume II of this OMB submittal. By collecting background data from students and schools, conditions affecting learning can be identified.  This information will be used initially by NAEP analysts and review panels to interpret the assessment results and, ultimately, by educators and policymakers to examine issues related to school policies and programs.  Therefore, the goal of NAEP is to identify the most relevant student and school characteristics that affect achievement and to disseminate assessment results and implications so that relevant public policies can be reviewed and revised or new policies formulated.  

	

�3.	Use of improved technology to reduce burden.

For the 2003-2004 assessment, NAEP will continue to take advantage of proven, modern measurement techniques, which greatly enhance the power and value of the NAEP data collected. Through the use of a partial balanced incomplete block (BIB) spiraling variant of matrix sampling, a variety of analyses are feasible because the data are not booklet-bound.  Covariances are computed among all questions in a subject area, so that:

	(	composites of questions can be appraised empirically for coherence and construct validity;



(	the dimensional structure of each subject area can be determined analytically as reflected in student performance consistencies; 



(	item response theory (IRT) scaling can be applied to unidimensional sets of exercises regardless of what booklet they appear in;



(	IRT scales can be developed having common meaning across exercises, population subgroups, age levels, and time periods;



(	powerful trend analyses can be undertaken by means of these common scales;



(	performance scales can be correlated with background, attitudinal, and program variables to address a rich variety of educational and policy issues; and



(	public-use data tapes can be made much more useful because secondary analyses are also not booklet-bound.



Although the 2003-2004 assessment will not need to make use of all these procedures, the ETS research staff will use test data to refine analyses in a way that will lead to a further reduction in burden. 



4.	Efforts to identify duplication.

		These background questions do not exist in the same format or combination in the Department of Education or elsewhere.  The background data gathered by the NAEP is the only comprehensive cross-sectional survey performed periodically or regularly on a large-scale basis that can be related to extensive achievement data.  No other federally funded studies have been designed to collect data for the purpose of regularly assessing trends in educational progress.  None of the major nonfederal studies of education achievement was designed to measure changes in national achievement.  In short, no existing data source in the public or private sector duplicates the NAEP.



5.	Burden on small businesses or other small entities.

		Private schools are included in the sample proportional to their representation in the population. The steps taken to reduce respondent burden are described under point 12.



6.	Consequences of collecting information less frequently.

		Failure to collect the 2003-2004 NAEP operational data on the current schedule would result in an assessment that would not fulfill the mandate of the legislation.



7.	Consistency with 5 C.F.R. 1320.5.

		No special circumstances are involved.  This data collection observes all requirements of 5 C.F.R. 1320.5.



8.	Consultations outside the agency.

		The objectives and item development activities for the assessment involve working with many consultants as well as reviews by specialists and state curriculum advisors. 

	These consultants and special reviewers represent expertise with students of different ages, ethnic backgrounds, geographic regions, learning abilities, and socioeconomic levels.  Staff and consultants have reviewed all exercises for bias in both gender and racial/ethnic composition.

	Field-testing discerns the validity and utility of the data from the viewpoint of respondent groups.  Students provide essential feedback through their responses about the clarity, reasonableness, appropriateness, and vocabulary levels of the questions.

	 This clearance request is being submitted as part of the new NAEP Alliance contract that was awarded in late 2002 and serves as documentation for the background questionnaire process. 

	The following lists of outside personnel are provided as attachments: 

Attachment A -- List of Mathematics Standing Committee

Attachment B -- List of Reading Standing Committee



9.	Payments or Gifts to Respondents.

There will be no gifts or payments to respondents.



10.	Assurance of Confidentiality.

		ETS has policies and procedures, both corporate and NAEP-specific, that ensure NAEP privacy, security, and confidentiality. Specifically for the NAEP project, this ensures that ETS privacy, security, and confidentiality policies and procedures are in compliance with the Privacy Act of 1974 and its amendments, NCES Confidentiality Procedures, and the Department of Education ADP Security manual.  The NAEP Security and Confidentiality Plan has been developed as part of the NAEP Alliance  contract. All current ETS policies and procedures are in compliance with all NAEP security and confidentiality requirements.

	ETS employees, agency personnel, consultants, and other work-for-hire staff who use ETS’s network services are required to sign a statement of agreement that they have read the ETS Information Protection Policy, understand the conditions, and agree to abide by it.  In addition, all ETS staff with access to confidential NAEP information are required to sign an “affidavit of nondisclosure” that affirms, under severe penalty for unlawful action, they will protect NAEP information from non-authorized access or disclosure.   The affidavits are in keeping with the NCES Standard for Maintaining Confidentiality (IV-01-92).  ETS will maintain and provide NCES with a list of all staff who have contact with NAEP secure information, along with certification that all such staff have taken an appropriate oath of confidentiality.  

	An important privacy and confidentiality issue is to protect the identity of assessed students, teachers, and schools.    To assure this protection, our NAEP Alliance has established security procedures that closely control access to identifying information.  For example, ETS will not be privy to files that contain information linking assessment instruments to individuals or schools.  These files will be produced and used by authorized SDC staff for necessary conduct of the assessment. After the assessment takes place, the link files are not removed from and remain secure within the sampled school.  The school is asked to retain this link information for a specified period of time before destruction.   



Furthermore, to ensure the anonymity of respondents, NAEP staff will use the following precautions set forth by the ETS Standards for Quality and Fairness approved by the ETS Board of Trustees.  With regard to NAEP data, ETS assures the following.

	(	Data files will not identify individual respondents.



	(	No personally identifiable information, either by schools or respondents, 			will be gathered or released by third parties.  No permanent files of names 			or addresses of respondents will be maintained.



	(	Student participation is voluntary.



	After the components of the National Assessment are completed in a school, neither student- nor teacher-reported data are retrievable by personal identifiers.  We emphasize that confidentiality is completely assured for individual schools and for individual students, teachers, and principals.   Schools and districts determine according to their own policies how they will inform parents of their student’s selection for the NAEP.  We have enclosed a copy of the sample letter given for schools to use as a model if they wish.   



11.	Sensitive questions.

		The National Assessment of Educational Progress emphasizes voluntary respondent participation, assures confidentiality of individual responses, and avoids asking for information that might be considered sensitive or offensive.  Throughout the item development process, the staff works with consultants and internal reviewers to identify and eliminate potential bias in the questions.  Each question is reviewed by consultants asked specifically to look for a balance between gender (male/female names, titles, occupations) and racial/ethnic groups (White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander for Race and for Ethnicity, Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino).  No questions relating to 

PARENT/GUARDIAN NOTIFICATION LETTER

Note: You must circle the appropriate reference in the second paragraph “your child may be/is part of that sample.”



(School Letterhead)





Dear Parent or Guardian:



I am pleased to announce that our school has been selected to participate in the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), also known as the Nation’s Report Card.  NAEP is an ongoing assessment of what young Americans know and can do in various academic subjects.  Given to almost 1 million students throughout the United States in 2003, NAEP will show how students in our state perform compared to other states and the country as a whole.  It also shows long-term trends in academic performance over the 33 years the assessment has been in place.



The NAEP assessment will take place on ______________________________and will take approximately 1 ½ hours to administer.  A random sample of our __________________ grade students will be selected to be assessed in reading or mathematics, and your child may be/is part of that sample.  All responses are confidential, and no results will e reported to or about individual students or schools.  This means that the names of students who take part in NAEP are not recorded on any of the assessment materials that leave the school, and your child’s grades or progress in school will not be affected in any way by participating.



NAEP data and results are often used by policymakers to make decisions regarding education.  To help guide these decisions, NAEP asks students questions about their school experience, background, and what teachers teach in the classroom in addition to the subject matter questions.  These questions do not address personal beliefs or attitudes.  Students may omit any question or part of the assessment that they do not wish to answer.  If you do not wish to have your child participate in the assessment, please contact _________________________________________.



We appreciate the participation of each child who is selected.  Students who participate in NAEP will gain valuable test-taking experience, an our school’s participation will be beneficial in painting a picture of what our state’s and country’s schoolchildren are learning.



For more information about NAEP, please visit the web site http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.  A Demonstration Booklet that contains student background questions and examples of test questions similar to those asked in this year’s assessment is available both at that web site and at the school office.  If you have any questions or concerns, please contact ___________________________________.





Sincerely,



�sexual behaviors, religious beliefs, or other matters commonly considered private are asked. This process is consonant with procedures routinely applied to all tests and questionnaires developed by ETS. For the 2003-2004 assessment, the existing long-term trend background questions will be reviewed and all questions that may be considered offensive or intrusive in phrasing or intent will be eliminated.



12.	Estimation of respondent reporting burden.

		Exhibit One presents the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessment plan;  Exhibit Two the estimated total respondent burden for the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessment materials; and Exhibit Three the breakdown of sample volumes by age subtotals. These figures include the national ages 9,13, and 17 volumes for public and private schools participating in the sample.

	Average response time for respondent.  The average number of person hours estimated to complete the background questionnaires for each respondent type is summarized below:

	(	Students

The student response burden is .25 hours (15 minutes) for background questions for each student sampled in the assessment.



Approximately 85,000 students (29,000 -- age 9, 29,000 -- age-13, 27,000 -- age-17) will participate in the assessment activities for the assessment of background questionnaires. The total response burden for the test is approximately 21,250 hours for students.



Teachers - No teacher questionnaires are used for long-term trend assessments.



(	School Personnel - No School questionnaires will be used for the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessments. 



	(	Student Listing -- filled out by Westat 

		1 per school

 20 minutes



	(	Supplemental Listing -- filled out by Westat 

		1 per school

 15 minutes



	(	Roster of Questionnaires -- filled out by Westat 

		1 per school

15 minutes



	(	Administration Schedule -- filled out by Westat 

		1 per school

20 minutes

�

To minimize the burden to participating schools and students, the following procedures will be used:

(	Trained administrators will conduct the operational assessment and field tests at all grades.



	(	Assessment administrations will be limited, whenever possible, to about 

		60-90 minutes to facilitate school scheduling.



(	Students will not take every question in a particular subject area.  Blocks are assembled in different booklets, and each booklet is given to a different subsample of students.



Cost to respondents.

There are no direct costs to respondents, nor are respondents paid for participation in the program.  

Since no teacher or school questionnaires will be part of the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessments, schools will incur no indirect costs.



Estimates of cost to the federal government.

	The costs of the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessment will be incurred over the period between January 2003-July 2004.  The total cost to the federal government for the development, printing, distribution, scoring, analysis and reporting for the 2003-2004 LTT assessments is approximately $5,160,000. The LTT comprises approximately 58% of the overall 2003-2004 budgets.    

 This estimate is based on expected time to produce, train, administer, score, analyze, and report on the data associated with the long-term trend assessments. These estimates are based on the NAEP contractors' previous experience managing data collection efforts of this type. 

�The LTT costs are broken out in the following table:

2004 LTT Expense Estimates

Task�LTT Amount��Development:���LTT - Math Yr 1�414,885��LTT - Math Yr 2�226,958��LTT - Reading yr 1�302,773��LTT - Reading yr 2�192,530��Coor ID Contractor�15,660��Total Development�1,152,806�����Analysis (Year 2):���Create Design Plan�67,201��Create Analysis Plan�68,766��Implementation Plan�27,505��Block Design�28,316��Plan Field Test�-��Coor MSD Contractor�167,520��Finalize Block�169,517��IA�         87,728     -��DIF�54,720��Scaling�393,158��Linking Scales�       31,259    -��Pop Character.�310,155��Summarize�170,962��Total Analysis�1,576,805�����Reporting (Year 2):���Summary Reports�79,504��Briefing Material�75,635��Total Reporting�155,138�����Printing/Distribution/Return�2,275,000�����Grand Total�5,160,000 (rounded)��

58% is the percent of the total FY04 volume associated with the LLT (Long Term Trend)



�15.	Reasons for changes in burden

The change in burden is due to this data collection being a new collection. 

16.	Time schedule for data collection.

	The time schedule for the 2003 assessment is shown below.

2003 	



	April - July		Submit package for OMB clearance and obtain OMB approval.



August – October	Contact schools.  Print, quality control, bar code, spiral, and bundle booklets.  Prepare and print administration schedules, questionnaires, manuals, and scripts.  Train field administration staff.



2003	October			Administer Age 13 assessment

2004	January			Administer Age 9 assessment

	March			Administer Age 17 assessment



March-July		Scoring







Displaying OMB Approval Expiration Date



No exception is requested.



Exceptions to Certification Statement



No exception is requested.









                                                                                                                     

�



EXHIBIT ONE  -  2003-2004 Long-Term Trend Assessment Plan ���Age 9�Age 13�Age 17��Subject Area�No. of Booklets�No. of Blocks�No. of Min/�Block�Total No. of Minutes/Student�No. of  Booklets�No. of Blocks�No. of Min/�Block�Total No. of Minutes/Student�No. of Booklets�No. of Blocks�No. of Min/�Blocks�Total No. of Minutes/Student��Background�1�2�7.5�15�1�2�7.5�15�1�2�7.5�15��

�



EXHIBIT TWO

Estimated Respondent Burden Test Items

National Assessment of Educational Progress

2003-2004 Long-Term Trend Assessment





�Universe�Respondents (approximate size of sample)�Average No. of Items Per Respondent�Type of Respondent�Estimate of Average Person Hours�Total Respondent Burden in Person Hours��2003 assessment��������Student Background Questions

Reading and Mathematics

�12  mil.�85,000

�35�Student�.25�21,250����������School Questionnaires 

�154,000�0�-�Principal�0�0��

Total respondents = 85,000	 Total burden hours = 21,250         



�EXHIBIT THREE

Estimated Respondent Burden By Age and School Type

National Assessment of Educational Progress

2003-2004 Long-Term Trend Assessment

Component�Students���Public�Private�Total��Age 9�����LTT Reading�6,400�1,400�8,000��LTT Mathematics�6,400�1,400�8,000��LTT Reading Bridge�4,000�1,000�5,000��LTT Mathematics Bridge�4,800�1,200�6,200��LTT Reading Pilot�900�100�1,000��LTT Mathematics Pilot�900�100�1,000��Total Age 9�23,400�5,600�29,000��Age 13�����LTT Reading�6,400�1,600�8,000��LTT Mathematics�6,400�1,600�8,000��LTT Reading Bridge�4,800�1,200�6,000��LTT Mathematics Bridge�4,000�1,000�5,000��LTT Reading Pilot�900�100�1,000��LTT Mathematics Pilot�900�100�1,000��Age 13 Total�23,400�5,600�29,000��Age 17�����LTT Reading�6,400�1,600�8,000��LTT Mathematics�6,400�1,600�8,000��LTT Reading Bridge�4,000�1,000�5,000��LTT Mathematics Bridge�3,200�800�4,000��LTT Reading Pilot�900�100�1,000��LTT Mathematics Pilot�900�100�1,000��Total Age 17�21,800�5,200�27,000��Grand Total�68,600�16,400�85,000��

�B.	COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL

	METHODS



Potential respondent universe.



	The possible universe of student respondents is estimated to be 12 million fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students attending approximately 154,000 public and private elementary and secondary schools. NAEP test booklets are administered in selected public and private schools to a sample of students at ages 9, 13, and 17.

	Students are selected according to student sampling procedures with these possible exclusions:

(	The student is identified as Limited English Proficient (LEP) if the student is classified by the school as Limited English Proficient (LEP), and has received language arts instruction primarily in English for less than three school years, including the current year.



(	The student is identified as having a disability and has an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) or equivalent classification, such as those identified as part of the 504 plan.



	Based on experience from previous assessments, we estimate about three to five percent of age-eligible students will be excluded because of disabilities or language barriers that preclude their assessment. NAEP relies upon the professional judgment of school administrators as to who is to be selected or excluded and how students or schools should be classified.

�2.	Procedures for collection of information.

Survey Design and Sampling:

The NAEP long-term trend instruments in reading and mathematics will be redesigned as part of this administration.  These revised LTT instruments will follow the “focused designs” used in the main NAEP subjects (i.e., each student is tested in one and only one subject area) and will switch booklet designs from a non-overlapping matrix sample to that of a balanced incomplete block (BIB) design.  Once in this structure, item release practices like those of main NAEP can be employed with the long-term trend assessment.  That is to say, blocks of items can be released to the public after each assessment and replaced in subsequent administrations of the instrument. Thus, each time the redesigned long-term trend is administered, a set of pilot test books can be included as part of the spiral.  This will allow pilot test data to be efficiently collected on age-representative samples of students during the normal testing windows (fall for age 13, winter for age 9, and spring for age 17) as part of the normal course of long-term trend operations.   The desired subset of these pilot test items can be included, four years later, as replacement items for the released long-term trend blocks. Bridge studies are being proposed in 2003-2004 to move expeditiously to a revised long-term trend instrument.  



Details of the sampling and design of this administration are given in Attachment C -- NAEP 2004 Long-Term Trend Sample and Design Memorandum.



	Students.  In the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessments, NAEP will assess about 85,000 students in approximately 1,487participating schools. 

	Principals/Administrators.  No school information will be collected as part of the 2003-2004 long-term trend assessments. 



Teachers. -- No teacher information is collected as part of the long-term trend assessment.



�3.	Methods to maximize response rates and deal with issues of nonresponse. 

	NAEP attempts to minimize nonresponse of both students and schools. Chief State School Officers and LEA superintendents are provided with lists of schools in the sample in their jurisdiction and their cooperation is requested. For the field test, schools within each state will be selected and the chief state school officer and the state coordinator will be asked to solicit their cooperation. Plans also call for requesting NCES to provide letters to states and districts in support of the field test. The No Child Left Behind legislation of 2001 should further minimize non-response rates since states and school districts receiving Title I funds regularly participate in NAEP assessments.	

In previous NAEP administrations 95 percent or more of students have responded, and between 85 percent and 90 percent of school administrators are respondents. Not all of the students in the sample will respond. Some will be unavailable during the sample time period because of absenteeism or other reasons. If a student decides not to complete an exercise, the action will be recorded, but no steps will be taken to obtain an answer.



4.	Tests of procedures or methods to be undertaken.

When field tests of new items (either background or cognitive) are part of an assessment, these items will be administered along with operational assessments in the same session. Each student in a session will receive one booklet from a spiral of booklets, in which all booklets are spiraled. The majority of the students in a session will take a portion of the 2003-2004 operational LTT assessment, but a smaller number of students will receive booklets with the bridging study questions  or the pilot questions. The majority of the 2003-2004 long-term trend administration will be based on a new version of the prior reading, math and background instruments. See the chart on page 16 for the actual break out of volumes for each version of the LTT that will be administered.

�5.	Consultants on statistical aspects of the design.

NAEP/ETS and Westat research, analysis, field administration, and sampling staff have collaborated on the design. The primary persons responsible are:

		Catherine Hombo

		Director of NAEP Psychometrics, ETS		

Nancy Caldwell

		Vice-President, Westat

Stephen Lazer

		Executive Director, NAEP Project Director, ETS

		John Mazzeo

		Executive Director, Center for Large-Scale Assessment,  ETS 

		Keith F. Rust

		Biostatistician, Westat





=============================================================

�Appendix A









Statute Authorizing the

National Assessment of Educational Progress

(National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (Title 20, U.S.C. 9010)









As Amended in Section 411 of Public Law 107-110 (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001)

�P.L. 107-110 -- No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

Signed by the President -- January 8, 2002 

SEC. 602. AMENDMENT TO THE NATIONAL EDUCATION STATISTICS ACT OF 1994. 

(a) NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS.-- Section 411 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9010) is amended to read as follows: 

"SEC. 411. NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-- The Commissioner shall, with the advice of the National Assessment Governing Board established under section 412, and with the technical assistance of the Advisory Council established under section 407, carry out, through grants, contracts, or cooperative agreements with one or more qualified organizations, or consortia thereof, a National Assessment of Educational Progress, which collectively refers to a national assessment, State assessments, and a long-term trend assessment in reading and mathematics. 

"(b) PURPOSE; STATE ASSESSMENTS.--

"(1) PURPOSE.-- The purpose of this section is to provide, in a timely manner, a fair and accurate measurement of student academic achievement and reporting trends in such achievement in reading, mathematics, and other subject matter as specified in this section. 

"(2) MEASUREMENT AND REPORTING.-- The Commissioner, in carrying out the measurement and reporting described in paragraph (1), shall -- 

"(A) use a random sampling process which is consistent with relevant, widely accepted professional assessment standards and that produces data that are representative on a national and regional basis; 

"(B) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools at least once every 2 years, in grades 4 and 8 in reading and mathematics; 

"(C) conduct a national assessment and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in public and private schools in reading and mathematics in grade 12 in regularly scheduled intervals, but at least as often as such assessments were conducted prior to the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001; 

"(D) to the extent time and resources allow, and after the requirements described in subparagraph (B) are implemented and the requirements described in subparagraph (C) are met, conduct additional national assessments and collect and report assessment data, including achievement data trends, in a valid and reliable manner on student academic achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12 in public and private elementary schools and secondary schools in regularly scheduled intervals in additional subject matter, including writing, science, history, geography, civics, economics, foreign languages, and arts, and the trend assessment described in subparagraph (F); 

"(E) conduct the reading and mathematics assessments described in subparagraph (B) in the same year, and every other year thereafter, to provide for 1 year in which no such assessments are conducted in between each administration of such assessments; 

"(F) continue to conduct the trend assessment of academic achievement at ages 9, 13, and 17 for the purpose of maintaining data on long-term trends in reading and mathematics; 

"(G) include information on special groups, including, whenever feasible, information collected, cross tabulated, compared, and reported by race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, gender, disability and limited English proficiency; and 

"(H) ensure that achievement data are made available on a timely basis following official reporting, in a manner that facilitates further analysis and that includes trend lines. 

"(3) STATE ASSESSMENTS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Commissioner -- 

"(i) shall conduct biennial State academic assessments of student achievement in reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8 as described in paragraphs (1)(B) and (1)(E); 

"(ii) may conduct the State academic assessments of student achievement in reading and mathematics in grade 12 as described in paragraph (1)(C); 

"(iii) may conduct State academic assessments of student achievement in grades 4, 8, and 12 as described in paragraph (1)(D); and 

"(iv) shall conduct each such State assessment, in each subject area and at each grade level, on a developmental basis until the Commissioner determines, as the result of an evaluation required by subsection (f), that such assessment produces high quality data that are valid and reliable. 

"(B) AGREEMENT.-- 

"(i) IN GENERAL.-- States participating in State assessments shall enter into an agreement with the Secretary pursuant to subsection (d)(3). 

"(ii) CONTENT.-- Such agreement shall contain information sufficient to give States full information about the process for decision-making (which shall include the consensus process used), on objectives to be tested, and the standards for random sampling, test administration, test security, data collection, validation, and reporting. 

"(C) REVIEW AND RELEASE.-- 

"(i) IN GENERAL.-- Except as provided in clause (ii), a participating State shall review and give permission for the release of results from any test of its students administered as a part of a State assessment prior to the release of such data. Refusal by a State to release its data shall not restrict the release of data from other States that have approved the release of such data. 

"(ii) SPECIAL RULE.-- A State participating in the biennial academic assessments of student achievement in reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8 shall be deemed to have given its permission to release its data if the State has an approved plan under section 1111 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

"(4) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.--

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The use of assessment items and data on any assessment authorized under this section by an agent or agents of the Federal Government to rank, compare, or otherwise evaluate individual students or teachers, or to provide rewards or sanctions for individual students, teachers, schools or local educational agencies is prohibited. 

"(B) SPECIAL RULE.-- Any assessment authorized under this section shall not be used by an agent or agents of the Federal Government to establish, require, or influence the standards, assessments, curriculum, including lesson plans, textbooks, or classroom materials, or instructional practices of States or local educational agencies. 

"(C) APPLICABILITY TO STUDENT EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS.-- Nothing in this section shall be construed to prescribe the use of any assessment authorized under this section for student promotion or graduation purposes. 

"(D) APPLICABILITY TO HOME SCHOOLS.-- Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect home schools, whether or not a home school is treated as a home school or a private school under State law, nor shall any home schooled student be required to participate in any assessment referenced or authorized under this section. 

"(5) REQUIREMENT.-- In carrying out any assessment authorized under this section, the Commissioner, in a manner consistent with subsection (c)(2), shall-- 

"(A) use widely accepted professional testing standards, objectively measure academic achievement, knowledge, and skills, and ensure that any academic assessment authorized under this section be tests that do not evaluate or assess personal or family beliefs and attitudes or publicly disclose personally identifiable information; 

"(B) only collect information that is directly related to the appraisal of academic achievement, and to the fair and accurate presentation of such information; and 

"(C) collect information on race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, disability, limited English proficiency, and gender. 

"(6) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-- In carrying out any assessment authorized under this section, the Commissioner may provide technical assistance to States, localities, and other parties. 

c) ACCESS.-- 

"(1) PUBLIC ACCESS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- Except as provided in paragraph (3), parents and members of the public shall have access to all assessment data, questions, and complete and current assessment instruments of any assessment authorized under this section. The local educational agency shall make reasonable efforts to inform parents and members of the public about the access required under this paragraph. 

"(B) TIMELINE.-- The access described in this paragraph shall be provided within 45 days of the date the request was made, in writing, and be made available in a secure setting that is convenient to both parties. 

"(C) PROHIBITION.-- To protect the integrity of the assessment, no copy of the assessment items or assessment instruments shall be duplicated or taken from the secure setting. 

"(2) COMPLAINTS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- Parents and members of the public may submit written complaints to the National Assessment Governing Board. 

"(B) FORWARDING OF COMPLAINTS.-- The National Assessment Governing Board shall forward such complaints to the Commissioner, the Secretary of Education, and the State and local educational agency from within which the complaint originated within 30 days of receipt of such complaint. 

"(C) REVIEW.-- The National Assessment Governing Board, in consultation with the Commissioner, shall review such complaint and determine whether revisions are necessary and appropriate. As determined by such review, the Board shall revise, as necessary and appropriate, the procedures or assessment items that have generated the complaint and respond to the individual submitting the complaint, with a copy of such response provided to the Secretary, describing any action taken, not later than 30 days after so acting. 

"(D) REPORT.-- The Secretary shall submit a summary report of all complaints received pursuant to subparagraph (A) and responses by the National Assessment Governing Board pursuant to subparagraph (B) to the Chairman of the House Committee on Education and the Workforce, and the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

"(E) COGNITIVE QUESTIONS.-- 

"(i) IN GENERAL.-- The Commissioner may decline to make available through public means, such as posting on the Internet, distribution to the media, distribution through public agencies, or in response to a request under section 552 of title 5, United States Code, for a period, not to exceed 10 years after initial use, cognitive questions that the Commissioner intends to reuse in the future. 

"(ii) EXTENSION.-- Notwithstanding clause (i), the Commissioner may decline to make cognitive questions available as described in clause (i) for a period longer than 10 years if the Commissioner determines such additional period is necessary to protect the security and integrity of long-term trend data. 

"(3) PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Commissioner shall ensure that all personally identifiable information about students, their academic achievement, and their families, and that information with respect to individual schools, remains confidential, in accordance with section 552a of title 5, United States Code. 

"(B) PROHIBITION.-- The National Board, the Commissioner, and any contractor or subcontractor shall not maintain any system of records containing a student’s name, birth information, Social Security number, or parents’ name or names, or any other personally identifiable information. 

"(4) PENALTIES.-- Any unauthorized person who knowingly discloses, publishes, or uses assessment questions, or complete and current assessment instruments of any assessment authorized under this section may be fined as specified in section 3571 of title 18, United States Code or charged with a class E felony. 

"(d) PARTICIPATION.-- 

"(1) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.-- Participation in any assessment authorized under this section shall be voluntary for students, schools, and local educational agencies. 

"(2) STUDENT PARTICIPATION.-- Parents of children selected to participate in any assessment authorized under this section shall be informed before the administration of any authorized assessment, that their child may be excused from participation for any reason, is not required to finish any authorized assessment, and is not required to answer any test question. 

"(3) STATE PARTICIPATION.-- 

"(A) VOLUNTARY.-- Participation in assessments authorized under this section, other than reading and mathematics in grades 4 and 8, shall be voluntary. 

"(B) AGREEMENT.-- For reading and mathematics assessments in grades 4 and 8, the Secretary shall enter into an agreement with any State carrying out an assessment for the State under this section. Each such agreement shall contain provisions designed to ensure that the State will participate in the assessment. 

"(4) REVIEW.-- Representatives of State educational agencies and local educational agencies or the chief State school officer shall have the right to review any assessment item or procedure of any authorized assessment upon request in a manner consistent with subsection (c), except the review described in subparagraph (2)(C) of subsection (c) shall take place in consultation with the representatives described in this paragraph. 

"(e) STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS.-- 

"(1) ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS.-- The National Assessment Governing Board shall develop appropriate student achievement levels for each grade or age in each subject area to be tested under assessments authorized under this section, except the trend assessment described in subsection (b)(2)(F). 

"(2) DETERMINATION OF LEVELS.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- Such levels shall -- 

"(i) be determined by -- 

"(I) identifying the knowledge that can be measured and verified objectively using widely accepted professional assessment standards; and 

"(II) developing achievement levels that are consistent with relevant widely accepted professional assessment standards and based on the appropriate level of subject matter knowledge for grade levels to be assessed, or the age of the students, as the case may be. 

"(B) NATIONAL CONSENSUS APPROACH.-- After the determinations described in subparagraph (A), devising a national consensus approach. 

"(C) TRIAL BASIS.-- The achievement levels shall be used on a trial basis until the Commissioner determines, as a result of an evaluation under subsection (f), that such levels are reasonable, valid, and informative to the public. 

"(D) STATUS.-- The Commissioner and the Board shall ensure that reports using such levels on a trial basis do so in a manner that makes clear the status of such levels. 

"(E) UPDATES.-- Such levels shall be updated as appropriate by the National Assessment Governing Board in consultation with the Commissioner. 

"(3) REPORTING.-- After determining that such levels are reasonable, valid, and informative to the public, as the result of an evaluation under subsection (f), the Commissioner shall use such levels or other methods or indicators for reporting results of the National Assessment and State assessments. 

"(4) REVIEW.-- The National Assessment Governing Board shall provide for a review of any trial student achievement levels under development by representatives of State educational agencies or the chief State school officer in a manner consistent with subsection (c), except the review described in subparagraph (2)(C) shall take place in consultation with the representatives described in this paragraph. 

"(f) REVIEW OF NATIONAL AND STATE ASSESSMENTS.-- 

"(1) REVIEW.-- 

"(A) IN GENERAL.-- The Secretary shall provide for continuing review of any assessment authorized under this section, and student achievement levels, by one or more professional assessment evaluation organizations. 

"(B) ISSUES ADDRESSED.-- Such continuing review shall address-- 

"(i) whether any authorized assessment is properly administered, produces high quality data that are valid and reliable, is consistent with relevant widely accepted professional assessment standards, and produces data on student achievement that are not otherwise available to the State (other than data comparing participating States to each other and the Nation); 

"(ii) whether student achievement levels are reasonable, valid, reliable, and informative to the public; 

"(iii) whether any authorized assessment is being administered as a random sample and is reporting the trends in academic achievement in a valid and reliable manner in the subject areas being assessed; 

"(iv) whether any of the test questions are biased, as described in section 412(e)(4); and 

"(v) whether the appropriate authorized assessments are measuring, consistent with this section, reading ability and mathematical knowledge. 

"(2) REPORT.-- The Secretary shall report to the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, the President, and the Nation on the findings and recommendations of such reviews. 

"(3) USE OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.-- The Commissioner and the National Assessment Governing Board shall consider the findings and recommendations of such reviews in designing the competition to select the organization, or organizations, through which the Commissioner carries out the National Assessment. 

"(g) COVERAGE AGREEMENTS.-- 

"(1) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SCHOOLS.-- The Secretary and the Secretary of Defense may enter into an agreement, including such terms as are mutually satisfactory, to include in the National Assessment elementary schools and secondary schools operated by the Department of Defense. 

"(2) BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS SCHOOLS.-- The Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior may enter into an agreement, including such terms as are mutually satisfactory, to include in the National Assessment schools for Indian children operated or supported by the Bureau of Indian Affairs." 

�
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Introduction 

The NAEP 2004 Long Term Trend (LTT) Study will assess an 'age 9', an 'age 13', and an 'age 17' sample�. The assessments are divided into four sessions as follows (a 'session' is essentially a classroom full of sampled students being assessed during a fixed time period, with each student taking one of a set of 'spiraled'� assessment booklets):



Main Study sessions: four types of spiraled assessment booklets--math main study, reading main study, math LTT pilot, reading LTT pilot;

Mathematics Bridge�: Two different paced tape components which need to be done in separate sessions;

Reading Bridge.



The bridge studies use the previous (1999) LTT assessments to provide a linking between the 1999 study and the 2004 operational assessments.  The pilots are for development for use in future LTT assessments.



The NAEP 2004 long-term trend study is a three-stage clustered sample design. Primary sampling units (PSUs) are the first level of sampling, with schools the second level, and students the third level. The overall design is to assure that each age-eligible student in the United States has roughly the same chance of selection. The first level of clustering (schools) is necessary given that the assessments have to be administered at the school level. The second level of clustering (PSUs) is not necessary (and was not done for the larger NAEP 2002 and NAEP 2003 operational surveys), but is more efficient for smaller assessments such as the long-term trend study in terms of overall cost vs. precision.



The starting point for determining sample sizes at each level is assigning the target numbers of assessments for each grade and session. This determination was based on an evaluation of necessary precision levels for the overall assessment level estimators and for important subgroups (such as African-Americans and Hispanics). Sample sizes were set for public and private schools separately to guarantee adequate precision levels for private schools. The necessary target numbers as ETS and NCES determined them for each session for the age 9 sample, the age 13 sample, and the age 17 sample are given in Tables 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 respectively.



Table 1-1. Nine-year-old targets by session.



�Public school students�Private school students�Total students��Main�14,600�3,650�18,250��Math Bridge I�2,400�600�3,000��Math Bridge II�2,400�600�3,000��Reading Bridge�4,000�1,000�5,000��Total�23,400�5,850�29,250��



Table 1-2. Thirteen-year-old targets by session.



�Public school students�Private school students�Total students��Main�14,600�3,650�18,250��Math Bridge I�2,400�600�3,000��Math Bridge II�2,400�600�3,000��Reading Bridge�4,000�1,000�5,000��Total�23,400�5,850�29,250��



Table 1-3. Seventeen-year-old targets by session.



�Public school students�Private school students�Total students��Main�14,600�3,650�18,250��Math Bridge�3,200�800�4,000��Reading Bridge�4,000�1,000�5,000��Total�21,800�5,450�27,250��



The Table 1-1 through 1-3 targets are for completed assessments. In assigning student sample sizes, we need to account for losses from absent, refusing, and ineligible students. We used as expected student response rates the realized weighted student response rates for the NAEP 2001 history and geography assessments. For exclusion rates we used the average of the NAEP 2001 history exclusion rate and the geography exclusion rate, using the 'R3' reporting population (including only students under the new exclusion system). Tables 1-4, 1-5, and 1-6 present targets for nine-year-, thirteen-year-, and seventeen-year-old student sample sizes allowing for these sources of attrition. Rates from 2001 were used because this was the most recent time that a “national only” assessment was conducted, and thus best approximates the conditions under which schools and students will be asked to participate.



Table 1-4. Targeted total students in responding schools, nine-year-olds.



�Assessed students�Expected student response rate�Eligible student target�Expected student eligibility rate�Student target in cooperative schools�Expected school response rate�Total student target in all schools�����������Public�23,400�95.10%�24,606�95.95%�25,646�85.04%�30,157��Private�5,850�96.80%�6,043�98.69%�6,124�80.93%�7,567�����������Total�29,250��30,649��31,769��37,724��



Table 1-5. Targeted total students in responding schools, thirteen-year-olds.



�Assessed students�Expected student response rate�Eligible student target�Expected student eligibility rate�Student target in cooperative schools�Expected school response rate�Total student target in all schools�����������Public�23,400�91.80%�25,490�96.06%�26,536�83.75%�31,684��Private�5,850�95.90%�6,100�99.78%�6,114�76.11%�8,033�����������Total�29,250��31,590��32,650��39,717��



�Table 1-6. Targeted total students in responding schools, seventeen-year-olds.



�Assessed students�Expected student response rate�Eligible student target�Expected student eligibility rate�Student target in cooperative schools�Expected school response rate�Total student target in all schools�����������Public�21,800�74.50%�29,262�97.43%�30,034�76.36%�39,332��Private�5,450�90.60%�6,015�100.00%�6,015�58.85%�10,222�����������Total�27,250��35,277��36,049��49,553��



Tables 1-4 through 1-6 give our final student sample sizes. The next step is to determine school sample sizes which will support these student sample sizes. A key component in this is the student sample size per school. For nine-year-olds and thirteen-year-olds the school sample size target is 128. For seventeen-year-olds the target is 121. Section 3 describes our procedure for developing a school sample size based on these targets and the distribution of predicted school eligible counts. 



Section 2 below describes PSU sampling, Section 3 describes school sampling including the determination of school sample sizes based on the Table 1-4 through 1-6 targets and the within-school sample size targets, and Section 4 briefly describes student sampling. 





PSU Sampling 

We sampled a total of 77 PSUs for the long term trend study. It should be noted that we sampled these PSUs at the same time that we sampled another set of 77 PSUs for the foreign language pilot and field test component of NAEP 2004. This minimized the overlap between the noncertainty PSUs for the two surveys. We focus on the PSU sample for the long term trend study, but the foreign language/field test sample is also discussed where it is relevant given the joint sampling process. 



We sampled the two sets of 77 PSUs from a frame of PSUs that we developed based on current Census information. We used our in-house software WESPSU to aid us in defining the PSU frame. After creating the PSU frame we identified certainty PSUs (PSUs with large measures of size that make it efficient to take them with probability of selection 1), and set them aside. These certainty PSUs were in both PSU samples. PSU frame development is discussed in Section 2.1.



Stratification of the remaining noncertainty PSUs was carried out after an analysis of NAEP 2000 math and science assessment data. We generated strata which captured as much of the math and science assessment variation as possible. Stratification is discussed in Section 2.2. We defined measures of size and probabilities of selection, and then drew the PSU samples using WESSAMP. This is discussed in Section 2.3.





2.1.	PSU Frame Development 

The PSUs that we defined satisfied the following criteria:



They should consist of one county or contiguous multiple counties;

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) should be designated as PSUs, as they are easy to travel across;

PSUs should not cross state boundaries, in general;

Non-MSA PSUs should have a minimum population of 15,000 youths (age 0 to 17 inclusive) according to the 2000 Census in the Northeast and Southeast regions, and a minimum population of 10,000 youths in the Central and West regions, in general;

Other than MSAs, PSUs should be of minimum distance (defined in terms of square miles or maximum distance between points) while still satisfying the minimum population constraints. 



We used CMSAs� to define PSUs where CMSAs are defined, and otherwise we used MSAs. We split all CMSAs, MSAs, and NECMAs� along state boundaries�. The PSUs were generally the portions of CMSAs, MSAs, and NECMAs within individual states (called 'proto-PSUs'). For example, the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island NY-NJ-CT-PA CMSA was partitioned into four proto-PSUs by state. In some cases, these proto-PSUs violated the minimum size constraint of 15,000 youths� for the Northeast or Southeast regions, and 10,000 youths for the Central or West regions. There were 11 of these proto-PSUs violating size constraints, corresponding to 12 counties. In four of these cases, the proto-PSUs were not far from the minimum, so we defined them as PSUs. These are given in Table 2-1:



Table 2-1. Small metropolitan area PSUs.



County�State�Youths�CMSA or MSA�������Russell county�AL�13,194�Columbus, GA-AL MSA��Pike county�PA�12,352�New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island��Hancock & Brooke counties�WV�12,002�Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV MSA��Christian county�KY�11,043�Clarksville-Hopkinsville, TN-KY MSA��

In the remaining seven cases, the proto-PSUs were farther from the minimum, so we added them to the pool of nonmetropolitan counties to be formed into nonmetropolitan PSUs. These seven counties are given in Table 2-2. 



Table 2-2. MSA counties added to nonmetropolitan county list for formation into nonmetropolitan PSUs.



County�State�Youths�CMSA or MSA�������Queen Anne's county�MD�10,306�Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV��Polk county�MN�8,128�Grand Forks, ND-MN MSA��Mineral county�WV�6,331�Cumberland, MD-WV MSA��Dakota county�NE�6,177�Sioux City, IA-NE MSA��Houston county�MN�5,360�La Crosse, WI-MN MSA��Currituck county�NC�4,607�Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News MSA��Kane county�UT�1,777�Flagstaff, AZ-UT MSA��

2.2.1.	Certainty PSUs 

The general cutoff for certainty PSUs was that a CMSA, NECMA or MSA proto-PSU was defined as a certainty PSU if it had 800,000 or more youths. There were two exceptions: the Honolulu, Hawaii MSA was added and the Washington, DC portion of the Washington-Baltimore CMSA was included as a certainty as it will be attached to the Maryland portion of this CMSA in field work. Table 2-3 below provides a listing of the 17 certainty PSUs. 





NonCertainty Metropolitan PSUs

Removing the seven counties dropped into the nonmetropolitan county list for formation into nonmetropolitan PSUs, and removing the certainty PSUs, the remaining CMSA, NECMA, and MSA proto-PSUs were defined as noncertainty metropolitan PSUs. The PSU identifier for these PSUs has as a first character the NAEP region� ('1'-Northeast, '2'-Southeast, '3'-Central, '4'-West), as a second character 'N', and as third and fourth characters two digits sequentially assigned (e.g., 3N06). Table 2-4 presents the total number of PSUs defined within each NAEP region, the total youths represented, and the total number of counties represented by the PSUs.



Table 2-3. Certainty PSUs. 



PSU�CMSA or MSA name�State�Counties�Youths��������1C01�New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island�NY�12�3,145,310��1C02�New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island�NJ�14�1,637,393��1C03�Boston-Worcester-Lawrence�MA�7�1,253,715��1C04�Washington-Baltimore�MD�12�1,213,566��1C05�Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City�PA�5�968,515��1C06�Washington-Baltimore�DC�1�114,992���Total NAEP Region Northeast��51�8,333,491��������2C01�Atlanta�GA�20�1,095,702��2C02�Miami-Fort Lauderdale�FL�2�942,142���Total NAEP Region Southeast��22�2,037,844��������3C01�Chicago-Gary-Kenosha�IL�10�2,255,270��3C02�Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint�MI�10�1,438,461���Total NAEP Region Central��20�3,693,731��������4C01�Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County�CA�5�4,671,377��4C02�San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose�CA�10�1,662,599��4C03�Dallas-Fort Worth�TX�12�1,463,089��4C04�Houston-Galveston-Brazoria�TX�8�1,356,019��4C05�Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton�WA�6�880,188��4C06�Phoenix-Mesa�AZ�2�873,084��4C07�Honolulu�HI�1�208,758���Total NAEP Region West��44�11,115,114���������Total All Certainty PSUs��137�25,180,180��



Table 2-4. Noncertainty Metropolitan PSUs on the NAEP 2004 PSU frame.



Noncertainty Metro PSUs�PSUs�Counties�Youths�������NAEP region Northeast�40�87�4,933,546��NAEP region Southeast�103�291�10,236,529��NAEP region Central�82�195�8,668,740��NAEP region West�74�123�9,247,577�������Total�299�696�33,086,392��

NonMetropolitan PSU Frame

Our in-house software package WESPSU was utilized to define a preliminary set of PSUs satisfying the constraints. The input set were all of the nonmetropolitan counties plus the seven MSA counties added which were too small to stand as MSA PSUs. The software forms PSUs which satisfy the minimum size constraints, respecting state boundaries (i.e., not crossing state boundaries). The software minimizes the maximum point-to-point distance for the candidate PSUs, while still satisfying the minimum size constraints (15,000 youths in the Northeast and Southeast NAEP regions; 10,000 youths in the Central and West NAEP regions). 'Worst first' was the general approach: the county which had the PSU with the largest maximum point-to-point distance was fitted first, with whatever counties provided this PSU. The program then worked with the remaining PSUs, checking again for the 'worst' county and forming PSUs with the pool of counties still remaining. At the end of this process, the program generated candidate PSUs for each state. In many instances there were counties which could not be combined into PSUs which satisfied the minimum size constraints while still remaining within a single state. In some cases, counties were combined across state lines to provide a PSU which met the minimum size requirement. In some cases, PSUs which were below the minimum size requirement were allowed to stand, if satisfying the minimum size requirement was not reasonably possible. In some cases, PSUs were manually drawn to better respect interstate highways (being drawn along the axis of these highways) and mountain ranges (avoiding crossing of ranges with poor road access). 



Table 2-5 presents the total number of formed nonmetropolitan PSUs for each NAEP region. 



Table 2-5. Nonmetropolitan PSUs in NAEP 2004 PSU frame.



Combined nonmetropolitan set�PSUs�Counties�Youths�Mean youths per PSU��������NAEP region Northeast�60�107�1,468,357�24,473��NAEP region Southeast�223�752�4,825,800�21,640��NAEP region Central�281�840�4,285,195�15,250��NAEP region West�202�609�3,447,888�17,069��������Total�766�2,308�14,027,240�18,312��



2.2.	PSU Stratification 

After the PSU frame was determined, we set aside the certainty PSUs and carried out an analysis on the remaining noncertainty PSUs. Hard strata will consist of NAEP region and metropolitan status (metropolitan or nonmetropolitan). The analysis described below was carried out separately within each of the eight hard strata. We computed measures of size for each hard stratum, which determines its relative share of the 60 PSU strata. The PSU stratum measure of size is the total number of youths in the stratum. Table 2-6 presents these counts for each of the eight major stratum. The relative share for each major stratum is the number of youths divided by the total number of youths multiplied by 60. This is then rounded to the nearest even integer to give the major stratum number of PSU strata (except for Central metropolitan PSUs, which is rounded down to achieve the total of 60).  





Table 2-6. Number of PSU strata for each major stratum. 



Major stratum�PSUs�Counties�Youths�Target number of PSU strata�Set number of PSU strata�Youths per PSU stratum����������NAEP region Northeast��������Metropolitan�40�87�4,923,510�6.27�6�820,585��NonMetropolitan�60�107�1,456,533�1.85�2�728,267��NAEP region Southeast��������Metropolitan�103�291�10,225,591�13.02�14�730,399��NonMetropolitan�223�752�4,858,598�6.19�6�809,766��NAEP region Central��������Metropolitan�82�195�8,649,075�11.01�10�864,908��NonMetropolitan�281�840�4,304,860�5.48�6�717,477��NAEP region West��������Metropolitan�74�123�9,245,800�11.77�12�770,483��NonMetropolitan�202�609�3,449,665�4.39�4�862,416����������Total noncertainty PSUs�1,065�3,004�47,113,632�60.00�60�785,227��



Our next task was to assign PSUs to PSU strata. We want PSU strata which have as equal measures of size as possible (this reduces variability). In addition, we want PSU strata which are heterogeneous in achievement (i.e., PSU strata which have differing achievement levels: PSU strata with low achievement and PSU strata with high achievement). In our past experience, achievement is most highly correlated with socioeconomic status. 



We did an analysis to select PSU-level characteristics which are found to be correlated with achievement. The PSU-level values of these characteristics were derived from the 2000 Census STF1 and STF3 for each county, with PSU-level values then computed by combining the county-level data (using county youth estimates as the relative weighting factor for each county within the PSU). The characteristics we selected from were:



Minority percentages;

Percent black, Hispanic, and American Indian;

Percent blacks;

Percent Hispanics;

Percent Asians in schools.



Income levels; 

Median household income;

Percent children below the poverty line;



Education levels in population;

Percent of persons age 25+ who completed high school;

Percent of persons age 25+ with college degrees;



Percentage of renters (as opposed to home owners);





We checked these PSU-level Census characteristics against four NAEP 2000 assessment values: fourth grade math achievement, fourth grade science achievement, eighth grade math achievement, and eighth grade science achievement. The PSU-level values for achievement were computed by aggregating the student-level achievement scores� up to the PSU level using the NAEP 2000 final student weights. We used the criterion that good strata should be heterogeneous for each of the four characteristics (i.e., within-stratum variance for each assessment value should be low and between-stratum variance high), so that we should define strata that do a good job for all four assessment levels, not just the best possible job for one. This will prevent overfitting to some extent. The analysis was done entirely separately within each of the eight major strata. We used a forward stepwise regression approach, with a p-value cutoff of 20%. The results for the eight major strata are given in Tables 2-7 through 2-14. The order of the regressors is the order of entry in the stepwise procedure. The p-value is for an F-test for entry of the regressor into the forward stepwise model. The minus or plus sign indicates the direction of effect (negative indicates that increase in the regressor is related to reduced achievement; positive indicates that increase in the regressor is related to increased achievement). The regressor is put in italics if the direction of the effect is in an unexpected direction (i.e., negative when we generally expect a positive effect, or vice versa). The selected stratification variables for the next step are given below the tables. 



Table 2-7. Northeast Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Cld pov -- (pv=0.004)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.017)�Blacks -- (pv=0.044)�HS grd + (pv=0.011)��Second variable�Blacks -- (pv=0.137)���Blacks -- (pv=0.105)��������Stratifiers�Percent child poverty������Percent Blacks�����



Table 2-8. Northeast NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Renters + (pv=0.036)�HS grd + (pv=0.0006)�Cld pov -- pv=0.0007�CG grd + (pv=0.066)��Second variable��Blacks -- (pv=0.101)�Renters -- (pv=0.125)�Blacks -- (pv=0.0116)��Third variable��Pct BHI + (pv=0.106)�Med Inc -- (pv=0.174)�Hsp + (pv=0.0636)��Fourth variable���Blacks + (pv=0.087)���������Stratifiers�Percent child poverty�����



Table 2-9. Southeast Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Med Inc + (pv=0.004)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.010)�Blacks -- (pv=0.0008)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.031)��Second variable�Hsp + (pv=0.096)�����Third variable�Renters -- (pv=0.028)�����������Stratifiers�Percent child poverty������Percent Blacks�����













Table 2-10. Southeast NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Blacks -- (pv=0.002)�Med Inc + (pv=0.009)�Blacks -- (pv=0.003)�Blacks -- pv=<0.0001��Second variable�Asian + (pv=0.046)�Blacks -- (pv=0.057)�Pct BHI + (pv=0.130)�Hsp + (pv=0.005)��������Stratifiers�Percent Blacks�����





Table 2-11. Central Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Cld pov -- (pv=0.069)�Asian + (pv=0.0036)�Hsp -- (pv=0.029)���Second variable�Med Inc -- (pv=0.148)�Med Inc -- pv=0.0285����Third variable�Pct BHI + (pv=0.135)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.081)����Fourth variable��Blacks + (pv=0.094)����Fifth variable��HS grd -- (pv=0.098)����Sixth variable��CG grd + (pv=0.051)����������Stratifiers�Percent child poverty������Percent Asians������Percent college graduates����



Table 2-12. Central NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Cld pov -- pv=0.0015�Med Inc + pv=0.0039�Blacks + (pv=0.147)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.076)��Second variable�Blacks + (pv=0.065)�Renters -- pv=0.0845����������Stratifiers�Percent child poverty������Median household income����



�Table 2-13. West Metropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Asian -- (pv=0.087)��CG grd + (pv=0.002)�Renters -- (pv=0.005)��Second variable�Renters + (pv=0.051)��Asian -- (pv=0.101)�CG grd + (pv=0.023)��Third variable���HS grd + (pv=0.174)�Blacks -- (pv=0.058)��Fourth variable����Asian -- (pv=0.078)��������Stratifiers�Percent college graduates�����Percent renters�����





Table 2-14. West NonMetropolitan stepwise regression analysis on NAEP 2000 achievement scores.



�Math 4�Math 8�Science 4�Science 8��First variable�Asian -- (pv=0.033)�CG grd + (pv=0.086)�HS grd + (pv=0.0001)�CG grd + (pv=0.084)��Second variable�Cld pov -- (pv=0.047)�HS grd -- (pv=0.111)�Asian -- (pv=0.0007)�Med Inc -- (pv=0.053)��Third variable�HS grd -- (pv=0.019)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.017)�Hsp -- (pv=0.135)�Cld pov -- (pv=0.112)��Fourth variable��Pct BHI -- (pv=0.13)�Cld pov + (pv=0.197)�Hsp + (pv=0.064)��������Stratifiers�Percent child poverty������Percent high school graduates����



Our final step in stratification was to define the desired number of strata using the selected stratifiers, while constructing strata which were as close to equal size as possible (with size defined by number of youths). We also desired strata which had a high between-stratum variance for the stratifiers (i.e., which 'spread out' the stratifiers as much as possible). This step was carried out using a software package based on Microsoft Access ('WesStrat'), with adjustments then done manually via Microsoft Excel. These strata are given for each of the eight major strata in Tables 2-15 through 2-22.





Table 2-15. Stratification for Northeast Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Percent black <= 5.6%�Child poverty <= 13.2%�11�816,556��2�Percent black <= 5.6%�13.2% <= Child poverty �13�825,740��3�5.6% <= Percent black <= 11.0%��8�883,946��4�11.0% <= Percent black <= 12%��2�803,379��5�12.0% <= Percent black <= 14.0%��2�709,691��6�14.0% <= Percent black ��4�894,234��Total���40�4,933,546��Mean����822,258��



Table 2-16. Stratification for Northeast NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Child poverty <= 15.0%��29�738,550��2�15.0% <= Child poverty ��31�729,807��Total���60�1,468,357��Mean����734,179��







Table 2-17. Stratification for Southeast Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Child poverty <= 11.6%��4�720,117��2�11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% �Pct blk <= 17.5%�10�738,230��3�11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% �17.5% <= Pct blk <= 20.0%�2�713,427��4�11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% �20.0% <= Pct blk <= 23.7%�5�644,518��5�11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% �23.7% <= Pct blk <= 26.0%�2�638,418��6�11.6% <= Cld pov <= 15.1% �26.0% <= Pct blk �3�825,846��7�15.1% <= Cld pov <= 17.5% �Pct blk <=18.0%�10�981,312��8�15.1% <= Cld pov <= 17.5% �18.0% <= Pct blk <= 33.0%�7�590,554��9�15.1% <= Cld pov <= 17.5% �33.0% <= Pct blk�3�628,013��10�17.5% <= Cld pov <= 20.3% �Pct blk <= 34.0%�15�749,156��11�17.5% <= Cld pov <= 20.3% �34.0% <= Pct blk�8�772,024��12�20.3% <= Cld pov <= 25.0% �Pct blk <=44.2%�15�728,956��13�20.3% <= Cld pov <= 25.0% �44.2% <= Pct blk�8�731,212��14�25.0% <= Child poverty��11�774,746��Total���103�10,236,529��Mean����731,181��





�Table 2-18. Stratification for Southeast NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Percent black <= 2.65%��42�806,779��2�2.65% <= Percent black <= 7.46%��36�782,893��3�7.46% <= Percent black <= 21.0%��34�808,528��4�21.0% <= Percent black <= 36.6%��37�818,423��5�36.6% <= Percent black <= 47.5%��37�811,514��6�47.5% <= Percent black ��37�797,663��Total���223�4,825,800��Mean����804,300��



Table 2-19. Stratification for Central Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Child poverty <= 9.65%�Pct Asian <= 4.05%�15�850,543��2�Child poverty <= 9.65%�4.05% <= Pct Asian�5�921,935��3�9.65% <= Cld pov <= 12.15% �Pct Asian <= 1.5%�8�936,352��4�9.65% <= Cld pov <= 12.15% �1.5% <= Pct Asian�7�792,304��5�12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% �Pct cllg graduates <= 21.5%�15�756,746��6�12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% �21.5% <= Pct cllg grds <= 23.4%�6�780,703��7�12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% �23.4% <= Pct cllg grds <= 26.05%�5�909,949��8�12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% �26.05% <= Pct cllg grds <= 26.5%�2�856,692��9�12.15% <= Cld pov <= 16.2% �26.5% <= Pct cllg graduates�8�1,116,932��10�16.2% <= Child poverty��11�746,584��Total���82�8,668,740��Mean����866,874��





Table 2-20. Stratification for Central NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Child poverty <= 9.1%��45�704,779��2�9.1% <= Cld pov <= 12.7%�Med hh income <=$38,000�51�717,939��3�9.1% <= Cld pov <= 12.7%�$38,000 <= Med hh income�44�712,554��4�12.7% <= Cld pov <= 18.0%�Med hh income <=$34,850�49�705,477��5�12.7% <= Cld pov <= 18.0%�$34,850 <= Med hh income�40�712,371��6�18.0% <= Child poverty ��52�732,075��Total���281�4,285,195��Mean����714,199��

�

Table 2-21. Stratification for West Metropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Percent renters <= 34.0%�Pct cllg graduates <= 18.3%�12�754,142��2�Percent renters <= 34.0%�18.3% <= Pct cllg grads <= 26.0%�13�778,001��3�Percent renters <= 34.0%�26.0% <= Pct cllg grads <= 33.0%�4�764,470��4�Percent renters <= 34.0%�33.0% <= Pct cllg graduates�3�758,498��5�34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% �Pct cllg graduates <= 17.0%�6�832,889��6�34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% �17.0% <= Pct cllg grads <= 23.2%�7�737,494��7�34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% �23.2% <= Pct cllg grads <= 27.0%�5�720,107��8�34.0% <= Pct rntrs <= 38.7% �27.0% <= Pct cllg graduates�5�721,980��9�38.7% <= Pct rntrs <= 40.3%�Pct cllg graduates <= 22.0%�5�671,579��10�38.7% <= Pct rntrs <= 40.3%�22.0% <= Pct cllg grads�3�879,524��11�40.3% <= Pct rntrs <= 44.5%��8�758,447��12�44.5% <= Percent renters��3�870,446��Total���74�9,247,577��Mean����770,631��





Table 2-22. Stratification for West NonMetropolitan noncertainty PSUs.



Stratum�Primary stratifier�Secondary stratifier�PSUs�Measure of size��1�Child poverty <=15.8%��46�861,738��2�15.8% <= Child poverty <= 21.0%��53�859,814��3�21.0% <= Child poverty <= 24.83%��54�859,832��4�24.83% <= Child poverty ��49�866,504��Total���202�3,447,888��Mean����861,972��



2.3.	PSU Sampling

After stratification was completed, we drew a PSU sample independently from each of the 60 stratum. It should be noted that in this step we drew PSUs both for the long term trend study (which is the subject of this memorandum), and the foreign language and field test study. The first stage in this process was to select two PSUs probability proportionate to size (with size equal to number of youths) systematically within each stratum. The sort order for the systematic selection was according to measure of size. PSUs were allowed multiple hits in this selection process, for those PSUs with measures of size greater than 1/2 of the total measure of size for the stratum. A total of 117 PSUs were selected in the 60 PSU strata, with 3 PSUs being hit twice. 



For the three strata in which only one PSU was selected, this PSU was assigned to both the long term trend and foreign language PSU samples. In the remaining 57 PSU strata, we assigned one of the sampled PSU to the long term trend PSU sample and one of the sampled PSUs to the foreign language PSU sample. There were a total of 77 sampled PSUs for both the long-term-trend study and the foreign language study, with 20 PSUs in both studies. 



3.	School Sampling

School sampling is done within the sampled PSUs probability proportionate to size, where size is the estimated number of age-eligible children, divided by the PSU probability of selection. Note that insofar as the estimated size is valid, this procedure in connection with the fixed student sample sizes (128 for nine- and thirteen-year-olds; 121 for seventeen-year-olds) will give a self-weighting sample at the student level (every age-eligible child has roughly the same probability of selection).



Section 3.1 describes the procedure for developing school sample sizes that will in expectation achieve the student targets given in Tables 1-4 through 1-6. Public and private schools are the 'explicit strata' (strata with fixed sample sizes). There will also be an 'implicit stratification' carried out using a systematic sampling process with a designated sort order. This is described in Section 3.2.



3.1.	School Sample Sizes 

For the nine-year-old long term trend study, the school frame consists of schools in the PSU sample which have a second, third, fourth, or fifth grade. Suppose Mij(2), Mij(3), Mij(4), and Mij(5) are the estimated enrollments for the four grades respectively within school j within PSU i. We have computed Fi(2), Fi(3), Fi(4), and Fi(5) which are equal to the global percentage of students who are nine-years old (birth months January 1994 through December 1994) within each grade�, computed separately for each NAEP region (note that there is only a subscript i as PSUs are contained fully within NAEP regions, so that every school in a PSU will have the same factor, but across PSUs the factors differ). These values are given in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 for public and private schools respectively. 





Table 3-1. Age distribution fraction values for nine-year-olds, public schools.



NAEP region�Fi(2)�Fi(3)�Fi(4)�Fi(5)��������Northeast�0.020�0.275�0.699�0.004��Southeast�0.063�0.414�0.514�0.003��Central�0.028�0.425�0.543�0.002��West�0.019�0.323�0.654�0.002��



Table 3-2. Age distribution fraction values for nine-year-olds, private schools.



NAEP region�Fi(2)�Fi(3)�Fi(4)�Fi(5)��������Northeast�0.009�0.240�0.733�0.017��Southeast�0.011�0.381�0.601�0.005��Central�0.007�0.417�0.570�0.005��West�0.007�0.321�0.660�0.010��



We compute the measure of size Sij for each school as follows:



�EMBED Unknown���



For thirteen-year-olds, the school frame will consist of schools in the PSU sample which have a sixth, seventh, eighth, or ninth grade. Suppose Mij(6), Mij(7), Mij(8), and Mij(9) are the estimated enrollments for the four grades respectively within school j within PSU i. We have computed Gi(6), Gi(7), Gi(8), and Gi(9) which are equal to the global percentage of students who are thirteen-years old (birth months January 1990 through December 1990) within each grade�, computed separately for each NAEP region (note that there is only a subscript i as PSUs are contained fully within NAEP regions, so that every school in a PSU will have the same factor, but across PSUs the factors differ). These values are given in Tables 3-3 and 3-4. 















Table 3-3. Age distribution fraction values for thirteen-year-olds, public schools.



NAEP region�Gi(6)�Gi(7)�Gi(8)�Gi(9)��������Northeast�0.026�0.282�0.683�0.008��Southeast�0.061�0.377�0.550�0.004��Central�0.031�0.431�0.534�0.002��West�0.025�0.333�0.635�0.004��



Table 3-4. Age distribution fraction values for thirteen-year-olds, private schools.



NAEP region�Gi(6)�Gi(7)�Gi(8)�Gi(9)��������Northeast�0.012�0.234�0.743�0.011��Southeast�0.015�0.372�0.604�0.006��Central�0.014�0.385�0.596�0.004��West�0.018�0.336�0.633�0.009��



We compute the measure of size Sij for each school for thirteen-year-olds as follows:



�EMBED Unknown���



For seventeen-year-olds, the school frame will consist of schools in the PSU sample which have a ninth, tenth, eleventh, or twelfth grade. Suppose Mij(9), Mij(10), Mij(11), and Mij(12) are the estimated enrollments for the four grades respectively within school j within PSU i. We have computed Ji(9), Ji(10), Ji(11), and Ji(12) which are equal to the global percentage of students who are seventeen-years old (birth months October 1986 through September 1987) within each grade�, computed separately for each NAEP region (note that there is only a subscript i as PSUs are contained fully within NAEP regions, so that every school in a PSU will have the same factor, but across PSUs the factors differ). These values are given in Tables 3-5 and 3-6. 











Table 3-5. Age distribution fraction values for seventeen-year-olds, public schools.



NAEP region�Ji(9)�Ji(10)�Ji(11)�Ji(12)��������Northeast�0.040�0.227�0.654�0.080��Southeast�0.059�0.243�0.662�0.037��Central�0.037�0.306�0.637�0.020��West�0.054�0.231�0.647�0.067��



Table 3-6. Age distribution fraction values for seventeen-year-olds, private schools.



NAEP region�Ji(9)�Ji(10)�Ji(11)�Ji(12)��������Northeast�0.040�0.227�0.654�0.080��Southeast�0.059�0.243�0.662�0.037��Central�0.037�0.306�0.637�0.020��West�0.054�0.231�0.647�0.067��





We compute the measure of size Sij for each school for seventeen-year-olds as follows:



�EMBED Unknown���





The sample size for each school yij is as follows for nine-year-olds and thirteen-year-olds:



�EMBED Unknown���



For seventeen-year-olds it is as follows:



�EMBED Unknown���



The school measure of size for nine- and thirteen-year-olds is:





�EMBED Unknown���



For seventeen-year-olds the school measure of size is:



�EMBED Unknown���



The school probability of selection for all three ages is as follows:



�EMBED Unknown���



R is computed so that the expected yield within the sampled schools equals the overall target of sampled students in each age group. For nine-year-olds in public schools:



�EMBED Unknown���



For nine-year-olds in private schools:



�EMBED Unknown���





For thirteen-year-olds in public schools:



�EMBED Unknown���



For thirteen-year-olds in private schools:



�EMBED Unknown���



For seventeen-year-olds in public schools:



�EMBED Unknown���



For seventeen-year-olds in private schools:



�EMBED Unknown���



R is computed via an iterative process for each grade and school type separately. 





3.2.	School Sampling: Implicit Stratification

There is an implicit stratification for the school samples, based on a sorting of schools. Implicit stratification gains some of the benefits of stratification by considerably reducing the variability of the sample size between important levels of subgroups (so that the sample percentage for these subgroup levels is close to the population percentage). The first sort is by certainty PSU and noncertainty PSU status. The sort order within certainty PSUs for public schools is as follows:



NAEP region;

Type of location�;

Minority stratum;

Estimated age eligible students.



Minority stratum is defined based on the percentage of blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans. It is defined so that there is roughly 2-3 sampled schools for each minority stratum (nested within the NAEP region and type of location strata). 



The sort order within noncertainty PSUs for public schools is as follows:



PSU stratum (essentially PSU);

Type of location;

Minority stratum;

Estimated age eligible students.



Minority stratum is defined in the same way as for certainty PSU schools, though we anticipate that in most cases there will be only 2-3 or less sampled schools per type of location stratum, squeezing minority stratum out. 



The sort order within certainty PSUs for private schools is as follows:



NAEP region;

School type (Catholic, non-Catholic religious, nonreligious);

Estimated age eligible students.



The sort order within noncertainty PSUs for public schools is as follows:



PSU stratum (essentially PSU);

School type (Catholic, non-Catholic religious, nonreligious);

Estimated age eligible students.





Student Sampling

Within selected schools, the school will be asked to list all students with the appropriate birth dates for the specific age class for which the school was selected. All eligible students up to a prespecified maximum will be selected for the study. The maxima are 128 students for ages 9 and 13, and 121 students for age 17. For larger schools, samples of size 128 and 121 students, respectively, will be selected.

Within schools, students will be randomly assigned to the various types of assessment sessions, in such a way that the correct proportions of students are assigned to each type of session. Therefore, for example, in a school selected for ages 9 or 13, in which 128 students are selected, eighty students will be assigned to the main session type (operational and pilot combined), 26 students will be assigned to one of the two math bridge sessions (the choice of which session to be determined randomly for each school, but balanced overall), and 22 students will be assigned to the reading bridge session. No school will conduct more than three different types of sessions (no school at ages 9 and 13 will conduct more than one of the two math bridge tape-administered sessions).



For smaller schools, the assignment of sessions to schools and students to sessions will be conducted so as to meet three objectives: 1) no session will have fewer than 12 students assigned (except that a school with fewer than 12 eligible students will be assigned a single session); 2) the overall desired proportions of the student samples must be preserved, with every student having the same overall chance of being assigned to each type of session; 3) the sample should be as unclustered as possible, spreading the different assessment components over as many schools as possible.



The determination of exactly which session types to conduct in each school, and the assignment of students to session types, will be programmed into the student sampling software. Once the list of students is received from each school, the operations staff will enter the number of names on the list. The software will then determine the number of sessions of each type to conduct, and will generate line numbers to indicate which students are included in each sample. This will be achieved by predetermining random sequences of session assignments for each school , with the choice of which assignment to actually use being determined by the exact number of students on the list.





























. 











� 'Nine-year-olds' are defined as students who are nine years old on January 1, 2004, with birth months January 1994 through December 1994 (i.e., their tenth birthday is in 2004). 'Thirteen-year-olds' are defined as students who are thirteen years old on January 1, 2004, with birth months January 1990 through December 1990. 'Seventeen-year-olds' are defined as students who are seventeen years old on October 1, 2004, with birth months October 1986 through September 1987.

� Spiraled indicates a randomized order for the booklets within each bundle assigned to the session.

� Only one math bridge session (the 'C' session) for seventeen-year-olds, rather than two.

� Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Areas.

� New England County Metropolitan Area. The MSAs in New England are defined in terms of townships, and sometimes split across counties. The NECMAs are close approximations to the MSAs which are defined in terms of counties (i.e., do not split across counties).

� Note that this is a break with what we did in the NAEP 1994-2002 cycle. The change came about from input from the field personnel that contacts with state officials are very important in the process of recruiting schools, making single state PSUs easier to handle. We attempted to as much as possible define PSUs within single states.

� Youths are defined to be persons age 17 or less. The population estimate is from the 2000 Census, obtained from the STF-1 Census files. The total youth count is given as YOUTHS_C on the output files. Note that this is equal to the youth total for the county on the county-level files, and equal to the youth total for the PSU on the PSU-level files.

� The Northeast NAEP region includes the New England Census Division, the Middle Atlantic Census Division, Delaware, Maryland, and the District of Columbia. The Southeast NAEP region includes the South Atlantic Census division excluding Delaware, Maryland, and the District of Columbia, the East South Central Census Division, and Arkansas and Louisiana. The Central NAEP region is identical to the Midwest Census Region. The West NAEP region includes the Pacific and Mountain Census Divisions, Texas, and Oklahoma. 

� It should be noted that we used the first plausible value.

� These percentages were derived based on NAEP 2002 weighted percentages for fourth grade (the distribution of birth months across the grade). We developed a distribution of grades for nine-year-olds by assuming congruent distributions for second through fifth grades (the same distributions of birth months plus or minus one or two years). 

� These percentages were derived based on NAEP 2002 weighted percentages for eighth grade (the distribution of birth months across the grade). We developed a distribution of grades for thirteen-year-olds by assuming congruent distributions for sixth through ninth grades (the same distributions of birth months plus or minus one or two years).

� These percentages were derived based on NAEP 2002 weighted percentages for twelfth grade (the distribution of birth months across the grade). We developed a distribution of grades for seventeen-year-olds by assuming congruent distributions for ninth through twelfth grades (the same distributions of birth months plus or minus one or two years). 

� 1=center of large city, 2=center of mid-size city, 3=urban fringe of large city, 4=urban fringe of mid-size city, 5=large town, 6=small town, 7=rural area in nonMSA area, 8=rural area in MSA.
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