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OVERVIEW

This document has been prepared to support the renewal of clearance of data collection instruments to be used in the Office of Special Education Programs’ Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS).  SEELS has just completed its third year and second wave of data collection.  This submission addresses data collection for wave 3 to be collected in year five.  This overview introduces the purposes of SEELS and provides a brief summary of its design and data collection instruments to demonstrate the overall value of the study.  Exhibit 4 at the conclusion of this Overview links each data item for the study to its research questions.  Section A, “Justification,” and Section B, “Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods,” responds to specific instructions in the SF93.  Appendices contain copies of all instruments for which clearance is being requested. 

Purposes

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) of the U.S. Department of Education has commissioned the Special Education Elementary Longitudinal Study (SEELS), which is being conducted by SRI International, with support from Westat.

As part of a comprehensive OSEP program of longitudinal research related to the 1997 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA97), SEELS provides a comprehensive look at the background, experiences, and outcomes of students receiving special education who were ages 6 through 12 at the outset of the study.  Students will be followed through repeated waves of data collection as they make the important transitions from elementary to middle school and middle to high school.  Thus, SEELS provides the first national picture of the experiences and outcomes of students receiving special education as they move through these crucial years of their educational careers.  Information from SEELS generalizes to students receiving special education in this age group as a whole, to students in each of the 12 federal disability categories, and to students in each single-year age cohort.  Although SEELS provides invaluable information to audiences at many levels of the special education system, its primary purpose is to provide credible information regarding special education nationally to support future policy development.  A more in-depth understanding of the students being served receiving special education, what they experience in and out of school, and what those experiences do for them is the essential base from which to make informed public policy.

Research Questions

The design of SEELS is based on a conceptual framework (Exhibit 1) that identifies the key focal areas that are central to the study and their interrelationships:  student outcomes, which are influenced by student and household characteristics, school and nonschool experiences, and school characteristics and policies, all within the LEA, community, state, and national contexts.
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The research questions posed for the study regarding these focal areas are both descriptive and explanatory.  Specifically, the following questions are the primary focus of SEELS:

1. What are the outcomes of students receiving special education in terms of academic and functional performance, personal and social adjustment, contribution and citizenship, responsibility and independence, health, and individual and family satisfaction?
 

2. What are the characteristics of the school programs provided to students receiving special education in terms of program participation; classroom characteristics; curriculum and instruction; assessment practices; use of accommodations, adaptations, enrichments, and compensations; individualized education plans; transition planning and experiences; family involvement with the school; and personnel?

3. What are the characteristics of schools attended by students receiving special education in terms of type, size, demographics, school climate, policies related to students receiving special education, personnel and other resources, policies and practices related to family involvement, and school reform activities?

4. What are the nonschool experiences of students receiving special education in terms of participation in organized group activities; use of accommodations, adaptations, enrichments, and compensations outside of school; family activities in support of students’ education and development; and family expectations for students’ futures?

5. What are the characteristics of students receiving special education in terms of demographics, their abilities and disabilities, and their history with educational programs and other treatments?

6. What are the characteristics of households in which students receiving special education live, in terms of household composition and socioeconomic characteristics?

7. How do the outcomes of students, their school and nonschool experiences, the characteristics of their schools and households, and their individual characteristics vary for students classified in different disability categories, for students in different ages, and over time?

8. What are the relationships between students’ individual and household characteristics, their schools and school programs, their nonschool experiences, and the outcomes they achieve? 

Answering these questions is the objective of SEELS.  The breadth of these questions means that many secondary questions are involved in providing satisfactory answers, as indicated in Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2

major objectives and RESEARCH QUESTIONS

	1. 
Describe the outcomes of students receiving special education.

	(
What is the academic functioning/performance of students receiving special education, as well as their past experiences of grade promotion and retention?

	(
What is the level of engagement in school of students receiving special education, as indicated by attendance and in-class behavior?

	(
How well do students receiving special education communicate and use computer technology?

	(
To what extent are students receiving special education socially engaged, personally well adjusted, and involved in volunteer/community service activities?

	(
To what extent do students receiving special education get along with others, abide by rules, and avoid risk behaviors in their teen years?

	(
How healthy are students receiving special education?

	(
How satisfied are students and parents with students’ schools and school programs?  

	(
How independent are students receiving special education in terms of self-care and care of their immediate environments?


	(
To what extent are older students receiving special education beginning to take on adult roles in terms of employment, family formation, and other aspects of independence?

	2.  
Describe the school programs and other services provided to students receiving special education.

	(
In what school programs do students receiving special education participate, other than special education?

	(
What are the characteristics of the classrooms in which students receiving special education are instructed, and how is time distributed among various settings?  

	(
What are the characteristics of instructional practices used with students receiving special education, and to what extent are they exposed to the general education curriculum?

	(
What vocational experiences and other community-based experiences are included in the curriculum for students receiving special education?

	(
How is student progress evaluated?

	(
What accommodations, modifications, and related services do students receive?  What medical or other disability-related assistive devices do students use?

	(
What are students’ IEPs like in terms of individuals involved in their development and goals specified?

	(
What preparation or support for the transition from elementary to middle and middle to high school do students receiving special education receive?

	(
What is postsecondary transition planning like for students in terms of individuals involved, age of initiation, and postschool goals specified?


	(
What is the level of contact between teachers and students’ families?

	(
What are the characteristics of teachers who serve students receiving special education, what caseload do they carry, and what professional development do they receive?


Exhibit 2 (Continued)
major objectives and RESEARCH QUESTIONS

	3. 
Describe the characteristics of schools attended by students receiving special education.

	(
What are the schools like that serve students receiving special education in terms of such factors as school type, enrollment, student body demographics, aggregate performance indicators, grade levels served, school safety, and emphasis on having students succeed academically?

	(
What are the characteristics of school leadership (e.g., principal)

	(
What policies and practices related to special education are pursued by schools in such areas as prereferral, referral, disciplinary practices, grade retention, and inclusion in schoolwide testing?

	(
What placement options are available at the school for students receiving special education?  

	(
What personnel resources and programs operate at the school to support student learning and well-being (e.g., Chapter 1, Reading Recovery, after-school enrichment activities)?  

	(
What actions do schools take to encourage/support family involvement in the school?

	(
What schoolwide reforms have schools implemented, and how are students receiving special education included in them?

	4. 
Describe the nonschool experiences of students receiving special education.

	(
To what extent do students receiving special education participate in organized group activities at school and in the community?

	(
Are students receiving special education supervised after school?  What are their after-school care experiences and needs?  How do they spend their leisure time?

	(
What services and supports do families provide for their children outside of their school programs? To what extent do parents/guardians engage in activities at home and at school that support the educational and social development of their children?

	(
What are parents’ expectations for students regarding educational attainment, independent living in adulthood, and employment?

	5. 
Describe the characteristics of students receiving special education.

	(
What are students’ identified disabilities, and how do classifications change over time?

	(
What are the implications of disability for student functioning?

	(
What are students’ strengths?

	(
What are students’ school enrollment, special education, and broader treatment histories?


	(
What are students’ demographic characteristics?

	(
How frequently have students changed schools?

	6.  
Describe the household characteristics of students receiving special education in the target age range.

	(
What is the composition of households in which students receiving special education live?


	(
What are the socioeconomic characteristics of households of students receiving special education?


Exhibit 2 (Concluded)
major objectives and RESEARCH QUESTIONS

	7.  
Describe variations for students in different disability categories, in different age groups, and over time.

	(
How do outcomes of students, their school and nonschool experiences, the characteristics of their schools and households, and their individual characteristics differ for students in different disability categories?

	(
How do outcomes of students, their school and nonschool experiences, the characteristics of their schools and households, and their individual characteristics differ for students in different age groups?

	(
How do outcomes of students, their school and nonschool experiences, the characteristics of their schools and households, and their individual characteristics change over time as students age and transition from elementary to middle and middle to high school?

	8.  
Examine the relationships between students’ individual and household characteristics, their schools and school programs, their nonschool experiences, and the outcomes they achieve.

	(
How do the characteristics of students and their households and the resources and policies of schools relate in influencing the placements and programs students receive?

	(
How do the characteristics of students’ schools and their school programs and services influence their educational and other outcomes?

	(
How do nonschool factors, family involvement in support of education, and parent expectations relate to students’ outcomes?


Design Overview

The questions posed for SEELS have important implications for key features of the study design.  The descriptive research questions (numbers 1 through 6) focus on the national picture of students receiving special education and the programs and services provided to them.  The study must support descriptions of students, programs/services, and outcomes that are nationally generalizable.  Further, the sample must be sufficiently large to yield estimates of characteristics and outcomes that have acceptable precision.  In addition, the breadth of the questions suggests that multiple sources of data must be accessed to obtain accurate information on the multiple aspects of students and their programs.

Question 7 indicates the importance of going beyond an understanding of students receiving special education as a whole to understanding in detail the widely varying characteristics, experiences, and outcomes of students with different kinds of disabilities and of different ages.  The sample of students in each disability category and in each age cohort must be large enough to yield estimates of characteristics and outcomes that have acceptable precision.  Question 7 also highlights the need for SEELS to be longitudinal.  OSEP is interested in understanding the dynamic quality of student outcomes and experiences as they change over time, particularly at the key transition points between elementary and middle school and middle and high school.  These are important points at which students with and without disabilities can face challenges to their academic achievement and progress and can “fall through the cracks” of education systems.

Question 8 illustrates the explanatory emphasis of SEELS.  Not only must the study describe students and their outcomes and experiences, it also must illuminate the relationships between outcomes and individual, household, school and school program, and nonschool factors.  It must explore, for example, the influence of such things as student and household characteristics and school policies and resources on the kinds of programs and placements provided to students.  In turn, understanding the relationship between variations in school programs (e.g., placement, access to the general education curriculum) and variations in outcomes is crucial to developing policies regarding practices and programs that are effective in supporting improvements in educational performance and other student outcomes.  Analysis strategies that are appropriate to the complexities of these relationships must be included in the design.

Reflecting these design requirements, the SEELS included an initial student sample of 11,512 that was nationally representative of students ages 6
 through 12 and in at least first grade on December 1, 1999.  They were sampled from 245 local education agencies (LEAs) and 35 state-supported special schools that agreed to participate in the study by providing rosters of students receiving special education in the appropriate age range from which the student sample can be drawn.  The participating LEAs represent the range of variation in LEA size (student enrollment), geographic region, and a measure of district/community wealth; participating state-supported schools that agreed to participate represented 46% of all identified schools that serve students of the appropriate age range.

Data are being collected in three waves over a 5-year period to satisfy the need for longitudinal information.  To cover the breadth of issues in the SEELS conceptual framework, data are collected about SEELS children from multiple sources.  In waves 1 and 2 (year 1 and 3) parents or legal guardians were interviewed by telephone to measure student and household characteristics, nonschool factors, and some student outcomes, including family satisfaction with educational programs.  In wave 3 (year 5), telephone interviews will begin with parents, who will be asked a subset of the original items from waves 1 and 2 to track change over time.  

In addition, data was collected during waves 1 and 2 (years 2 and 3) from teachers that served the students, school staff who could report on students’ overall school programs, and principals of schools attended by SEELS students.  This information focused on describing students’ schools and school programs and their educational and other outcomes.  These data will also be collected in wave 3.

Finally, data was collected during waves 1 and 2 (years 2 and 3) on students’ academic and social adjustment outcomes.  Students were assessed directly by on-site staff using standardized measures of academic achievement, student self-concept, and attitudes towards school. The data analysis strategy involves both descriptive statistics and multivariate analyses to examine the types of students receiving special education, the school programs and other services they receive, the outcomes students achieve, and the relationships between student and household characteristics, programs and services, and outcomes in a variety of domains.

Data Collection Summary

The data collection instruments for SEELS are summarized in Exhibit 3.  Clearance is being sought in this package for those instruments that will be administered during wave 3 (year 5) of the study.  Exhibit 4 is a matrix of the data collection instruments and items mapped onto the research questions.  

· Parent Interview.  Parents/guardians complete the telephone interview.  

· Enrollment Status Report.  During the spring, Parent Interview respondents will identify the schools sample students attend.  In the fall, school staff are asked to confirm that the sample student is still enrolled at the school, or to identify the school where the student has transferred

· Respondent Identification Form.  Before mailing of the Teacher and School Program Survey questionnaires, school coordinators are asked to identify the appropriate respondents for each sample student attending the school.

· Teacher Survey.  Respondents to this mail survey are the teachers who provide primary language arts instruction to sampled students.
· School Program Survey.  The questionnaire for this survey is mailed to the school staff member best able to provide information about a sample student’s overall school program.  There are two versions of this survey, one for regular schools and a shorter version for special schools, which does not include general education items.

· School Characteristics Survey.  This questionnaire is mailed to the study coordinator of each school in which a sample student is enrolled.  There are two versions of this survey, one for regular schools and a shorter version for special schools, which does not include the regular education items.  

· Standard Assessment.  The SEELS standard student assessment measures achievement in reading and mathematics using the Woodcock-Johnson III as well as self concept, and attitudes towards schools using published measures.  They are conducted by a trained professional (usually a school psychologist) who is recruited for the study and reimbursed for his or her services.  Accommodations are provided that are consistent with those in a student’s day-to-day educational and assessment contexts.  

· Alternate Assessment.  Students whose educational programs reflect goals and objectives significantly different from those presented in the standard assessment have a teacher-completed alternate assessment in place of the direct assessment.  The teacher who completes the alternate assessment knows the student and his/her program well.  

This submission contains copies of all instruments for which clearance is being requested, except for the direct assessment instruments.  The instruments selected for use in the SEELS direct assessment which are copyrighted materials, so the specific items cannot be publicly released.

Exhibit 3

SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS (WAVE 3 IN BOLD)

	
Instrument
	
Method
	
Respondents
	Administration Schedule

	Parent Interview
	Telephone 
	The parent/guardian best able to report on the sample student’s experiences
	Spring/summer of years 1, 3, and 5

	Parent Survey
	Mail
	The parent/guardian best able to report on the sample student’s experiences
	Spring/summer of years 1, 3, and 5

	School Report Form
	Mail
	The parent/guardian best able to report on where the sample student is enrolled in school
	Summer, end of years 2 and 4

	Enrollment Status Report
	Mail
	School staff able to confirm that the sample student is enrolled at the school
	Fall, years 2, 3, and 5

	Teacher Survey
	Mail
	The teacher who provides the primary language arts instruction to the sample student
	Spring, years 2, 3, and 5

	Student’ School Program Survey
	Mail
	The school staff member best able to provide information on the sample student’s overall school program
	Spring, years 2, 3, and 5

	School Characteristics Survey
	Mail
	The principal of the school in which the sample student is enrolled
	Spring, years 2, 3, and 5


Exhibit 4

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions

	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions

	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment


	1.
Describe the outcomes of students in special education.
	
	
	
	
	

	(
What is the academic functioning/performance of students in special education, as well as their past experiences of grade promotion and retention?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Reading and math achievement scores
	
	
	C4a,b,c
	
	WJIII

	•
General reading ability
	
	E1
	
	
	WJIII

	•
Overall grades in reading/English/language arts
	
	E2
	
	
	

	•
Overall grades
	D19a-c
	
	
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Middle/high school grades
	
	
	SS9
	
	

	•
Progress toward meeting IEP goals
	E4c
	
	
	
	

	(
What is the level of engagement in school of students in special education, as indicated by attendance and in-class behavior?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Students enjoy school
	D22b
	
	
	
	SCSS, SAM

	•
Number of absences
	
	
	C2
	
	

	•
Number of disciplinary actions
	D18a-d,
F4, F5
	
	C3
	
	

	(
How well do students in special education communicate and use computer technology?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to speak, language
	B4h, B6a
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to converse
	B4i, B6d
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to understand spoken language
	B4j, B6e
	
	
	
	

	•
Use computer for educational purposes
	E12b
	
	
	
	

	•
Use computer to exchange e-mail
	G11b
	
	
	
	

	(
To what extent are students in special education socially engaged, personally well adjusted, and involved in volunteer/community service activities?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Take lessons after school
	G4
	
	
	
	

	•
Belong to organized groups, school activities
	G5,6,7
	
	
	
	SAM

	•
Participate in community service activities
	G8
	
	
	
	

	•
Socialize with friends
	G9,10, 11a, 11b
	
	
	
	SSCS


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
To what extent do students in special education get along with others, abide by rules, and avoid risk behaviors in their teen years?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Get along with other children at school
	D20
	**
	
	
	SSCS

	•
Get along with teachers
	D21
	**
	
	
	SAM

	•
Parent rating of child behaviors
	I1a-I
	
	
	
	

	•
Ever arrested
	I6
	
	
	
	

	•
Have children
	K3a,b
	
	
	
	

	(
How healthy are students in special education?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Rating of general health
	B8a
	
	
	
	

	(
How satisfied are students and parents with students’ schools and school programs?  
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Satisfaction with transition activities
	D10b,c,e
	
	
	
	

	•
Satisfaction with school, teachers, education program, special education services
	D24a-d
	
	
	
	SAM

	•
Satisfaction with amount of homework
	D24e
	
	
	
	

	•
Satisfaction about how well school informs about student’s performance
	D24f
	
	
	
	SAM, SSCS

	•
Parents feels students are challenged at school
	D22a
	
	
	
	

	•
Parents feels teachers respect students, maintain discipline
	D22d,e
	
	
	
	

	•
Parents feel school meets student’s needs
	D22f
	
	
	
	

	•
Satisfaction with level of involvement in IEP decisions
	E4a
	
	
	
	

	•
Parents feel IEP goals are challenging
	E4b
	
	
	
	

	•
Satisfaction with parent trainings 
	E6c
	
	
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
How independent are students in special education in terms of self-care and care of their immediate environments?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Make decisions about money
	G12
	
	
	
	

	•
Self-care
	I3a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Rating of independent behaviors 
	I4, I5
	
	
	
	


	(
To what extent are older students in special education beginning to take on adult roles in terms of employment, family formation, and other aspects of independence?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Employment status
	H1, H4, H10
	
	
	
	

	•
Type of job
	H2, H8
	
	
	
	

	•
Amount paid
	H3, H9
	
	
	
	

	•
Hours/time of year worked
	H5, H6, H7
	
	
	
	

	•
Have children
	K3a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Are married
	K3c
	
	
	
	

	2.
Describe the school programs and other services provided to students in special education.
	
	
	
	
	

	(
In what school programs do students in special education participate, other than special education?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
School programs 
	
	
	A2
	
	

	•
Subjects, classes for instruction
	
	
	A3
	
	

	(
What are the characteristics of the classrooms in which students in special education are instructed, and how is time distributed among various settings?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Length of school or instructional day
	
	B2
	B2a
	
	

	•
Where student receives instruction
	
	A1
	A3, B2b
	
	

	•
Grade level of class
	
	A2
	
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Class composition (adults)
	
	A3
	
	
	

	•
Class composition (students); disability of students
	D14a
	A3, A4, D1
	
	
	

	•
Ability level of students
	
	A5
	
	
	

	•
Teacher’s perception of appropriateness of placement 
	
	C10
	
	
	

	(
What are the characteristics of instructional practices used with students in special education, and to what extent are they exposed to the general education curriculum?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Curriculum used in reading/English/language arts instruction
	
	B3, D3
	
	
	

	•
Instruction strategies used in reading/ English/language arts instruction
	
	C3
	
	
	

	•
Activities used in reading/English/language arts instruction
	
	B5, C2, D4
	
	
	

	•
Groupings used in reading/English/language arts instruction
	
	C2, D2
	
	
	

	•
Materials used in reading/English/language arts instruction
	
	C1a, b
	
	
	

	•
Primary goal for reading achievement
	
	B4
	
	
	

	•
Amount of reading/English/language arts instruction
	
	B1
	
	
	

	(
What vocational experiences and other community-based experiences are included in the curriculum for students in special education?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
School-based and community-based work experiences.
	
	
	SS7
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Enrollment in subjects related to vocational, prevocational, and life skills
	
	
	A3
	
	

	•
Vocational/career services
	
	
	SS6
	
	

	(
How is student progress evaluated?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Teacher’s grading practices for reading/English/language arts instruction
	
	C4, D5
	
	
	

	•
Participation in schoolwide testing program
	
	
	B9a
	
	

	(
What accommodations, modifications, and related services do students receive?  What medical or other disability-related assistive devices do students use?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Medical supports at school
	
	
	B6a, B7
	
	

	•
Emergency medical plan
	
	
	B6b
	
	

	•
Services provided to student 
	
	
	B8, B7
	
	

	•
Hearing aid prescribed
	B4c
	
	
	
	

	•
Cochlear implant
	B4f
	
	
	
	

	•
Use sign language
	B4ga
	
	B7
	
	

	•
Type of sign language used
	B4k
	
	
	
	

	•
Use lip reading
	B4gb
	
	B7
	
	

	•
Use cued speech
	B4gc
	
	
	
	

	•
Use oral speech, words, sounds, gestures
	B4gd, B6b
	
	
	
	

	•
Use a communication board or book
	B4ge, B6b
	
	
	
	

	•
Use communication board or book at school
	B4m, B6b
	
	B5
	
	

	•
Use other devices to communicate
	B4gf, B6b
	
	B5
	
	

	•
Wear glasses
	B5a
	
	
	
	

	•
Use braille
	B5da
	
	B7
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Use a portable Braille notetaker or writer
	B5db
	
	
	
	

	•
Use large-print type
	B5dc
	
	
	
	

	•
Use optical devices
	B5dd
	
	
	
	

	•
Use mobility devices
	B5de
	
	
	
	

	•
Use assistive technology, such as voice synthesizers
	B5df
	
	B8
	
	

	•
Use other devices to help see or read
	B5dg
	
	
	
	

	•
Use equipment to get around, e.g., wheelchair
	B7d
	
	
	
	

	•
Type of equipment used to get around
	B7e
	
	
	
	

	•
Use this equipment at school
	B7f
	
	
	
	

	•
Taking prescription medicine for disability
	B8b,c,
	
	
	
	

	•
Taking medication at school
	B8d,e
	
	
	
	

	•
Use medical equipment
	B8f
	
	
	
	

	•
Type of medical equipment
	B8g
	
	
	
	

	•
Use medical equipment at school
	B8h
	
	
	
	

	•
Use other equipment because of disability
	B8i
	
	
	
	

	•
Type of other equipment
	B8j
	
	
	
	

	•
Use other equipment at school
	B8k
	
	
	
	

	•
Accommodations, modifications, and supports provided to student
	
	C9, D6
	B5, B7, B9b
	
	

	•
Teacher’s perception of adequacy of supports
	
	C11
	
	
	

	(
What are students’ IEPs like in terms of individuals involved in their development and goals specified?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Parents attend IEP meetings
	E2a, E2b
	
	B10
	
	

	•
Who developed goals
	E3
	
	B10
	
	

	•
Primary school goals for student
	
	
	B4
	
	

	•
Individuals who participated
	
	
	B10
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
What preparation or support for the transition from elementary to middle and middle to high school do students in special education receive?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Activities to support elementary to middle and middle to high school transitions
	D10a,d
	
	A4a,b, A5a,b, A6
	G1
	

	•
Adequacy of transition supports 
	
	
	A4c
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	(
What is postsecondary transition planning like for students in terms of individuals involved, age of initiation, and postschool goals specified?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Age at which postsecondary transition planning occurs
	
	
	
	H4
	

	•
Vocational/career services provided
	
	
	SS6
	
	

	•
School-based and community-based work experiences 
	
	
	SS7
	
	

	•
Individuals who participated
	
	
	SS10c
	
	

	•
Primary postsecondary goals for students
	
	
	SS8
	
	

	•
Written plan
	
	
	SS10b
	
	

	•
Postsecondary transition planning this school year  
	
	
	SS10a
	
	


	(
What is the level of contact between teachers and students’ families?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Parent attendance at school conferences
	
	E6
	C5
	
	

	•
Frequency of teacher-parent contacts
	
	E5
	C6
	
	

	•
Level of involvement of parents/guardians 
	
	E7
	
	
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
What are the characteristics of teachers who serve students in special education, what caseload do they carry, and what professional development do they receive?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Current assignment/role
	
	B1, B2, F1
	D1
	
	

	•
Level and type of involvement with students
	
	
	D2, D3
	
	

	•
Certification
	
	F2, F5a, F5b, F6
	
	
	

	•
Level of education completed
	
	F7
	
	
	

	•
Years teaching
	
	F3
	
	
	

	•
Years work with special education students
	
	F4
	
	
	

	•
Inservices attended 
	
	F8
	
	
	

	•
Current feelings of competence with teaching
	
	F9, F10
	
	
	

	•
Ethnicity/race of teachers
	
	F11
	
	
	

	•
Use language of students
	
	E3b
	
	
	


	3.
Describe the characteristics of schools attended by students in special education.
	
	
	
	
	

	(
What are the schools like that serve students in special education in terms of such factors as school type, enrollment, student body demographics, aggregate performance indicators, grade levels served, school safety, and emphasis on having students succeed academically?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Type of school
	D8a-d
	
	
	A1, A2
	

	•
Grade levels served
	
	
	
	A3
	

	•
Disabilities of students in school
	
	
	
	B2
	

	•
Number of students who are English language learners
	
	
	
	B3
	


	Exhibit 4 (continued)

Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Number of incidents of violence and student disciplinary actions
	
	
	
	D2
	

	•
Number of low-income families
	
	
	
	B4
	

	•
Amount of pressure on school for student academic gains
	
	
	
	D1
	

	•
Type of community in which school is located
	
	
	
	A5
	

	•
Student safety
	D23a-d 
	
	
	
	

	•
Drop out rates (secondary schools)
	
	
	
	H3
	

	•
Graduation rates (secondary schools)
	
	
	
	H2
	

	•
Size of school; demographics
	
	
	
	A4, B1
	

	(
What are the characteristics of school leadership (e.g., principal)?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Support perceived by teachers
	
	F10
	
	
	

	(
What policies and practices related to special education are pursued by schools in such areas as prereferral, referral, disciplinary practices, grade retention, and inclusion in schoolwide testing?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Written and systematic prereferral procedures 
	
	
	
	E1a,b
	

	•
Discipline practices
	
	C5
	
	E7
	

	•
Participation in testing
	
	
	B9a
	E3, E4, E5
	

	•
Social promotion policies
	
	
	
	E8
	

	(
What placement options are available at the school for students in special education?  
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Available types of placements in school
	
	
	
	C4
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Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
What personnel resources and programs operate at the school to support student learning and well-being (e.g., Chapter 1, Reading Recovery, after-school enrichment activities)?  
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Types of personnel & FTE employed at school
	
	
	
	C1
	

	•
Programs available in the school
	
	
	
	C3
	

	•
Supports available to teachers who work with special education students
	
	C7, C8
	
	E2
	

	•
Number of teachers who have less than 3 years teaching experience
	
	
	
	C2
	

	•
Number of teachers fully credentialed 
	
	
	
	C2
	

	(
What actions do schools take to encourage/support family involvement in the school?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Types of communication 
	
	
	
	F1
	

	•
Activities to promote family involvement
	
	
	
	F2
	

	•
Adequacy of school’s efforts
	
	
	
	F3
	

	(
What schoolwide reforms have schools implemented, and how are students in special education included in them?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Standards-based reform
	
	
	
	E6a, b
	

	4.
Describe the nonschool experiences of students in special education.
	
	
	
	
	

	(
To what extent do students in special education participate in organized group activities at school and in the community?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Take lessons after school
	G4
	
	
	
	

	•
Participate in group activities
	G5-7
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Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
Are students in special education supervised after school?  What are their after-school care experiences and needs?  How do they spend their leisure time?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Supervision after school
	G1,2
	
	
	
	

	•
After-school experiences
	G3
	
	
	
	

	(
What services and supports do families provide for their children outside of their school programs?  To what extent do parents/guardians engage in activities at home and at school that support the educational and social development of their children?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Household members’ use of sign language
	B4l
	
	
	
	

	•
Students covered by health insurance, issues related to having insurance
	C1-C6b
	
	
	
	

	•
Family involvement in school
	E1a-c
	
	C5
	
	

	•
Family participation in trainings
	E6a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Families talk with children about school
	E7
	
	
	
	

	•
Help with homework
	E8
	
	
	
	

	•
Read to students
	E9
	
	
	
	

	•
Family rules
	E10a-f
	
	
	
	

	•
Have place to do homework; computer
	E11, E12a
	
	
	
	

	(
What are parents’ expectations for students regarding educational attainment, independent living in adulthood, and employment?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Parent expectations about educational attainment
	J1-4
	
	
	
	

	•
Parent expectations about getting a driver’s license
	J5
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Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Parent expectations about living independently
	J6,7
	
	
	
	

	•
Parent expectations about employment
	J8
	
	
	
	

	5.
Describe the characteristics of students in special education.
	
	
	
	
	

	(
What are students’ identified disabilities, and how do classifications change over time?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Students’ disabilities at time of interview
	B1, B1c-e, B3a-d
	
	
	
	

	•
Main disability
	B1b, B3e
	
	B3
	
	

	•
Age of onset for disability
	B2a
	
	
	
	

	•
All disabilities
	
	
	B3
	
	

	(
What are the implications of disability for student functioning?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to hear
	B4a
	
	
	
	

	•
Level of hearing loss
	B4b
	
	
	
	

	•
How well student hears with hearing aid
	B4e
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to speak, language
	B4h, B6a
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to converse
	B4i, B6d
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to understand spoken language
	B4j, B6e
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to see
	B5b,c
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to use arms and hands
	B7a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Ability to use legs and feet
	B7c
	
	
	
	

	(
What are students’ strengths?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Strengths and interests
	I2a-h
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Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	(
What are students’ school enrollment, special education, and broader treatment histories?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Age began receiving professional services for disability
	B2b
	
	
	
	

	•
Received early intervention services
	B2c
	
	
	
	

	•
Attended a preschool/Head Start program
	B2d,e
	
	
	
	

	•
Mainstreamed in preschool
	B2f
	
	
	
	

	•
Age/grade began receiving special education services in school
	B2g
	
	
	
	

	•
Currently enrolled in school/enrolled in school in past school year
	D1a,b, D4a
	
	
	
	

	•
Ever enrolled in school
	D1c
	
	
	
	

	•
Reasons not enrolled in school
	D2a, D3
	
	
	
	

	•
Receive schooling in hospital/institution
	D2b,D6
	
	
	
	

	•
Length of time received home/hospital/institution schooling
	D2c
	
	
	
	

	•
When last enrolled in school
	D4b
	
	
	
	

	•
Expect to be enrolled in school in next school year
	D5a, E13a
	
	
	
	

	•
Name and address of school
	D5b,c, D7a,b, E13b,c
	
	A6
	
	

	•
First year at school
	D9a
	
	
	
	

	•
Reason attended new school
	D9b
	
	
	
	

	•
Ever enrolled in a special school
	D12a, F1a
	
	
	
	

	•
Age first enrolled in special school
	D12b, F1b
	
	
	
	

	•
Number of years attended special schools
	D12c, F1c
	
	
	
	

	•
Receive special education services
	D13a
	C6
	A7
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	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Reasons no longer receive special education services
	D13b
	
	
	
	

	•
When stopped receiving special education services
	D13c,d
	
	B1b, C1b
	
	

	•
Has a 504 plan
	D13e
	C6
	B1a, C1a
	
	

	•
Ever mainstreamed/not mainstreamed
	D14b,c, F7a, F7b
	
	
	
	

	•
Have always been in ungraded class
	D15b
	
	
	
	

	•
Skipped a grade
	D16a,b, F2a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Held back a grade
	D17a,b, F3a,b
	
	
	
	


	(
What are students’ demographic characteristics?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Gender
	A1
	
	
	
	

	•
Age/birthdate
	A2a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Ethnicity
	A3
	
	
	
	

	•
Main language
	A4a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
English language proficiency
	
	E3a
	
	
	

	•
Grade level 
	D15a
	
	A1
	
	

	•
Main language of parent/guardians
	
	
	C7a
	
	

	(
How frequently have students changed schools?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Number of times students change schools
	D11a, F6a
	
	
	
	

	•
Number of changes due to promotion
	D11b, F6b
	
	
	
	

	6.
Describe the household characteristics of students in special education in the target age range.
	
	
	
	
	

	(
What is the composition of households in which students in special education live?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Respondent’s relationship to child
	S11, S12
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Relationship of Instrument Items to Research Questions



	Major Objectives, Research Questions, and Item Descriptions
	Instrument/Item

	
	Parent
	Teacher
	Program
	School
	Direct/

Alternate Assess-ment

	•
Percent time student lives in household
	A5a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Other places student lives
	A5c-f
	
	
	
	

	•
Length of time student lived with respondent
	A5g
	
	
	
	

	•
Language spoken by the family
	
	C7a
	
	
	

	•
Household composition
	K1, K2a, K4a, K5a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Respondent’s marital status
	K6a,b
	
	
	
	

	•
Respondent’s partner’s relationship to child
	K7
	
	
	
	

	•
Respondent’s/partner’s age
	K8, K11
	
	
	
	

	•
Other household members with disability
	K2b, K4b
	
	
	
	

	•
Available transportation
	K18
	
	
	
	


	(
What are the socioeconomic characteristics of households of students in special education?
	
	
	
	
	

	•
Highest education level
	K9, K12
	
	
	
	

	•
Employment status
	K10a-c, K13a-c
	
	
	
	

	•
Receive government benefits, e.g., TANF, food stamps
	K14a-e, K15
	
	
	
	

	•
Child receives SSI
	K16a-c
	
	
	
	

	•
Household income
	K17a-e
	
	
	
	


A.  JUSTIFICATION

1.  Purpose and Authority

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

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

The National Longitudinal Transition Study, a study of special education students ages 13 to 21 who were followed through ages 18 through 26, was OSEP’s first experience with longitudinal research that fulfilled these several functions.  The value of NLTS to OSEP and to the special education and disability communities more broadly made a compelling case for initiating a more comprehensive program of longitudinal research.  In 1994, OSEP developed options for such a program.  Establishing a Research Agenda for Reauthorization of IDEA (MSPD Evaluation Support Center, 1995) laid out a plan for longitudinal research that called for establishing several cohorts of children and youth with disabilities that, if followed for a long enough period of time, would create a picture of the experiences and outcomes of children and youth with disabilities, potentially from birth to young adulthood.

In 1996, OSEP commissioned a longitudinal study of infants and toddlers with disabilities who were in early intervention to answer key questions about the children and families served under Part C of IDEA, the services provided, and the outcomes they achieved.  SEELS is now the next step in filling out the longitudinal knowledge base about children and youth with disabilities across the age range.

2.  Use of Information

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

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

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

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

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

· Federal policy-makers who make decisions regarding special education directly and regarding the critical interfaces between special education and other federally funded services and systems that affect children and families.

· State policy-makers who make decisions regarding state implementation issues for special education and funding levels for the states’ contributions.

· LEA and school administrators, who are responsible for implementation of programs and services at the local level, where they most affect students.

· Parents of children and youth with disabilities, who can use information on special education services and outcomes to increase their own capacity to advocate effectively for their children.

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

3.  Method of Collection

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

4.  Avoidance of Duplication

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

5.  Small Business Impact

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

6.  Consequences of Not Collecting Information

In the absence of the data collection for SEELS, federal policy regarding elementary and middle school special education will continue to be made without a solid base of information on such fundamental questions as the nature of the students served, the instructional programs and services they are provided, and the outcomes of special education in terms of benefits to students.  Questions raised in the context of recent federal reauthorization for which data were unavailable will continue to be raised, again without satisfactory responses.

Regarding the timing of information collection, the extensive study design process resulted in a determination of the optimal frequency of data collection.  Three Parent Interviews, conducted every other year, are considered the minimum number and maximum spacing to obtain accurate information on students’ educational programs and outcomes and their transitions from elementary to middle and middle to high school.  Data collection on educational programs is timed to permit appropriate analytic linkages to student outcomes. Similarly, three points of data are required in order to conduct growth curve analyses of academic progress.

7.  Special Circumstances

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

8.  Consultation Outside the Agency

The study design process has involved extensive input from experts in the content areas and methods employed by SEELS.  A task force that included representatives of many of the audiences that will be keenly interested in SEELS was employed to help in developing the conceptual framework and defining and prioritizing the research questions (results of the prioritization process can be found at the SEELS Web site, www.seels.net).  The task force met once in person for a full day and engaged in a priority-setting exercise for the research questions through an exchange of materials and a voting process.

In addition, a technical advisory panel of researchers experienced in student-based and longitudinal studies advised on multiple aspects of the design and reviewed design documents throughout the design process.  The advisory panel has had phone conferences twice, and advisors have reviewed all materials produced in the design process.  

Finally, experienced researchers from SRI International and Research Triangle Institute, contractors for the design task, guided the design process.  Members of the task force, advisory panel, and senior members of the design contract staff are listed in Exhibit 5.  

Exhibit 5

TASK FORCE, ADVISORY PANEL, AND CONTRACTOR STAFF MEMBERS

	Name
	Affiliation

	ADVISORY PANEL

	Lizanne DeStefano
	University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign

	Douglas Fuchs
	Peabody College, Vanderbilt University

	Russell Gersten
	Eugene Research Institute, University of Oregon

	John Love
	Mathematica Policy Research

	Kevin McGrew
	Institute for Applied Psychometrics

	TASK FORCE

	Raymond Bryant
	Director, Department of Special Education
Montgomery County Public Schools

	Kevin Dwyer
	National Association of School Psychologists

	Douglas Fuchs
	Peabody College, Vanderbilt University

	Zeddie Gibbs
	Great Neck Middle School, Virginia Beach, VA

	George Griffin
	Riverside High School, Durham, NC 

	Margaret McLaughlin
	University of Maryland, Institute for the Study of Exceptional 
Children and Youth

	Virginia Roach
	National Association of State Boards of Education

	Diane Sydoriak
	Special Education Director, Arkansas Department of Education

	Martha Thurlow
	National Center on Educational Outcomes, University of Minnesota

	Madeleine Will
	Community Options, Washington, DC

	DESIGN CONTRACTOR STAFF

	Jose Blackorby
	SRI International

	Mary Wagner
	SRI International

	Lynn Newman
	SRI International

	Susan Marks
	SRI International

	Sara Wheelis
	Research Triangle Institute


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

· Disability category

· Grade level

· Geographic area

· Private/public school

· Residential/nonresidential school enrollment.

A total of 34 interviews and surveys were completed during the field test of the following instruments:

Exhibit 6

CHARACTERISTICS OF CHILD ABOUT WHOM FIELD TEST RESPONDENTS 
COMPLETED SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS

	
	SEELS Pilot Test Respondents

	



Child Characteristics
	Parents 

Parent Interview
	Principals

School Characteristics Survey
	Language Arts Teachers

Teacher Survey
	Teacher Most Knowledgeable about Student’s Program 

Program Survey

	Child’s disability category
	
	
	
	

	   Autism
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Deafness
	1
	1
	1
	

	   Emotional disturbance
	1
	
	1
	1

	   Learning disability
	1
	1
	1
	2

	   Mental retardation (moderate to severe)
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Orthopedic impairment
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Other health impairment and learning

      disability
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Speech impairment
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Visual impairment
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Grade level
	
	
	
	

	   Elementary
	5
	3
	5
	5

	       1st-3rd grade
	2
	
	2
	2

	       4th-6th grade
	3
	
	3
	3

	   Middle school
	2
	1
	3
	3

	   High school
	2
	1
	1
	1

	   K-12
	
	3
	
	

	Geographic area
	
	
	
	

	   Arkansas
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   California (northern)
	2
	1
	1
	1

	   California (southern)
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   District of Columbia
	1
	
	1
	

	   Maryland
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   North Carolina
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   New York
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Oregon
	
	
	
	1

	   Texas
	
	
	1
	1

	   Virginia
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Washington
	
	1
	
	

	Type of school attends
	
	
	
	

	   Private
	1
	1
	1
	1

	   Public
	8
	8
	8
	8

	   Residential school
	2
	2
	2
	2

	   Special school for students with 
      disabilities
	3
	3
	2
	2


· School Characteristics Survey (completed by the school’s principal, 8 completed).

· Teacher Survey (completed by the primary reading/language arts teacher, 9 completed).

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

· Parent Interview (9 completed).

Exhibit 6 describes the children about whom the participating parents and school staff responded.

9.  Reimbursement of Respondents
In recognition of the need to compensate respondents for the time they devote to SEELS data collections, the study pursues several strategies.  To facilitate data collection at the school level, principals are asked to identify a school staff member to be the school’s SEELS study coordinator.  Coordinators are reimbursed on the following sliding scale; to reflect the differences in burden associated with the number of SEELS students in the school:

	Number of Study Students 
in the School
	Stipend

	1 or 2
	$   50

	3 to 5
	70

	6 or 7
	100

	8 to 10
	125

	11 to 14
	165

	15 to 18
	210

	19 or more
	280


School coordinators are asked to identify the names of individual respondents for the teacher and school program surveys.  Knowing the identity of the teachers and school staff who are appropriate respondents permits sending questionnaires directly to them, rather than sending surveys to principals for distribution.  That makes it possible to include a monetary “thank-you” with questionnaires, which is known to be very effective in improving response rates.  Research demonstrates that this kind of payment up front is the most effective incentive (Bosner and Clark, 1996; Linsky, 1975; Yammarino, Skinner, and Childers, 1991).  In Wave 2, our first experience hiring such school coordinators, contractual delays resulted in a recruitment effort that did not start until the beginning of the data collection period.  We were unable to hire coordinators in all schools in timely manner.  In schools where coordinators were identified early, the data collection process was more effective.

A $5 bill is included in the initial mailing of each teacher and school program questionnaire; follow-up mailings do not include a monetary attachment.  Incentives are not included for the school characteristics survey, which are completed by school coordinators.  School coordinators are reimbursed for their multifaceted support of SEELS and, therefore, are not offered an additional incentive.  

Students participating in the direct assessment receive a McDonald’s gift certificate in the amount of $2 as a thank you gift.  

Parents included in the phone and mail survey have the opportunity to be selected for a thank-you gift.  The parent incentives include a personal computer (budgeted at $1,000), and one of 10, $100 American Express gift certificates.

10.  Assurances of Confidentiality

The SEELS contractor, SRI International, has submitted a plan for ensuring that all data collected as part of this study will remain confidential.  No names or program affiliations of respondents will ever be released or linked to responses in publicly released data or in reporting of analysis results.  Specific steps to guarantee confidentiality are likely to include the following:

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

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

· OSEP guidelines require that published data be suppressed when cell sizes are below 20 cases, and marginals are below 30 cases.
· Access to the data files is limited to authorized study staff only; no others are provided access.

· All members of the study team will be briefed regarding confidentiality of the data.  Each person involved in the study on all participating research teams will be required to sign a written statement attesting to his/her understanding of the significance of the confidentiality requirement.
· A control system is in place to monitor the status and whereabouts of all data collection instruments during transfer, processing, coding, and data entry.

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

11.  Sensitive Items

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

12.  Estimates of Burden

Estimates of respondent burden for each instrument are provided in Exhibit 7.  The total burden for these instruments is estimated to be 15,897 hours.  Estimates are based on an assumed response rate of 70% (Parent Interview) or 75% (remaining instruments) of the sample available for each wave of data collection.
13.  Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Respondents

Respondent costs result from the investment of time in completing questionnaires:  i.e., school staff completing mail questionnaires, families responding to telephone interviews.  Estimates of response time for each data collection instrument are presented in Exhibit 7 in response to item #12 above.  The total number of hours spent on instruments completed by un-reimbursed school staff was calculated—these include the Teacher Survey, the regular and special versions of the School Program Survey, and the Alternate Assessment.  (Time for school coordinators to complete instruments was not included because they will be provided a stipend for their efforts.)  A total of 3,226 hours is estimated to be spent on these instruments.  Salaries for teachers were derived from OSEP’s Study of Personnel Needs in Special Education (SPENSE).  A salary range was identified by reducing the highest SPeNSE teacher salary by the amount of one standard deviation and raising the lowest salary by the amount of one standard error. This creates a somewhat less extreme range than using the SpeNSE figures directly.  This produced salaries that ranged from a low rate of $17.95 per hour, to a high rate of $30.25 per hour.  Thus the estimated cost burden to respondents to the school surveys ranges from $57,906 to $97,587.

14.  Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Federal Government

There is no direct cost to the government of this data collection.  However, there is a cost for the recipient of the contract that supports implementation of SEELS.  OSEP estimates costs for the 6 years of the study to be $17, 881,687 for the period February 2000 through February 2006.  This estimate includes costs for all aspects of student sample selection; data collection; data cleaning, coding, and processing; descriptive, explanatory, and longitudinal analyses; writing of multiple reports through the life of the project; and general project management and coordination with the government project officer.  
Exhibit 7

Estimates of Respondent Burden

	Instrument
	Respondents
	Timing of Completion
	Number Completed
	Minutes per Completion
	Total Burden (Hours)

	Parent Interview
	Parent/guardian best able to report on the sample student’s experiences
	Spring/summer of year 5
	6,032
	43
	4,322

	School Report Form
	Parent/guardian best able to report on where the sample student is enrolled in school
	Summer, end of year 4
	2,846
	2
	95

	Enrollment Status Report
	School staff able to confirm that the sample student is enrolled at the school
	Fall, year 5
	2,323
	5
	194

	Teacher Survey
	Teacher who provides the primary language arts instruction to the sample student
	Spring year 5
	4,852
	36
	2,911

	Student’s School Program Survey
	School staff member best able to provide information on the sample student’s overall school program
	Spring year 5
	4,900
	35
	2,858

	School Characteristics Survey
	Principal of the school in which the sample student is enrolled
	Spring year 5
	4,516
	23
	1,731

	Direct Assessment
	Student


	Spring year 5
	5,048
	45
	3,786




15.  Program Changes in Burden/Cost Estimates

The original submission requested clearance for SEELS waves 1 and 2 data collection.  This submission addresses wave 3.

16.  Plans/Schedules for Tabulation and Publication

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

· Range of audiences.  SEELS creates a wealth of new information that will be of interest to many audiences, including parents, teachers, administrators, related service professionals, policy-makers, advocacy organizations, and researchers.  SEELS considers both the content and presentation of information that suits particular audiences best.

· Range of information needs.  Related to the variety of audiences the study addresses a range of information needs to maximize its usefulness.  For example, reports documenting the study’s technical details, comprehensive reports, executive summaries, briefing materials, one-page descriptions, and special topic reports all play important roles in communicating the study’s results.  

· Types of analyses.  Data generated from SEELS will support a range of analytic purposes: 

-
Descriptive – One of the most important analytic tasks of the study is to describe students in special education at the applicable ages, their background and characteristics, the education they receive, and the outcomes they achieve.  Although descriptive analyses are not the most sophisticated that will be employed in SEELS, some of the study’s most powerful findings result from them.  These descriptions are weighted to represent the national population of students with disabilities in elementary schools as a whole and by age and disability group.
-
Relational – An additional analytic purpose is to explore relationships between various contexts, characteristics, practices, and outcomes.  These are examined by a variety of subgroups defined by disability, age or grade, gender, ethnicity, or other factors.
-
Explanatory – An important purpose of the SEELS analysis approach is to explain the contribution of individual factors and combinations of factors to variation in outcomes.
-
Comparative – Many findings are most powerfully understood when placed in the appropriate comparative context.  SEELS findings will gain important perspective in their ability to be compared with other national data collections, particularly for peers without disabilities.
-
Longitudinal – Repeated measures over time offer the opportunity to examine and explain changes in student behaviors and outcomes, as well as changes in factors that could influence them, such as school programs and family contexts.

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

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

SEELS employs a variety of statistical and analytic methods to meet its analytic purposes.  Methods used include:

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

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

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

· Multiple regression – The linear combination of variables to predict and explain variation in a continuous dependent variable.

· Logistic regression – The linear combination of variables to predict and explain variation in a log of the odds of a dichotomous dependent variable.  

· Hierarchical linear modeling – Multi-level HLM allows for the correct specification and estimation of multilevel models, such as those that include system-, program-, and individual-level variables, as well as growth curve models utilizing 3 data points.  

· Structural equation modeling – This method may be useful to construct and test models that examine relationships among underlying factors.

Exhibit 8 shows illustrative topics for SEELS reports, as well as an estimated timeline and data sources.  In addition to these formal reports, professional journal articles that report segments of analyses from the larger reports also will be produced.  

Exhibit 8

ILLUSTRATIVE Data Analysis and Reporting Outline

	Product
	Approx.

Date
	Data

Sources

	Topic Areas

	Wave 1 Parent Interview

	Component 1

The Students We Serve:  Characteristics of Elementary and Middle School Students with Disabilities and their Households
	8/02
	PI
	
What are the demographic characteristics of students?


What are the characteristics of students’ households in terms of household composition, parent characteristics and socioeconomic status?


What are the identified disabilities of elementary and middle school students receiving special education?


What are their past disability-related treatment histories?


What are their functional abilities in the physical, communication, sensory, social and independence domains?


How do these factors differ for students with different characteristics and from students in the general population?



	Component 2

Life in the Nonschool Hours for Students with Disabilities
	10/02
	PI
	
What role do parents of other adult household members play in supporting student learning and development, through expectations and activities outside of school?


What social experiences do they have?


What extracurricular experiences do students with disabilities participate in?


How do these factors vary for students with different disability and other characteristics (e.g., age, gender, in/out of school, race/ethnicity, household income)

	Wave 1, School and Student Data Collection

	Component 3

Schools that Serve Students with Disabilities
	10/02
	SCS
	· What is the school enrollment of schools attended by students with disabilities?

· What is the urbanicity of schools attended by students with disabilities?

· How many staff are employed at schools attended by students with disabilities?

· What are school policies regarding placement, assessment, and behavior?

· What programs are in place at the school level?

· What do schools do to improve parent involvement?

	Component 4

School Programs of Elementary and Middle School Students with Disabilities
	3/03
	TS, SPS, PI
	
What educational histories do students with disabilities bring to their school experiences?


What are the features of students’ overall school programs?


What are the characteristics of classrooms and classroom instruction provided students with disabilities?


What programs, services, and accommodations are provided to students with disabilities?


To what extent do students participate in standardized testing and with what accommodations?


What are the characteristics of the special education processes related to IEPs?


How involved in and satisfied with students’ programs are parents?


How do these factors differ for students with different characteristics, for those attending different kinds of schools, and from students in the general population?

	Component 5

Outcomes Achieved by Elementary and Middle School Students with Disabilities
	3/03
	TS, SPS, PI, DA, ALT
	· How do students with disabilities perform in school in terms of engagement (e.g., enjoys school, participates in school activities, absenteeism, attitudes towards school) and academic performance (e.g., grades, reading achievement, fluency, math achievement)?

· How socially well adjusted are students in terms of getting along with others and avoiding negative incidents, suspended or expelled from school, or arrested?

· How do these factors cluster together and differ for students with different characteristics and from students in the general population?

	Wave 1, School and Student Data Collection

	Component 6

Factors Related to Positive Results for Elementary and Middle School Students with Disabilities
	7/03
	TS, SPS, PI, DA, ALT
	· What is the relationship between individual and household factors and student achievements?

· What is the relationship between school characteristics and student achievements?
· What is the relationship between school programs and services and student achievements?
· What is the relationship between student behaviors and student achievements?

	Special Topic Report:

The Use of Accommodations and Modifications Among Students with Disabilities
	10/03
	LATS, SPS, SBS
	
What accommodations and modifications are outlined in student IEPs?


What accommodations and modifications do students receive in the context of instruction? 

· What accommodations do students use in the context of assessment?

· What results do students achieve using accommodations?


Exhibit 8 (Concluded)

ILLUSTRATIVE Data Analysis and Reporting Outline

	Wave 2, All Sources

	Comprehensive Report
	12/03
	PI, DA, SPS, LATS, SBS, SS
	· Trends in factors reported in the first comprehensive report on parent interview data.

	Technical Report
	12/03
	
	
Sampling details


Weighting specifications


Nonresponse analysis


Accommodations provided

	Special Topic Report #1
	12/03
	LATS, SPS,DA,SS
	
Trends in student performance at school

	Special Topic Report #2
	12/03
	PI, LATS, SPS, SBS,DA,SS
	
What individual, household, school, and school program factors in one school year help explain change in student performance from the previous to the current school year?

	Wave 3, All Sources

	Overview Report
	12/05
	PI
	· Trends in factors reported in the first comprehensive report on parent interview data

	Technical Report
	12/05
	
	
Sampling details


Weighting specifications


Nonresponse analysis


Accommodations provided

	Special Topic Report #1
	12/05
	LATS, SPS,DA,SS
	
Trends in student performance at school

	Special Topic Report #2
	12/05
	PI, SS
	
Trends in school programs—how the experience of particular grade levels change over time

	Special Topic Report #3
	12/05
	PI, LATS, SPS, SBS,DA,SS
	
What are the individual, household, school, and school program factors that help explain variations in student outcomes?

	Special Topic Report #4
	8/05
	PI, SPS, LATS, SBS
	
Declassification from special education—not a one-way street.

· What individual, household, school, and school program factors help explain why some students are declassified and others are not?


17.  Expiration Date Omission Approval

Not applicable.  

18.  Exceptions

No exceptions are taken.

B.  COLLECTION OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING 
STATISTICAL METHODS

1.  Sampling Plan

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

· Focus on students.  SEELS data must enable accurate estimates about the characteristics, programs, and outcomes of students in special education.  However, no universe list of all students in special education existed from which to draw the SEELS sample.  Thus, a sample of LEAs was drawn, from whose rosters students were selected.  However, the sample of LEAs was only a vehicle to obtaining a sample of students; it is too small to make highly precise national estimates about LEA practices.  (OSEP has commissioned a separate study of state and local implementation of IDEA97 to meet this latter purpose.)

· Generalize to each disability category and age cohort.  Not only must the SEELS sample enable reasonably precise estimates for the full special education student population ages 6 through 12 at the outset, OSEP requires that it also must generalize to each special education disability category and to each of the single-year age cohorts within the age range.  This requirement has important implications for the size of the student sample, which must have enough students in each disability category to meet this requirement.  If the sample contains sufficient numbers of students per category, it also will be large enough to generalize to the seven single-year age cohorts within the sample.

· Longitudinal.  SEELS data will be collected repeatedly over a 5-year period (see the timeline presented previously in Exhibit 3).  The initial sample must be large enough to support estimates of reasonable precision in the fifth year of data collection (assuming that 8% of students who are in the sample each year will be lost the following year because of mobility).

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

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

The SEELS design process considered in detail options for meeting these sample requirements within the funding constraints OSEP projected and selected the approach that best balances the sample requirements and resource constraints.  That sampling approach was described in detail in the initial OMB clearance request, including numerous tabular presentations of the size of the LEA and student universe and sample.  

To summarize, SEELS used a two-stage process to generate a nationally representative sample of students receiving special education who were ages 6 to 12 and in grades 1 through 7 (or an ungraded program with similar-age students) on December 1, 1999.  SEELS drew a stratified random sample of students receiving special education in a nationally representative sample of LEAs and a sample of state-supported special schools.  The LEA sample was stratified by geographic region, size, and wealth to ensure national representation of variation in these factors.  The student sample was stratified by disability category to ensure that the sample was nationally representative of each disability group.  Thus, the LEA is the primary sampling unit, and the student with a disability is the secondary or final unit.  

2.  Number of Respondents

Students were required to have 2 pieces of contact information (telephone and address) to be considered eligible for the parent interview/survey.  (A few LEAs would not send us the telephone number or address of the student until they had contacted the parents and received permission for the student to participate in the study; in these cases, of course, the student would only be considered eligible if such permission was provided).  The initial eligible sample using this criterion was 11,512.  For the Wave 1 parent interview, we have data on 9,824 students (8,624 completed telephone interviews, 132 partial telephone interviews, and 1,068 completed mail interviews) for a response rate of 85%.  

A school was eligible for the Wave 1 school surveys if we could identify and contact schools attended by sampled students.  Of the eligible 11,512 students we were able to find the school of attendance for 10,417 students (90.5%), resulting in an eligible pool of 3,827 schools.  We received 1,801 school characteristics surveys from those schools and were able to find information for an additional 868 schools on the Web, yielding school-level data for 2,678 schools, or 70% of those eligible.  If a school was identified, we also attempted to obtain a Wave 1 teacher survey and a Wave 1 school program survey.  We received 6,250 teacher surveys (response rate = 60%) and 6,213 program surveys (response rate = 60%).  A student was eligible for the Wave 1 direct or alternate assessment if they had a completed Wave 1 parent interview and there was a qualified assessor in or near the LEA.  Of the eligible 7,806 students we completed direct or alternate assessments for 4,912 students (response rate = 63%).

To be eligible for the Wave 2 parent interview, students needed to have some form of data from Wave 1 (parent or any other kind of survey), a telephone and address that was not known to be invalid, and had not otherwise died or withdrawn from the study.  Of 9,993 eligible students, we completed 7,126 completed interviews (71%).  We received school-level data for 2,509 schools, or 64% of those eligible.  If a Wave 2 school was identified, we also attempted to obtain a Wave 2 teacher survey and a Wave 2 school program survey.  We received 5,733 teacher surveys (response rate = 59%) and 5,789 program surveys (response rate = 59%).  A student was eligible for the Wave 2 direct or alternate assessment if they had a completed Wave 1 direct assessment or completed Wave 1 parent interview and had not explicitly requested not to participate in the assessment in Wave 1.  Of the eligible 8,095 students we completed direct or alternate assessments for 5,963 students (response rate = 74%).

3.  Maximizing Response

There are two key aspects to maximizing the number of sample members for whom data are collected:  minimizing the number of sample members lost through attrition, and completing data collection with the maximum number of sample members who are retained in the sample  

To minimize sample attrition over the years of data collection, SRI has employed aggressive tracking mechanisms to maintain accurate and up-to-date contact information for sample members.  To aid in this task, the parent interviews ask for information that will facilitate tracking of parents/guardians, including additional work and home telephone numbers for the respondents, location information for one or more friends or relatives who would know where the family had moved, and e-mail addresses.  

Maximizing the number of sample members for whom data are collected is being achieved in several ways.  Procedures identified below are being employed by SRI to help maximize response rates.  Regarding the Parent Interview, which is administered through computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI), the following procedures are being employed to maximize the completion rate for interviews:

· Provide a toll-free number for respondents to call to verify the study’s legitimacy or to ask other questions about the study.  Those without phones in their homes also can call this number from any location and have the interview conducted at that time.

· Require at least 10 unsuccessful call attempts to a number without reaching someone before considering whether to treat the case as “unable to contact.”

· Draw a core of interviewers with experience working on telephone surveys of households, particularly interviewers who have proven their ability to obtain cooperation from a high proportion of sample members.

· Require all interviewers to successfully complete training specific to this study, including discussions of how to avoid inviting a refusal, approaches that will help in addressing questions respondents are likely to ask, and how to counter objections.

· Use call scheduling procedures that are designed to call numbers at different times of the day and week, to improve the chances of finding a respondent at home.

· Make every reasonable effort to obtain an interview at the initial contact, but allow respondents flexibility in scheduling appointments to be interviewed.

· Closely supervise interviewers during data collection.

· Implement refusal conversion efforts for first-time refusals and use interviewers who are skilled at refusal conversion.

· Conduct silent monitoring of interviews to identify and promptly correct behaviors that could be inviting refusals or otherwise contributing to low cooperation rates.

· Leave a message on answering machines when such machines have been repeatedly encountered in order to let the respondent know the call is not a marketing effort but a research study.

For mailed instruments, SRI includes $5 incentives on initial mailings and conducts follow-up mailings and reminder telephone calls at reasonable intervals after sending the initial instruments to encourage respondents to complete and return forms.  Postage-paid pre addressed envelopes are included with all mailings to facilitate return of completed forms.  School coordinators facilitate the distribution of surveys at the school site.  However, in Wave 2, contractual delays meant that the coordinator recruitment process did not begin until the early spring or relatively late into the data collection cycle.  When coordinators were identified and hired “early” (before the end of March), they were much more effective than in schools with coordinators hired later or where none could be identified.  Schools with coordinators hired “early” accounted for 70% of all the surveys we received.  In Wave 3, the school coordinators will be recruited in the fall and will be in place by the time the data collection begins in the spring.
4.  Adequacy of Sample to Represent Universe

As part of our effort to examine the adequacy of the respondent sample to represent the universe, we generated tables of the characteristics of the sample.  The objective was to verify that there was sufficient heterogeneity in the sample to represent various subgroups (defined by income, disability, urbanicity, and ethnicity).

Exhibit 9 shows the distribution of respondents to various data collection instruments by family income level for Wave 1 and Exhibit 14 shows comparable information for Wave 2.  In Wave 1, for each of the data sources (parent interview, school characteristics survey, teacher survey, school program survey, and direct/alternate assessments) the percentage of respondents who are low income ($25,000 or less) ranges between 35.5% and 39.0%, the percentage of respondents who are middle income ($25,001 to $50,000) ranges between 27.6% and 30.3%, and the percentage of respondents who are upper income (more than $50,000) ranges from 33.0% to 35.2%.  Thus, the distribution of respondents is almost uniform across these three income segments, providing the ability to characterize each of these income groups.  In addition, there is a minimum of 595 respondents for each combination of family income level and data collection.  In Wave 2, there is a slight shift towards upper income families, but for all surveys and income categories, the percentage of respondents is between 28.7% and 39.4% and the minimum number of respondents is 1,325 or greater, so that there is sufficient diversity to allow characterization of these income groups.

Exhibit 10 shows the distribution of respondents by urbanicity for Wave 1 and Exhibit 15 shows comparable information for Wave 2.  In Wave 1, for each of the surveys (parent interview, school characteristics survey, teacher survey, school program survey, and direct/alternate assessments) the percentage of respondents who are rural ranges between 8.3% and 9.3%, the percentage of respondents who are suburban ranges between 46.3% and 51.4%, and the percentage of respondents who are urban ranges from 38.8% and 45.5%.  Although the percent of respondents in the rural segment is lower than the other two, this was expected, since rural school districts are relatively small and the number of LEAs that we could include in SEELS was limited by the budget.  Our goal was to obtain about 10% rural students, and this has been substantially achieved.  The distribution with respect to suburban and rural students allows both of these segments to be easily characterized.  In addition, there is a minimum of 218 respondents for each combination of urbanicity and survey type, and excluding the school characteristics/rural category, the minimum rises to 376.  In Wave 2, there is a slight shift from urban students to rural and suburban students.  This results in a slight improvement in rural percentages; across surveys, the percent of students in the rural category ranges from 9.9% to 11.6%.  In addition, the minimum number of students for each combination of urbanicity and survey type is 522.  

Exhibits 11a and 11b show the distribution in count and percent of total of respondents by disability category in Wave 1 and exhibits 16a and 16b show similar information for Wave 2.  Our goal was to obtain approximately equal numbers of respondents for the major disability categories (specific learning disability, speech impairment, serious emotional disturbance, mental retardation, hearing impairment, visual impairment, orthopedic impairment, other health impairment, and autism) and as many respondents as possible from the less populated categories (traumatic brain injury, multiple disabilities, and deaf-blindness).  As seen in these Exhibits, this goal was substantively reached.  In Wave 1, in the major disability categories the percent of respondents varies from a low 6.5% to a high of 11.9% across each survey instrument.  In Wave 2, the corresponding values are 6.8% to 12.2%. Furthermore, almost all major disability categories contain at least 8% of respondents. In Wave 1, with the exception of the school program survey for visually impaired (6.5%) and the parent interview for other health impaired (7.2%), each disability contains at least 8.2% of respondents for each survey instrument.  In Wave 2, with exception of School Program survey and Teacher Survey for VI, each disability contains major disability contains at least 8.1% of respondents. This comparable distribution across disability categories assures that each disability can be characterized for each instrument.  Finally, the minimum number of respondents in each major disability category is sufficient for analyses.  In Wave 1, there is a minimum of 189 respondents for the school characteristics survey in each disability, and a minimum of 264 respondents for each other survey and disability category.  In Wave 2, the minimum is 434 for each survey and major disability category. 

For the minor disability categories of traumatic brain injury and multiply handicapped, the distributions are also relatively uniform.  In Wave 1, for the minor disability categories of traumatic brain injury and multiply handicapped, the distribution across survey instruments ranges from 3.2% to 5.1% for TBI, and from 5.8% to 8.7% for MH, and the minimum respondent count is 129.  In Wave 2, the distribution across survey instruments ranges from 3.3% to 3.9% for TBI and from 5.1% to 8.8% for MH.  The deaf-blind category has relatively few respondents because this is a rare disability category; however the 49 respondents to the parent survey in both Wave 1 and 2 allows at least some degree of reliability to the results.

Exhibits 12a and 12b show the distribution in count and percent of total of respondents by ethnicity for Wave 1 and Exhibits 17a and 17b show comparable information for Wave 2.  Across the various instruments the percent distribution is quite uniform.  In Wave 1 (Wave 2), whites account for 61.4% to 68.0% (57.9% to 63.9%)of respondents; African Americans account for 19.0% to 21.6% (19.6% to 24.4%) of respondents, Hispanics account for 9.9% to 14.0% (12.9% to 15.8%) of respondents, Asians account for 1.7% to 2.5% (1.6% to 2.4%) of respondents, Native Americans account for 0.6% to 0.9% (0.5% to 0.7%) of respondents, and mixed/other account for 0.4% to 0.5% (0.3% to 0.5%) of respondents.  In Wave 1 (Wave 2) the respondent counts are a minimum of 1,601 (3,125) for whites, 564 (1,029) for African Americans, and 365 (611) for Hispanics, assuring our ability to characterize those populations.  For Asians, in Wave 1 our ability to characterize school characteristics and perhaps direct assessments is somewhat limited because of low counts (46 and 69, respectively), but for the other instruments the counts are higher (ranging from 103 to 246).  In Wave 2, the minimum count is 91 for Asians and therefore characterization can be more reliable.  In Wave 1, the counts by instrument for Native Americans ranges from 45 to 61 for parent interviews, teacher surveys, and school programs, allowing some modest degree of characterization, but the counts for direct assessments and school characteristics are too low (23 and 29) to allow much assurance.  In Wave 2, the counts by instrument for Native Americans is also relatively low (26 to 42). In Wave 1, for mixed/others the counts are low (9 to 27) for all instruments except parent interview (44), and must therefore all results for those other instruments for this ethnicity category would need to be viewed skeptically.  In Wave 2, the counts are somewhat higher (23 to 35, excluding 14 in direct assessment), allowing slightly more ability to characterize this population than in Wave 1.  Overall, however, these counts lend assurance that each of the major ethnicity groups at least some aspects for Native Americans and mixed/other groups can be characterized.  

5.  Precision of Estimates

The precision goal for SEELS was survey estimates with a precision of 3.6% for the major disability categories.  Survey precision (i.e., the standard error of estimates) is a function of the sampling design, the number of respondents, and the differential response rates between strata, and the distribution of the variable for which a statistic (such as the mean value) is being estimated.  Exhibit 13 shows the survey precision in Wave 1 and Exhibit 18 shows the survey precision available in Wave 2, for the various SEELS survey instruments and disability categories, assuming a worst case binary response variable with 50% of the sample in each response category (i.e., the situation that maximizes the size of the standard error).  For the major disability categories, the standard errors of estimate are 3.6% or less for each survey instrument with only a few exceptions.  In Wave 1, the exceptions are direct assessments for students with visual impairments, and school characteristics surveys for students with mental retardation, hearing impairments, visual impairment, other health impairments, and autism.  In Wave 2, the only exception is the direct assessment for students with visual impairments.  Even so, the maximum standard error for these exceptions is 4.6% in Wave 1 and 3.8% in Wave 2.  For the very low incidence disability categories of traumatic brain injury and multiple disabilities, the maximum standard errors are 6.0% and 4.7%, respectively in Wave 1 and 6.4% and 3.9% in Wave 2.  For the students with deaf-blindness, the standard errors are fairly large, but may still be useful for “ballpark” estimates for the parent interview (13.2% in Wave 1 and 13.8% in Wave 2), teacher survey (14.4% and 13.5%, respectively), and school program (15.0% and 12.2%, respectively).  We conclude that the precision goals for SEELS were substantially achieved.  

Exhibit 9.  Distribution of Wave 1 Respondents By Family Income Level
	
	$25,000 or less
	$25,001 to $50,000
	More than $50,000

	Data Collection:
	Number
	Pct of Total
	Number
	Pct of Total 
	Number
	Pct of Total

	Parent Interview
	3,470
	39.0
	2,454
	27.6
	2,981
	33.5

	School Characteristics
	729
	36.8
	595
	30.0
	659
	33.2

	Teacher Survey
	1,658
	35.5
	1,368
	29.3
	1,645
	35.2

	School Program
	1,661
	35.5
	1,357
	29.0
	1,666
	35.6

	Direct Assessment
	1,402
	36.7
	1,160
	30.3
	1,262
	33.0


Exhibit 10.  Distribution of Wave 1 Respondents By Urbanicity
	
	Rural
	Suburban
	Urban

	Data Collection:
	Number
	Pct of Total
	Number
	Pct of Total 
	Number
	Pct of Total

	Parent Interview
	829
	8.9
	4,604
	49.4
	3,880
	41.7

	School Characteristics
	218
	8.3
	1,215
	46.3
	1,194
	45.5

	Teacher Survey
	610
	9.9
	3,154
	51.0
	2,419
	39.1

	School Program
	608
	9.8
	3,181
	51.4
	2,402
	38.8

	Direct Assessment
	376
	9.3
	2,083
	51.4
	1,596
	39.4


Exhibit 11a.  Distribution of Wave 1 Respondents By Disability (By Count)
	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	1,050
	838
	876
	848
	1,032
	815
	991
	924
	1,101
	359
	845
	49

	School Characteristics
	315
	272
	246
	228
	243
	259
	289
	189
	248
	133
	190
	4

	Teacher Survey
	710
	584
	524
	619
	724
	515
	612
	505
	681
	229
	437
	26

	School Program
	708
	582
	541
	609
	732
	508
	618
	507
	690
	223
	432
	23

	Direct Assessment
	460
	376
	372
	407
	508
	264
	432
	476
	404
	129
	237
	8


Exhibit 11b.  Distribution of Wave 1 Respondents By Disability (in Percent)
	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	10.8
	8.6
	9.0
	8.7
	10.6
	8.4
	10.2
	9.5
	11.3
	3.7
	8.7
	0.5

	School Characteristics
	12.0
	10.4
	9.4
	8.7
	9.3
	9.9
	11.1
	7.2
	9.5
	5.1
	7.3
	0.2

	Teacher Survey
	11.5
	9.5
	8.5
	10.0
	11.7
	8.4
	9.9
	8.2
	11.0
	3.7
	7.1
	0.4

	School Program
	11.5
	9.4
	8.8
	9.9
	11.9
	8.2
	10.0
	8.2
	11.2
	3.6
	7.0
	0.4

	Direct Assessment
	11.3
	9.2
	9.1
	10.0
	12.5
	6.5
	10.6
	11.7
	9.9
	3.2
	5.8
	0.2


Exhibit 12a.  Distribution of Wave 1 Respondents By Ethnicity (By Count)
	Data Collection:
	White
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native American
	Mixed/ Other

	Parent Interview
	6,090
	2,055
	1,246
	246
	61
	44

	School Characteristics
	1,601
	564
	365
	46
	23
	9

	Teacher Survey
	4,053
	1,205
	727
	109
	45
	25

	School Program
	4,075
	1,171
	746
	103
	45
	27

	Direct Assessment
	2,777
	790
	403
	69
	29
	15


Exhibit 12b.  Distribution of Wave 1 Respondents By Ethnicity (By Percent)
	Data Collection:
	White
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native American
	Mixed/ Other

	Parent Interview
	62.5
	21.1
	12.8
	2.5
	0.6
	0.5

	School Characteristics
	61.4
	21.6
	14.0
	1.8
	0.9
	0.4

	Teacher Survey
	65.8
	19.6
	11.8
	1.8
	0.7
	0.4

	School Program
	66.1
	19.0
	12.1
	1.7
	0.7
	0.4

	Direct Assessment
	68.0
	19.4
	9.9
	1.7
	0.7
	0.4


Exhibit 13.  Standard Error of Estimates for Wave 1 (worst case) 
by Disability and Survey Instrument
	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	1.7%
	1.9%
	1.9%
	1.9%
	2.0%
	2.3%
	2.0%
	2.0%
	1.9%
	3.8%
	2.1%
	13.2%

	School Characteristics
	3.2%
	3.4%
	3.6%
	3.7%
	4.3%
	3.9%
	3.6%
	4.6%
	4.0%
	6.0%
	4.6%
	39.4%

	Teacher Survey
	2.1%
	2.3%
	2.4%
	2.2%
	2.4%
	2.8%
	2.5%
	2.8%
	2.4%
	4.6%
	3.2%
	14.4%

	School Program
	2.1%
	2.3%
	2.4%
	2.3%
	2.5%
	2.8%
	2.5%
	2.8%
	2.4%
	4.5%
	3.2%
	15.0%

	Direct Assessment
	2.7%
	2.8%
	3.0%
	2.8%
	2.9%
	3.9%
	3.0%
	2.8%
	3.2%
	5.6%
	4.7%
	30.7%


Exhibit 14.  Distribution of Wave 2 Respondents By Family Income Level
	
	$25,000 or less
	$25,001 to $50,000
	More than $50,000

	Data Collection:
	Number
	Pct of Total
	Number
	Pct of Total 
	Number
	Pct of Total

	Parent Interview
	2,193
	31.4
	2,039
	29.2
	2,749
	39.4

	School Characteristics
	2,048
	33.5
	1,736
	28.4
	2,337
	38.2

	Teacher Survey
	1,542
	33.6
	1,309
	28.5
	1,737
	37.9

	School Program
	1,547
	33.5
	1,325
	28.7
	1,744
	37.8

	Direct Assessment
	1,614
	34.0
	1,412
	29.8
	1,716
	36.2


Exhibit 15.  Distribution of Wave 2 Respondents By Urbanicity
	
	Rural
	Suburban
	Urban

	Data Collection:
	Number
	Pct of Total
	Number
	Pct of Total 
	Number
	Pct of Total

	Parent Interview
	709
	9.9
	3,576
	50.2
	2,839
	39.8

	School Characteristics
	853
	11.2
	3,829
	50.1
	2,965
	38.8

	Teacher Survey
	664
	11.6
	2,901
	50.6
	2,168
	37.8

	School Program
	664
	11.5
	2,936
	50.8
	2,177
	37.7

	Direct Assessment
	522
	10.6
	2,497
	50.8
	1,898
	38.6


Exhibit 16a.  Distribution of Wave 2 Respondents By Disability (By Count)
	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	1,016
	827
	872
	839
	1,032
	812
	988
	895
	1,092
	359
	845
	49

	School Characteristics
	841
	721
	664
	734
	874
	644
	806
	614
	805
	260
	547
	43

	Teacher Survey
	641
	527
	503
	563
	676
	442
	583
	458
	618
	194
	411
	33

	School Program
	629
	526
	512
	577
	667
	472
	603
	461
	623
	189
	408
	29

	Direct Assessment
	573
	469
	441
	434
	590
	329
	550
	545
	475
	188
	248
	5


Exhibit 16b.  Distribution of Respondents By Disability (in Percent)
	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	10.6
	8.6
	9.1
	8.7
	10.7
	8.4
	10.3
	9.3
	11.3
	3.7
	8.8
	0.5

	School Characteristics
	11.1
	9.5
	8.8
	9.7
	11.6
	8.5
	10.7
	8.1
	10.7
	3.4
	7.2
	0.6

	Teacher Survey
	11.3
	9.3
	8.9
	10.0
	12.0
	7.8
	10.3
	8.1
	10.9
	3.4
	7.3
	0.6

	School Program
	11.0
	9.2
	9.0
	10.1
	11.7
	8.3
	10.6
	8.1
	10.9
	3.3
	7.2
	0.5

	Direct Assessment
	11.8
	9.7
	9.1
	9.0
	12.2
	6.8
	11.3
	11.2
	9.8
	3.9
	5.1
	0.1


Exhibit 17a.  Distribution of Wave 2 Respondents By Ethnicity (By Count)
	Data Collection:
	White
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native American
	Mixed/ Other

	Parent Interview
	4,557
	1,399
	922
	173
	40
	35

	School Characteristics
	4,365
	1,869
	1213
	132
	42
	33

	Teacher Survey
	3,320
	1,398
	878
	91
	26
	26

	School Program
	3,346
	1,387
	908
	91
	28
	23

	Direct Assessment
	3,125
	1,029
	611
	104
	34
	14


Exhibit 17b.  Distribution of Wave 2 Respondents By Ethnicity (By Percent)
	Data Collection:
	White
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	Native American
	Mixed/ Other

	Parent Interview
	63.9
	19.6
	12.9
	2.4
	0.6
	0.5

	School Characteristics
	57.0
	24.4
	15.8
	1.7
	0.5
	0.4

	Teacher Survey
	57.8
	24.4
	15.3
	1.6
	0.5
	0.5

	School Program
	57.9
	24.0
	15.7
	1.6
	0.5
	0.4

	Direct Assessment
	63.6
	20.9
	12.4
	2.1
	0.7
	0.3


Exhibit 18.  Standard Error (in percent) of Wave 2 Estimates (worst case) by Disability and Survey Instrument

	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	2.1
	2.3
	2.3
	2.2
	2.3
	2.7
	2.3
	2.3
	2.2
	4.6
	2.5
	13.8

	School Characteristics
	2.0
	2.0
	2.2
	2.1
	2.2
	2.5
	2.2
	2.6
	2.3
	4.4
	2.9
	12.6

	Teacher Survey
	2.4
	2.5
	2.9
	2.5
	3.1
	3.4
	3.2
	3.4
	3.5
	6.4
	3.4
	13.5

	School Program
	2.3
	2.4
	2.6
	2.3
	2.6
	2.9
	2.6
	2.9
	2.6
	5.2
	3.2
	12.2

	Direct Assessment
	2.4
	2.7
	2.9
	2.8
	3.2
	3.8
	3.2
	2.9
	3.6
	5.9
	3.9
	33.3


6.  Wave 3 Projections

Exhibit 19 depicts the estimated statistical precision by data collection and disability category in Wave 3.  These estimates are consistent with the parameters of the original design with good precision for all categories with the exception of traumatic brain injury and deaf-blindness.

Exhibit 19.  Standard Error (in percent) of Wave 3 Estimates (worst case) by Disability and Survey Instrument Assuming 8% Loss To Follow-up Per Year
	Data Collection:
	SLD
	SP
	ED
	MR
	HI
	VI
	OI
	OHI
	AUT
	TBI
	MH
	DB

	Parent Interview
	2.3
	2.5
	2.5
	2.4
	2.5
	3.0
	2.5
	2.5
	2.4
	5.0
	2.7
	15.0

	School Characteristics
	2.1
	2.2
	2.4
	2.2
	2.4
	2.7
	2.4
	2.8
	2.5
	4.8
	3.1
	13.7

	Teacher Survey
	2.6
	2.7
	3.1
	2.7
	3.4
	3.6
	3.5
	3.6
	3.8
	7.0
	3.7
	14.7

	School Program
	2.5
	2.6
	2.8
	2.5
	2.8
	3.2
	2.8
	3.1
	2.9
	5.7
	3.5
	13.3

	Direct Assessment
	2.6
	3.0
	3.1
	3.1
	3.5
	4.2
	3.5
	3.1
	3.9
	6.4
	4.2
	36.2


7.  Individuals Consulted on Statistical Issues

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

SRI







RTI

Dr. Harold Javitz, Senior Statistician



Dr. Sara Wheelis, 

Center for Health Sciences




Senior Research Statistician

Dr. Mary Wagner, Director

Center for Education and Human Services

Dr. Jose Blackorby, Senior Education Researcher

Center for Education and Human Services

In addition, all aspects of the design, sampling plan, and instrumentation were reviewed by the SEELS Advisory Panel, listed in Exhibit 5 of Section A, Justification Statement.
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A.  Justification                                                                                                                                                      SEELS




















�  These outcome domains reflect the work of the National Center on Educational Outcomes at the University of Minnesota, funded by OSEP to develop a framework for outcome conceptualization and measurement for children and youth with disabilities.  See Ysseldyke, Krentz, Elliott, Thurlow, Erickson, and Moore (1998). 


�  Six-year-olds were sampled from those who are in at least first grade or in ungraded programs; no kindergartners were sampled.





�  This summary includes only the instruments for which clearance is sought here.  As mentioned previously, a direct assessment of student performance and a questionnaire to be administered directly to students are being developed and will be submitted for clearance at a later date. 





�  Research questions 7 and 8 are relational questions and do not have unique data and are therefore not included in this exhibit.


�  See Appendix B for a copy of the legislative authorization.


�  PI=Parent Interview; LATS=Teacher Survey; SPS=Student’s School Program Survey; SBS=School Characteristics Survey; DA=direct assessment; SS=student survey.  As mentioned previously, the direct assessment instrument and student questionnaire are still being developed and are not included for clearance here.


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