

SUPPORTING STATEMENT


FOR PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT SUBMISSION

PART A.  JUSTIFICATION
A1.  Circumstances Requiring the Collection of Data

This request for clearance is to carry out data collection activities for the National Evaluation of the Voluntary Public School Choice (VPSC) Program.


The VPSC Program.  The VPSC program is a new education program, started under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 (P.L. 110-103, Title V, Part B, Subpart 3) (see Attachment 1).  The program will help selected school districts to establish or expand public school choice initiatives, to provide options for parents to secure a high quality education for their children—especially options for students in low-performing schools (“sending” schools) to transfer to high-performing schools (“receiving” schools).  In September 2002, the program competitively awarded 13 five-year grants, ranging from just under $400,000 to over $2.6 million per grant, to various state education agencies and local school districts, and to one non-profit (charter school) organization.


The proposed grant activities, far from representing a common “intervention,” are extremely heterogeneous.  The grants range from statewide programs, to districtwide programs, to programs within selected zones within a district.  The proposed use of VPSC funds also varies.  Some grantees will focus more of their funds on the implementation of parent information centers to provide information on students’ school choice options; others will use more funds to build new capacities (i.e., educational programs) at receiving schools; and yet others will invest heavily in transportation services for the students.


The National Evaluation.  The National Evaluation is mandated by the same VPSC legislation and represents an initial phase in assessing the VPSC program.  The three-year evaluation (Sept. 2002–Sept. 2005) will document the initial implementation of the program, also establishing baseline data on student achievement.  The evaluation is driven by three major evaluation questions and a series of subquestions.  The three major questions, and their subquestions, are:



1.  What are the characteristics of the VPSC program grantees?



1.1  What organizations or partnerships received grants?

1.2  Are the funded programs located in diverse areas (e.g., urban, suburban, rural)?

1.3  What are the characteristics of the students who choose alternate schools (e.g., demographic and academic characteristics)?



2.  How and to what extent do the programs promote educational




equity and excellence?
2.1  What strategies are funded with the federal grant (e.g., transportation, marketing, or funding for schools of choice)

2.2  How do the strategies work in conjunction with Title I choice accountability provisions?

2.3  How do the programs improve parents’ awareness of their children’s options?

2.4  What percent of eligible students and schools participate in the program?

2.5  How do the programs facilitate choices by low-income, minority, or low-performing students?

2.6  To what extent do these programs enable students to move from low- to high-performing schools?

2.7  Are the choice programs associated with changes in other districts or public schools in the area that are not part of the federally funded program?



3.  What academic achievement is associated with the VPSC program?
3.1   What are the academic outcomes for students who transfer from low- to high-performing schools?

3.2  To what extent are the funded programs associated with these outcomes?

3.3  To what extent are the funded programs associated with the overall academic quality of schools and districts in the area?

Overall, the evaluation will describe what is happening with the grantees (including data about associated student achievement trends) and analyze how and why it is happening.  The evaluation’s objective is to understand the choice programs and outcomes associated with the VPSC’s funds.  As a policy goal, the National Evaluation’s findings also are to lead to suggestions to other districts on how they might implement choice programs and operations in the future.

A2.  Purposes and Uses of the Data

The primary purpose for this information is program evaluation.  The data will enable ED to document and assess the progress and accomplishments of the VPSC program and its awardees.  ED can use the data to:  1) determine whether to modify or extend the VPSC concepts, and 2) share best practices and lessons learned about systemic reform with school, district, and state educators.  The VPSC represents a major ED investment in improving public education across the country, and having a third-party evaluative documentation will be important in interpreting the worthiness of the investment.  Further, the data will provide insights into the working assumptions about public school choice initiatives as a strategy for improving public education.  Finally, the data will help inform policy decisions by providing Congress with important information about school choice and the use of the appropriated funds.

A3.  Use of Technology to Reduce Burden

Technology will be used in a variety of ways, to reduce burden on the VPSC grantees.  These ways include the collection of data through FAX, e-mail, and Web site communications as well as the exchange of electronic data files.  For instance, the National Evaluation has established a special Web site devoted to information exchange between the evaluators and VPSC sites, specifically focusing on the topic of evaluation.  As a second example, a planned survey to average 50 schools at each grantee site will be conducted via FAX transmissions instead of being administered as a traditional mail survey.  Finally, the team routinely uses e-mail to submit draft site visit reports to grantees for their review and correction.

A4.  Efforts to Identify Duplication

The National Evaluation is the only study of the 13 grantees in the VPSC program and therefore is not duplicated by any other cross-site study.  However, each of the 13 grantees is planning to conduct its own evaluation, mainly to serve formative needs in implementing the interventions.  These evaluation efforts can in principle overlap with those of the National Evaluation, and therefore the following steps already have been taken to identify and avoid duplication.  First, the National Evaluation helped to convene a plenary meeting of the grantees (January 13-14, 2003) to discuss these matters and the potential overlaps in data collection in detail.  Repeat meetings will be held during the evaluation, with similar objectives.  Second, the previously mentioned Web site will be used on an ongoing basis to continue to dialogue about and resolve any matters regarding duplication of effort.

A5.  Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

The evaluation has no plans for collecting data from small entities, as all of the data will come from public school entities.  Therefore, no impact on small entities is expected.

A6.  Consequences of Not Collecting the Data

The VPSC represents an initiative of major interest in contemporary educational reform.  School choice options are high among federal, state, and local priorities, and the progress made by the VPSC program will be of national interest.  The National Evaluation is unique because it is collecting cross-site evaluation data that will not be compiled or available elsewhere.  Without the National Evaluation, progress by the VPSC program cannot be assessed, and the needed information will not be available for dissemination to the interested parties at federal, state, or local levels.  In addition, ED would be unable to comply with its congressional mandate to evaluate the VPSC programs.

A7.  Special Circumstances

There are no special circumstances.  The proposed data collection fully complies with 5 CFR 1320.5(d)(2).

A8.  Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

To support the present clearance request, a Federal Register Notice (Vol. 67, No. 48) was published on [insert date] (Attachment 2 contains a copy).  During the ensuing three-month period, no public comments were recorded.


The development of the design for the National Evaluation and the planned data collection benefited from the formation of a nine-member expert panel that meets periodically during the life of the evaluation.  Individual members of the panel also may be consulted directly, throughout the life of the evaluation.  The panel members include several scholars who have published papers on school choice programs and are:




Frank Brown, Ph.D.




Professor of Education 




Director, Educational Research and Policy Studies 




University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill




Peter W. Cookson, Jr., Ph.D.




Director, Center for Educational Outreach and Innovation




Teachers College, Columbia University



David Heistad, Ph.D.




Executive Director 




Testing, Evaluation, and Student Information 




Minneapolis Public Schools



Valerie Lee, Ed.D.




Professor, School of Education




University of Michigan



Cecilia E. Rouse, Ph.D.




Professor of Economics and Public Affairs




Princeton University



Janelle T. Scott, Ph.D. 




Assistant Professor 




Steinhardt School of Education, New York University 




Paul Teske, Ph.D.




Professor of Political Science 




State University of New York, Stony Brook



Patrick J. Wolf, Ph.D.




Assistant Professor




Georgetown Public Policy Institute




Todd Ziebarth, MPA 




Policy Analyst




Education Commission of the States
On March 3, 2003, the panel held its first meeting.  The main purpose of the meeting was to review and discuss the planned evaluation design and data collection activities, and the results of this discussion as well as subsequent written comments from several members  have been incorporated into the current request for clearance.


In addition to this panel, the evaluation team also has consulted with the following individual who has a special expertise in evaluating school choice programs:




Clive Belfield, Ph.D.




Assistant Director




National Center on School Privatization




Teachers College

Dr. Belfield also reviewed the planned evaluation design and provided written comment.  Together, he and the panel members represent a variety of specialties and academic disciplines (e.g., education, sociology, political science, statistics, and economics).

A9.  Payment to Respondents

No payments or gifts will be made to any of the respondents in this evaluation.

A10.  Assurance of Confidentiality

All individual and institutional data collection by the National Evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the Privacy Act of 1974.  The National Evaluation team will repeat the procedures it has used in previous evaluations, which include using individual student records in aggregate form only and referencing individual interview records with coded identifiers to retain the anonymity of the individual person.  In addition, the National Evaluation team will not identify the comparison sites by name. 

A11.  Justification of Sensitive Questions

No questions will be asked that are of a sensitive nature.

A12.  Estimates of Hour Burden

The estimated annual response burden is 491 person-hours.  This total represents the sum of the estimated burden for all portions of the evaluation (see Exhibit 1).  The burden for each item listed in Exhibit 1 is then described in the narrative and exhibits that follow (see Exhibits 1a-1c).

Exhibit 1

TOTAL ANNUAL RESPONDENTS AND HOUR BURDEN 

FOR NATIONAL EVALUATION
Item
Number of Respondents
Hour Burden
Monetary Burden

a.  Gaining Cooperation
75
75
$3,900

b.  Site Visits
338
234
$7,514

c.  School Survey
553
182
$6,564

TOTAL
966
491
$17,978


Gaining Cooperation.  The evaluation team has worked with the VPSC grantee sites to identify potential comparison sites, based on the criterion described in Section B1 (at least two potential comparisons have been identified for every VPSC grantee site).  At the start of data collection, the site visit team will contact the Title I coordinator for the comparison sites to explain the nature of the study and obtain the sites’ cooperation.  In some cases, a potential comparison site may choose not to participate in the evaluation, in which case the evaluation team will contact a second comparison site.  In addition, several sites involve the participation of multiple districts, and thus require a multiple-district comparison site.  In these instances, the evaluation team will have to contact several district administrators in order to secure full participation.  The evaluation team estimates that gaining cooperation of 13 (in some cases multiple-district) comparison sites will require one (1) hour phone conversations with approximately 75 district administrators for a total burden of 75 person hours (see Exhibit 1a).

Exhibit 1a

ESTIMATED ANNUAL BURDEN FOR 

a.  GAINING COOPERATION

Item
Type of Respondent
Number
Time Estimate

(in hours)
Total Hours
Hourly Rate*
Estimated Cost of Burden

Gaining Cooperation from Comparison Districts
District Administrators
75
1
75
$52
$3,900

TOTAL
75
-
75
-
$3,900

* Hourly rates of pay were estimated from California Department of Education Financial Data.


Site Visits.  The evaluation team will conduct site visits to the 13 VPSC sites and 13 comparison sites.  At the VPSC site, the site visit team will interview five (5) district or state1 administrators, including the VPSC project director and staff, the Title I coordinator, and other relevant district personnel (possibly including representatives from the transportation, budget, and parent information offices).  These interviews will last approximately one (1) hour each.  At the VPSC site, the site visit team also will visit one sending and one receiving school.  At each school the site visit team will interview the principal (for 1 hour), three teachers (for 0.5 hours), and five parents (for 0.5 hours).  The teacher and parent interviews may take the form of a small focus group.  The total burden on the VPSC sites will be 195 person hours (see Exhibit 1b). 


The evaluation team also will conduct visits to the comparison sites.  In order to minimize the burden to these sites, the team will interview approximately three (3) district administrators, including the Title I coordinator and other relevant district personnel (possibly including representatives from the magnet or charter schools office, as well as a representative from the parent liaison or transportation offices).  These interviews will last approximately 1 hour.  Site visits to schools will not be relevant at the comparison sites, and therefore, no principals, teachers, or parents will be interviewed at the comparison sites.  The total burden on the comparison sites will be 39 person hours (see Exhibit 1b).


In total, the site visits will require an annual burden of 234 person hours.

Exhibit 1b

ESTIMATED ANNUAL BURDEN FOR 

b.  PARTICIPANTS IN SITE VISITS

Site
Respondent
Number of Respondents
Time Estimate
Total Hours
Hourly Rate*
Estimated Cost of Burden

VPSC Grantee Site
District or State Administrators (5 per site)
65
1
65
$52
$3,380


School Principals 

(two schools per site)
26
1
26
$36
$936


Teachers

(3 per school)
78
.5
39
$30
$1,170


Parents

(5 per school)
130
.5
65
$0*
$0


SUBTOTAL
299
-
195
-
$5,486

Comparison Site
District Administrators

(3 per site)
39
1
39
$52
$2,028

TOTAL
338
-
234
-
$7,514

** Hourly rates of pay were estimated from California Department of Education Financial Data. Parents will not be interviewed in their professional capacity and therefore will have no direct costs other than their time to participate.


School Survey.  Principals from an average of 50 schools per site, for up to 650 schools, will be asked to complete a FAX survey that should take no longer than 20 minutes of their time.  The number of estimated respondents is 553 (an 85% response rate), for an annual burden of 182 person hours (see Exhibit 1c).

Exhibit 1c
ESTIMATED ANNUAL BURDEN FOR 

c.  RESPONDENTS TO SCHOOL SURVEY
Respondent
Total Sample Size
Estimated Response Rate
Number of Respondents
Time Estimate

(in hours)
Total Hours
Hourly Rate*
Estimated Cost of Burden

School Principals

(average of 50 per site)
650
85%
553
.33
182
$36
$6,564

TOTAL
650
85%
553
-
182
-
$6,564

* Hourly rates of pay were estimated from California Department of Education Financial Data.

A13.  Estimates of Cost Burden to Respondents

Respondents will range from VPSC project directors to parents.  The hourly rate for each respondent is outlined in section A12.  There are no other additional respondent costs aside from those outlined in section A12.

A14.  Estimate of Annual Cost to the Federal Government

The total cost for the evaluation is $1,557,594 over three years.  The average annual cost is $519,198.  Most of the costs for the evaluation are incurred in years 2 and 3 as data collection efforts are under way.

A15.  Program Changes or Adjustment

This request is for new information collection.

A16.  Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

Plans for Tabulating Results.  The analysis plans cover both quantitative and qualitative data.  On the quantitative side, the National Evaluation is to establish baseline trends and is not intended to be a complete outcome analysis, because the VPSC grantees will still be operating (five years) when the proposed evaluation ends (three years).  

Tentatively, the quantitative analysis will start with an “outcome-only” analysis, to determine the robustness of any differences in student achievement trends between VPSC and comparison sites (school-level) and transferring and non-transferring students (student-level, including multiple categories of non-transferring students as discussed later), as of the middle of the VPSC intervention period.  Where statistically significant outcomes are found, rate of return and other analyses will then be conducted to illuminate other conditions regarding the potential progress and advantages of the choice programs in greater depth.


On the qualitative side, the initial analysis will focus on documenting the intensity, completeness, and fidelity of the implementation of the VPSC grantees’ interventions.  To the extent that implementation has taken place satisfactorily, the analysis will then investigate the plausible arguments that can be made regarding the relationship between the VPSC intervention and subsequent events, including student achievement outcomes.


Because of the heterogeneity of the VPSC interventions, all cross-grant analyses will follow the principles of meta-analysis, treating each grant in effect as if it were an independent study.


Plans for Publishing the Results.  The National Evaluation will produce annual and other interim reports, starting 10 months after the start of the evaluation.  An interim report will be available in the fall of 2004 and a final report will be available in the fall of 2005. The evaluation team also will hold periodic briefings to inform ED and other officials on the progress of the VPSC program and of the National Evaluation.  To date, ED briefings already have taken place on:  October 9, 2002; December 18, 2002; and January 8, 2003.

A17.  Approval to Not Display Expiration Date

No request is being made for exemption from displaying the expiration date.

A18.  Explanation of Exceptions

This collection of information involves no exceptions to the Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions.

PART B.  DESCRIPTION OF STATISTICAL METHODS
B1.  Respondent Universe

The respondent universe is the entirety of the 13 VPSC grantees and 13 comparison sites.  


A Nested, Multiple-Case Design.  The design is nested because each site will involve groups of schools and groups of students within these schools.  At the school level, the relevant schools at each site can be depicted as a “system of schools,” consisting of:



(a)  All district schools, if the VPSC involves an open enrollment




arrangement;




(b)  Schools from which students have transferred (sending schools);



(c)  Schools to which students have transferred (receiving schools);



(d)  Schools eligible to serve as sending schools but where no transfers




may have occurred (other eligible sending schools);



(e)  Schools eligible to serve as receiving schools but where no transfers




may have occurred (other eligible receiving schools); and



(f)  Schools possibly likely to become eligible sending schools in the




future due to their declining performance, even though they may




not yet have become designated as low-performing schools




(potential sending schools).


Aggregate (school-level) data will be collected about the trends in academic performance of all of these different types of schools, to permit comparisons among the trends.  The data also will cover the demographic characteristics of the enrolled students.  Among other issues, the possibility exists that, if a choice program does not include either racial fairness or socioeconomic fairness guidelines, schools may become more segregated or socially stratified. 


At the student level in the nested design, the relevant students include the following:



(a)  Students applying for transfer and then transferring (transfers);



(b)  Students transferring more than once—i.e., either returning to




their original sending school or proceeding to another receiving




school (multiple transfers);



(c)  Students applying for transfer but not transferring, either by their




own decision or because their applications could not be




honored—e.g., due to a lack of seats (applicants);



(d)  Students eligible to apply but not applying (non-applicants); and



(e)  Students not eligible to apply—e.g., students already at a




receiving school (non-eligibles).

The National Evaluation will use student-level data, gathered and aggregated by the 13 grantees, to compare the trends among these various groups of students.


Definition of Comparison Sites.  The appropriate comparisons at the aggregate (school or district) level would be schools (or districts) not involved in the VPSC intervention and having minimal other choice options.  The comparison sites also should:  fall within the same jurisdiction as the VPSC grantee’s site (e.g., another district but in the same state); and be equivalent to the VPSC grantee site with regard to academic performance, demographic characteristics, and enrollment size.  The evaluation questions all would be posed at the aggregate level—e.g., whether the VPSC schools showed different trends in academic performance than their comparisons and whether important processes such as teacher or student turnover differed.


Definition of the Intervention Being Studied.  As a final design issue, the National Evaluation defines the intervention of interest as the one being supported by VPSC funds.  The use of the VPSC funds will not only define the intervention of interest for the National Evaluation but also can help focus on specific facets of the intervention.  For instance, for some of the 13 grantees, the bulk of the funds is proposed to go toward the support and enhancement of parent information centers; other grantees will invest heavily in transportation services; yet others will provide funds for new educational programs at potential receiving schools to increase their capacity and attractiveness to serve transferring students; still others will focus on developing inter-district relationships.  The uses of funds also will usefully direct the National Evaluation’s attention to more specific activities and their outcomes, while still attending to the overall VPSC choice program at the 13 sites.


Sufficiency of Sample Size.  For the planned analysis, using student achievement scores as outcome data and comparing different groups of schools and students as defined as part of the nested design, the number of schools in the study, estimated to be over 1,000, is sufficiently large to detect medium effect sizes.  

B2.  Procedures for Data Collection

The data collection plans have been organized according to a three-step logic model (see Exhibit 2).  The heading for each step reflects one of the three main evaluation questions, and within each step is a set of subquestions that the National Evaluation is to address.  The logic model helps to assure that all relevant variables are included in the actual data collection instruments.


The relevant data will include qualitative and quantitative data from all of the sites, including:  two rounds of site visits; a survey covering an average of 50 schools at each site (all relevant schools when the number at a site is less than 50, or a random sample of schools when the number exceeds 50); and the collection of documentary and archival data about the participating students and the performance of schools in the district (or the intervention area) as a whole.  Site visits will be made to the comparison sites, mainly to confirm the absence of a VPSC-like intervention at the site and to document the nature of other choice programs  that may be in place, if any.  The archival data will be collected about all of the schools, including those at the comparison sites.

Exhibit 2

GENERAL LOGIC MODEL GUIDING DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES
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The planned instruments, contained in Attachment 3, include:  Section (A) a VPSC site visit instrument—largely directed at the VPSC project director and staff; Section (B) a school-level instrument—largely directed at a school principal at a sending or receiving school; Section (C) a teacher instrument (directed at teachers whose classrooms have either lost or gained transferring students); Section (D) a parent instrument (directed at parents of transferring and non-transferring students, to be used in a focus group setting); Section (E) a comparison site instrument, mainly collecting data from the district (not school) offices; and Section (F) a school survey instrument.  These instruments have been designed so that they cover the relevant portions of the three evaluation questions (see Exhibit 3).


Not part of these instruments is the quantitative archival data to be accessed and analyzed to cover student achievement questions.  School-level data will come from an existing “State-Level Achievement Database” compiled by the U.S. Department of Education, providing annual data for nearly every school in the country, starting with the year 1997-98.  Student-level data will be compiled and provided to the National Evaluation by the 13 VPSC grantees.

Exhibit 3

OVERVIEW OF DATA COLLECTION
Evaluation Topics and Research Issues
VPSC Program Sites
Comparison Sites


VPSC PD & Staff
Other District Staff
Principal
Teachers and Parents
Archival
Survey
District 
Archival

Topic 1:  How and to what extent do the programs promote educational equity and excellence [VPSC or other choice programs]?









Topic 2:  What are the characteristics of the VPSC program grantees [or the comparison sites]?









Topic 3:  What academic achievement is associated with the VPSC program [or trends at the comparison sites]?









B3.  Methods to Maximize Response Rates

Responses are needed from persons at the VPSC sites—at the district level and at a minimum of two schools.  Because the VPSC sites have received grants and are interested in the evaluation’s results, their participation is assumed to be highly motivated, yielding a high response rate.  The National Evaluation team also plans to have periodic contact with these sites so that any problems that may arise can be identified and remedied quickly.


Responses also are needed from the comparison sites, at the district level.  The National Evaluation will try to assure a high response rate from them by minimizing the burden on them.  They will be asked for a few hours of their time, mainly involving the Title I coordinator who should be accustomed to dealing with ED and its evaluation efforts.  In addition, the evaluation team will provide the comparison site with a 3 to 4 page user-friendly report documenting the choice options available at the site, as identified during the site visit.  Should sites be reluctant to participate, the evaluation team will request that some ED Title I official try to dissuade them.  As a last resort, any lack of response by the sites still will not jeopardize the main outcome analysis, because the outcome data are available from archival sources and do not come from the site itself.

B4.  Tests of Procedures or Methods

The planned data collection activities and procedures were pilot tested during a one-day site visit to a local district site that had a variety of school choice programs but was not a VPSC grantee.


To come:  results of the pilot test.

B5.  Names and Telephone Numbers of Individuals Consulted



Frank Brown, Ph.D.




University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill




Phone:  919-962-2522




e-mail:  fbrown@email.unc.edu



Peter W. Cookson, Jr., Ph.D.




Teachers College, Columbia University
Phone:  212-404-7821




E-mail:  pwc7@columbia.edu




David Heistad, Ph.D.




Minneapolis Public Schools
Phone:  612-668-0571




E-mail:  dheistad@mpls.k12.mn.us



Valerie Lee, Ed.D.




University of Michigan
Phone:  734-647-2456




E-mail: velee@umich.edu



Cecilia E. Rouse, Ph.D.




Princeton University
Phone:  609-258-4042




e-mail:  rouse@dakar.princeton.edu 




Janelle T. Scott, Ph.D. 




Steinhardt School of Education, New York University 




Phone:  212-998-5621




E-mail:  Janelle.scott@nyu.edu



Paul Teske, Ph.D.




State University of New York, Stony Brook



Phone:  631-632-7634




E-mail:  paul.teske@stonybrook.edu



Patrick J. Wolf, Ph.D.




Georgetown Public Policy Institute




Phone:  202-687-9152




E-mail:  wolfp@georgetown.edu



Todd Ziebarth, MPA 




Education Commission of the States
Phone:  303-299-3652




E-mail:  tziebarth@ecs.org




Project Monitor:  Collette Roney




Planning and Policy Studies Service




U.S. Department of Education




Phone:  202-401-5245




E-mail:  collette.roney@ed.gov




Evaluation Team:  Robert K. Yin, Ph.D., 




Janeula Burt, Ph.D., Norma Dávila, Ph.D., and Dawn Kim




COSMOS Corporation




Phone:  301-215-9100



E-mail:  ryin@cosmoscorp.com
     



	1In some cases, the VPSC project director and staff may be a state administrator (e.g., Florida, Arkansas, and Minneapolis).  In these instances, interviews also will be conducted with the relevant district personnel in impacted districts.
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