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Request for Clearance of Data Collection Instruments for the Evaluation of the Teaching American History Grants Program

I. INTRODUCTION

This document has been prepared to support the clearance of data collection instruments for the evaluation of the Teaching American History (TAH) Grants Program.  The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) of the U.S Department of Education (ED) is conducting this evaluation.  In the introduction to the supporting statement for Standard Form 83-I, we provide a description of the TAH program and a description of the evaluation questions and study design.  The remaining sections of this document respond to specific instructions of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for the preparation of a supporting statement to accompany Standard Form 83-I, including the justification for the study and statistical methods the evaluation will employ.

The Teaching American History Grants Program

The Teaching American History Grants Program is authorized by Title II, Part C, Subpart 4 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (see Appendix A).  Grants are made by the U.S. Department of Education’s TAH program office, which is located in the Office of Innovation and Improvement.  For fiscal year 2001 (October 1, 2000 – September 30, 2001), ED awarded $49.6 million to support 60 discretionary grants to local educational agencies (LEAs) in 33 states.
  For fiscal year 2002 (October 1, 2001 – September 30, 2002), ED awarded $98.9 million to support 114 discretionary grants to LEAs.  (The fiscal year 2003 appropriation is $100 million for grants that will be made in the summer of 2003.)

The TAH grants are designed to support local projects that improve the quality of instruction in traditional American history and thereby raise student achievement in the subject.  TAH grants support efforts that enable teachers to improve their knowledge, skills, and teaching practices in traditional American history, as a subject distinct from general social studies education.

LEAs are the lead grant recipients in the program, and must work in partnership with one or more of the following entities: institutions of higher education (IHEs); nonprofit history or humanities organizations; and libraries or museums.  Partner entities must have extensive content expertise in American history.  Grant funds support activities designed to deliver ongoing, intensive professional training, education, and support for teachers of American history.  

TAH grantees may target the entire K-12 system within an LEA, or may focus on a specific grade span.  Grantees are also required to document, evaluate, and disseminate innovative and cohesive models of activities that provide teachers with the content knowledge they need to teach American history effectively.

The Evaluation of the Teaching American History Grants Program

SRI International is conducting the evaluation of the Teaching American History (TAH) Grants Program on behalf of the U.S. Department of Education’s Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS).  The purpose of the evaluation is to understand how the activities supported by TAH grants are being used to train, support, and educate elementary and secondary teachers in traditional American history.  The evaluation is designed to answer three broad groups of study questions: the types of activities TAH grantees are implementing; the content of the activities, including the specific subjects and areas of American history on which projects are focusing; and the characteristics and qualifications of teachers participating in the activities.  

The evaluation includes the following components: (1) a review of background materials on the TAH program; (2) a literature review of current research and policies on teaching and learning American history; (3) a survey of all TAH project directors in the FY2001 and FY 2002 grant cohorts; (4) a survey of a sample of TAH participants (i.e., teachers and other individuals participating in TAH project activities); and (5) a systematic collection and analysis of the training materials produced by participants for a sample of TAH grantees.  We will conduct a pilot test of the materials analysis process prior to undertaking the full data collection effort.  In addition, we will conduct case studies of up to nine TAH projects, if the U.S. Department of Education exercises this option.  The evaluation will conclude with a final report that provides a thorough analysis of all data gathered and fully addresses all evaluation questions.  Overall, the evaluation will descriptively assess the activities and progress of the TAH program’s first two cohorts of grantees.  The audiences for the evaluation will be both policy-makers and practitioners.

Evaluation Questions and Data Sources

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) posed a series of study questions for this evaluation in the original statement of work.  This list of questions has been revised since the beginning of the study to incorporate further suggestions from ED, the contractor, and the evaluation’s Technical Working Group (TWG).  The updated evaluation questions are grouped under three major headings: (1) characteristics of grantees and grantee activities, (2) content of grantee activities, and (3) teacher participants.  In Exhibit 1, these questions have been arrayed in a matrix that shows which data collection activity will inform the answer to each research question.  The data sources are:

· Background documents (including ED files)

· Research literature on the teaching and learning of American history 

· Project director survey

· Participant survey

· Project materials, including teacher work products

· Case studies [optional].

Note that for each study question in Exhibit 1, we have indicated whether a particular data source will play a primary or secondary role in answering that question.  In addition, we understand that it will be necessary to use the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) data to answer at least one of the questions.  SRI International is licensed to use these data and has had the data files for 1999-2000 since their public release in August 2002.  

Exhibit 1

Evaluation Questions and Data Sources

	
	Document

Review
	Literature

Review
	Project Director

Survey
	Participant

Survey
	Project

Materials
	Case

Studies

	Characteristics of grantees and grantee activities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What types of activities are TAH grantees implementing?
	P
	
	P
	S
	
	

	To what extent are activities being implemented that are based on research in professional development and teacher training?
	S
	P
	P
	
	P
	S

	Are the activities based on specific models of professional development and teacher training in American history?
	S
	P
	P
	
	P
	

	Who is partnering with LEAs to implement the activities, and what are the partners providing to the TAH projects to enhance their scope and quality?
	P
	
	P
	
	S
	P

	What are the effects of grantee partnering relationships?
	
	
	P
	S
	S
	P

	What are the demographic characteristics and other background features of the LEAs receiving funds?
	S
	
	P
	
	
	

	How will the LEAs continue to provide teachers with professional development in American history after the grant period has ended?
	
	
	P
	
	
	P

	Content of activities
	
	
	
	
	
	

	To what extent are activities emphasizing American history content?  
	S
	
	P
	P
	P
	S

	To what extent are activities emphasizing history methodology and processes?
	S
	
	P
	P
	P
	S
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To what extent are activities emphasizing pedagogical skills and pedagogical content knowledge?
	S
	
	P
	P
	P
	S

	If content is a focus, what areas of history are being taught to teachers?
	
	
	S
	S
	P
	S

	What time periods and issues are being covered in the training?
	
	
	S
	S
	P
	S

	What is the scope and depth of the content training?
	
	
	S
	S
	P
	S

	To what extent does the training support the NAEP U.S. History standards and content items?
	S
	
	S
	
	P
	S

	If student academic content standards and assessments in American history exist in the state or district, how do TAH projects support such standards and vice versa?  
	
	
	S
	S
	P
	S

	How do the TAH projects support and coordinate with other federal programs? 
	
	
	P
	
	
	P

	Teacher participants
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What are the characteristics/qualifications of participating teachers? How do they compare with the SASS teacher sample in respect to degrees, certification, and experience?
	
	
	S
	P
	
	

	What grades and subjects do the teacher participants teach?
	
	
	
	P
	
	

	If grantees are implementing more than one type of activity with TAH funds, what are the characteristics of teachers participating in each type of activity?
	
	
	
	P
	P
	

	How were the teachers chosen to participate in the projects?
	S
	
	P
	P
	
	

	To what extent are funded projects helping preservice teachers, new teachers, and veteran teachers?
	S
	
	S
	P
	
	S

	To what extent do the least qualified and the most qualified teachers participate?  
	S
	
	P
	
	
	

	Do teachers volunteer to participate?
	S
	
	P
	
	
	

	Are teachers offered an incentive to participate?
	S
	
	P
	P
	
	

	How are the projects implementing activities to ensure that all teachers in the district are “highly qualified” (according to NCLB)?
	S
	
	P
	
	
	P

	Is increasing the percentage of teachers who are highly qualified a project goal?   
	S
	
	P
	
	
	P

	Are teachers who participate in project activities doing anything different in their classrooms as a result of their participation?
	
	
	S
	P
	S
	P

	What changes in teacher practice, knowledge or skills are associated with participation in the TAH grants?
	
	
	
	
	P
	P




Data Collection Activities

In this section, we describe all of the data collection activities planned for the evaluation.  We also clearly indicate whether the data collection activities are subject to OMB review and, if so, provide an overview of the data collection instruments to be cleared by OMB.

Review of TAH project files at ED, online project descriptions, and literature on American history education and professional development.  We have already begun to compile key information about the TAH program and TAH grantees from fiscal years 2001 and 2002 using information from grant applications, made available by the TAH program office.  We have also analyzed other grantee information available on the TAH program’s Web site, which has provided us with an understanding of the kinds of relationships between grantee LEAs and partner organizations (e.g., institutions of higher education, museums, and libraries).  We have found that in many projects, the partner organizations are responsible for providing professional development and content-area expertise.  Our review of background materials has also uncovered some initial information on the time periods in American history that TAH projects address, as well as the types of professional development activities offered to participating teachers and other individuals.
This review also includes the identification and analysis of research on several topics related to the evaluation: the current state of American history education in K-12 schools; the existing knowledge base on teaching American history; the training of preservice teachers in American history; and the characteristics of effective teacher professional development.  In preparation for the literature review, which will be finalized in summer 2003, we also have prepared an annotated bibliography of references used.  Both the TAH project files and the literature review have informed the development of the evaluation’s data collection activities, including the two surveys and the materials collection task, and will continue to inform the evaluation as it proceeds.  

We do not believe OMB approval for the file and literature reviews is required.

Project director survey.  The project director survey will survey the universe of all project directors from Cohort 1 grants (those awarded in fiscal year 2001) and Cohort 2 grants (those awarded in fiscal year 2002).  The total number of grants in the two cohorts is 174 (60 in Cohort 1 and 114 in Cohort 2).  Directors of TAH projects, either employed by grantee LEAs or by partner organizations, are believed to be the individuals who are most knowledgeable about project activities and participants.  We will administer the written project director survey by mail in fall 2003.

This OMB submission includes a draft of the project director survey (Appendix B).  The survey addresses the following topics:

· Characteristics and selection process of TAH participants 

· Selection process for and roles of partner organizations

· Characteristics and goals of project activities

· Historical content, methodological, and pedagogical emphasis

· Evaluation and sustainability of project activities

· Dissemination of lessons learned from project activities

· Characteristics of other participating school districts

We are aware that conducting surveys that meet the government standard for response rate has become increasingly difficult.  Because a key factor in obtaining an acceptable response rate of approximately 80 percent is the length of the survey, we have constructed the project director instrument as concisely and tightly as possible.  Development of the project director survey has also been closely coordinated with the participant survey—and other data collection activities—to ensure that the two surveys collectively answer the research questions that are of most interest to the government and the field.

Participant survey.  We will use many of the data collection procedures from the project director survey for the participant survey.  At the same time, the participant survey requires sampling and a few other variations from the process used for the project director survey.

Whereas project directors will be able to provide valuable information from the perspective of grantees and/or partner organizations, TAH participants (the majority of whom are teachers) will represent the viewpoint of those who have received training from the grantee projects.  The participant survey will also elicit more detailed information about the backgrounds and expectations of individual participants than the project director survey.

This OMB submission includes a draft of the participant survey (see Appendix C).  Topics covered by the participant survey include the following:

· Respondent’s background, certification status, and formal training in American history prior to participating in TAH-sponsored activities

· Respondent’s motivation to participate in TAH activities (incentives, encouragement by administrators, etc.)

· Focus, format, content, and duration of activities in which respondent participated 

· Degree to which TAH activities emphasized history content, methodology, and pedagogy

· Respondent reports of the quality and usefulness of TAH activities

· New knowledge, skills, and practices that the respondent attributes to TAH activities

· Formal training or certification that the respondent attributes to TAH activities (e.g., post-secondary degree in American history, state certification in American history, etc).

As in the case of the project director survey, we plan to administer a written version of the participant survey by mail beginning in fall 2003.  

The procedures for sampling teachers for the participant survey are described in Section B:  Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods.  In short, we have determined that drawing a fixed sample of 15 participants from each grantee is the best way to represent the diversity of TAH project experiences from the perspective of teachers.  This sampling approach requires that the contractor obtain lists of all teacher participants from every Cohort 1 (2001) and Cohort 2 (2002) grantee.  Hence, in addition to surveying the universe of project directors, we will ask project directors (or their designees) to compile lists of teachers and other individuals to construct the sampling frame for the participant survey.  Please note that ED is requesting approval for the Teacher Roster Request Form that will go to all TAH project directors (see Appendix D).  (Project directors will also be requested to cooperate with the contractor in collecting examples of teacher work products, a process described in the next subsection.)

Systematic collection and analysis of project and participant materials.  The Teaching American History grants support projects designed to provide specialized history training and professional development to teachers.  During the course of the grant, project staff will generate materials for TAH activities (examples include syllabi, assignments, and reading lists) that will be useful to this evaluation to collect and analyze.  Of potentially greater interest than the materials put together by TAH staff members for training are those materials produced by the TAH participants themselves as a result of training, such as research projects, curricular units, and lesson plans (that participants would use in their own teaching).  While it is clear that TAH projects and participants will produce a variety of materials, we would like to focus on the subset of project and participant materials that are most likely to indicate the contribution of TAH grants to the content knowledge and teaching skills of participating teachers.  

While this OMB submission includes preliminary burden estimates for this task, please note that we will determine the nature of the materials collection process through a pilot test that we will conduct with up to nine TAH projects during the summer of 2003.  In the pilot test, we intend to collect examples of a range of teacher work products (e.g., research papers, curriculum units, teacher portfolios) from a variety of TAH grantees, along with the TAH project materials received by teachers though the training.  

The pilot test will consist of the following steps.  First, the contractor will send the TAH Project and Participant Materials Request Form (see Appendix E) to up to nine TAH project directors, which requests the collection of examples of materials produced by teachers through the course of their participation in TAH project activities.  The form also requests that project directors provide  information on course materials received by participants through their TAH training.  (For example, for a TAH project that completed a training activity on the Emancipation Proclamation, project directors would supply descriptions of the course materials provided to participants [e.g., a course reader, syllabus, list of helpful URLs, list of primary source materials, etc.] as well as the assignments submitted by participants themselves [e.g., creation of a curricular unit on the topic]).  The collection of these materials will enable the evaluation to enter the second step of analysis: differentiating among the diverse types of teacher work products as well as the related course materials, and developing rubrics for formally assessing the quality of the teacher work products submitted to us.  

By pilot testing the process for the materials collection and review with up to nine grantees, we can undertake this task while awaiting OMB clearance on the full project, the participant materials collection task, and the participant and project director surveys.  Please note that the project directors for the pilot test will be made up of volunteers, several of whom have already expressed willingness to assist the efforts of the evaluation.  

Once OMB clearance is obtained, we will begin the formal materials collection process with a materials request form sent to a random sample of 50 grantees.  Project directors of the sampled grantees will be asked to provide three examples of teacher work products completed in response to an assignment made to participants in the course of one the project’s professional development activities.  The TAH Project and Participant Materials Request Form in Appendix E has more detail about the instructions that will be given to project directors in connection with this task.

Again, we will create a set of standards and rubrics for judging the quality of project materials.  Development of these rubrics will be informed by drawing on our past evaluation experiences, which have included assessing the quality of high school courses, adult education curricula, teacher assignments, and student work products.  Because we know that there is a great variation of the content and approach among (and even within) TAH grantees, we will look to the pilot test to provide advance knowledge about the nature and content of teacher products and related materials before we undertake the full task.  

Although we are interested in collecting a comprehensive record of teacher work products generated by participants in the TAH projects, this data collection task is designed to impose the least possible burden on project directors and their colleagues.  The pilot test will shed light on how best to balance these needs.  

Case studies of selected TAH projects (optional task).  In addition to the other data collections listed above, we believe it would be useful to the evaluation to obtain more in-depth information on a sample of no more than nine grantees.  While the survey data represent broad trends and systematically capture the perspectives of key categories of respondents, case study data deepen the understanding of these trends by providing information that can help explain them.  

The purpose of these case study visits would be to provide qualitative data on the professional development opportunities teachers are receiving through their TAH project, and to try to determine if individual teachers are changing their classroom teaching practices as a result of their professional development experiences.  These case studies will provide descriptive data on the different approaches TAH projects are using to train their teachers in American history, and will provide some outcome data on teachers’ instructional practices as well as some data on students’ interest in American history and their achievement in American history.  

Although these case studies will not provide impact data on the effects of TAH activities on teachers and students, they will help the evaluation better understand—through interviews with teachers and principals, focus groups, observations of training and classroom lessons—if there is any change among participating teachers, their students and schools, that could be associated with TAH.  The case studies will also include interviews with TAH partner members—typically universities, museums, or other providers of content—to learn in more depth about their role and perspective in the grant projects.  

Because case studies will be conducted with nine (9) or fewer TAH projects, ED is not seeking OMB approval of the instruments for the case studies or the case study respondent burden.  However, ED and the contractor’s plans for the project tentatively include the case studies, so they are described in this section.

The evaluation team will conduct visits to nine projects, which will be selected so that they are representative of the TAH program as a whole.  We will sample sites on the basis of the project’s geographic location, size of participating school district(s), grade levels being targeted, and approaches to history content and professional development.  The case study visits will last from two to three days, and teams of two researchers will make the visits.  We will conduct the visits from spring 2004 through fall 2004.  We will time the visits to correspond to projects’ most intensive professional development activities.  We will gather information from all sites on the following topics: 

· Organizational structure of the project, and qualifications and roles of key staff

· Relationship with and roles of partner organization(s), as well as partner organizations’ perspectives on the challenges and successes of the project

· Approaches to teacher training employed by the project

· Historical period(s) and/or historical methods covered by the project

· Project planning and implementation

· Qualifications and professional development experiences of participants

· Types of professional development teachers receive

· Teachers’ perspectives on whether and how their instructional practices, content knowledge, and classroom materials have been affected by their participation

· How students and schools have been affected by teachers’ participation

The visits will include interviews with the project director, providers of teacher training, representatives of partner organizations, participating teachers, administrators, and other individuals identified in consultation with TAH project representatives.  

Instruments to be Cleared through this Submission

ED is requesting clearance for the following data collection instruments: 

1. Project director survey

2. Teacher roster request form

3. Participant survey

4. Project and participant materials request form

Exhibit 2 displays the relationship between the items on the project director and participant surveys and the evaluation questions guiding this study.

Exhibit 2

Research Questions Addressed by Project Director and
Participant Surveys, by Item

	TAH Study Questions
	Project Director

Survey
	Participant

Survey

	Characteristics of Grantees and Grantee Activities
	
	

	What types of activities are TAH grantees implementing?
	14a; 17-18; 28
	22-23; 25-26; 29-32; 46

	To what extent are activities being implemented that are based on research in professional development and teacher training?
	15; 31
	23-24; 34-35; 36; 38; 45-46 

	Are the activities based on specific models of professional development and teacher training in American history?
	24
	None

	Who is partnering with LEAs to implement the activities, and what are the partners providing to the TAH projects to enhance their scope and quality?
	3; 11a-b; 15b-c; 16; 25
	27

	What are the effects of grantee partnering relationships?
	11a-b; 27a-b; 28-31 
	24; 26

	What are the demographic characteristics and other background features of the LEAs receiving funds?
	7b; 32
	6; 25

	How will the LEAs continue to provide teachers with professional development in American history after the grant period has ended?
	31
	24; 42

	Content of Activities
	
	

	To what extent are activities emphasizing American history content?  
	13;19a-c; 22
	29; 32; 33a-b

	To what extent are activities emphasizing history methodology and processes?
	13; 19d; 20; 22
	29; 31; 33c; 39; 43

	To what extent are activities emphasizing pedagogical skills and pedagogical content knowledge?
	13; 21-22
	29-30; 32; 40

	If content is a focus, what areas of history are being taught to teachers?
	19a-c
	33a-b

	What time periods and issues are being covered in the training?
	19a-c
	33a-b

	What is the scope and depth of the content training?
	14a-b;18; 19a-c
	20-23; 26; 32

	To what extent does the training support the NAEP U.S.  History standards and content items?
	19a-d
	33a-c

	If student academic content standards and assessments in American history exist in the state or district, how do TAH projects support such standards and vice versa?  
	15; 21
	32; 37

	How do the TAH projects support and coordinate with other federal programs? 
	15f
	None

	Teacher Participants
	
	

	What are the characteristics/qualifications of participating teachers? How do they compare with the SASS teacher sample in respect to degrees, certification, and experience?
	5; 7a-b; 12-13
	1-17

	What grades and subjects do the teacher participants teach?
	5; 7a
	2

	If grantees are implementing more than one type of activity with TAH funds, what are the characteristics of teachers participating in each type of activity?
	15g; 23a-b
	1-17; 22-23; 28

	How were the teachers chosen to participate in the projects?
	7a-b; 12-13
	18; 28

	To what extent are funded projects helping preservice teachers, new teachers, and veteran teachers?
	5; 7a;15g
	1; 7-8; 19

	To what extent do the least qualified and the most qualified teachers participate?  
	7a; 12-13
	7-19


Exhibit 2

Research Questions Addressed by Project Director and
Participant Surveys, by Item

(concluded)

	TAH Study Questions
	Project Director

Survey
	Participant

Survey

	Do teachers volunteer to participate?
	8a-b
	18

	How are the projects implementing activities to ensure that all teachers in the district are “highly qualified” (according to NCLB)?
	5i; 7a; 12-13
	18-19

	Is increasing the percentage of teachers who are highly qualified a project goal?   
	13
	None

	Are teachers who participate in project activities doing anything different in their classrooms as a result of their participation?
	18; 26-29
	39-40; 46

	What changes in teacher practice, knowledge or skills are associated with participation in the TAH grants?
	18; 26-27a-b; 29- 30
	39-40; 43; 44-45


II.  Supporting Statement For Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

A.  Justification for the Evaluation of the Teaching American History Grants Program

1.
Necessity of Information Collection

The Teaching American History Grants Program (TAH) and TAH grants are authorized by Title II, Part C, Subpart 4, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (see Appendix A).  The Teaching American History Grants Program (TAH) reflects the serious interest of Congress and the U.S. Department of Education in supporting the teaching and learning of American history.  Appropriations have grown from $49.6 million in FY 2001 to $100 million in FY 2003.  Thirty-nine states and the District of Columbia are represented among the grantees receiving funds from ED.  

Evaluations for programs enacted by the No Child Left Behind Act are authorized under Title IX, Part F, Sec. 9601 of the Act (see Appendix F).  The evaluation for which OMB clearance is requested is the first systematic study of the TAH Grants Program.  Because the program represents a substantial investment in providing training and professional development in the teaching of American history, and because this is the first time a federal investment of this magnitude has been made in the curriculum area of American history, this evaluation is crucial for establishing whether the program is working as intended by Congress.

2.
Use of Information

The U.S. Department of Education will use the data from this study in the following ways:

· To evaluate the effectiveness of the TAH program 

· To inform future reauthorizations of TAH program

· To inform Congress and other policy-makers with a general interest in the improvement of the teaching and learning of American history

· To identify promising approaches to teacher training in traditional American history

· To inform future evaluations of federal programs designed to provide professional development in specific content areas.

The likely audience for this evaluation includes the U.S. Department of Education, Congress, policy-makers, K-12 history teachers, college and university history instructors, researchers, and providers of teacher professional development in history and other subjects.  

3.
Use of Information Technology

We will use a variety of advanced information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this evaluation, and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on respondents.

World Wide Web.  The evaluation has been able to gather considerable information about Teaching American History projects, national and state history standards, and literature on teacher training in American history from various Web sites.

Cardiff TELEform.  We will use an automated data collection and processing software system (Cardiff TELEform) that streamlines many aspects of survey data collection for sample sizes of this magnitude.  The system supports instruments that can be deployed on paper, on-line (via e-mail or the Web), or as a PDF file.  Although we are planning to administer paper surveys by mail, Cardiff TELEform “merges” the sampling and data collection datafiles.  Incoming data are scanned directly into a database, bypassing the old procedure of manual data entry.  The system flags data anomalies that should be verified and can also generate various types of reminders to nonrespondents on dates that are programmed into a specific job.  An additional Cardiff database may be created to facilitate the management of the materials review task.
We have considered the use of Computer Assisted Telephone Interview software (CATI) and Web-based formats for the project director survey and participant survey.  CATI was considered because the highest response rates typically are achieved when surveys are administered by phone.  However, this step is not necessary for the project director survey because these respondents are likely to cooperate, based on their knowledge of the federal program that awarded their grants.  Therefore, we have decided to field to project directors a relatively lower cost written survey.  

The same decision was made for the participant survey, although for slightly different reasons. Despite the fact that teachers may be somewhat less aware than project directors of the purpose of the survey and therefore, may be less motivated to respond, administering phone surveys to teachers is problematic because of their academic schedules.  Hence, teachers will also receive a written version of the participant survey.

With regard to Web-based formats for delivering the surveys, our recent experience with surveys of this type suggests that respondent access to the computer technology necessary for “fillable PDF” surveys and other on-line formats is not widespread enough to justify its administration. Therefore, in addition to fielding written (as opposed to CATI) surveys, we have decided to administer surveys by mail.  We will follow-up with nonrespondents by mail, e-mail, and/or phone to bring response rates to required levels.

4.
Efforts to Identify Duplication

Two of the tasks that we have already undertaken as part of this evaluation include a review of background information about the TAH program and a literature review on the teaching and learning American history (including the status of standards for American history, as well as professional development and teacher training in American history). Through these reviews, we have found virtually no large-scale evaluations of professional development programs that focus on improving teachers’ knowledge and skills in American history.  Therefore, in addition to being the first study of the TAH program, this evaluation will contribute to the broader knowledge base on teaching and learning American history.  

While there are some survey data (including NCES’s Schools and Staffing Survey) that address teachers’ formal training and ongoing professional development opportunities, please note that these data are more than three years old and predate the establishment of the TAH program.  Neither SASS nor any other data sources provide systematic information about the TAH program.

5.
Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

TAH grantees are local educational agencies (LEAs) in partnership with organizations such as museums, libraries, and historical organizations that may include small entities.  The evaluation strategy—outlined in other parts of this document—is to take all steps possible to minimize the burden on all survey respondents and other participants in evaluation activities.

6.
Consequences if Information is Not Collected or is Collected Less Frequently

Failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and ED from obtaining evaluation data on a federal program that has spent almost $150 million to support the teaching and learning of American history.  All of the activities planned for this evaluation are one-time data collections, although project directors will be involved in more than one data collection activity (completing the project director survey, compiling lists of teachers participating in project activities, collecting project materials, and making themselves available for case studies).

7.
Special Circumstances

Requiring respondents to prepare a written response to a collection of information in fewer than 30 days after receipt of it:

Although we would prefer that survey respondents and project directors assisting with the materials review task provide responses as quickly as possible, there will not be a timeline of fewer than 30 days imposed on these individuals.

8.
Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

Federal Register Comments.   None.  
Consultation Outside the Agency and with Respondent Representatives.  We have assembled a Technical Working Group (TWG) of K-12 teachers, college and university history professors, research methodologists, and history professional development providers.  The TWG is advising the evaluation on all matters related to study design, sample selection, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.  The members of the TWG, and their titles and professional affiliations, are:

Thomas Adams 

Administrator

California Department of Education 

Sacramento, CA

Cathy Gorn

Executive Director

National History Day

Washington, D.C.

Maria Mazzenga

Outreach and Program Manager

National History Day, Inc.

Washington, D.C.

Jeffrey Mirel 

Professor of Education

School of Education

University of Michigan

Cynthia Mostoller 

Teacher

Alice Deal Middle School

Washington, D.C.

James A.  Percoco 

Teacher

West Springfield High School

Springfield, VA

Theodore Rabb 

Professor of History

Department of History

Princeton University

Jeffrey Smith

Professor of Economics

Department of Economics

University of Maryland

William White 

Executive Producer and Director, 

Educational Program Development 

The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation

Williamsburg, VA

In addition to the Technical Working Group, we consulted with TAH project directors as part of an annual meeting convened by the TAH program office in Memphis, Tennessee on April 3-4, 2003.  Finally, we conducted pilot tests of our survey instruments with less than nine project directors and less than nine participating teachers.   The materials review pilot test will be conducted in summer 2003.  

9.
Respondent Gifts

We will not make any monetary gifts or payments to survey respondents or participants in other data collection activities.  

10.
Assurances of Confidentiality

We have established a set of standards and procedures to safeguard the privacy of participants and the security of data as they are collected, processed, stored, and reported.  In an initial letter of invitation from ED, we will tell respondents that participation is voluntary and that we will assure their confidentiality to the extent offered by law.  This assurance will be reiterated at the time data collection begins.

Our confidentiality and data protection procedures are summarized below.

· We will educate project team members on respondents’ confidentiality assurances and how to handle sensitive materials and data.  We will caution all persons assigned to the study not to discuss confidential data and will require each individual to sign a written statement that attests to his or her understanding of the significance of this requirement.  

· We will reemphasize the need to protect the privacy of respondents during training for interviewers and other data collection personnel.  We will caution personnel not to discuss interview data with others outside the evaluation, and emphasize that they must restrict discussion within the project to the essential needs of the data collection activity.

· We will use a computer-based status monitoring subsystem to monitor the flow of data collection activities, from initial sample selection and instrument design through processing and coding, from transmission to data entry location, and from final entry into the database.

· We will disassociate names and addresses from the data as they are entered into the SRI database and will use this information for data collection purposes only.  As we gather information on individuals or sites, we will assign each a unique identification number, which we will use for raw data, and printout listings that display the data, and analysis files.  We will also use the unique identification number for data linkage.  Surveys and/or questionnaires will have only the unique identification number on them.  We will not use any names, addresses, or other information that could connect the survey with the individual on instruments, or in the public data files that we turn over to NCES after each round of data collection.

· We will inform participants of the purposes of the data collection and the potential uses of the data collected.

· We will limit database access to authorized project members only; no others will be given such access.  We will use multilevel user codes, and we will frequently change entry passwords.

· We will store all questionnaires, surveys, and other documents in secure areas that are accessible only to authorized staff members.  We will maintain computer-generated printouts that contain identifiable data under these same conditions.

· We will shred all listings, forms, interview protocols, and completed questionnaires or surveys containing identifiable data as soon as the need for this hard copy no longer exists.  As required, we will degauss any data tapes or disks containing sensitive data prior to their reuse.

· We will duplicate all basic computer files on magnetic tape or backup disks to allow for file restoration in the event of unrecoverable loss of the original data.  We will store these backup files under secure conditions in an area separate from the location of the original data.

· We will provide reports to ED or any employee only in the form of aggregate data.  We will not include any individual or institutional identifiers in these reports.  We will acknowledge the cooperation of participating institutions in the final report, but will not identify them in the text of any report.

We will aggregate data across respondent types (e.g., project directors, teachers) for most of the study analyses.  In no case will we disaggregate data to such a degree that it is possible to identify individual projects or other entities.  

11.
Questions of a Sensitive Nature

We have not included any questions or topics of a sensitive nature on the project director survey, the participant survey, or the materials request form.  We will collect the names of teacher participants only for participant survey sampling and administration, and in connection with the project and participant materials review.

12.
Estimate of Information Collection Burden

Respondent burden in this study consists of the time spent responding to the written surveys, compiling rosters of teacher participants, and collecting information for the materials review and analysis task.  Respondents will not incur any equipment, postage, or travel costs.

Exhibit 3 displays estimates of the total respondent burden in hours and dollars for the two mail surveys and for the project directors to help the contractor compile other information.  Estimates of the time necessary for the surveys are based on a pilot test of the instruments conducted in spring and summer 2003 with fewer than nine project directors and fewer than nine TAH participants.  Estimates of the time required for assembling teacher rosters and project materials are based on prior experience with tasks of this nature.  Total respondent burden is estimated to be $84,166.50 and 2,491.5 hours. 

Exhibit 3

Respondent Burden

	
	A

Number of Respondents
	B

Time per Response (hours)
	C

Total Hours
	D

Hourly Wage*
	C x D

Total Cost

	TAH Project Director Survey
	174
	.75
	130.5
	$51/hr
	$6,655.50

	Compilation of Rosters of Participating Teachers
	174
	1.5
	261
	$51/hr
	$13,311

	Participant Survey
	2,600


	.75
	1,950
	$29/hr
	$56,550

	Project and Participant Materials Collection
	50
	3.0
	150
	$51/hr
	$7,650

	Total
	2,998 (duplicated)

2,774 (unduplicated)
	--
	2,491.5
	--
	$84,166.50


*
Hourly wages estimates for project directors are based on data from the Educational Research Service and calculated at the assistant super indent level (see http://www.ers.org/SWsurvey02.pdf).  Hourly wage estimates for teachers are based on data from the Digest of Education Statistics (2002).

13.
Estimate of Total Annual Cost Burden

There are no additional respondent costs associated with this data collection other than the hour burden estimated in item 12.  

14.
Estimates of Annualized Costs

The estimated annual cost to the federal government for this study, as specified in the contract, is displayed below:

Fiscal year 2003
$372,982

Fiscal year 2004
248,565

Fiscal year 2004 (optional task)
174,569

Fiscal year 2005 (optional task)
29,095

_________________________________________

Subtotal (base contract)
$621,637

Subtotal (option)
203,664

Grand total (base contract + option)
$825,301

We estimate that the cost to the federal government for the activities covered under this OMB submission is $579,667.  These activities occur in FY 2003 and FY 2004 and include collecting and analyzing data, and producing reports of the findings of the evaluation.  

15.
Change in Annual Reporting Burden

This request is for new information collection.

16.
Project Time Schedule

SRI International will conduct the evaluation according to the schedule shown in Exhibit 4.  Analytical techniques are largely routine and involve descriptive statistics.  SRI International will report these findings, which will be published in ED documents.

17.
OMB Expiration Date

We will inform respondents about the OMB expiration date when they are notified about the study.

18.
Exceptions to Certification Statement

No exceptions are requested.

Exhibit 4
Schedule of Data Collection Tasks and Deliverables

	TASK 1: MATERIALS REVIEW, LITERATURE REVIEW, AND STUDY DESIGN

(October 2002-August 2003)

	Deliverables
	Due Dates

	1.1: Memo to ED
	10/21/02

	1.3: Literature review (annotated bibliography)
	12/2/02

	1.3: Literature review (first draft)
	6/20/03

	1.3: Literature review (final)
	8/15/03

	1.4: Revised study design
	11/25/02

	TASK 2: TECHNICAL WORK GROUP

(November 2002-May 2003)

First meeting held on March 21, 2003; future meetings to be conducted by phone

	Submit draft list
	11/4/02

	Submit final list
	1/20/03

	Briefing book for meeting
	3/10/03


	TASK 3: PROJECT DIRECTORS’ SURVEY

(February-December 2003)

Project director survey to be fielded in Fall 2003

	3.1: Project director survey  (first draft)
	2/10/03

	3.1: Project director survey  (second draft)
	3/10/03

	3.1: Project director survey  (final)
	5/30/03

	3.2: Memo with pretest results
	9/30/03

	3.3: Letter of introduction (draft)
	8/31/03

	3.3: Letter of introduction (final)
	9/30/03

	TASK 4: PARTICIPANT SURVEY

(February-December 2003)

Participant survey to be fielded in Fall 2003

	4.1: Participant survey  (first draft)
	2/10/03

	4.1: Participant survey  (second draft)
	3/10/03

	4.1: Participant survey  (final)
	5/30/03

	4.2: Memo with pretest results
	9/30/03

	4.3: Letter of introduction (draft)
	8/31/03

	4.3: Letter of introduction (final)
	9/30/03


	TASK 5: COLLECTION OF PROJECT MATERIALS

(March-May 2003)

	5.1: Project and participant materials request form (first draft)
	3/10/03

	5.1: Project and participant materials request form (second draft)
	5/30/03

	5.1: Project and participant materials request form (final)
	7/28/03

	TASK 6: OMB CLEARANCE PACKAGE

(May-October 2003)

OMB clearance expected October 2003

	Request for OMB clearance (first draft)
	5/16/03

	Request for OMB clearance (second draft)
	5/30/03

	Request for OMB clearance (final)
	7/28/03


Exhibit 4

Schedule of Data Collection Tasks and Deliverables

(concluded)

	TASK 7: FINAL REPORT

(February-May 2004)

	Final survey report (outline)
	2/29/04

	Final survey report (first draft)
	3/31/04

	Final survey report (second draft)
	4/30/04

	Final report (final)*
	5/31/04

	TASK 8: OPTIONAL TASK: CASE STUDIES

(March 2004-January 2005)

Case study site visits to occur in Summer 2004

	8.1: Draft site selection
	1/31/04

	8.1: Final site selection
	2/29/04

	8.1: Interview protocols (first draft)
	3/15/04

	8.1: Interview protocols (final)
	4/15/04

	8.3: Site visit report (first draft)
	10/30/04

	8.3: Site visit report (second draft)
	11/30/04

	8.3: Final report (final)*
	1/31/05

	TASK 9: MONTHLY REPORTS DUE TEN DAYS AFTER THE END OF EACH SRI ACCOUNTING PERIOD




* Timeline for the submission of the final report depends on whether case study option is exercised.

B.
Collections of Information Employing Statistical Methods

Data collection for this evaluation calls for statistical methods in the selection of samples for the participant survey and the materials review task.  We will not use statistical methods for the project director survey because we will survey the entire population.  

1.
Respondent Universes and Sample Selection

Project Director Universe.  The respondent universe for the project director survey is 174. ED awarded the first cohort of grants (n=60) in 2001 and the second cohort of grants (n=114) in 2002.  (ED will award a third cohort of grants in 2003, but we will not survey these projects as part of this evaluation.) Again, we will not sample for the project director survey, but we have used the total number of projects in the calculation of sample sizes for other data collection activities.

Universe of Participating Teachers.  We will administer the participant survey to a sample of teachers and other individuals participating in TAH project activities.  We will draw the sample from the universe of all participants from grantee activities as of summer 2003 in both of the first two cohorts of TAH grantees.  We will draw the sample so that it is representative of all 174 projects from the first and second cohorts.  Based on the universe of TAH projects, we estimate that the size of the universe of participating teachers to be approximately 24,000.
  

Sampling Participating Teachers.  Our sampling strategy for the participant survey is to

draw a fixed number of 15 teachers from each grantee.  This approach guarantees that we represent all grantees that provide participant lists.  It also will enable us to represent the universe of teacher participants, although with less precision than a simple random sample.  Some generalizations about types of grantees are possible, depending on criteria that may be used to “cluster” projects.  In addition, reasonable estimates about the activities individual grantees are undertaking will be possible for projects with small numbers of participants and for survey items that divide respondents into relatively large groups.  Finally, this sampling strategy naturally over-samples participants in the more intensive activities—assuming that the projects serving fewer teachers are providing more intensive services for those teachers (e.g., follow-up training sessions, activities that meet on an on-going basis, etc.).
This sampling approach requires that we sample from the universe of teacher participants in TAH-supported activities by obtaining lists of participants from the grantees.  A random sample 15 teachers from each grantee (N=174) will yield a total sample for the participant survey of 2,600 teachers, representing almost 11% of TAH teacher participants nationwide.  The half-width of a 95 percent confidence interval for the participant survey can only be estimated at this point, given the complexity of the sample and other information that is presently unknown, such as intracluster correlations for the grantees that submit teacher rosters.  In addition, the responses to the participant survey will need to be weighted, with larger weights for programs with more teachers.  Data on the median, mean, and range of teachers and the expectation that the sample will be selected from 157 TAH projects, suggests that the confidence bounds will have a half-width of approximately +/- 2.8 percent.   (The half-width must be at least as large as 2.0 percent and preliminary calculations suggest that the half-width could not be any larger than 3.9 percent.)

Sampling for Materials Review Task.  We are aware that TAH projects will provide training to teachers on a variety of American history topics and approaches to teaching them.  TAH projects will prepare a variety of materials as part of these training and professional development activities.  In connection with the training they receive, teachers will also produce work products.  

For this submission, we have estimated the data collection burden on project directors.  That is, we are assuming that project materials and associated teacher work products will be collected from 50 TAH projects.  Please note, however, that the exact nature of materials we will collect, as well as the procedures for collection them and assessing their quality, will be finalized after the pilot testing phase in summer 2003.  

Each of the 50 projects sampled for the materials review task will be asked to submit 3 teacher work products.  (An 85 percent response rate will yield teacher work products from 42 projects.)   If these products are evaluated on a binary criterion, then a confidence interval can be calculated for the proportion of teacher work products in the universe that would satisfy the criterion.  In this case, the “universe” is defined as “all work products that would be submitted if all 174 programs submitted 3 products each.”  Based on these figures, 95 percent confidence intervals would have a half-width of approximately +/- 9.5%.  (Like the sample for the participant survey, however, this is also a clustered sample.  Hence, there is some uncertainty concerning the actual half-width of the confidence interval which can only be calculated exactly when the data are available).  

The respondent universes, sample sizes, and expected response rates are displayed in Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5

Sampling Frame for TAH Data Collection Activities

	Data Source
	Sampling Estimates

	
	Universe
	Sample
	Expected Response Rate
	Number of Respondents

	Project Director Survey
	174
	174
	90%
	157

	Rosters of Participating Teachers
	174
	174
	90%
	157

	Participant Survey
	24,000
	2,600
	80%
	2,080

	Project and Participant Materials Request
	174
	50
	85%
	42


2.
Data Collection

The sampling issues related to data collection activities are covered in the previous section.  Below are the time periods during which we will conduct each data collection activity.

· We will administer the project director survey in fall 2003.

· We will request rosters of participating teachers from project directors in fall 2003 or as soon as we obtain OMB approval.

· We will administer the participant survey in fall 2003 and winter 2004.

· We will collect project and participant materials in fall 2003.

3.
Methods to Maximize Response Rates

Our principal strategy for maximizing response rates is to capitalize on the popularity of the TAH Grants Program among members of the history education community.  For TAH project directors, for example, the novelty of the federal government’s substantial investment in these grants is well known; the program’s name recognition is high; and the program’s approval is widespread.  However, the program’s popularity will not lead to any changes in our usual procedures for conducting mail surveys and working toward the highest possible response rates.  Specifically, we have taken (or will take) the following steps to maximize the response rates for the data collection activities:

1. We presented an overview of the study to a meeting of the TAH project directors in Memphis, Tennessee in April 2003.  In this overview, we included information about the data collection activities and the type of assistance that we will request of project directors and participants in TAH activities.

2. We have constructed all data collection instruments as concisely and tightly as possible.  To the extent possible, we will coordinate data collection activities with each other to ensure that they impose a manageable burden on respondents, while yielding data that collectively answer the evaluation questions of most interest to the government and the field.  

3. We will send letters of introduction to project directors in fall 2003, informing them of the study and describing all data collection activities.  Because project directors may receive inquiries from participant survey respondents, it is important that we provide them with information that will enable them to respond to such questions.  We will prepare separate letters of introduction for the teachers in the participant survey sample and will include this information with the participant survey.  Both letters will include contact information for SRI staff members who can answer questions about the survey, will provide information about OMB clearance, and will include contact information for the study’s project officer at ED.

4. Once surveys and other data collection instruments are fielded in fall 2003, we will remind nonrespondents to complete the instruments.  We will remind nonrespondents for the participant survey by mailing follow-up post cards and sending duplicate surveys; we will remind project directors by conducting follow-up telephone calls or e-mail messages.  Reminder telephone calls and/or e-mail messages will be sent to participant survey nonrespondents in cases where project directors provided this information as part of our request for teacher rosters (which were used to draw the sample).

Based on the current plan for collecting materials from TAH projects and participants, it is unlikely that the sample of materials received will allow us to generalize on the population of projects or participating teachers.  However, we believe nonetheless that the materials review task will yield helpful information about the content of specific TAH activities, the contributions of such activities to teachers’ abilities to convey historical content to students, and the impact of TAH activities on teachers’ increased abilities “to think like historians.”

4.
Pilot Testing

We pilot tested the project director and participant surveys with no more than nine (9) respondents in spring and summer 2003.  In addition, we will also pilot test the materials review task with no more than nine TAH project directors during the summer of 2003.

5.
Contact Information

The contact person at ED is Ms. Stacy Kotzin.  The contractor of this study is SRI International, a Menlo Park, California-based nonprofit research center.  The principal investigator of the study is Dr.  Nancy Adelman and the project director is Dr.  Lee Anderson.  Dr.  Harold Javitz has been consulted on the statistical aspects of the design of this study.  Data collection will be conducted by researchers at SRI International under the direction of Dr. Anderson.  The contact information for these individuals is as follows:

Ms. Stacy Kotzin

Program and Management Analyst

U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, 6W211

Washington, DC 20202

Phone: 202.401.5938

Fax: 202.401.4353

Email: stacy.kotzin@ed.gov

Dr. Nancy Adelman

Associate Director and Senior Policy Analyst

SRI International

1100 Wilson Blvd., Suite 2800

Arlington, VA 22209

Phone: 703.247.8434

Fax: 703.247.8493

E-mail: adelman@wdc.sri.com

Dr. Lee Anderson

Program Manager and Education Policy Analyst

SRI International

333 Ravenswood Ave., 

Mail Code BN-197

Menlo Park, CA  94025

Phone: 650.859.2851 

Fax: 650.859.2861 

E-mail: lee.anderson@sri.com

Dr. Harold Javitz

Senior Scientist

SRI International

333 Ravenswood Ave., 

Mail Code BS-211

Menlo Park, CA  94025

Phone: 650.859.5274 

Fax: 650.859.5099

E-mail: harold.javitz@sri.com

Appendix A

Legislation Authorizing the Teaching American History Program

Subpart 4 — Teaching of Traditional American History
SEC. 2351.  Establishment of Program

(a) IN GENERAL- The Secretary may establish and implement a program to be known as the Teaching American History Grant Program', under which the Secretary shall award grants on a competitive basis to local educational agencies — 

(1) to carry out activities to promote the teaching of traditional American history in elementary schools and secondary schools as a separate academic subject (not as a component of social studies); and

(2) for the development, implementation, and strengthening of programs to teach traditional American history as a separate academic subject (not as a component of social studies) within elementary school and secondary school curricula, including the implementation of activities — 

(A) to improve the quality of instruction; and

(B) to provide professional development and teacher education activities with respect to American history.

(b) REQUIRED PARTNERSHIP- A local educational agency that receives a grant under subsection (a) shall carry out activities under the grant in partnership with one or more of the following:

(1) An institution of higher education.

(2) A nonprofit history or humanities organization.

(3) A library or museum.

(c) APPLICATION- To be eligible to receive an grant under this section, a local educational agency shall submit an application to the Secretary at such time, in such manner, and containing such information as the Secretary may require.

SEC. 2352.  Authorization of Appropriations

There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out this subpart such sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 2002 and each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years.

Appendix B

Project Director Survey

[sent separately in electronic transmission]

Appendix C

Participant Survey

[sent separately in electronic transmission]

Appendix D

Teacher Roster Request Form

[TEXT BELOW ASSUMES THAT LETTER WILL BE SIGNED BY ED]

Dear [Project Director]:

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) of the U.S.  Department of Education requests your cooperation in the collection of lists of teachers and other individuals who have participated in the training activities offered by your Teaching American History (TAH) project.  SRI International is conducting the evaluation of the TAH program on behalf of PPSS.  The lists of teacher participants will be used by SRI International to prepare a database for sampling teachers to participate in a written survey about training received in your TAH project.  The purpose of the participant survey—and the other evaluation activities conducted by SRI—is to obtain information about activities funded by grants from the U.S.  Department of Education’s Teaching American History Program.  

To draw a valid sample for the participant survey, SRI must receive a complete list of all the teachers and other individuals who have directly participated in the training and professional development activities offered by your project.  Please refer to the following guidelines and the attached cover form as you compile your list of participating teachers:  

1. Please include teachers who have completed their participation in your project’s activities or who are currently participating in activities.  Please do NOT include teachers or other individuals who have not yet received training from your project.

2. Please supply to SRI the teacher’s name and mailing address, and—if available—the teacher’s telephone number and e-mail address.  This information will remain confidential.  Teacher names and other identifying information will only be used to draw the sample for the participant survey, to send the surveys, and to follow-up with teachers who may need to be reminded to complete their surveys.  Teachers who complete the survey will never be identified by name in any report, and individual survey responses will be combined with others in all survey analyses and reports.

3. The contractor is making this request of 174 project directors.  Therefore, it would be most efficient to receive the teacher lists electronically via e-mail attachments (please use Word, Excel, or other Microsoft applications) or by mail in the form of floppy disks or CDs.  However, if lists are not available in Word, Excel, or the equivalent format, SRI will accept hard copies.

4. It is not necessary to organize your list of teachers according to the activities they participated in unless the lists are already available in that form.  

Please complete the attached cover form and submit the list of teachers participating in your project via email or in the enclosed envelope to Bethany Martinez of SRI International (contact information below).  You can also contact Ms.  Martinez if you have any questions about this request.


[Contact information for Bethany Martinez]

Thank you very much for helping in this important, voluntary data collection effort.

Sincerely,


[Signature]

Alan Ginsburg

Director, Policy and Program Studies Service

[image: image1.jpg]



Teacher Roster Request Form

project director information:  (FILL OUT COMPLETELY)
name of project director: _______________________________________________________________

name of grant recipient: _________________________________________________________________

Name of project: __________________________________________________________________________

address: ______________________________________  City: ____________________  State: __________

phone: _____________________  fax: ____________________  email: ______________________________

TEACHER LIST information: (for each list submitted, please complete a row of the table below.  ADD rows if necessary)
	number of lists submitted
	description of teacher list ( E.g., activity[-ies] represented by this list, format of the list such as “hard copy,” “in word on diskette,” “in excel via e-mail” )
	Check here if THIs list is being submitted by e-mail

	example
	list of teachers who attended summer institute “using primary resource materials in high school history.”  list is in excel., submitted by e-mail
	X

	List #1
	
	

	List #2
	
	

	List #3
	
	

	List #4
	
	

	List #5
	
	

	List #6
	
	


	number of lists submitted
	description of participant list (E.g., activity[-ies] represented by this list, format of the list such as “hard copy,” “in word on diskette,” “in excel via e-mail” )
	Check here if THIs list is being submitted by e-mail

	List #7
	
	

	List #8
	
	

	List #9
	
	

	List #10
	
	


Appendix E

Project and Participant Materials Request Form

[TEXT BELOW ASSUMES THAT REQUEST COMES FROM SRI]

Dear [Project Director]:

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) of the U.S.  Department of Education requests your participation in the collection of Teaching American History (TAH) project materials.  SRI International is conducting the evaluation of the TAH Program on behalf of PPSS.  The purpose of the materials request—and the other evaluation activities conducted by SRI—is to obtain information about activities funded through grants from the U.S.  Department of Education’s Teaching American History Program.  

There are two components to this request.  The first is focused on the work that teachers have produced as part of their participation in activities conducted by your TAH project.  We are interested in examples of work products that teachers have produced in response to assignments given to them during your project.  The second component of the request is for the training materials that teachers received from the provider of the activity for which they completed the assigned work.  Taken together, the two components will allow the study team to examine the work produced by teachers who attended the activities conducted by your project AND the materials you supplied to teachers that enabled them to do their assigned work.  The two components of the request are explained in more detail below.

Component #1:  Teacher work products

Please send us work that has been completed by three (3) different teachers who have participated in a training activity conducted by your TAH project.  (If teachers only worked in teams and did not produce work individually, please send the work completed by three [3] different teams of teachers.)  We are interested reviewing work teachers completed for the same activity offered by your project.  Examples of teacher work products include (but do not need to be limited to) the following:

· A curriculum unit focusing on a particular event, theme, or time period in American history

· A lesson plan focusing on a particular event, theme, or time period in American history

· A course outline focusing on a particular event, theme, or time period in American history

· An example of original historical research undertaken by a teacher (e.g., a term paper)

· A professional development unit created by a teacher that will be used as the basis for training other teachers

· A portfolio of work completed by the teacher over the course of his/her involvement with your TAH project

Please note that we are interested in work the teachers produced as part of their participation in your TAH project.  We are also interested in examining work that represents the range of quality (e.g., work you would consider to be above average, average, and below average) and the range of teachers participating in your activities (e.g., elementary, middle, and high school teachers; teachers in rural and urban areas).  It is acceptable for teacher names or other identifying information to be either included or excluded from the work examples you send us.  If teacher names are included, please be assured that names will only be included to differentiate between the work samples.  Teachers whose work we review will not identified by name or project in any of our analyses or reports.  If you elect to omit teacher names from the work samples, please use another method to identify the work products completed by the three different teachers.  

Component #2:  Project materials associated with teacher work products

To fully understand the context and circumstances surrounding the teacher work products you send, we would also like you to send us the materials prepared by project staff for the activity related to the submitted sample work.  Again, we are only looking for the project-produced work directly related to the sample teacher work products you are submitting in response to Component #1.  (For example, if you send SRI a teacher-produced curriculum unit on silver mining in 19th century Nevada, please include the training materials that the teacher received in connection with the activity for which the curriculum unit was completed).  These materials might consist of a course reader with assigned reading, a syllabus for the activity that explains the assignment, or primary source documents.  Please note that we do not need the materials that the teacher may have identified and consulted individually as she or he completed the assignment.  If any of the following types of project-produced materials relate to the teacher work products you send, we would like to receive a copy:

· A formal description of the professional development activities represented by the teacher work products prepared for course catalogues and/or promotional materials

· A syllabus or syllabi for the professional development or training activity that connects the assigned teacher work with the rest of the activity

· An explanation of the goals and purposes of the assignments for the teacher work products you send to SRI.

We encourage you to participate in this voluntary materials collection.  We are conducting this materials collection with only a select sample of grantees.  Therefore, the value and significance of your individual contribution is greatly increased because it will be analyzed to explain the activities of a larger number of similar grantees.  The small size also enables us to communicate with you to clarify any questions or concerns you may have regarding this request.
Project materials may be submitted in either electronic or paper format.  However, electronic submissions are preferred.  To the extent possible, please submit project materials via e-mail or by mail in the form of floppy disks or CDs.  Also, please note that all materials submitted will not be returned.  Please submit all project materials via email or in the enclosed envelope to [Name, Title] of SRI International:

SRI International

[Contact information for one, named individual]

You can also contact this person if you have any questions about this request.  Thank you for your cooperation in this important effort.

Sincerely,


[Signature]

Lee Anderson

SRI International

Project Director, Evaluation of the Teaching American History Program


Evaluation of the Teaching American History Program

Project and Participant Materials Request Form

project director information:  (FILL OUT COMPLETELY)
name of project director: __________________________________________________________

name of grant recipient: ____________________________________________________________

Name of project: _____________________________________________________________________

address: ________________________________________  City: _________________  State: ______

phone: ______________________  fax: __________________  email: __________________________

	Teacher (or TEAM of teachers) for which teacher work product is being submitted
	SECTIOn 1:  description of teacher work products
	Check here if item is being submitted by e-mail

	
	example Teacher work product:  curriculum unit on the northern migration of African Americans during the 20th Century.


	X

(curriculuum unit is in ms word)

	Teacher #1
	
	

	Teacher #2
	
	

	Teacher #3
	
	

	Section 2:  description of supporting Project materials
	Check here if item is being submitted by e-mail

	supporting project materials EXAMPLE:  sylabus for workshop on chicago since world war II; reading list for workshop; excel slides from lecture on african american migration DURING world war I and world war II
	x

(Sylabus in word, excel slides)

	
	


Appendix F

Statutory Authority for Evaluations

Part F — Evaluations

SEC. 9601.  EVALUATIONS.

(a) RESERVATION OF FUNDS- Except as provided in subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary may reserve not more than 0.5 percent of the amount appropriated to carry out each categorical program and demonstration project authorized under this Act — 

(1) to conduct — 

(A) comprehensive evaluations of the program or project; and

(B) studies of the effectiveness of the program or project and its administrative impact on schools and local educational agencies;

(2) to evaluate the aggregate short- and long-term effects and cost efficiencies across Federal programs assisted or authorized under this Act and related Federal preschool, elementary, and secondary programs under any other Federal law; and

(3) to increase the usefulness of evaluations of grant recipients in order to ensure the continuous progress of the program or project by improving the quality, timeliness, efficiency, and use of information relating to performance under the program or project.

(b) TITLES I AND III EXCLUDED- The Secretary may not reserve under subsection (a) funds appropriated to carry out any program authorized under title I or title III.

(c) EVALUATION ACTIVITIES AUTHORIZED ELSEWHERE- If, under any other provision of this Act (other than title I), funds are authorized to be reserved or used for evaluation activities with respect to a program or project, the Secretary may not reserve additional funds under this section for the evaluation of that program or project.'.

3





P = Primary source; S = Secondary source.
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� In FY01, the program was created through the Department of Education’s annual appropriations bill.  The program was not formally authorized until FY02 in the No Child Left Behind Act.  


� For the 140 grantees for which information on the number of teacher participants was available on-line, the mean number of teacher participants was 137, the median number was 96, and the range was 1 to 744.  Multiplying the number of grantees (174) by the mean number of teachers (137) yielded the estimate of the total population (24,000).





