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Overall Statement

This package is a revision of the currently approved collection with OMB clearance number 1850-0783.  This request for OMB clearance addresses the collection activities for the FY2002 and FY2003 cohorts of the Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) program.  The purpose of the PCER program is to implement rigorous evaluations of preschool curricula that will provide information to support informed choices of preschool curricula for early childhood programs.  This research program funds research that will determine, through randomized experiments, whether one or more preschool curricula produce educationally meaningful effects on children.  Grantees under the PCER program are responsible for implementing one or more identified preschool curricula and coordinating with the national coordinator to enable the national coordinator to conduct assessments at each site in the fall and spring of the preschool year, and in the spring of the kindergarten and first grade years.   During FY2002, the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) funded seven grantees to examine eight preschool curricula across 9 sites.  During the 2002-2003 preschool year, the national coordinator- Research Triangle Institute (RTI)- collected information from parents, children and teachers participating in the grantees’ studies.  In our revised OMB submission, we are requesting approval to collect additional information  during the pre-kindergarten year from the same grantee sites with a new group of parent and child respondents using the same set of measures that were initially approved under OMB clearance number 1850-0783.  The supporting statement will address the need for the additional data collection at our currently funded grantee research sites.  

In addition to requesting approval for additional data collection at the PCER 2002 funded research sites, we would also like to request approval for new data collection activities at our 2003 funded grantee research sites.  In FY 2003, IES is funding new grantees to examine additional preschool curricula that are not included in the FY2002 funded list of preschool curricula in order to expand the list of curricula for which we will be able to provide rigorous evaluation.  The data collection activities for PCER 2003 will involve new grantees and a new group of teachers, parents and children at the grantees’ funded research sites. We will utilize the same set of measures that were approved for PCER 2002, however, we will be working with a new national coordinator for the collection of the cross-site evaluation data from the PCER 2003 funded grantee sites.  

Our national coordinator for PCER 2002 is Research Triangle Institute (RTI) and our new national coordinator for PCER 2003 is Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR). Although we will utilize the same set of measures and data collection procedures for both cohorts of PCER, each national coordinator may utilize different statistical procedures to examine the information that will be collected.  In order to maintain clarity and to provide specific information regarding each national coordinator’s approach, the justification and collection of information employing statistical methods sections of the supporting statement are presented separately for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003.  In each section of the supporting statement, the information for the PCER 2002 cohort and the national evaluator (RTI) is presented first followed by the information for PCER 2003 and the national evaluator (MPR) for that cohort.  The justification statement for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 addresses the need for the additional data collection at the PCER 2002 grantee sites and the new collection of information at the PCER 2003 grantee sites.

A. Justification

1. Circumstances of the collection
The importance of early child-care and preschool experiences in supporting cognitive development and other skills essential to a successful transition into school is a focus of the administration’s early childhood initiative—Good Start, Grow Smart.  This initiative calls attention to the need for preschool programs to enhance their instructional content in order to ensure that young children start school with the skills that will lead to continued academic success.  However, the evidence that would allow informed choices of classroom curricula for early childhood programs is weak. Rigorous program evaluations that exist are for programs designed and delivered decades ago.  The results from historical evaluations of preschool curricula and current research on the learning and development of young children provide some insights into general features of successful preschool programs.  However, they give little guidance for selecting from among the ever-expanding list of available preschool curricula.  The Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) program is intended to address the lack of rigorous, systematic evaluation of preschool curricula currently in use.  In 2001, the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) initiated a research grant program to fund studies that would address this need. 

In July 2002, awards were made to seven grantees to perform randomized control evaluations of published preschool curricula.  At the same time, for PCER 2002, IES contracted with RTI to be the National Coordinator for this evaluation in order to guarantee scientific rigor in the execution of the PCER evaluation. The curricula currently under study are: Creative Curriculum, Bright Beginnings, Early Literacy and Learning Model (ELLM), Ladders to Literacy, Project Approach, Let’s Begin with the Letter People, Doors to Discovery and Pre-k Mathematics with DLM Express Math Resource Package.  To ensure that we evaluate the most widely used preschool curricula in the PCER program,  IES held a second round of grant competition for the PCER program in 2003 and we are awarding grants to a new group of grantees for 2003.  For the PCER 2003 program, IES is contracting with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) to be the National Coordinator for the evaluation of the 2003 funded research projects.  
Having national coordinators for PCER 2002 (RTI) and PCER 2003 (MPR) will ensure that a common set of data is collected reliably and consistently for the PCER program evaluation.   For PCER 2003 we will utilize the same set of instruments that were approved for use with PCER 2002.  Similar to the PCER 2002 program, for PCER  2003, grantees are responsible for implementing one or more identified pre-K curricula, including attention to fidelity of the curriculum implementation, and coordinating with RTI (PCER 2002) or  MPR (PCER 2003) to enable each national coordinator to assess children, parents, teachers, and classrooms in the fall and spring of the pre-K year, and in the spring of the kindergarten and first grade year.  Grantees design the evaluation for their sites, which includes construction of one or more “experimental” groups and a control group, and RTI (PCER 2002) or MPR (PCER 2003) is responsible for the national, cross-site evaluation.


The primary benefit of conducting the evaluation of multiple curricula across multiple locations using a single protocol is the ability to aggregate and/or compare findings across sites, addressing problems of limited generalizability that have been criticized in past experimental studies involving relatively few subjects in a single site. To ensure that evaluations in different locations follow consistent protocols and use a core set of comparable measures, the national evaluation will include collection of uniform outcome and process data across the grantee sites. 

The seven grantees sites that constitute PCER 2002 were funded through the PCER grant competition for 2001-2002.  The grant competition was announced in the Federal Register on December 17, 2001. Applicants to the grant competition selected the sites and the curriculum to be evaluated. A panel of expert reviewers then evaluated the applications based on published criteria in the RFA: national significance, quality of the project design, quality of personnel, and adequacy of resources. Greater weight was given to the quality of the project design. The final locations of the sites depended completely on the final list of grantees. In 2002, seven grantees were selected with sites in 9 states.  Overall, there were 1858 children and 180 classrooms in the cross-site national evaluation, of which 1034 children and 101 classrooms were in the “experimental" condition.  For reasons described in Section 4 of the Supporting Statement, we are undertaking a replication of the PCER 2002 cohort beginning in Fall of 2003. 

Similar to PCER 2002, for PCER 2003, the national evaluation will again utilize a randomized control group design, including a baseline data collection and three follow-up assessment points.   The grant competition for PCER 2003 was announced in the Federal Register on December 16, 2002.  A panel of reviewers evaluated the PCER 2003 grant applications using the same review criteria as PCER 2002.  As with PCER 2002, for PCER 2003, the locations of the research sites are based on the final list of funded applicants.  For PCER 2003, overall, there will be 1500 children and 150 classrooms in the cross-site national evaluation for PCER 2003, of which 750 children and 75 classrooms will be in the “experimental” condition.   The national coordinator will collect child, parent, teacher, and classroom data to evaluate the effectiveness of the preschool curricula being studied and conduct data analyses to answer the evaluation’s research questions.



Teachers at the participating sites are responsible for delivering the experimental or control curriculum and completing the following activities as part of the national evaluation:


Preschool (Fall and Spring):
· Allow children who have been selected to be part of the national evaluation to leave the classroom in order to participate in the child assessment.

· Complete one Teacher Report of Child Form for each of the children in their classroom who have been selected to be in the national evaluation.  The Teacher Report of Child Form will contain questions about the child’s social skills, behavior, problem solving, and performance in areas such as language, mathematics, music and creative representations.  

· Participate in the Teacher Interview with a classroom researcher who will not know what curriculum the teacher is using.  The interviewer will ask questions about classroom activities, materials and practices as well as questions about the teacher’s background and beliefs. 

· Allow the classroom researcher to observe the overall learning environment in the classroom and the interactions between the teacher and children within the classroom.  During that time the observer will take notes and fill out forms.

Kindergarten and First Grade (Spring):

· Allow children who have been selected to be part of the national evaluation to leave the classroom in order to participate in the child assessment.

· Complete one Teacher Report of Child Form for each of the children in their classroom who were part of the PCER national evaluation sample.  The Teacher Report of Child Form will contain questions about the child’s social skills, behavior, problem solving, and performance in areas such as language, mathematics, music and creative representations.  

· Complete one Teacher Survey that contains questions about classroom activities, materials and practices as well as questions about the teacher’s background and beliefs. 

· 10% of the teachers will be asked to allow a classroom researcher to observe the overall learning environment in the classroom and the interactions between the teacher and children within the classroom.  During that time the observer will take notes and fill out forms.

Teachers will not be responsible for administering any child or parent assessments at any of the sites.  This will be the responsibility of the national coordinator and their employees.

Sections 1.A and 1.B of the circumstances of the collection are presented separately by each contractor for PCER 2002 (RTI) and PCER 2003 (MPR).  These two sections outline the relevant research questions and the conceptual models presented by RTI for PCER 2002 and MPR for PCER 2003.

IES recognizes the differences in RTI”s and MPR’s approaches as they are outlined here.  IES will address this in two ways: (1) through modifications to the conceptual models as data collection and analysis occur for each year of the PCER program; and (2) MPR will have the task of combining the data setsand preparing the final results for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003.

1.A
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2002

 
National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)

The national evaluation for PCER 2002 seeks to answer the following questions:

· What outcomes in the areas of cognition, general knowledge, language, literacy, mathematics, and social competence do program participants attain? 

· Which curricula are associated with more optimal outcomes?

· What is the quality of the classroom environment and teacher-child interaction?  

· Which curricula facilitate optimal classroom environment and teacher-child interaction? 

· To what extent does the quality of the classroom environment and teacher-child interaction affect child outcomes?

· Through what pathways do curricula affect child outcomes?

· What are the key developmental domains addressed by the curricula? 

· What developmental outcomes do curricula affect? 

· For which children are curricula most effective (i.e., child and family background variables)?

· How faithful is the implementation of the curricula to the published material?

· How much of the curriculum do children actually receive, and to what extent does children’s level of program involvement affect their developmental outcomes?

· To what extent are any effects sustained through kindergarten and first grade?

· How do the experiences of kindergarten and first grade moderate the impact of preschool curricula?

The overall conceptual model relating the various components of the evaluation for PCER 2002 (RTI) is shown in Exhibit 1.a.  The primary question will be to examine the role of preschool curricula on child outcomes to assess which, if any, of the experimental curricula result in better outcomes.  Within the box labeled curricula are those aspects that are both relevant and testable in understanding whether there is an impact on children’s development. Included here are features of the curriculum such as an emphasis on literacy activities, use of interest centers, and structuring lessons around themes. These aspects of the intervention are the process variables that will be documented through observation, interview, and discussion. Implementation quality is another aspect of the curriculum that will be documented, as will the intensity of the intervention received by each child (i.e., attendance).  These variables are hypothesized to affect the quality of the classroom, including the kinds of activities the children receive and the physical environment of the classroom space, as well as the interaction between the teacher and child. The global quality of the classroom may be thought of as an intermediate outcome, which in turn is hypothesized to be the vehicle that directly affects children’s development.  PCER will test 1) whether the global quality of the classroom is better in classrooms using the specified curricula and 2) whether the global quality of the classroom is the mediating variable accounting for children’s developmental outcomes or whether the curricula have a direct relationship with children’s development.  In addition, RTI staff hypothesize that there are moderating factors that will affect the relationship between curricula and development.  Variables termed “regulatables,” which include child-teacher ratio, class size, and teacher qualifications are believed to affect the quality of the classroom and the relationship between teacher and child. Finally, characteristics of the family and child will also affect developmental outcomes.  The data collection effort is designed to assess each of these factors so that RTI will be able to adequately draw conclusions about the effectiveness of the curricula.




Specific data collection activities will include direct assessment of children; teacher interviews, surveys, and reports; parent interviews; classroom observations; and record abstraction.  Exhibit 2 provides a listing of each instrument and time point that it is collected, and a description of the contents including the broad construct it measures and its source. The primary source of instruments is Head Start’s Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES). The set of instruments used in FACES has previously received OMB clearance. Instruments have also been adapted from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Survey – Kindergarten (ECLS-K), conducted by NCES. Instruments used in the ECLS-K have also previously received OMB clearance. It should be noted that many of the FACES components were modified to meet the purposes of the PCER evaluation.  Other measures included as part of this submission are standardized instruments that have been used in studies with similar populations (italicized instruments).  Appendix I provides normative and psychometric information on the standardized instruments included as part of the PCER data collection.

1.B
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2003

National Coordinator: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR)




The national coordinator (MPR) for PCER 2003 will play a pivotal role in creating a cohesive study that is clearly focused on the elements of school success that are important to IES.  A central element in this cohesiveness is a conceptual framework that summarizes the purposes of the program and guides project activities.  Basic to all curriculum strategies are common agreed-upon child outcomes that will constitute the basis for judging program success.  Regardless of any curriculum-specific expected outcomes that the model program designers may have, all interventions will be compared in the degree to which they are effective in improving a number of specific aspects of children’s development and learning.  

MPR’s conceptual model for how variations in preschool curricula may affect children and families is shown in Exhibit 1.b. The model depicts both direct and indirect pathways of influence.  Preschool curricula most directly affect the children. They have their effects through both general program characteristics (such as “quality”) and curriculum-specific characteristics (such as how teachers interact with children, the daily routines the children engage in, or specific content emphases).  Taken together, the grantees present a strong emphasis on language and literacy and include some focus on mathematical thinking.  Many of the curricula are considered to be comprehensive, with broad objectives. Several emphasize the importance of hands-on exploration by children. Some of the curricula also place a premium on parental involvement. Therefore, MPR’s conceptual framework allows for possible indirect effects in which the program exerts some of its influence on child development through its activities and services directed to the parent.  

The child development outcomes shown in the model are based on the five dimensions established by the Goal One Technical Planning Group of the National Education Goals Panel: (1) cognition and general knowledge, (2) language development and early literacy, (3) approaches toward learning, (4) social and emotional development, and (5) physical well-being and motor development (Kagan et al. 1995). These provide a sound basis for conceptualizing and measuring school readiness and the effects of variation in preschool curricula on children’s development. The measures being used by IES with the PCER program span these dimensions.  MPR’s research questions align themselves with these outcomes, and their data analysis considerations are grounded in expectations about the curriculum elements that directly affect children’s development and learning, the demographic factors that interact with curriculum approaches and that may influence how the curricula have their effects, and parent outcomes that may serve as mediators of the ultimate child outcomes.

Exhibit 1.b

Conceptual model: Influence of preschool curricula on child, parent/caregiver, 

and household outcomes



Four types of research questions, posed for each treatment curriculum, can guide the data collection and analysis: (1) implementation questions; (2) questions about the overall impact; (3) questions about the impact for subgroups of children; and (4) questions about the timing and trend of impacts.  The national evaluation will address the following primary questions:

1. Implementation: What services are being delivered in the treatment curricula, and how do those compare to the services offered under the prevailing preschool curricula?

2. Overall Impacts: What is the impact of each treatment curriculum on the important domains of early child development?

3. Impacts for Subgroups: How do the impacts vary by subgroups of children? In other words, what works for whom?

4. Impacts over Time: How do the impacts vary over time as the children age and advance in school?

To address these overall questions and the components outlined in the conceptual model, specific data collection activities will include direct assessment of children, teacher interviews, surveys, and reports, parent interviews, classroom observations, and record abstraction.  Exhibit 2 provides a listing of each instrument and time point that it is collected, and a description of the contents including the broad construct it measures and its source. This is the same set of measures that is being used in PCER 2002. The primary source of instruments is Head Start’s Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES). The set of instruments used in FACES has previously received OMB clearance. Instruments have also been adapted from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Survey – Kindergarten (ECLS-K), conducted by NCES. Instruments used in the ECLS-K have also previously received OMB clearance. It should be noted that many of the FACES components were modified to meet the purposes of the PCER evaluation.  Other measures included as part of this submission are standardized instruments that have been used in studies with similar populations (italicized instruments).  Appendix I provides normative and psychometric information on the standardized instruments included as part of the PCER data collection.

Exhibit 2.  Components and Sources of Data Collection Instruments

(P= Preschool year; K/1G= Kindergarten and First Grade years)
Instrument/Time
Components
Broad Construct
Source

Child Assessment--P
Social Awareness Tasks
Cognition
FACES


Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT-III)
Language
Dunn, L. M., & Dunn, L. M. (1997);  used in FACES


Test of Language Development-Primary: Third Edition (TOLD P-3): Phonemic Awareness
Language
Newcomer, P. L., & Hammill, D. D. (1997)


TOLD P-3: Grammatic Understanding
Language
Newcomer, P. L., & Hammill, D. D. (1997)


Test of Early Reading Ability—3rd Edition (TERA-3)
Literacy
Reid, D.K., Hresko, W.P., & Hammill, D.D. (2001)


Child Math Assessment--Abbreviated
Mathematics
Starkey et al. (2002) developed for PCER


Color Names and Counting
Cognition
FACES


Woodcock Johnson Achievement Test—3rd Edition  (WJ III): Applied Problems
Mathematics
Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., &  Mather, N.  (2001);  WJ-R  used in FACES


WJ III: Spelling
Literacy
Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., &  Mather, N.  (2001);  WJ-R  used in FACES


School Liking and School Avoidance Scale
Social Competence
Ladd (1990)

Child Assessment-K/1G
Social Awareness Tasks
Cognition
FACES


PPVT-III 
Language
Dunn, L. M., & Dunn, L. M. (1997);  used in FACES


TOLD P-3: Phonemic Awareness
Language
Newcomer, P. L., & Hammill, D. D. (1997); used in FACES


TOLD-3: Grammatic Understanding
Language
Newcomer, P. L., & Hammill, D. D. (1997)


TERA-3
Literacy
Reid, D.K., Hresko, W.P., & Hammill, D.D. (2001)


WJ III: Applied Problems
Mathematics
Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., &  Mather, N.  (2001);  WJ-R  used in FACES


WJ III: Spelling
Literacy
Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., &  Mather, N.  (2001);  WJ-R  used in FACES


Writing Name
Literacy
FACES


General Knowledge
Cognition
ECLS-K and FACES







School Liking/School Avoidance Scale
Social –Behavioral Competence
Ladd (1990)

Teacher Report of Child—P
Social Skills

Social Skills Rating System--Teacher
Social-Behavioral Competence
Gresham, F.M. & Elliott, S.N., (1990)


Learning  Behaviors

Preschool Learning Behaviors Scale
Motivation and learning-related behaviors in classroom
McDermott, Green, Francis, & Stott (2000)

Teacher Report of Child—K
General Background

FACES 


Academic Skills
Ratings of child’s achievement
FACES


Social Skills

Social Skills Rating System—Teacher
Social-Behavioral Competence
Gresham, F.M. & Elliott, S.N., (1990)


School Accomplishments
Ratings of child’s language, literacy, and mathematics skills
FACES

Exhibit 2 (cont.)

(P= Preschool year; K/1G= Kindergarten and First Grade years)
Instrument/Time 
Components
Broad Construct
Source

Teacher Report of Child—1G
General Background

FACES 


Academic Skills
Literacy, Mathematics, Science/Social Studies
FACES 


Social Skills

Social Skills Rating System--Teacher
Social-Behavioral Competence
Gresham, F.M. & Elliott, S.N., (1990)


Specific Language and Literacy Skills
Ratings of child’s language and literacy skills
FACES

Teacher Interview—P
Screening 
Identification of Informant
FACES


Background Information
Qualifications and demographics
FACES


Classroom Characteristics
Characteristics of the classroom
FACES


Classroom Activities
Activities and pedagogy
FACES


Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs
Beliefs about developmentally appropriate practices
FACES


Classroom Observation Review
Quality of classroom
ECERS and Assessment Profile (review of questions)

Teacher Survey—K
Questions about Your Class
Global Classroom Characteristics
FACES


Views on Readiness, School Climate and Environment 
Attitudes about instruction
ECLS-K


Classroom Organization and Resources
Characteristics of classroom activities and materials 
ECLS-K


Instructional Activities and Curricular Focus 
Characteristics of classroom instruction
ECLS-K


Teacher Beliefs
Beliefs about kindergarten
ECLS-K


Parent Involvement
Parent involvement in classroom
ECLS-K


Your Background
Teacher qualifications and demographics
FACES

Teacher Survey—1G
Classroom Characteristics
Characteristics of class
FACES


Instructional Activities, Organization, and Curricular Focus
Characteristics of classroom instruction, organization, and curriculum
ECLS-K


Student Evaluation
Academic and social skills
ECLS-K


Parent Involvement
Parent involvement in classroom
ECLS-K


Teacher Background
Qualifications and demographics
ECLS-K

Exhibit 2 (cont.)

(P= Preschool year; K/1G= Kindergarten and First Grade years)
Instrument/Time 
Components
Broad Construct
Source

Classroom Observation—P 
ECERS-R
Global quality of classroom
Harms, T., Clifford, R.M., & Cryer, D., (1998); used in FACES


Assessment Profile
Global quality of classroom
Abbott-Shim, M., & Sibley, A. (2001); used in FACES


Caregiver Interaction Scale
Teacher-child interaction
Arnett, J. (1989); .used in FACES


Classroom Observation of Teacher Directed Activities
Teaching style
FACES


Counts of Children and Staff
Class size ratio
PCERR developed

Classroom Observation—K/1G
Assessment Profile
Global quality of classroom
Abbott-Shim, M., & Sibley, A. (2001); used in FACES


A Developmentally Appropriate Practice Template
Global quality of classroom
Gottlieb ()


Counts of Children and Staff
Class size ratio
PCER developed

Parent Interview—P
Introduction




About Your Child and Preschool
Demographics
FACES


Activities with your Child
Cognitive/linguistic stimulation
FACES and PCER developed


Health and Disability

FACES


Your Child’s Accomplishments

 Child Literacy Interest Questionnaire
Developmental skills including interest in literacy 
FACES and Mason, J., Stewart, J., Peterman, C., & Dunning, D. (1992)

/ 
Parent Practices 

HOME Short Form (Emotional Sensitivity items)
Emotional Nurturing
FACES and National Longitudinal Study of Youth, (1989)


Social Skills Rating System
Social/Behavioral Competence
Gresham, F.M. & Elliott, S.N., (1990)


You and Your Family
Demographics
FACES


Income and Housing
Demographics
FACES


Child Care
Use of child care
FACES


Your Feelings 

Center for Epidemiology Studies—Depression Scale (CES-D)
Depressive symptomatology
Radloff, (1977); used in FACES


Getting Ready for Kindergarten
Readiness
FACES


Parent Involvement and Satisfaction with Preschool
Satisfaction
FACES


Tracking
Locator Information
FACES

Exhibit 2 (cont.)

(P= Preschool year; K/1G= Kindergarten and First Grade years)
Instrument/Time
Components
Broad Construct
Source

Parent Interview—K/1G
General Information
Child Background
FACES 


Preschool Experience
Preschool program
FACES


Kindergarten School Characteristics 
Characteristics of Kindergarten class
FACES


School Characteristics (First Grade)
Characteristics of Elementary School



School Practices
How school works with family
FACES


Family School Involvement
How much family is involved with school
FACES


Teacher Feedback on Child’s School Performance and Behavior
Learning and Behavior Status 
FACES


Your Child’s Accomplishments

Child Literacy Interest Questionnaire
Cognition, Literacy, Mathematics
FACES and Mason, J., Stewart, J., Peterman, C., & Dunning, D. (1992)


Your Child’s Behavior 

Social Skills Rating System--Parent
Social/Behavior Competence
Gresham, F.M. & Elliott, S.N., (1990)


Activities with your Child


Cognitive/linguistic stimulation
FACES and PCER developed 


Parenting Practices

HOME Short Form (Emotional sensitivity items)
Emotional nurturing
FACES and National Longitudinal Study of Youth, (1989)


Health and Disability
Child’s health and disabilities 
FACES


Child’s Mother and Father
Demographics
FACES


Income and Housing
Demographics
FACES 


Child Care
Use of child care
FACES


Your Feelings 

Center for Epidemiology Studies—Depression Scale (CES-D)
Depressive symptomatology
Radloff, (1977)

IES is requesting processing of the Paperwork Reduction Act Submission for:

· Child Assessment—Preschool

· Child Assessment—Kindergarten and First Grade

· Teacher Report of Child—Preschool

· Teacher Report of Child—Kindergarten

· Teacher Report of Child—First Grade

· Teacher Interview—Preschool

· Teacher Interview—Kindergarten

· Teacher Interview—First Grade

· Preschool Parent Interview—Preschool

· Parent Interview—Kindergarten and First Grade.  

We have included information regarding the Classroom Observation—Preschool and Classroom Observation—Kindergarten and First Grade but are not requesting OMB to process these for clearance as they do not involve any respondents (all burden is on the national coordinator, RTI for PCER 2002 and MPR for PCER 2003).  IES is requesting clearance for the above listed instruments to ensure that the national evaluation for each PCER cohort captures uniform data across sites, measures critical areas in each of the domains, and assesses the impact of preschool curricula on child development.

2. 
How, By Whom, and For What Purpose Information is to Be Used
The purpose of the national cross-site evaluation is to determine the overall efficacy of preschool curricula.  The national evaluation will provide important information by helping to determine which, if any, commercially available curricula lead to optimal child outcomes as compared to comparison curricula.  Additionally, the national evaluation will be able to evaluate which specific curricular features are linked to developmental outcomes, under what conditions and for which children.

These data answer a need identified by the Good Start, Grow Smart initiative. Specifically, results from the national evaluation will provide early childhood professionals with the necessary information to make informed choices among the array of available curricula in order to enhance their instructional content in the area of early cognition and pre-reading skills.  The results also will offer policy makers data that can be used in recommending evidenced-based programs for funding.  Each piece of the data collection package will provide vital information in addressing both short and long-term impacts of preschool programs.

The information collected will also be used to establish a longitudinal database that will be used by researchers.  Questions regarding contexts that support the development of emergent literacy skills are of vital importance to the research community as are the pathways through which curricula have an impact on literacy, and other cognitive and social skills.  Moreover, the availability of longitudinal data will allow researchers to answer important questions regarding sustainability of the impact of preschool as well as moderating effects of subsequent schooling and the home.

To evaluate the efficacy of the selected preschool curricula and related questions, the national evaluation will collect data from grantee research sites.  Because the data collected at each site will be combined with, and compared against, those collected from other sites, it is critical that data collection procedures be uniform across all of the sites.  The measures presented in Exhibit 2 will capture key aspects of the models presented in Exhibits 1.a (RTI’s conceptual model) and 1.b (MPR’s conceptual model).  All of the measures will be administered uniformly at all grantee sites.  A summary of each instrument and its use is provided below. RTI staff (PCER 2002) and MPR staff (PCER 2003) will conduct the assessments, interviews, or observations for each PCER cohort unless otherwise noted.

The data collected from children, teachers, parents, and from observational protocols will be used to:

· obtain process data (i.e., classroom and teacher characteristics and program fidelity) not otherwise available that are necessary to analyze implementation of the curricula;

· obtain process data necessary to interpret findings with respect to the impact of experimental curricula across all grantee research sites; obtain outcome data (i.e., children’s development) not otherwise available; and

· obtain outcome data necessary to analyze the impact of experimental curricula across all grantee research sites.

A brief description of the assessment battery that will be utilized in each year of the PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 data collection is provided here.  Each national coordinator will use the same set of assessments that were previously reviewed and approved under the initial PCER 2002 OMB submission package.

Child Assessments

The following information provides details regarding the assessment administration procedures, the length of the assessments, the number of questions, and the content of the questions asked of each participating child.

The child assessment is estimated to take an hour.  From previous piloting of this assessment batter and from experiences collecting data in year one of the PCER 2002 study, we (RTI with PCER 2002) found that children had no difficulty sitting and completing the assessment.  As part of their training, the assessors will learn what the signs are when a child is restless and what kinds of things to do to re-secure the child’s attention. 

The general procedures outlined in the child assessments instruct the interviewer to give neutral praise to the child.  For example, an interviewer may tell a child “that was a good answer.”  This statement is not meant to say this is the right answer or the correct answer only that it was good because the child responded.  Assessors have been trained to offer other kinds of neutral praise such as “You’re working really hard;” “I like the way you are working/sitting/answering.”


 The order and the content of the questions in the child assessments are based on the fact that we are using standardized test instruments that are psychometrically derived.  Test developers include questions for a variety of reasons; they contribute to validity, reliability, and/or discrimination.  When RTI (PCER 2002) or MPR (PCER 2003) uses a standardized instrument they must follow the rules for administration in order to be able to use the test developer’s normative information.  If similar items are administered it is because that is how the standardized instrument is to be given.  In addition, in many standardized assessments practice items are included in a set of training plate questions.  When the assessment is being administered, the training plate questions are given in order to teach the child how to do the test.

Some of the standardized test instruments that are included in the child assessment have age divisions that represent different test sets.  Specifically, the administrative procedure for the PPVT-III measure involves testing the child in sets using age divisions to distinguish the sets for that purpose.  The assessor must attain a basal; that is, the lowest set that needs to be administered in order to assume the child would pass items below it.  The basal is operationally defined as the lowest set in which no more than one item is failed.  The assessor must also attain a ceiling, which is the highest set that needs to be administered in order to assume the child would fail items above that set.  The ceiling is operationally defined as the highest set in which 8 or more items are failed.  The starting point is that set that corresponds to the child’s age; occasionally the assessor needs to test at a lower set in order to get a basal.  Testing proceeds by sets until the child attains a ceiling.  In our pre-testing, the 4-year old children went as high as item set 9, which is one set above the starting point for a child 10-11 years of age.  Because RTI (PCER 2002) or MPR (2003) do not know in advance how far a child will need to go, IES has included all sets.  Moreover, the national coordinator for each PCER cohort has obtained permission from this and other test publishers to develop our own answer booklets rather than to use the published version (to consolidate the number of forms assessors would need).  In doing so, they have attempted to reproduce the answer forms as closely as possible to the original; thus, they included all items and the starting information as appears on the published forms.  While RTI (PCER 2002) or MPR (PCER 2003) do not expect any 6-8 year olds to be included in the preschool sample, they will be in the kindergarten and first grade sample.

A brief description of the child assessments that are listed in Exhibit 2 is presented here.  The child assessments are attached in Appendix II. 


The Child Assessment—Preschool (Attachment A) is a direct assessment of preschool children.  The measures included in this instrument cover the key domains of cognitive skills, language development, emergent literacy, and mathematics, which are among the principle outcome measures at the end of preschool.  A trained child assessor will individually administer this instrument at the child’s preschool.  The assessment will take no more than one hour to complete.  These data will be collected in Fall 2003 (baseline) and Spring 2004 (end of preschool).  


The Child Assessment—Kindergarten and First Grade (Attachment B) is a direct assessment designed for kindergarten and first grade children that is similar to that administered in the preschool year.  The measures included in this instrument cover the key domains of cognitive skills, language development, literacy, mathematics, and social competence, which are among the key long-term outcomes at the end of the first two years of formal schooling.  A trained child assessor will individually administer this instrument at the child’s school.  The assessment will take no more than one hour to complete.  The assessment will be collected in the Spring of 2005 and 2006 when the children are in kindergarten and first grade.

Teacher Report of Child Forms

The content of questions that are asked in this assessment is based on the use of standardized instruments, which may include several items that may be similar, though not identical.  Test publishers do this for a variety of reasons.  Asking more than one item tapping the same construct often enhances reliability and validity.  This is because the items may assess somewhat different aspects of the same construct and so one can get a truer picture of that particular characteristic.  Several items tapping the same construct improves reliability because random errors tend to be reduced.  Part of the test development process is to examine whether items are redundant or contributing new information; the items retained in the final version are those that add information.   In preparing the teacher assessments, the national coordinators maintained the format and content of the standardized measures.  It is also important to note that because they are using standardized assessments from different instruments, the response format may differ.  For example, the Social Skills Rating System and the Preschool Learning Behavior Scale are both being used as part of the teacher-child report form. RTI (PCER 2002) and MPR (PCER 2003) are using the scales as developed, including the developers’ response formats.  Because these measures are standardized, they cannot change the format although the response formats for these two instruments are different.


The Teacher Report of Child—Preschool (Attachment C) is a paper and pencil rating by the teacher of each preschool child’s social competence; behavior problems; and performance in curricular areas.  These are key outcomes that are measured in preschool.   This questionnaire will take approximately 10 minutes to complete for each child.  These data will be collected in Fall 2003 (baseline) and Spring 2004 (end of preschool).  


The Teacher Report of Child—Kindergarten (Attachment D) is a mailed questionnaire completed by each kindergarten teacher of a former preschool child.  It includes sections assessing social competence, behavior problems, and achievement in language, literacy, and mathematics skills as well as questions concerning parents’ participation in school and the child’s general well-being.  The questionnaire will take approximately 12 minutes to complete for each child.  These data will be collected in Spring 2005 at the end of kindergarten.


The Teacher Report of Child—First Grade (Attachment E) is a mailed questionnaire completed by each first grade teacher of a former preschool child.  It includes sections assessing social competence, behavior problems, progress in specific language and literacy skills, and achievement in literacy, mathematics, science, and social studies as well as questions concerning parents’ participation in school, the child’s general well-being, as well as questions concerning child’s participation in school.  The questionnaire will take approximately 10 minutes to complete for each child.  These data will be collected in Spring 2006 at the end of first grade.

Teacher Interviews

In the teacher interview, teachers are asked several questions in order to obtain background information on the teachers in the study sample.  These background questions may not appear to be directly related to pre-school curricula evaluation but there are several reasons for getting this information. First, in order to characterize the study sample for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003, each national coordinator will need to describe the teachers who participated in the study.  The questions that the national coordinators are asking are rather standard for obtaining this kind of information.  Second, each national coordinator will want to understand whether there are any moderating effects of teacher background.  For example, do teachers who are paid a higher salary readily adhere to the curriculum or interact with children in a more supportive way?  The conceptual model for each national coordinator addresses teacher characteristics (see Exhibits 1.a and 1.b in this Supporting Statement) and there are teacher variables that will influence the delivery of the curriculum and will affect child outcomes. Therefore, it is important to obtain teacher background information. 

Classroom activities are also addressed in the teacher interview.  While many classroom activities are pre-established, RTI (PCER 2002) and MPR (PCER 2003) know that classrooms will vary in the degree of curriculum implementation.  Each national coordinator recognizes that data regarding the treatment fidelity of the implementation of each curriculum in each classroom are vital for interpreting the impact of the PCER program on child outcomes and for answering the research questions of the study. RTI and MPR will collect data about the overall quality of the programs, including the quality of teacher-child interaction.  In addition, they will work with the grantees for PCER 2002 (RTI) and PCER 2003 (MPR) who are collecting related data as part of their individual research projects. 

In addition to the above information that is asked of teachers, please note that RTI and MPR will ask different questions of the kindergarten and first grade teachers than the preschool teachers.  This was done because kindergarten and first grade programs are often different in curriculum and approach.  For instance, because kindergarten is the beginning of formal education, the national coordinator team for each PCER cohort will ask questions about school readiness that are not relevant for children in first grade.  Likewise, the national coordinator for each PCER cohort will ask kindergarten teachers about learning centers that are often used in kindergarten classes, but are not used in first grade.  In contrast, formal evaluation of students including state or local standardized tests, teacher-made tests, or end-of-unit text book tests are not generally used in kindergarten though they might be part of a first grade program, and thus we ask such questions of first grade teachers.  The difference in burden hours reflects the different number and type of questions included in the teacher survey for these two years.


The Teacher Interview—Preschool (Attachment F) is a face-to-face interview administered to each preschool teacher that concerns key aspects of the classroom—the kinds and frequency of activities that occur in the classroom, general information about the classroom, the teacher’s attitudes and beliefs, and information about the teacher’s background.  In addition, there will be a module concerning clarification of the observational data collected.  At the completion of the classroom observation, the teacher interview will be administered and as part of the interview, teachers will be asked to provide additional information regarding classroom activities that are observed and recorded by RTI or MPR staff.  A total of 30 minutes is estimated for the Interview, of which 20 minutes are for the actual Teacher Interview and the additional 10 minutes are to clarify observations from the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS).  These data will be collected in Fall of 2003 (baseline) and Spring of 2004.


The Teacher Survey—Kindergarten (Attachment G) is a mailed questionnaire completed by each kindergarten teacher of each former preschool child that concerns the teaching environment and procedures.  Sections are included for classroom and student characteristics, the kinds of activities that are offered and the focus of the curriculum, student evaluation, the nature of parent involvement, and questions concerning the teacher’s characteristics.  Only one survey will be completed per kindergarten teacher irrespective of how many former preschool children are in the class.  The survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  These data will be collected in Fall of 2004.


The Teacher Survey—First Grade (Attachment H) is a mailed questionnaire completed by each first grade teacher of each former preschool child that concerns the teaching environment and procedures.  Sections are included for classroom and student characteristics, the kinds of activities that are offered and the focus of the curriculum, student evaluation, the nature of parent involvement, and questions concerning the teacher’s characteristics.  Only one survey will be completed per first grade teacher irrespective of how many former preschool children are in the class.  The survey will take approximately 40 minutes to complete.  These data will be collected in Fall of 2005.

The Classroom Observation Protocol—Preschool (Attachment J ) includes a variety of measures designed to characterize the quality and organization of the preschool classroom as well as the nature of the interaction between children in the class and the teacher.   Each preschool classroom will be observed by a member of the RTI (PCER 2002) or MPR (PCER 2003) staff over the course of a day. This will not involve any of the preschool teacher’s time, other than clarification questions, which have been included under Teacher Interview. These data will be collected in Fall of 2003 (baseline) and Spring of 2004.


The Classroom Observation Protocol—Kindergarten and First Grade (Attachment K) includes several instruments designed to characterize the quality and organization of the classroom as well as the nature of the interaction between children in the class and the teacher, including the literacy environment and practices. Approximately 10% of the kindergarten and first grade classrooms of former preschool children will be observed by a member of the RTI staff for PCER 2002 or the MPR staff for PCER 2003 over the course of a day.  These data will be used to validate the self-report measures obtained from the teacher surveys. These observations will be made in the Spring of 2005 and 2006.

Parent Interviews
The parent interviews include background questions that address parents’ ethnicity, income and housing, health, etc.  These background questions will enable each national coordinator to characterize the parents in the study.  Moreover, since children spend at least as much time with parents as they do in preschool it is important to be able to describe their home environment.  Factors such as physical health and mental health are characteristics that are known to affect the kind of relationship that parents have with their children and are highly related to the cognitive and socio-emotional competence of the children.  Finally, background characteristics will allow each national coordinator to describe for which children different curricula are most beneficial. 

In addition to collecting background information from parents, RTI (PCER 2002) and MPR (PCER 2003) will also ask parents to provide information on their child’s aptitude.  These questions are included in the parent interview because parents provide an important insight into their children’s ability.  They sometimes evaluate things differently than do teachers because they see their children in different circumstances and over a longer period of time.  In addition, they are able to provide data regarding how they use skills in daily activities (e.g., how often they read or write) as compared to data on their skill level that is measured in child assessments.  

The items tapped  in the “Parenting Practices” section of the parent interview will enable us to describe the home environment of the participants in this study.  The questions included in this section assess characteristics that are highly related to the cognitive and socio-emotional competence of the children.  These characteristics will also allow us to describe for which children different curricula are most beneficial.  Finally, it is conceivable that some parenting practices might change as a function of receiving the curriculum.  For instance, a preschool child who comes from a home where there was limited exposure to parental reading or to books might begin to request that a parent read to him/her while participating in a program where the curriculum is literacy-focused.

In the parent interview, parents are asked about specific parenting practices.  The questions address parent-child activities and how frequently parents engage in specific activities with their children.  Some of the questions could potentially be deemed sensitive by come parents because they are being asked to provide information about activities that they engage in with their child and how often those activities occur.  To address this, parent interviewers are trained to be sensitive to parents and to remind them that these data are being asked of everyone and that the information will allow us to understand the circumstances of children’s lives.  Parents are also told that there are no right or wrong responses and that they can refuse to answer any question.  Members of the RTI and MPR national evaluation teams and other researchers have asked questions such as these in the past and have not found that they engender much resistance, especially if the interviewer is truly interested in the parents’ responses.  

Other potentially sensitive questions that are included in the parent interview asks about parent’s emotional well-being in the “Your Feelings” section of the interview.  The questions in the “Your Feelings” section captures depressive symptomatology. While this is not an outcome of interest for the PCER program, parental depression is an important moderator of children’s functioning.  Research shows that although many depressed mothers continue to give their children the care they need, depressive symptoms can and often do compromise a mother’s ability to provide warm nurturing, responsive verbal stimulation, and consistent behavioral regulation.  Maternal depression is also linked to insecure attachment, preschool behavior problems, difficulties in self-regulation, and less well developed language.  As indicated in Exhibit 1 in our Supporting Statement, in order to fully understand children’ development, we need to include important family characteristics such as depression.  In addition, it is important to know for which children curricula may be differentially effective.  For instance, some of the experimental curricula may be especially effective for children of mothers with depression, who receive little stimulation at home.


The Parent Interview—Preschool (Attachment L) For PCER 2002, the parent interview will be administered as an in-person, paper and pencil interview of each preschool child’s parent.  For PCER 2003, the parent interview is administered as a telephone, paper and pencil interview of each preschool child’s parent.  The interview covers a variety of topics concerning the child’s experiences in school, the families involvement with the school and teacher, parent ratings of children’s abilities and behavior, demographics and parental characteristics, characteristics of the home environment.  For PCER 2002, grantee staff will administer this interview but will be trained and monitored by RTI.  For PCER 2003, MPR’s  staff will administer this interview. The interview will take approximately 45 minutes to administer.  These data will be collected in Fall of 2003 (baseline) and Spring of 2004.


The Parent Interview—Kindergarten and First Grade (Attachment M) is a  telephone, paper and pencil interview of each former preschool child’s parent that  will be given at the end of kindergarten and first grade.  It covers a variety of topics concerning the child’s experiences in school, the family’s involvement with the school and teacher, parent ratings of children’s abilities and behavior, demographics and parental characteristics, characteristics of the home environment.  For PCER 2002, Grantee staff will administer this interview but will be trained and monitored by RTI.   For PCER 2003, MPR staff will administer this interview.  The interview will take approximately 30 minutes to administer. These data will be collected in the Spring of 2005 and 2006.

3. Use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques

3.A. 
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2002

 
National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
All of the instruments will rely on paper and pencil collection, during face-to-face interviews/assessments, telephone interviews, or self-administration.  Responses will be recorded on forms designed to be optically scanned.
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MPR staff using the Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) system will conduct the parent interviews.  The scheduling program randomly assigns sampled telephone numbers to interviewers, with nonscheduled calls based on optimal calling patterns, dispersed over different times of the day and different days of the week. The system “releases” the cases according to programmed algorithms.  For household surveys, MPR usually programs seven calls over a period of two weeks. The calls are made on two different days, on three evenings, and on two weekends. Repeated “no answers” often indicate that a number is invalid and other locating methods are attempted. Cases that require interviewing in Spanish are assigned to a bilingual interviewer.  MPR will attempt all interviews according to optimal contact schedules, based on their extensive experience in similar studies. Trained interviewers will place a high limit on the number of telephone attempts to interview sample members. Cases that appear to be “dead ends” will be withdrawn from active interviewing attempts but not retired. They will run them periodically against the searching databases for fresh leads.  Parent interviews will largely be completed using MPR’s CATI system and the status of each case, whether interim or final, will be logged in each day.

4. Efforts to identify duplication
Instruments that are being used in PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 are designed to measure the overall impact of the curricula, in order to answer the questions regarding the educational effectiveness of available preschool curricula.  Each grantee’s individual research program includes questions regarding specific characteristics of sites and their curricula.  These site-specific studies are expected to vary in scope and purpose from that of the national cross-site evaluation. The site-specific measures that each grantee is using to address their individual research questions do not overlap with the instruments used by the national evaluation team so there is no duplication of effort.  

Sites will measure the implementation and impact of the experimental curricula in order to answer a set of complementary research questions.  In preparing their assessments for their site-specific research activities, grantees were discouraged from duplicating assessments being completed by the national evaluation team.  Grantees’ data collection will focus on specific, unique assessments in order to answer their complementary research questions.  To facilitate the sites’ complementary research, the national evaluation will supply the local grantees with their site-specific data that was collected as a part of the cross-site evaluation. Grantees will also collect comprehensive data regarding program fidelity.  Grantees will be better poised to collect these data because they will be on-site and thus have greater access to observation and discussion.  Some of these data may be used to supplement the cross-site data that MPR will obtain from discussions with teachers.  The data sharing between the national coordinator and the grantee sites will further minimize duplication of efforts.  

4.A. 
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National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)

Rationale for second year of data collection at PCER 2002 grantee sites

In FY2002, IES funded seven grantees to implement eight preschool curricula in nine sites across the country.  IES also contracted with RTI to collect cross-site evaluation data on the effectiveness of the preschool curricula being implemented at the grantee sites.  At the outset of the study, in Fall 2002, the research design necessitated the collection of baseline data from all grantee sites prior to full implementation of the preschool curricula in the intervention classrooms. RTI was responsible for collecting the cross-site baseline data at all grantee sites.  Baseline data collection was scheduled to occur within a month of the school year start date at each site.  However, RTI was unable to collect baseline data within a month of the start date of school at each location because we did not receive approval of our 2002 OMB information clearance package until November, 2002.  As soon as RTI received acknowledgement of OMB approval, cross-site data collection was initiated at each grantee site.  Unfortunately, with a November start date for baseline data collection (see Exhibit 3), six of our grantees had already fully implemented preschool curricula at their sites so the cross-site data collection did not provide us with “true” baseline data.  Several grantees collected their own baseline data but they used different measures that are not duplicated in the cross-site evaluation battery.  Therefore, although some sites have baseline data, this information cannot be used as part of the cross-site database.  This is because the purpose of the cross-site assessment battery is to have a common set of measures collected within a similar timeframe from all grantee sites. The major benefit of having cross-site evaluation data looking at multiple curricula across multiple sites using a single protocol and a common set of measures is that we will be able to aggregate and/or compare findings across sites.  Without cross-site baseline data we will be limited in our ability to aggregate and compare findings across all sites because we will not be able to distinguish between pre-implementation status for the control and experimental groups and longitudinal outcomes that are related to curricula implementation.   The lack of true baseline data limits IES’ ability to produce good estimates of the impact of the curriculum implementation at each grantee site.  In addition, some of our grantees did not collect any baseline data because they were depending on receipt of the cross-site data in order to answer their site-specific research questions and not to duplicate any of the cross-site assessments. 

Exhibit 3.  Timeline for baseline data collection at PCER 2002 grantee sites

Location
Date(s) School Year Began
Date Fall 02 Child Assessments Started
Delay between implementation and Fall 02 assessments

California
8/29/02 & 9/3/02
11/25/02
1 month

New York
9/9/02 & 9/16/02
11/25/02
1 ½ months

Florida -- Bay
8/13/02
12/2/02
1 1/2 months

Florida – Duval
8/7/02 & 9/3/02
12/2/02
1 ½ months

Florida -- Miami
8/22/02
12/2/02
2 months

Georgia
9/3/02
12/9/02
3 months

North Carolina
8/27/02
11/25/02
3 months

New Hampshire
9/26/02
12/6/02
2 months

Tennessee
8/12/02
1/6/03
5 months

Texas
8/19/02
12/2/02
4 months

Wisconsin
9/5/02
12/9/02 (through Jan)
No delay

IES is concerned about the lack of  “true” baseline data across all of our research sites.  In order to fulfill the objectives outlined in Section one of the Justification statement we need to have adequate baseline data from each site.  As a result of the late baseline data, IES worked with grantees to allow data collection from a second cohort of children in all of the PCER 2002 funded research sites.  The PCER 2002 second cohort will involve data collection from a new group of children and their parents at all of the currently funded research sites.  The grantees will look at a second year of curriculum implementation in the existing classrooms that are participating the study.  In 2002, the grantees demonstrated that they could successfully recruit parents, children, and teachers for participation in this research project.  For Fall 2003, the grantees will recruit new children and their parents and retain the teachers who participated in the study during the 2002-2003 school year.  Because teachers and sites will be participating for a second year, any information that was collected in the first year of PCER 2002 and is not expected to change over the last year will not be collected again (e.g.  teacher demographic characteristics). The second cohort will address the late baseline data by ensuring that we receive OMB clearance for the additional collection of information so that RTI can begin baseline data collection in September 2003.  The grantees have the resources that they need to conduct a second year of implementation and the teachers at each grantee site have agreed to retain their assignment in either control or experimental classrooms and to participate in a second year of curriculum implementation.  IES will not directly compensate any study participants; however, the grantees will provide compensation to teachers and parents at their participating sites (see Section 9 and Exhibit 4).  


In order to evaluate the efficacy of existing preschool curricula, it is necessary to collect uniform data across all sites.  IES selected instruments to measure the overall impact of the curricula, in order to answer the questions posed at the beginning of this document.  Questions regarding specific characteristics of sites and their curricula are the focus of grantees’ individual research programs.  These evaluations are expected to vary in scope and purpose from that of the national cross-site evaluation. Whenever possible, RTI will work with grantees to identify areas of overlap in the data collected and share information so as to avoid duplication of effort.  For PCER 2002, the grantees’ and RTI’s data collection efforts will not be duplicated because RTI will provide grantees with a complete data set with data from all of the measures used in the national evaluation data collection for each specific grantee site. 
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 There is no duplication of effort in terms of the preschool curricula that are being evaluated for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003.   Each national coordinator will utilize the same set of measures for the evaluation of a unique set of preschool curricula for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003.  An entirely new set of curricula is being evaluated in PCER 2003.  Our information collection efforts under PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 are unique in that they focus on different curricula in new locations.  

5. Impact on small businesses or small entities

No small businesses or small entities will be involved in this data collection.

6. Consequences of not conducting the data collection

Without the data from the national evaluation, IES will be unable to assess the impact of specific curricula on developmental outcomes.  The importance of early child-care and preschool experiences in supporting cognitive development and other skills essential to a successful transition into school is a focus of the administration’s early childhood initiative – Good Start, Grow Smart.  This initiative calls attention to the need for preschool programs to enhance their instructional content in order to ensure that young children start school with the skills that will lead to continued academic success.  The data from PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 are critical in order to ensure that preschool programs enhance their instructional content in the area of early cognition and pre-reading skills.  The existing research does not provide sufficient information to allow policy makers and practitioners to make informed decisions about preschool curricula.  The limited data that address the issue of the efficacy of preschool curricula suffers from limited generalizability due to small sample sizes and restricted representation. This data collection and analysis allows for the aggregation and/or comparison of findings across sites, addressing problems of limited generalizability. Unless these data are collected, IES will not be able to provide the research base necessary for states, Head Start programs, and other preschool programs to support their curriculum choices.  The results from the national evaluation data for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 will be critical to addressing which curricular approaches are the most scientifically valid for children’s development.  These randomized trials and the complementary research activities will provide valuable, research-based evidence to the early childhood community and policy makers.  The preschool initiative is an opportunity to provide current information on what works for children in preschool.  The research will ultimately contribute to a greater understanding of which preschool curricula may influence young children’s cognitive development and social outcomes.

7.  
Special circumstances
There are no special circumstances involved with this data collection.

8. 
Federal Register notice and Outside consultation

8.A
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2002

 National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
The Federal Register Notices were published on Monday, July 8, 2002 and Monday, September 9, 2002.  There were no comments received on the information collection prior to submission to OMB.


Although there were no outside consultants who provided input on the overall evaluation strategy and data collection design, there was inter-agency collaboration in planning for this study.  The Interagency Task Force in Early Childhood Development that led to the funding of this program, involved representatives from the U.S. Department of Education, U.S Department of Health and Human Services, and the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development at the National Institutes of Health (NIH).  In addition, representatives from Head Start’s Family and Child Experiences Survey provided the instruments that are the basis for the current instrument package.


One consultant, Dr. Rebecca Fewell, has been identified to assist with technical aspects of the national evaluation.  Plans are also underway to identify a technical work group made up of current PCER grantees who will review and provide suggestions on the cross-site data analysis plans.  

8.B
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There were no outside consultants who provided input on the overall evaluation strategy and data collection design for PCER 2003.  

9.
Justification of compensation

9.A
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2002

 
National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)

IES will not directly provide compensation to parents, teachers, or children.  However, the grantees will provide compensation to participants on a schedule that they determine is appropriate for their site.  Grantees have determined compensation based on their previous experience that has shown that participation is enhanced when respondents are compensated for their time.  Parents and teachers will be asked to participate in interviews and complete questionnaires, efforts that are outside their regular schedules.  Response time commitments during the first year of the study range between 90 minutes for parents to just over 7 hours for teachers with 17 students in their class (ratings of preschool children take 10 minutes per child, yielding 5.67 hours of student ratings over the whole year, plus 30 minutes for each teacher interview and 15 minutes for each telephone discussion).  Teachers’ compensation is for all of their work on the project, which includes implementation of the curriculum and on-going training, as well as the data collection activities.


Compensation payments are for the school year and compensation is going directly to the teachers.  The grantees will provide compensation to participants on a schedule that they determine is appropriate for their site.  Grantees have determined compensation based on their previous experience in similar kinds of projects.  No differential responses are expected based on amount of compensation.  Each grantee proposes compensation rates that they feel are necessary to ensure a high rate of participation.  In the original clearance IES omitted to provide an analysis of the impact of compensation on response rates.  We will provide those results as they become available.


Exhibit 4 summarizes the compensation being offered by the sites to teachers and parents.

Exhibit 4.
Compensation Provided by Sites to Parents and Teachers

Site
Teacher Compensation
Parent Compensation

Berkeley/Buffalo
$50/year
$100/year

Florida
$10/year
$20/interview

Texas
0
0

Milwaukee (Purdue)
$10/interview
$10/interview

New Hampshire
$60/year
$20/interview

North Carolina/Georgia
$25/interview
0

Tennessee
$250/semseter
$50 (bond to child)/year
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IES will not directly provide compensation to parents, teachers, or children.  However, the grantees will provide compensation to participants on a schedule that they determine is appropriate for their site.  Grantees have determined compensation based on their previous experience that has shown that participation is enhanced when respondents are compensated for their time.  Parents and teachers will be asked to participate in interviews and complete questionnaires, efforts that are outside their regular schedules.  Response time commitments during the first year of the study range between 90 minutes for parents to just over 6.5 hours for teachers with 15 students in their class (ratings of preschool children take 10 minutes per child, yielding 5.00 hours of student ratings over the whole year, plus 30 minutes for each teacher interview and 15 minutes for each telephone discussion).   Teachers’ compensation is for all of their work on the project, which includes implementation of the curriculum and on-going training as well as the data collection activities.  Sites will provide teachers with a compensation of approximately $60.00 per teacher and each parent will receive approximately $25.00 for completing each parent interview.

10.
Assurance of confidentiality

All data collection activities will be conducted in full compliance with Department of Education regulations to maintain the confidentiality of data obtained on private persons and to protect the rights and welfare of human research subjects as contained in Department of Education regulations.  Respondents will receive information about confidentiality protections when they sign their consent form and again at the beginning of each interview, as part of the interviewers’ introductory comments.  Respondents will be informed that all of the information they provide will be kept strictly confidential and that the results of the study will be presented only in aggregate form.  All data collectors and interviewers will be knowledgeable about confidentiality procedures and will be prepared to describe them in full detail, if necessary, or to answer any related questions raised by respondents.
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The following procedures are routinely employed by RTI to carry out confidentiality assurances:

· All project employees sign a confidentiality pledge that emphasizes the importance of confidentiality and describes their obligations.

· Identifying information is not included on data collection forms.  They are kept on separate forms at the site and are linked to forms only by a sample identification number.  

· Access to the file linking sample identification numbers with respondents’ identification and contact information is limited to individuals at the site.

· Hard copy documents are stored in locked files and cabinets.  Discarded material is shredded.

· Computer files are protected with passwords and access is limited to specific users.

One of RTI’s three Institutional Review Boards (IRB) will review the data collection protocol and the procedures used to ensure confidentiality.  Grantees will have responsibility for obtaining informed consent (signed) from parents whose children are participating in PCER and participating teachers.  This informed consent will explain the goals of the research program and that they will be contacted periodically for interviews and assessments by members of the evaluation team (see Appendix III).  The consent form will state how confidentiality is assured.  RTI will obtain informed consent at those sites whose IRBs do not require approval of RTI data activities (teacher and student data collection); the generic RTI consent letters are also included in Appendix III. In addition, the interviewers’ introductory comments given at the beginning of each interview include all the information that respondents need to give informed consent (verbal) for that particular interview.  
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MPR has a long history of protecting confidentiality and privacy of records, and we consider such practice a critical aspect of the scientific and legal integrity of any survey. The integrity MPR brings to protecting data confidentiality and privacy will extend to every aspect of survey operations and data handling in the field for the PCER program. For the PCER 2003 data collection, MPR plans to use its ongoing, long-standing techniques that have proven effective in the past. Every interviewer will be required to sign a pledge to protect the confidentiality of respondent data. The pledge indicates that any violation or unauthorized disclosure may result in legal action or other sanctions by MPR. MPR assumes that grantees have similar protections in place and, if requested, MPR would be happy to share their pledge with grantees. MPR requires all interviewers to view videotape about the Belmont Report for the protection of human subjects, and includes a discussion of human subject protection as part of their training. After participating in this training, interviewers sign a form certifying that they have received the training. A copy of both pledges will be kept on file and will, upon request, be submitted to IES.

11.
Justification for sensitive questions


In general, the data collection instruments for this evaluation do not contain sensitive questions.  The only questions that could be deemed sensitive at all are those mental health questions asked of parents.  These are standard questions concerning depressive symptomatology used in community surveys and previous national studies, including FACES.  Although there is little expectation that parents will react adversely to the questions, interviewers will be provided with a protocol in case a parent evidences distress during the interview. Typically, the interviewer is provided a list of local mental health resources that can be given to the participant.


Questions concerning mental health are used as moderating variables.  Previous research has found that parents’ mental health is one of the strongest correlates of children’s development.  Such data will be critical in interpreting the results of the study.


Parents will be advised during the informed consent process of the voluntary nature of participation and their right to refuse to answer any question.  They will also be assured that the responses will be held in the strictest confidence, with no names attached to any data.  

12.
Estimates of hour burden
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Exhibit 5.1 provides our estimate of time burden.  Because the schedule of data collection is different in year 1 than in years 2 and 3, separate columns are provided for estimates.  In addition, some instruments are given only in one of the years; this information is noted beside the burden estimate.  Classroom observations and record abstraction are not included in the burden estimate since RTI staff will carry out these activities.  However, we have included the protocol for the Classroom Observation as an attachment along with the other instruments.  Please note that although there will likely be participant attrition, we have estimated the maximum burden by including all subjects at all data collection points.

Several methods were used to derive the estimates of time burden.  First of all, data collection instruments were adapted from those used in the OMB-approved Family and Experiences Survey (FACES), each of which had a time-estimate for completion.  RTI also performed a small-scale pilot with a few individuals.  There were two preschool teachers, one kindergarten teacher, and one first grade teacher who completed the Teacher Interview/Survey and Teacher Reports, and there were two parents of preschool children and one parent of a kindergarten child and one of a first grade child who completed the Parent Interview.  In addition to timing the administration, these individuals provided us with some feedback regarding the questions.  For the preschool measures, the first year of data collection provided excellent information about the time for completion of each assessment. Different burden hour projections are provided for the Kindergarten Teacher Report (12 minutes) and the First grade Teacher Report (10 minutes) because they are not identical instruments; there are a few more questions on the Kindergarten Teacher Report.  The estimate of 1 hour for the Child Assessment that appears in Exhibit 5.1 represented the maximum time we felt the assessment could last for young children.  Because the instruments included in the Child Assessment were largely standardized measures whose manuals provide administration time information, we were able to derive an estimate for the entire battery.  Secondly, although we did not pilot the Child Assessment prior to the OMB submission, we did so following the OMB submission.  There were five children who participated in different piloting activities (practice and videotaping for training).  The range in time was 50 minutes to 70 minutes; the average was just about 1 hour.  Children do vary in their time to respond, although part of the administration directions includes procedures for how much time to allow children to take to complete items.  

Exhibit 5.1.  Burden in Hours to Respondents (PCER 2002)

Instrument
Number of Respondents
Number of Responses/Year/Respondent
Average Burden Hours/

Response
Total Burden Hours Year 1
Total Burden Hours /Year in Years 2 and 3
Average Total Burden/

Year

Child Assessment--Preschool
1, 858
2 (Fall and Spring)
1
3,716



Child Assessment—Kindergarten/First Grade
1,858
1
1

1,858


Teacher Report of Child—Preschool


180
14-34

(7-17/Teacher  Fall and Spring)
0.17
    619



Teacher Report of Child—Kindergarten
1,858
1
0.20

 372 (Year 2)


Teacher Report of Child-First Grade
1,858
1
0.17

  310 (Year 3)


Teacher Interview—Preschool
180
2 (Fall and Spring)
0.50
   180



Teacher Survey—Kindergarten
1,858
1
0.50

929 (Year 2)


Teacher Survey—First Grade
1,858
1
0.67

1239 (Year 3)


Teacher Discussion Guide--Preschool
180
2 (Fall and Spring)
.25
    90



Classroom Observation—Preschool
180*
0
0
0



Classroom Observation—Kindergarten/ First Grade
185*
0
0
0
0
0

Record Review--Preschool
180*
2





Parent Interview—Preschool
1,858
2 (Fall and Spring)
.75
2,787



Parent Interview—Kindergarten/First Grade
1,858
1
.5

  929


Total



 7,392
8,424 (Years 2 and 3)
 5,272

*Work performed by RTI staff and thus not included in estimate of burden
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Exhibit 5.2 provideo estimates of time burden for the PCER 2003 cohort.  The estimates differ from PCER 2002 because a different number of children and classrooms will be involved. Because the schedule of data collection is different in year 1 than in years 2 and 3, separate columns are provided for estimates.  In addition, some instruments are given only in one of the years; this information is noted beside the burden estimate.  Classroom observations and record abstraction are not included in the burden estimate since MPR staff will carry out these activities.  However, we have included the protocol for the Classroom Observation as an attachment along with the other instruments.  Please note that although there will likely be participant attrition, we have estimated the maximum burden by including all subjects at all data collection points.

The estimates of time burden for PCER 2003 were determined based on the use of the data collection instruments were adapted from those used in the OMB-approved Family and Experiences Survey (FACES), each of which had a time-estimate for completion so we were able to us that information in determining the current estimates.  Different burden hour projections are provided for the Kindergarten Teacher Report (12 minutes) and the First grade Teacher Report (10 minutes) because they are not identical instruments; there are a few more questions on the Kindergarten Teacher Report.  The estimate of 1 hour for the Child Assessment that appears in Exhibit 5.2 is based on use of largely standardized measures with administration time information provided.  The estimate of 1 hour for the Child Assessment represents the maximum time this assessment is expected to last for young children.  

Exhibit 5.2.  Burden in Hours to Respondents (PCER 2003)
Instrument
Number of Respondents
Number of Responses/Year/Respondent
Average Burden Hours/

Response
Total Burden Hours Year 1
Total Burden Hours /Year in Years 2 and 3
Average Total Burden/

Year

Child Assessment--Preschool
1,500
2 (Fall and Spring)
1
3,000



Child Assessment—Kindergarten/First Grade
1,500
1
1

1,500


Teacher Report of Child—Preschool


1,500
2 (Fall and Spring)
0.17
    500



Teacher Report of Child—Kindergarten
1,500
1
0.20

 300 (Year 2)


Teacher Report of Child-First Grade
1,500
1
0.17

  250 (Year 3)


Teacher Interview—Preschool
100
2 (Fall and Spring)
0.50
   100



Teacher Survey—Kindergarten
1,500
1
0.50

750 (Year 2)


Teacher Survey—First Grade
1,500
1
0.67

1000 (Year 3)


Teacher Discussion Guide--Preschool
100
2 (Fall and Spring)
.25
    50



Classroom Observation—Preschool
100*
0
0
0



Classroom Observation—Kindergarten/ First Grade
150*
0
0
0
0
0

Record Review--Preschool
100*
2





Parent Interview—Preschool
1,500
2 (Fall and Spring)
.75
2,250



Parent Interview—Kindergarten/First Grade
1,500
1
.5

  750


Total



 5,900
4,550 (Years 2 and 3)
 3,483

*Work performed by Mathematica staff and thus not included in estimate of burden

13. 
Estimate for the total annual cost burden to respondents or record keepers resulting from the collection of information

There are no direct costs to individual participants other than their time to participate in the study.

14.
Estimates of annualized costs to Federal Government

14.A
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 National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)

IES issued a call for capability from institutions holding a Multiple Award Task Order with the Department of Education to select a National Coordinator for the PCER program.  RTI was awarded a 4-year task order contract that is being funded incrementally.


Approximately 95% of the level of effort of this award is directly related to the collection, analysis and reporting of the data described herein.  Thus, with a 4-year award of  about $3,628,390, the estimated cost to the government for designing and administering the surveys and assessments, observing classrooms, processing and analyzing the data, and summarizing results and preparing reports is $3,446,971.  Thus the average annual cost related to data collection, analysis, and reporting is $861,743.  These costs include personnel, benefits, travel, overhead, supplies, and indirect costs.  The estimate is based on expected time to produce, train assessors, and administer the instruments, and to analyze and report on the data.  These time estimates are based on RTI’s previous experience managing data collection efforts of this type.
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In  Spring 2003, IES issued a call for capability from institutions holding a Multiple Award Task Order with the Department of Education to select a National Coordinator for the PCER 2003 program.  MPR was awarded a 4-year task order contract that is being funded incrementally.


Approximately 95% of the level of effort of this award is directly related to the collection, analysis and reporting of the data described herein.  Thus, with a 4-year award of  about $4,013,021, the estimated cost to the government for designing and administering the surveys and assessments, observing classrooms, processing and analyzing the data, and summarizing results and preparing reports is $3,812,370.  Thus the average annual cost related to data collection, analysis, and reporting is $953,092.  These costs include personnel, benefits, travel, overhead, supplies, and indirect costs.  The estimate is based on expected time to produce, train assessors, and administer the instruments, and to analyze and report on the data.  These time estimates are based on Mathematica’s previous experience managing data collection efforts of this type.


15. Reasons for program change

15.A
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           National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
This is a revision of an approved OMB clearance (OMB # 1850-0783) for the PCER program.  Justification is provided in Section 4  of the Supporting Statement.
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This is a revision of the currently approved OMB clearance (OMB # 1850-0783) for the PCER program.  This revision is being submitted because of the need to conduct a second cohort study in all the grantee sites for PCER 2002 and to conduct data collection at a new set of grantee sites for PCER 2003.  In addition, the currently approved data collection needs to be revised because IES has contracted with two different national evaluation teams to conduct the cross-site evaluation for each PCER cohort. 

16. Plans for tabulation and publication of data
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Exhibit 6 provides description and timeline for our analysis and publication of the data.  As can be seen, data collection will begin in 2003 and continue through 2006.  Analysis of the data will begin as soon as data are entered and cleaned.  Methods for data analysis and expected completion dates are also provided in Exhibit 6 and are elaborated upon below. 

RTI’s  analyses will begin with a thorough description of children, parents, classrooms, and teachers participating in various curricula and sites, using frequencies, proportions, and means.  Analyses of curriculum effectiveness may require several approaches. One approach involves defining common characteristics or areas of emphasis across curricula, grouping across sites based on common curricular features, and determining outcome differences based not on specific curricula, but rather as a function of emphasis or feature.  Another approach involves testing curriculum effectiveness against controls within sites and then using meta-analysis to compare across sites/curricula. RTI’s analysis plan also includes contingencies for determining the role of context in curriculum effectiveness (e.g., is curriculum A more effective for boys than for girls?). Moderators are traditionally tested by including interaction effects in statistical models and our analysis plan includes specifications for detecting and probing significant interactions. RTI recognizes that the power to detect interaction effects is generally lower than for detecting main effects, and will need to take this into account in interpretation of the data. 
All proposed analyses are designed to account for nesting of children within classrooms and sites. There are several methods to account for such nesting.  One is to use RTI’s SUDAAN software (RTI, 2001) to estimate parameters and standard errors for the population average model. SUDAAN uses GEE, allowing for exchangeable correlation in data from children within a classroom and/or from repeated observations on a child.  Secondly, RTI will consider using SAS PROC MIXED for random-effects models as well as other procedures to detect differences between curricula while accounting for nesting of children within classrooms and sites. The requirements for correctly applying random-effects models tend to be more stringent; RTI will include test(s) of the underlying assumptions before using these procedures to be sure that we have not violated assumptions.  If the underlying assumptions are not met, within reasonable limits, RTI will propose alternative analysis approaches before we commence data analysis. Finally, because the study is longitudinal, it will be possible to assess changes in children’s outcomes relative to other characteristics, such as participation in a certain curriculum. Hierarchical linear models (HLMs, a subclass of random-effects models) will be useful for modeling growth across time using both time-invariant and time-varying covariates. HLM allows specification of models such that regression parameters for some or all child background variables can vary over programs. That is, there is an overall fixed component for the regression parameter and a random component associated with each classroom. HLM estimates the fixed component of the regression parameter(s) and the variance(s) of the random effects associated with the regression parameter(s). These variance components indicate the degree to which the regression coefficients associated with, for example, child background variables, vary across programs. Hierarchical modeling allows the effects of particular independent variables to vary across programs to account for the variation in outcomes among programs.

Exhibit 6
Schedule for Analysis and Reporting 

Data Collection Time Point
Data Collection Complete
Data Processing Complete
Expected Data Analyses Prior to Next Data Collection Point

Fall 2003
November 2003
May 2004
Descriptive statistics on all pre-intervention data

Spring 2004
May  2004
September 2004
Descriptive statistics on all post-intervention data; correlations among outcome domain measures; factor analyses; analyses of change since intervention (Fall 02 to Spring 03, Pre K. only)

Spring 2005
May  2005
September 2005
Growth curve analysis of change from baseline (Fall 02) to Spring 04 (Pre K. to Kgn.), Cohort 1; relationship of curricular components/ strategies to changes in child outcomes, for Cohort 1

Spring 2006
May  2006
September 2006
Growth curve analysis of changes from baseline (Fall 02) to Spring 05 (Pre K- Grade 1), Cohort 1;

Relationship of curricular components/strategies to child outcomes

The PCER 2002 cross-site findings will be reported in a series of documents designed to present the research findings to a broad audience of policymakers, program planners, and researchers, as they become available.  An annual report is built into the schedule every year following the spring data collection.  The data summarized in these reports will form the backbone of presentations that will be made the following summer.  A final report will be prepared following the final wave of data collection in spring 2006.  Annual or final technical reports, which summarize the findings will be available on the web and possibly through ED Pubs.  Because of the importance of these data to the field, presentations at national conferences such as Society for Research in Child Development, Head Start’s National Research Conference, and the annual meeting of the American Evaluation Association will be made, as the data become available.  We also anticipate that there will be several journal articles published from this research.  Finally, the evaluations that result from these data collection activities will be appropriate for inclusion in the What Works Clearinghouse that was funded in 2002 by IES to disseminate information abut evidence based practices in education. For PCER 2002, RTI has developed a project website where information regarding the grantee’s sites, the research questions and the measures have been made available to the public.  In addition, published reports on study findings will also be made available at the project website.  

In all publications, IES and RTI will indicate that the results of this study pertain only to the curricula examined and no claims may be made for other curricula not tested.  In addition, the results will only apply to children who are in the pre-kindergarten year of preschool and to children from the same background (SES, ethnicity, language) as are in the PCER 2002 study.
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The overall purpose of the PCER is to inform decisions about which preschool curricula to adopt from a menu of well-defined options—the treatment curricula used by PCER grantees. The study will serve this goal by providing rigorous evidence on the impact of each treatment curriculum for the children it serves. This impact will be estimated as the effect relative to what would have occurred if the child had received the prevailing preschool intervention in his or her community or an alternative intervention curriculum. Four types of research questions, posed for each treatment curriculum, can guide the analysis: (1) implementation questions; (2) questions about the overall impact; (3) questions about the impact for subgroups of children; and (4) questions about the timing and trend of impacts.

1. Implementation: What services are being delivered in the treatment curricula, and how do those compare to the services offered under the prevailing preschool curricula?

Answering this research question will help interpret the impact findings.  To answer this question, MPR will use classroom observation data and information provided by the grantees to document the prevailing practices and characterize the extent to which treatment curricula differ from prevailing practice and adhere to the program models laid out by their developers.

2. Overall Impacts: What is the impact of each treatment curriculum on the important domains of early child development?

The purpose of this research question is to understand whether the curriculum is effective overall for the children it serves, along all the dimensions considered to be important contributors to children’s school readiness. These dimensions are captured by the same set of instruments as those used for the FY 2002 PCER cohort.

3. Impacts for Subgroups: How do the impacts vary by subgroups of children? In other words, what works for whom?

The purpose of this research question is to determine whether the curriculum is differentially effective, with greater impacts for some children than others. If it is, use of the curriculum can target children for whom it is most effective. Subgroups can be defined by gender, age, race/ethnicity, language background (English speakers versus English-language learners), birth order, household composition (lives with single parent, two parents, etc.), and household income. Additional factors will be considered as well, based on input from IES and the grantees.

4. Impacts over Time: How do the impacts vary over time as the children age and advance in school?

The purpose of this analysis is twofold. First, it allows MPR to localize the effect of an intervention to a particular time period and stage of developmental growth, such as kindergarten or first grade. Second, it allows MPR to describe the shape of the time trend in curriculum impacts, to facilitate extrapolation of impacts beyond the study’s observation period. This question will be addressed in two ways: (1) presenting separate period-by-period impacts pertaining to each interval between assessments, and (2) conducting formal analysis using longitudinal modeling to estimate particular parameters, such as the impact of each treatment curriculum on the (linear) trend or on a nonconstant rate of change, as in a logarithmic or quadratic growth model.

Analysis Methods for Process and Outcome Data

MPR proposes a separate set of analyses to address each research question. First, they will go through each research question and show how the analysis plan will address it using a simple  method—difference in mean outcomes between children assigned to treatment and control conditions. This approach exploits the simplicity of random assignment and provides the study’s audience with clear, credible evidence whose methods are transparent. Then MPR will discuss model-based approaches that allow them to address the same questions using methods that are statistically efficient and that fully exploit the longitudinal nature of the PCER data. The basic analysis plan will be used for site-specific analyses, while the model-based analysis plan is more flexible for addressing cross-site issues. If the two approaches give broadly similar answers, then MPR will report results from the simpler analyses in the main body of the cross-site reports, with the analogous model-based findings reported in appendixes or supplemental reports. MPR will conduct all the analyses, both simple and model-based, for the PCER 2003 cohort of grantees, but the same methods can be applied to the PCER 2002 cohort of grantees. At the conclusion of the evaluation study, RTI will provide IES with the complete data from the PCER 2002 cohort and any related analyses and reports for that cohort.  The data sets will be the property of IES and one of Mathematica’s responsibility as the PCER 2003 contractor  is to produce a data set that includes PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 data.  Mathematica will also conduct any analyses utilizing the combined data set that they will create for PCER 2002 and PCER 2003.   The two cohorts can be analyzed separately, producing two sets of estimates, or they can be pooled. Qualitative data will also be used to support the decision to pool or not to pool data across cohorts.

Basic Analysis Plan

To address the implementation question, we will measure and tabulate the type and amount of services delivered in control classrooms and in each treatment classroom using data from classroom observation, preschool staff, and other grantee information as necessary. These tabulations will use the classroom as the unit of analysis and will be reported separately by curriculum and site. Program fidelity measures developed by grantees, if available, will be tabulated for the implementation analyses as well. To address questions about the overall impacts, MPR will compare the differences in mean outcomes for control and treatment groups in each site. This analysis and all other impact analyses below will be conducted for each of the major domains of child development included in this study. With this large number of outcomes MPR must use appropriate statistical procedures that acknowledge that some effects will be statistically significant by chance when many effects are measured. The methods include conducting joint hypothesis tests across multiple outcome measures and basing conclusions on patterns of effects, rather than paying undue attention to isolated significant outcomes. MPR also will calculate the effect size for each effect, so that the educational meaningfulness of the effect can be judged. To address the questions about what works for whom, MPR will carry out the overall impact analysis separately for selected subgroups of children. Valid experimental impact estimates can be obtained only for subgroups defined by fixed characteristics or characteristics measured at baseline, which ensures that the composition of the subgroups is independent of the treatment status. Estimating impacts for subgroups of children defined by the program components they received after random assignment, or by dosage or intensity of treatment exposure, which are not determined by random assignment, must rely on nonexperimental (or “quasi-experimental”) methods. To address questions about the impacts of each curriculum over time, MPR will repeat the overall impact analysis separately for each period (Year 1, Year 2, and Year 3, corresponding to preschool, kindergarten, and first grade). In the first annual cross-site report, this analysis will demonstrate in a straightforward way the impact for the treatment curricula during the treatment period. In the second and third annual reports, the analysis will demonstrate whether the gap between children who had been assigned to a treatment or control curriculum in preschool stayed the same, faded out, or grew during kindergarten and first grade.

Model-Based Analysis Plan

As a multisite effort, the PCER study has several unique features that can

strengthen and enrich the basic analyses. Instead of evaluating one intervention in multiple settings, the cross-site study will evaluate several interventions in several settings. The extent of overlap between the curricula studied at each site and the use of multiple treatments within site will be an outcome of the grantee selection process. 

MPR will estimate the impacts of each curriculum from the cross-site data set using a hierarchical linear model of child development. The basic model consists of three levels that are indexed by child (i), classroom (j), and study site (k): 

Child-level model

Yijk (t)= aY ijk(0)+ bX ijk  +  cijk + eijk 

(1.1)

Classroom-level model

cjk=  ∑dm Tjm + fZj+ gk + e2jk


(1.2)

       
        m 

Site-level model

gk = h0  + e3k




(1.3)

where:

Y(t) is the outcome at t months after random assignment1

X is a set of student characteristics, such as age at random assignment

T is a set of indicator variables for each treatment curriculum indexed by (m)

Z is a set of classroom-level variables, such as the ratio of children per adult

e1, e2, e3 are disturbance terms assumed to have a mean of zero and be uncorrelated with each other

a and b are coefficients on the pretest and background characteristics

c is the classroom effect

d is a set of treatment effects, one for each curriculum

f is the coefficient on the classroom variables

g is the site random effect, with mean h0 and variance equal to Var(e3)

By specifying the model at each level, MPR can conduct analyses for the appropriate units of analysis and conduct statistical hypothesis tests that correctly account for the clustering of children within classrooms and sites. 

Estimating regression models that are variants of this hierarchical linear model (HLM) can be used to address questions 2 through 4 as follows. Overall experimental impacts would be estimated as dm, the coefficients on the treatment indicator variables Tjm. The common notation allows the presence of the same treatment condition in multiple sites. The resulting estimate for any treatment curriculum is an average across all sites where the curriculum is being tested. 

It may be the case that curricula at two different sites have a different name but are otherwise similar in many important respects. For example, they may have core components in common, such a focus on academic skills (literacy and numeracy) rather than developmental skills (social and emotional maturity). In such cases MPR can, after seeing the description of each grantee’s proposed treatment curriculum, group them into broader classes and use those broader groupings to redefine the treatment variable Tm. This might allow MPR to interpret the treatment effect dm more broadly as well. By examining the t-statistic for the null hypothesis that treatment effects are zero, MPR can easily test the hypothesis that curriculum (or curriculum type) m is more effective than the alternative curriculum . It is important to note that MPR does not test the hypothesis that treatment curriculum m implemented in one site is more effective than treatment curriculum m’ implemented in another site. Direct comparisons across curricula or curriculum types implemented in different sites confound treatment with all site differences and are therefore nonexperimental. Rather, MPR is testing whether each curriculum is better than the alternative at the site where it operates.

To estimate the impacts for subgroups of children, MPR will use two types of analyses. One is to estimate equation (1.2) using an interaction term, where Tj is multiplied by the average student characteristic in each 2 In this example MPR assumes that the outcome is continuous. For discrete outcomes, equation (1.1) can be estimated as a binary or ordered multinomial logistic regression. The coefficient on the interaction term would be the subgroup effect for classrooms that had more of a given characteristic, such as a higher fraction of English Language Learners. This type of analysis is particularly useful if MPR wants to investigate, for example, whether classroom composition is an important factor in a curriculum’s success. The HLM will allow MPR to conduct subgroup analyses at the individual level as well, if MPR estimates the model parameters separately for each subgroup of children. This approach exploits variation within the classroom. 

The model presented here is a cross-sectional analysis that can be used for each of the first three years of the PCER study. Though cross-sectional, the model nevertheless controls for baseline levels of child development (Y0). Baseline ability measures are expected to be the same on average for treatment and control children, but including them in the regression will greatly increase statistical efficiency, because they eliminate much of the variance that can be attributed to chance differences even with randomized groups. The model can easily be extended to take advantage of longitudinal data, discussed further below.

Contextual Data for Interpreting Impacts

Even with two cohorts of multiple sites, the PCER study population is not designed to be a nationally representative sample of children or preschool providers. There may be important ways in which grantees differ from other state and local education agencies that might also be interested in implementing the kinds of preschool curricula tested in the PCER experiment. Instead, the PCER experiment will be useful because it rigorously tests curricula in a broad range of well-defined settings. A critical step in interpreting the resulting impact estimates will be a careful description of the curriculum implementation—both treatment and control—and the context in which it was implemented. Describing the prevailing curriculum to which control group children are exposed is especially important for interpreting impacts. It may be the case that variation in treatment impacts across sites reflects variation in the quality of the prevailing curricula rather than experimental curricula. In fact, the prevailing “control” curriculum in one site is sometimes the experimental treatment curriculum in another site. 

Contextual factors include curriculum implementation and characteristics of the children and families served (measured through child assessments and parent interviews), the preschool providers (measured through classroom observation and teacher interviews), and the community (measured through grantee workplans and supplemental data and other external data such as information from the Census or Common Core of Data). There is no explicit task for the national contractor to independently assess curriculum implementation or fidelity, but post-award discussions may lead to a method for developing fidelity measures from the study instruments already in place.

Analysis Challenges for the PCER 2003 National Coordinator

To take full advantage of the richness of the PCER data, the analysis plan will address two key challenges: (1) how to aggregate findings across study sites, and (2) how to incorporate longitudinal data into the impact analysis. In addition, MPR mentions the potential for additional studies that would be nonexperimental but that would make use of cross-site data.

The aggregation problem

An important task of the national coordinating contractor is to aggregate findings across sites, or determine the feasibility of doing so and take whatever steps are required to facilitate aggregation. Aggregation of the findings of multiple sites increases precision and simplifies the presentation of results. On the other hand, it can hide interesting variation and result in estimates that are more difficult to interpret. 

A key factor in deciding how to aggregate is the extent to which different sites implement the same treatment curriculum. Comparing a treatment in one site with a treatment in another site can be useful, but such comparisons are nonexperimental and need to be interpreted carefully. Whether one curriculum is more effective than another is an inferential problem that is not easily solved without replication of the same treatment curriculum in multiple sites. Consider an example, where sites might implement four treatment curricula among them, including 1 site (#2) that implemented multiple curricula (A, B, and C).  Given these hypothetical findings, what would we conclude from the disaggregated results, and how would aggregation help? 

Curriculum A had mixed success. It had a modest positive effect in one setting and a negative impact in another. Additional studies using nonexperimental methods might help determine why the curriculum worked in Site 2 but not in Site 1. 

Curriculum B was no impact relative to prevailing curricula. 

Curriculum C was effective. It showed large positive impacts for the children it served. In the site where it went head to head with A and B, it did better than B, although not as well as A. The effect size was between 20 and 40 percent of a standard deviation.  

Curriculum D also had mixed results. It had a small positive impact in one community, no impact in another, and a large impact in a third. Additional research might help explain why it worked well in one site and not in the others. 

Future research may want to test A and D in a variety of settings. Policy recommendations might suggest that, in choosing to adopt Curriculum A or D, schools should examine whether their local conditions are more like sites 2 and 5 or like 1, 3, and
4. 

To the extent possible, MPR’s  process analysis will provide contextual information based on grantee workplans, fidelity information from classroom observation and preschool staff interviews, and other sources such as local area Census data so that consumers of the research can judge whether the lessons of the study sites generalize to the children, families, and providers in their own communities. 

Telling this same story from a more highly aggregated impact estimation strategy is difficult, and MPR will need to conduct both aggregated and disaggregated analyses. Whether the aggregated results should be the focus depends on whether treatment conditions show a high degree of uniformity across sites, but no rules exist for determining what a “high degree” of uniformity is and detailed information about program characteristics would be needed as the basis for judgments about whether pooling is appropriate.

MPR’s analysis will maximize the richness of the cross-site data without compromising the random assignment design. Specifically, the basic analyses based on simple mean differences will be conducted with average outcomes computed both by site-curriculum combination (disaggregated) and by curriculum (aggregated). The model-based analyses will be conducted in three ways:

1. Completely disaggregated: separate regression models for each site

2. Common model with separate treatment effects: one regression model for all sites, with treatment-by-site interaction terms (Tjm*Ijk) to estimate impacts, where Ijk is an indicator variable for whether classroom j is in site k. This allows the other parameters in the model to be estimated using the full cross-site data, increasing the precision over the completely disaggregated approach.

3. Completely aggregated: one regression model for all sites with common treatment variables (Tj). This averages over multiple sites with the same treatment. 

MPR will use statistical hypothesis tests to determine which variant of the model is best supported by the data. It is important to be clear that each impact represents the effect on achievement relative to the alternative curriculum in that particular site. It may be the case that the alternative curriculum in site A is the same as an experimental curriculum in site B. To get a more precise estimate of the site B treatment, we can aggregate the site A controls with the site B treatments and compare with the Site A treatments and site B controls. The resulting impact estimate, however, will be meaningful only if the mix of site A treatments and site B controls is itself a meaningful benchmark. 

In the examples above MPR assumed that they would not group interventions according to program components. It may be the case, however, that several preschool treatment curricula will not have the same name or developer, but will be substantially similar along some important dimensions. Combining them in the analysis will increase our ability to detect an aggregate impact of the broader class of curricula. It would be important, though, to include an explicit description of any such aggregation in the analysis plan submitted before the outcome data are observed. Finding post-hoc groupings of interventions with statistically significant impacts is an undesirable practice because sampling variation can suggest groupings when none really exists.

Extending the analysis to longitudinal data

 The PCER program  is designed as a longitudinal study, so the analysis should take full advantage of the opportunity presented by multiwave data. The analysis plan accommodates data collected in four waves: a baseline and three follow-ups. At baseline (Year 0), the average “outcomes” for treatment and control group members are expected to be the same due to random assignment and the fact that assessments are conducted very early in the children’s preschool year.  The intervention is delivered in period 1 (preschool), so the impact during that period is likely to be the largest. Periods 2 and 3 (kindergarten and grade 1) are post-intervention years. During those years, MPR will continue collecting follow-up data to determine which of the following three hypotheses is supported:

1. Fadeout effect: impact in Year 1 gets smaller in Years 2 and 3 

2. Maintenance: impact in Year 1 stays the same in Years 2 and 3 (growth after Year 1 is similar for treatments and controls) 

3. Sleeper effect, or delayed impact: impact grows in Years 2 and 3 (gap widens) 

As with the cross-sectional analyses discussed above, longitudinal questions can be addressed using a basic analysis and a model-based approach. MPR will do both. For the simple analyses, which are transparent and easy to interpret, MPR can compute the differences in mean outcomes for treatment and control group members at the end of each period. This will result in a separate impact for each period—preschool, kindergarten, and first grade. The average of these impacts will be equal to the impact estimated from the cross-sectional analysis using baseline and Year 3 follow-up data. The model presented in equations (1.1) through (1.3) can easily be expanded to conduct the longitudinal analysis described above and test the three hypotheses about post-intervention impacts. MPR would estimate a regression model that is a version of equation (1.1) that omits the baseline measure of the outcome variable Yij(0) and instead includes a student-random effect, labeled ui. The subscript k has been omitted for clarity.

Yij(t)=bXij  + cj + ui + e1ij  


(1.1a)

Equation (1.2) is then modified to include time variables to model individual growth and estimate impacts of preschool curricula on these growth parameters. MPR will estimate two types of growth models described below. The first is a quadratic growth model:

cj= (0 + (0TIMEj + (0TIME2j  + ∑ [(1mTjm + (1mTjm TIMEj + (1mTjm *TIME2j] + fZj + g+ e2j 



             m 
(1.2a)

The treatment effect can be summarized by three parameters, (1, (1,  and (1  for each curriculum (m). MPR can compute the total treatment effect for TIME=1,2,3 and, if desired, extrapolate for TIME=4,5, and so on. However, care should be exercised in extrapolating far beyond the observation period from a quadratic model based on only three follow-up data points. A simple hypothesis test can be used to determine whether the data support this interpretation of quadratic growth or linear growth.

An alternative model that yields more easily interpreted impact estimates is a “piecewise linear” growth model. This essentially estimates separate impacts for each period, much like the basic analysis proposed earlier. The model-based approach is slightly more efficient, because it includes covariates of child development outcomes to reduce what amounts to background noise in the evaluation context.  The piecewise linear growth model can be written by substituting equation (1.2b) for equation (1.2):

cj= (0 + (0TIME1j + (0TIME2j  + (TIME3 j
+∑ [(1mTjm + (1mTjm *TIME1j + (1mTjm *TIME2j +(1mTjm * TIME3j] + fZj + g+ e2j 
     m 
(1.2b) 

The treatment effect can be summarized by the coefficients on the interaction terms in brackets, (1, (1, and (1.  The parameter (1 should be 0 if baseline measures were taken before children were exposed to the intervention. It would normally be included to control for any chance differences in baseline outcomes. In the PCER study, MPR relies on it to reflect differences that may arise from conducting a baseline some weeks after children have been exposed to the preschool intervention. 

Several interesting hypotheses can be tested from equation (1.2b). For example, the maintenance hypothesis can be expressed as (1= (1 =  (1. If the maintenance hypothesis is rejected, MPR can look at the sign of the trend to determine if there are significant fadeout or delayed (sleeper) effects.

The PCER analyses will not only answer the questions set out above, but raise new ones as well. For example, if the same treatment curriculum has positive impacts in one site but negative impacts in another, MPR might wish to understand the contextual factors that allow a program model to succeed in one setting and fail in another. Similarly, MPR may find differential impacts across sites for different treatment curricula and wish to rank them generally. Each of these questions requires comparisons of effectiveness across sites, a dimension that was not part of the experimental design (sites were not randomly selected to carry out an intervention). Several quasi-experimental methods are available for addressing these questions. For example, MPR can match classrooms from one site with those of another based, on the characteristics of the children and schools and then attribute differences in impacts to the remaining differences, such as fidelity to a program model or dosage of treatment received by the children.

MPR will work with IES to conduct analyses of all the data collected according to the methodology proposed in the data analysis plan presented here.  After preliminary analyses, IES and MPR may revise the analytical plan based on the quality and completeness of the database. Findings from the data analyses shall be presented in several research reports outlining the project findings from each wave of data collection.

At the completion of each wave of data collection, each of the grantee sites will be provided with the data collected from that specific site by the national evaluation team.  MPR will provide copies of data files in numerous data formats such as SAS or SPSS on a medium that suits grantees and IES (for example, CD-ROM or zip disks). MPR will provide site-specific data files and complete codebooks and variable documentation of the fall 2003 data to grantees by May 2004.  MPR will provide files for the spring 2004, 2005, and 2006 data to grantees in August of each year. MPR can also provide annual cross-site data files to grantees in August of each year, if desired. After the spring 2006 data collection and annual report, MPR will prepare the longitudinal data files for all years of data collection. This data files and supporting documentation will be provided by the end of the contract in May 2007.

At the conclusion of the PCER 2002 and PCER 2003 studies, MPR will be responsible for merging the PCER 2002 cohort data with the PCER 2003 cohort data to create a master data file.  The PCER study will generate numerous data files that cover multiple cohorts, study sites, units of analysis (child, family, classroom, school, and site), and time points. The files themselves will contain two types of variables: (1) source variables tied directly to the data collection instruments, and (2) constructed variables created specifically for analysis.   The strategy for archiving the data will be to assemble the various pieces in a transparent, user-friendly structure that can be used by researchers from diverse backgrounds. MPR will create three sets of files: one for grantees, one comprehensive master set for IES, and a sanitized version for public release. The PCER 2003 data will be appended to the PCER 2002 data to form the master files. To make this append operation successful we will use a common set of naming conventions across cohorts, with cohort-specific variables clearly labeled. All three sets of files will be provided to IES on CD-ROM with accompanying documentation. In addition to the datasets themselves, the CD-ROM discs will contain electronic versions of the documentation tied to graphical user interface (GUI) utilities capable of tagging data for extraction. Users will be able to extract data for use in any of a wide variety of formats, such as SAS, SPSS, or Stata. In particular, it will be possible for users to generate smaller, more manageable modules by selecting particular cohorts, sites, time periods, or data instruments. The documentation will not only describe every variable and value but will include a comprehensive user’s manual with an overview of the file structure, instructions for using the documentation and extraction utility, a detailed specification of each constructed variable, and whatever technical appendixes will be necessary to understand specific elements such as sampling weights and psychometric scales.

The resulting source files will have been keyed, coded, and checked for accuracy and consistency, with all missing data properly labeled along with standard value and variable labels. To ensure the integrity of the data files, MPR will print out randomly selected records from the final files and compare them directly to the physical data records to which they correspond. An important step in the data collection process is assigning a unique identification number (ID) to each child, parent, classroom, and teacher in the study. Careful ID tracking allows our researchers to merge data from multiple sources without errors. All survey instruments used by MPR will include the ID codes; and we will ensure that the instruments use the same child-based IDs when collecting data from the family of the child. No records at any level will have incomplete ID information.

MPR will also will provide electronic copies of the frequency distribution associated with each data item. The codebook will include descriptions of missing and skipped item codes. The analyses conducted by MPR will likely require recoding of data items in the source data files as well as the construction of new variables. All variables constructed by MPR will be provided to grantees and IES as well. Detailed documentation of the construction of these variables will be generated in ACCESS, a database management program. Copies of these data files, as well as the documentation, will be provided to grantees and IES along with the source data files. 

The PCER cross-site findings will be reported in a series of documents designed to present the research findings to a broad audience of policymakers, program planners, and researchers, as they become available.  An annual report is built into the schedule every year following the spring data collection.  A final report will be prepared following the final wave of data collection in spring 2006. Annual or final technical reports, which summarize the findings from the PCER program, will be available on the web and possibly through ED Pubs.  Because of the importance of these data to the field, presentations at national conferences such as Society for Research in Child Development, Head Start’s National Research Conference, and the annual meeting of the American Evaluation Association will be made, as the data become available.  We also anticipate that there will be several journal articles published from this research.  Finally, the evaluations that result from these data collection activities will be appropriate for inclusion in the What Works Clearinghouse that was funded in 2002 by IES to disseminate information abut evidence based practices in education. For PCER 2003, MPR will also create a website where information regarding the grantee’s sites, the research questions and the measures being used will be made available to the public.  Published reports on study findings will be made available online at the project website.  

17.
Request for approval to not display OMB approval expiration data

The present submission does not request such approval.  The expiration data will be displayed along with the OMB approval number.

18.
Exceptions to the certification statement in Item 19 of OMB Form 83-I


No exceptions to the certification statement are requested or required.

B. Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

B.I.
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2002

 
National Coordinator: Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
1. Respondent universe and sampling selection methods to be used

Exhibit 7 provides the numbers of children and classrooms that will be part of each grantee’s program.  Exhibit 8 provides the final sample selected to 1) maximize the design across sites; 2) minimize design violations within a site; and 3) reduce cost burden to the government.

Exhibit 7.   Proposed Designs of PCER 2002 Grantees

Site
Intervention vs. Control
Curriculum
Classes
Children Per Class
Total Children
Randomization

CA
Intervention
Pre-K Mathematics
10
8
80
Classroom


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Scope
10
8
80


NY
Intervention
Pre-K Mathematics
10
8
80



Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Scope
10
8
80


WI
Intervention
Project Approach
6
27
162
Classroom


Control
Nonspecific local
6
27
162


TX
Intervention
Let's Begin with the Letter People
28
8
224
Classroom


Intervention
Doors to Discovery
28
8
224



Control
Nonspecific local
27
8
216


NC
Intervention
Creative Curriculum
5
18
90
Teachers and children


Control
Nonspecific local
5
18
90


GA
Intervention
Creative Curriculum
5
18
90



Control
Nonspecific local
5
18
90


Jacksonville, FL
Intervention
ELLM
5
10
50
Neighborhoods and classrooms


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Reach
5
10
50


Bay County, FL
Intervention
ELLM
5
10
50



Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Reach
5
10
50


Miami/Dade, FL
Intervention
ELLM
15
10
150



Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Reach
15
10
150


NH
Intervention
Ladders to Literacy w/ Creative Curriculum
6
17
102
Classroom


Control
Creative Curriculum
6
17
102


TN
Intervention
Creative Curriculum
10
17
170
Classroom


Intervention
Bright Beginnings
10
17
170



Control
Nonspecific local
10
17
170


TOTAL


247

2882


Exhibit 8. PCER 2002 Sampling Plan

Site
Intervention vs. Control
Curriculum
Classes
Children Per Class
Total Children








CA
Intervention
Pre-K Mathematics
10
8
80


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Scope
10
8
80

NY
Intervention
Pre-K Mathematics
10
8
80


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Scope
10
8
80

WI
Intervention
Project Approach
6
17
102


Control
Nonspecific local
6
17
102

TX
Intervention
Let's Begin with the Letter People
15
7
105


Intervention
Doors to Discovery
15
7
105


Control
Nonspecific local
15
7
105

NC
Intervention
Creative Curriculum
5
10
50


Control
Nonspecific local
5
10
50

GA
Intervention
Creative Curriculum
5
10
50


Control
Nonspecific local
5
10
50

Jacksonville
Intervention
ELLM
5
10
50


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Reach
5
10
50

Bay County
Intervention
ELLM
5
10
50


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Reach
5
10
50

Miami / Dade
Intervention
ELLM
5
10
50


Control
Nonspecific local, Creative, or High Reach
5
10
50

NH
Intervention
Ladders to Literacy w/ Creative Curriculum
6
17
102


Control
Creative Curriculum
6
17
102

TN
Intervention
Creative Curriculum
7
15
105


Intervention
Bright Beginnings
7
15
105


Control
Nonspecific local
7
15
105

TOTAL


180

1858

2. Procedures for collection of information

a. Statistical methodology for stratification and sample selection

Grantees were responsible for the initial sample selection and stratification. The proposal and budget that RTI submitted to IES was based on the assumption that the initial data collection efforts would be limited to 10 sites containing approximately 100 classrooms and 1500 children. However the initial estimate of the numbers of children that the various sites were proposing to assess was considerably greater (i.e.,  7 sites in 11 geographic regions; 247 classrooms and approximately 2880 children) (see Exhibit 7). IES asked for RTI’s advice on how best to reduce the National Sample from the available 2880.

Given the diverse nature of the grantee plans, RTI attempted to reduce the overall number of classrooms and children sampled while still maintaining the sampling designs proposed in the grantee applications. This involved the following decisions: (1) reducing the Miami/Dade national assessment to one instead of 3 neighborhoods; (2) deleting national assessment of the Texas “mentor” and “non-Title 1” conditions; and (3) for those sites planning to assess entire classrooms of children, focusing the national assessment on a randomly selected sub-set of students while still maintaining adequate numbers of children in the treatment and control conditions. 

b. Estimation procedures

Many factors can influence cross-site analysis and the validity of the final results.  As the National Coordinator, RTI will be actively involved during the entire study and will ensure that the goals of the cross-site study are not jeopardized by potential pitfalls, such as (a) lack of comparability across sites, (b) lack of comparability between pooled treatment and control groups, and (c) variation among classrooms and sites.

Comparability across sites will be important to establish when analyzing the pooled data.  The National Coordinator will examine classroom composition across all sites to make sure there is a balance between the treatment and control group for the pooled data. This is especially necessary when classrooms, rather than children, are being randomized. Although it may not be possible to achieve a balance between treatment and control within a site, RTI may be able to achieve overall balance for the pooled data by matching classrooms from one site to other classrooms in a different site. Sensitivity analysis will also be conducted and statistical methods (e.g., multivariate regression, including logistical and log-linear) will be used to control for imbalance in the data. Additionally, RTI will consider weighting as another option to control for any identified imbalances.  

Grantees are using a diversity of curricula and there will undoubtedly be differences in their implementation. In order to pool data from sites using different curricula, RTI will identify common components across curricula and concentrate efforts on analyzing the effects of those components. If the common features under examination are shared by only a portion of the sites, data will be pooled from a subset of sites. In those situations, sample sizes for the pooled data will also be relatively small. Thus, RTI will consider certain Bayesian methods (using the BUGS software) and other small-sample analyses approaches. 

In addition to addressing variation among the curricula, the cross-site analyses will address variation among sites and classrooms. Positive correlations will be present among observations made within the same classroom, or even within the same site. There are several approaches that can be used to address this issue.  First, the generalized estimating equation (GEE) method implemented in the SUDAAN software allows fitting so-called population average models, which are very popular with medical and epidemiological researchers for their ability to properly analyze correlated data. The GEE models enjoy a distinct advantage over the more elaborate models (such as the random effect models) for their simplicity and lack of strong distributional assumptions. Second, hierarchical models provide another option allowing the specification of a hierarchical error structure in a model. For example, if classroom variation can be considered as being generated from a Normal error structure, the variance component for it can be estimated. In theory, more levels of error structure can be specified, but the sample size at those levels may become too small to support such a model.
c. Degree of accuracy needed 

Exhibit 9 presents power estimates for detecting “small,” “medium,” and “large” differences between one curriculum and a control group. Since the curricula with the smallest number of children represented at a particular site would drive available power, estimates are provided for these groups exclusively. This model is applicable (1) regardless of whether the control groups are comparable across sites allowing them to be collapsed for a “grand control”, or (2) for estimating the ability of individual sites to determine differences between their curriculum and their own control group using measures collected by the National Coordinator.

Power calculations were completed for Cohen’s (1988) definitions of “small”, “medium” and “large” effect sizes and indicate the ability to detect differences of .2 SD, .5 SD, and .8 SD units difference between a particular curriculum and control group. Thus, for example, using the Woodcock-Johnson III (scored to have means of 100 and standard deviations of 15), small differences would equate to 3 point differences between treatment and control, medium differences would equate to 7.5 point differences between treatment and control, and large differences would equate to 12 point differences between treatment and control.

Estimates were calculated with the following assumptions:

a. independent samples (i.e., not taking nesting of children within classrooms into account)

b. detectable differences presented in standard deviation units rather than in terms of mean differences of a particular size

c. control and treatment groups of equal size and having equal standard deviations for outcome measures

d. only one treatment vs. control comparison at a time

e. 15% attrition per year

f. no other independent and/or control variables included in the model

Given these assumptions, the power levels presented in Exhibit 8 should be considered as representing the “best case scenario.” The fact that children, in reality, are nested within classrooms will lower the actual statistical power available.

Exhibit 9.
Estimated power to detect “small,” “medium,” and “large” differences in means as a function of smallest site-specific cell size for N = 1858

 
N = 1858


Year 1
Year 2
Year 3


n = 100
n = 85
n = 73

Effect Size
 

"small"
0.2 SD
29.26%
25.59%
22.61%

"medium"
0.5 SD
94.24%
90.31%
85.56%

"large"
0.8 SD
99.99%
99.94%
99.80%

Exhibit 9 indicates that we should (“best case scenario”) be able to detect medium sized differences between our smallest cell size and a comparably-sized control group.  The ability to detect effects declines as attrition reduces sample size at Year 2 and Year 3.  However, even with the hypothesized attrition power is still more than adequate for detecting medium-size effects.

d. Circumstances requiring specialized sampling procedures

As noted above, the fact that the grantees provided the initial sampling designs and had built in procedures to take into account circumstances specific to their situation, required that we consider the impact that our sample-reduction procedures would have on their ability to adequately answer their research questions.  

e. Periodicity of data collection

All data will be collected at least yearly, with the exception of the teacher discussion regarding fidelity that only pertains to curricula delivered during the preschool years.

3. Methods used to maximize response rates

Attrition is an issue that must be addressed in virtually every longitudinal study whose findings are to be generalized to a larger population. Family mobility and changes in circumstances can contribute to attrition and may be expected to occur in this study as well. 

In the PCER Program, the local sites are ultimately responsible for tracking families. However, RTI will work closely with site coordinators to track study participants. As part of another similar project (Legacy for Children TM), RTI has developed forms, procedures, and systems that the sites may use when they are unable to reach a family. In addition, RTI has a highly effective and efficient Tracing OPerationS (TOPS) unit that was formed in response to the recurring needs of research projects to locate large numbers of sample members. TOPS staff are thoroughly trained in tracing procedures, resources, and investigative techniques and are completely dedicated to this type of work.  As the National Coordinator, RTI will be able to assist the grantees in developing procedures, as well as directing them to the TOPS unit if they should need outside assistance.
RTI’s success in retaining participants in other studies provides the basis for the attrition estimates for the PCER Program.  For example, the Legacy for Children TM project is a randomized-control-group study examining the effects of a parenting intervention on mothers and infants from a low-income population. To date, RTI has conducted assessments with these participants at baseline, 6 months, and 1 year. At the 6-month and 1-year follow-ups, RTI achieved response rates exceeding 90%. Moreover, in another RTI study, the National Study of Child and Adolescent Well-Being (NSCAW), only 4.6% of the sample at the 1-year follow-up and 4.8% of the sample at 18-month follow-up were not locatable. Refusal rates with this particularly mobility-prone population were similarly low (4.1% and 5.7%). The estimated response rates for the PCER study (presented in Exhibit 10) are based on RTI’s rate of retaining participants in other multisite longitudinal studies with similar populations.
Exhibit 10.
Estimated PCER Response Rates 

Response Data
Fall 2003
Spring 2004
Spring 2005
Spring 2006

Total PCER Respondents
1,710
1,710
1,673
1,580

Estimated Attrition
0.08
0.08
0.10
0.15

RTI will examine attrition rates throughout the study to determine whether response rates differ between sites and whether the characteristics of those lost to follow-up differ from those remaining in the study. In addition, the extent to which attrition affects the power to detect effects will also be examined; however, this will depend on the unit of analysis and whether attrition differentially affects some sites and/or participants.

4. Pilot tests

Piloting of parent and teacher instruments was carried out in order to examine the flow and clarity of questions and length the instruments.  One or two individuals were asked to complete each parent or teacher instrument (i.e., parent preschool interview, parent kindergarten/first grade interview, preschool teacher report of child kindergarten teacher report of child, first grade teacher report of child, preschool teacher interview, kindergarten teacher survey, and first grade teacher survey).  These individuals were asked to imagine a child in the relevant grade on which they could base their responses; teachers were asked to consider a class from a previous year to complete the interview/survey.  Questions and skip patterns were revised and administration time estimated based on the results of the piloting.  Because the child instruments are comprised of standardized measures with known properties that have been used by the National Contractor, it was not deemed as critical to pilot these instruments.  However, once IRB approval is attained the child instruments will be pre-tested.  

5. Personnel involved in sample design and data collection 

Name, Degree
Title
Telephone 

Renate Houts, Ph.D.
Research Statistician / Psychologist
919-316-3345

Jun Liu, Ph.D.
Senior Research Statistician
919-541-5902

Holly Rhodes, Ph.D.
Educational Analyst
919-485-2763

Ina Wallace, Ph.D.
Senior Research Psychologist
919-541-6967

B.II.
Preschool Curriculum Evaluation Research (PCER) Program, FY 2003

 
National Coordinator: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR)

a. Statistical methodology for stratification and sample selection

Grantees were responsible for the initial sample selection and stratification. The proposal and budget that MPR submitted to IES was based on the assumption that the initial data collection efforts would be limited to 150 classrooms and 1500 children. 

      b.  Estimation procedures

Many factors can influence cross-site analysis and the validity of the final results.  As the National Coordinator, MPR will be actively involved during the entire study and will ensure that the goals of the cross-site study are not jeopardized by potential pitfalls, such as (a) lack of comparability across sites, (b) lack of comparability between pooled treatment and control groups, and (c) variation among classrooms and sites.

c. Degree of accuracy needed 


An important part of any analysis plan is the statistical power analysis, which demonstrates how well the study’s design will be able to distinguish real impacts from chance differences. For the PCER 2003 study, the grantees will design the site-specific studies, propose sample size configurations (for the number of children and classrooms), and conduct site-specific power calculations. As the national contractor for the study, MPR will also conduct formal power analyses. The goals of the cross-site power analyses are, one, to assist the Institute in grantee selection to achieve samples that will yield meaningful cross-site analyses, and, two, to detect and correct deficiencies in the sampling plan throughout the data collection process.

MPR’s approach to power analysis is to compute the minimum detectable impact (MDI) that results from each sample size configuration of children, classrooms, and sites, given a set of assumptions about response rates, sample attrition, and design effects. The research design should be configured so that the MDI is small enough that the Institute would consider impacts below that level to be unimportant. In addition to sample sizes, the MDI of the research design is affected by:

· The balance between treatment and control cases. A more nearly equal ratio between treatment and The balance between treatment and control cases. A more nearly equal ratio between treatment and control group cases will result in a smaller MDI. The unit of random assignment. If classrooms rather than students are randomly assigned, the MDI will be larger.

· The explanatory power of background information collected in the study. If parent characteristics for example, explain a high percentage of the variation in performance on the child assessments, then the MDI will be smaller.

· The number of sites in which each treatment curriculum is implemented. If every site implements a unique curriculum, then the effective number of treatment classrooms for that curriculum’s impact estimate is limited by the single site. In contrast, if multiple sites use the same curriculum, the MDI will be smaller.

A preliminary power analysis using one outcome from the PCER 2003 study, the Woodcock-Johnson Letter-Word Identification test, is shown in Exhibit 11. The table presents the MDI that would be obtained for a given number of children per classroom (with complete data), assuming that the treatment whose impact we wish to estimate has been implemented in 1, 3, 5,  10 sites. The MDI is expressed in terms of the effect size (percent of a standard deviation) and the standard score, which is the effect size multiplied by the standard deviation (15 points).

The table shows that, given this particular set of assumptions (see notes to), the least powerful design will be able to detect only an impact that is 31 percent of a standard deviation or greater (4.7 points or greater using the standard score metric), while the most powerful design can detect impacts as small as 16 percent of a standard deviation (2.4 points) or better.  The differences depend on the number of children per classroom included in the study and the number of sites with the same treatment. Given the assumptions made here, it would appear that the benefit of having multiple sites implementing the same curriculum exceeds the benefit of sampling a higher percentage of the children in each classroom. 

Exhibit 11. Minimum detectable impacts on Woodcock-Johnson Letter-Word Identification Test 

Number of Children per Classroom with Complete Data
Number of Treatment Sites
Total Number of Children with Complete Data
MDI (% Standard Deviation)
MDI (Standard Score, s.d.=15)

5
1
500
31
4.7


3

22
3.3


5

20
3.0


10

18
2.8

10
1
1,000
30
4.5


3

20
3.1


5

18
2.8


10

17
2.5

15
1
1,500
30
4.5


3

20
3.0


5

18
2.7


10

16
2.4

Assumptions:

There are 10 sites, with 10 preschool classrooms per site.

Proportion of variance between sites= 0.05.

Proportion of variance between classrooms = 0.15.

R2 for regression of test score on prior test score and background characteristics=0.70.

5% significance level for one-tailed test.

80% power level.

The power analysis can be repeated for subgroups by using a smaller number of children per classroom. For example, to examine impacts for children whose parents do not speak English at home, we could estimate the fraction of children in each classroom who belong to that group and reduce the number of children in Exhibit 11 accordingly. The power analysis used here relies on rules of thumb to approximate the relevant formulas. The rules of thumb are useful to establish orders of magnitude but are less accurate for complex designs and sophisticated analysis methods, and at best only approximate true statistical power in a setting like the PCER evaluation with possibly imbalanced samples and unequal sample sizes across multiple sites. For these situations, Mathematica has developed a tool for estimating statistical power functions in broad and complex settings. The tool relies on Monte Carlo simulation to generate repeated samples and statistical estimates that capture the coefficient variability inherent in various designs and models. The advantage of this tool for PCER 2003 is that it can be used to gain more accurate power estimates for sophisticated analyses such as those derived from longitudinal hierarchical linear models and with unequal sample sizes or unbalanced sample designs across sites. Therefore, when more is known about grantee configurations, we can apply the tool to assess more deeply the power of the statistical design. 

d. Circumstances requiring specialized sampling procedures

The RFA required grantees to recruit a minimum of 150 children and a maximum of 300 per site.  Most grantees for PCER 2003 are proposing to recruit 300 participants.  The national evaluation will include a maximum of 1500 participants.  No special sampling procedures will be utilized.

e. Periodicity of data collection

All data will be collected at least yearly, with the exception of the teacher discussion regarding fidelity that only pertains to curricula delivered during the preschool years.

3.    Methods used to maximize response rates

Attrition is an issue that must be addressed in virtually every longitudinal study whose findings are to be generalized to a larger population. Family mobility and changes in circumstances can contribute to attrition and may be expected to occur in this study as well. In the PCER 2003 program, the local sites are ultimately responsible for tracking families. MPR will work closely with site coordinators to track study participants. 

To ensure high response rates on the interviews, MPR will train interviewers to establish rapport and positive interpersonal relationships, and to address anticipated questions or concerns of respondents. MPR will work to reassure sample members that the study is worthwhile and that it will not affect them adversely. Follow-up letters will be tailored to address sample members’ concerns and circumstances. Those who refuse will receive refusal-conversion letters addressing their particular concerns; those who say they dislike surveys will receive letters stressing that the study is not a marketing one; those worried about confidentiality will receive assurances about our confidentiality procedures. Sample members with unpublished telephone numbers will be sent letters urging them to call the toll-free number. 

MPR’s analysis plan will address nonresponse through supplemental tabulations and regression analyses that examine nonresponse patterns for each instrument to assess bias.  The availability of multiple instruments and multiple waves of data make it highly likely that we will have some descriptive information to use for comparing nonresponders with responders.  All such analyses will be carried out separately for treatment and control group members.  In particular, MPR will report sample attrition rates by treatment status for each site and use this information to diagnose and fix any deviations likely to affect the impact estimates.

If unit nonresponse appears to be a problem, MPR can construct post-stratification weights using propensity score matching. This procedure estimates the likelihood of each sample member being a nonresponder based on readily available information (for example baseline characteristics) and divides the sample according to the predicting response probabilities (propensity scores). MPR will then compute weights for each actual responder based on the number of nonresponders with similar propensity scores. In this way, the small number of responders who are similar to nonresponders will be standing in for their absent counterparts. If nonresponse for any item is under 10 percent, MPR will use multiple imputation procedures. Otherwise MPR will set the value of that item to a special missing value code. Analysis of nonresponse will also feed back into the data collection operations by identifying critical areas and suggesting solutions such as aggressively pursuing a subsample of students who have moved out of the area.

4. Pilot tests

Piloting of parent and teacher instruments was carried out in order to examine the flow and clarity of questions and length the instruments prior to data collection for PCER 2002.  One or two individuals were asked to complete each parent or teacher instrument (i.e., parent preschool interview, parent kindergarten/first grade interview, preschool teacher report of child kindergarten teacher report of child, first grade teacher report of child, preschool teacher interview, kindergarten teacher survey, and first grade teacher survey).  These individuals were asked to imagine a child in the relevant grade on which they could base their responses; teachers were asked to consider a class from a previous year to complete the interview/survey.  Questions and skip patterns were revised and administration time estimated based on the results of the piloting.  PCER 2003 will utilize the same set of measures and administration format that was used in PCER 2002.  At this time no additional piloting of the parent and teacher measures has been completed.  The child instruments are comprised of standardized measures with known properties that have been used by the National Coordinator so we did not think it was critical to pilot these instruments.  However, once IRB approval is attained the child instruments will be pre-tested.  

5. Personnel involved in sample design and data collection 

Name, Degree
Title
Telephone 

John Love, PhD
Senior Fellow/Project Director
609-275-2245

Steven Glazerman, PhD
Senior Researcher
202-484-4834

Cheri Vogel, PhD
Researcher


Angelina N. Kewalramani, MA
Research Analyst
202-484-3296

Susan Sprachman, MA
Senior Survey Director
609-799-1654

Exhibit 1.a


Model Relating Hypothesized Pathways Linking Preschool Curriculum to Child Outcomes





Global Classroom Quality


Developmentally Appropriate Activities


Classroom Environment





Teacher-Child Interaction





Class Regulatables


Child-Staff Ratio


Group Size


Teacher Qualifications





Child Developmental Outcomes





Cognition


Language


Literacy


Mathematics


Social-Behavioral  Competence








Background Characteristics


Family


Child








Preschool Curricula


Features


Implementation


Intensity





























Kindergarten and First Grade Moderators





-Classroom Global Quality


-Curriculum Focus


-Teacher Characteristics


-Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs


-Developmentally Appropriate Practice


-Classroom Composition





Non-Curriculum-Specific Classroom Characteristics





-Class size


-Staff characteristics


-Child-Staff Ratio





Demographic, Family Background, and Contextual Variables (Covariates)


-Child Characteristics


-Child Attendance in Preschool/School


-Parent/Caregiver Characteristics


-Family Background


-Home Environment


-Neighborhood Characteristics


-Use of Child Care


-Parent Mental Health (Depression)











Parent/Caregiver and Household Outcomes





-Involvement in Child’s Education (Preschool, School)


-Attitudes Toward Education


-Home Environment


-Activities with Child


-Parenting Practices











Children’s Development and Learning





-Cognition and General        Knowledge


-Language development and Early Literacy


-Approaches Toward Learning


-Social and Emotional Development


-Physical Well-Being





 Preschool Curriculum


-Program characteristics


   Length of Day


   Intensity


-Fidelity to Curriculum


-Program Quality


-Curriculum-Specific Program


Features, e.g. Literacy,        Math, Social-Emotional


-Teacher-Child Interactions








� In this example we assume that the outcome is continuous.  For discrete outcomes, equation (1.1) can be estimated as a binary or ordered multinomial logistic regression.
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