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SUPPORTING STATEMENT REQUEST FOR OMB REVIEW OF THE

EDUCATION LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF 2002 (ELS:2002) FIRST FOLLOW-UP

This document has been prepared to support the request for approval of revisions to study data elements and procedures under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 and 5 CFR 1320 for the already-approved study titled “Education Longitudinal Study of 2002” (ELS:2002).   This study is being conducted by the Research Triangle Institute (RTI), with the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and MPR Associates (MPR) as subcontractors, under contract to the U.S. Department of Education (Contract number ED-00-CO-0025).

This submission concerns the first follow-up of the ELS:2002 longitudinal study and requests approval of revisions for the ELS:2002 full-scale study scheduled for data collection in the year 2004.   The study involves in-school administration of questionnaire and cognitive test forms to students, collection of questionnaires from administrators, and interviews with students outside the ELS:2002 school sample, such as dropouts, transfers, and early graduates.   The first follow-up also includes the collection of school archival or administrative records, in the form of a high school transcript component.   

In this supporting statement for Standard Form (SF) 83-I, we report the purposes of the study, review the data elements, and describe how the collected information addresses the statutory provisions of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-279).  Subsequent sections of this document respond to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) instructions for preparing supporting statements to SF 83-I.   Section A addresses OMB’s specific instructions for justification and provides an overview of the study’s design and data elements.  Section B describes the collection of information employing statistical methods.

A. JUSTIFICATION

1. Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary

a. Purpose of this Submission

The materials in this document support a request for approval of revisions to the first follow-up of the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002).  The basic components and key design features of ELS:2002 are summarized below:

Base Year

· Baseline survey of high school sophomores, in spring term, 2002.

· Cognitive tests in Reading and Mathematics
· Parents, English and math teachers were surveyed in the base year.   School administrator questionnaires were also collected.

· Additional components for this study include:  a school facilities checklist, and a media center (library) questionnaire.  

· Sample sizes of 750 schools and approximately 17,600 students (15,300 respondents).   Schools are first-stage unit of selection, with sophomores randomly selected within schools.

· Oversampling of Asian Americans, private schools.

· Design linkages with other assessment programs:  Program for International Student Assessment (PISA); National Assessment for Educational Progress (NAEP) as well as score reporting linkages to the prior longitudinal studies.
First Follow-up

· Follow-up in spring 2004, when most sample members are seniors, but some are dropouts or in other grades.

· Student questionnaires, dropout questionnaires, cognitive tests, school administrator questionnaires to be administered.

· Return to the same schools, but separately follow transfer students.

· Freshening for a nationally-representative senior cohort.

· High school transcript component in fall, 2004

Second Follow-up (2006) and thereafter

Post-high school follow-ups will be conducted using computer-assisted telephone interview.   Optionally, postsecondary education transcripts will be collected.  ELS:2002 focuses on the critical transitions this cohort of students will experience during their secondary and postsecondary education, labor force participation, and family formation.   

There are several reasons why the transition into adulthood is of special interest to Federal policy and programs.   Adolescence is a time of physical as well as psychological changes.  Attitudes, aspirations, and expectations are sensitive to the stimuli the young are exposed to, and environments influence the process of choosing among opportunities.  Parents, educators and those involved in policy decisions in the educational arena share the need to understand the effects that the presence or absence of good educational guidance from the school in combination with that from the home can have on the educational, occupational and social success of youth.   

These patterns of transition require information about individual as well as institutional characteristics.  At the individual level the study will look into educational attainment and personal development.   In response to policy and scientific issues, data will also be provided on the demographic and background correlates of educational outcomes.  At the institutional level, ELS:2002 will focus on school effectiveness issues, including tracking, promotion, retention, and curriculum content, structure, and sequencing.  

By collecting extensive information from students, parents, teachers and school administrators, it will be possible to determine the relative influence of home and school in shaping student academic achievement and social development at this critical juncture.  The school environment will be captured primarily through student and principal reports. Base year teachers reported on the student and supplied information about their own background and training.   Moreover, and in particular through the base year parent survey, the study focuses on basic policy issues related to parents’ role in the educational success of their children.  The extent to which schools are expected to provide special services to selected groups of students to compensate for limitations in the home; the effect of parents’ attitudes on educational choices; the correlates of active parental involvement in the school – these are among the many questions about the home education support system and its interaction with the school that will be addressed by ELS:2002.

Additionally, since the survey initially focuses on tenth graders, it will also permit the identification and study of high school dropouts, and support trend comparisons with dropouts identified and surveyed in HS&B and NELS:88.   

In sum, through its core and supplemental components, ELS:2002 data will allow researchers from a variety of disciplines to examine changes in young people’s lives and their connections with communities, schools, teachers, families, parents, and friends along a number of dimensions, including:

· Academic, social, and interpersonal growth;

· Transitions from high school to postsecondary education, and from school to work;

· The characteristics of high schools and postsecondary institutions and their impact on student outcomes;

· Family formation, including marriage and family development and how prior experiences in and out of school correlate with these decisions; and

· The contexts of education, including how minority and at-risk status is associated with education and labor market outcomes.

b.
Legislative Authorization


The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the Institute of Education Sciences (IES),  U.S. Department of Education, is conducting this study, as authorized under Section 151 of the Education Sciences Reform  Act of 2002 (P.L. 107-279), which states:

(a) Establishment.--There is established in the Institute a National Center for Education Statistics (in this part referred to as the ``Statistics Center'').

(b) Mission.--The mission of the Statistics Center shall be--

(1) to collect and analyze education information and statistics in a manner that meets the highest methodological standards;

(2) to report education information and statistics in a timely manner; and

(3) to collect, analyze, and report education information and statistics in a manner that--

(A) is objective, secular, neutral, and nonideological and is free of partisan political influence and racial, cultural, gender, or regional bias; and

(B) is relevant and useful to practitioners, researchers, policymakers, and the public.

(a) General Duties.--The Statistics Center shall collect, report, analyze, and disseminate statistical data related to education in the United States and in other nations, including--

(1) collecting, acquiring, compiling (where appropriate, on a State-by-State basis), and disseminating full and complete statistics (disaggregated by the population characteristics described in paragraph (3)) on the condition and progress of education, at the preschool, elementary, secondary, postsecondary, and adult levels in the United States, including data on--

(A) State and local education reform activities;

(B) State and local early childhood school readiness activities;

(C) student achievement in, at a minimum, the core academic areas of reading, mathematics, and science at all levels of education;

(D) secondary school completions, dropouts, and adult literacy and reading skills;

(E)  access to, and opportunity for, postsecondary education, including data on financial aid to postsecondary students;

(F)  
teaching, including--

(i)  
data on in-service professional development, including a comparison of courses taken in the core academic areas of reading, mathematics, and science with courses in noncore academic areas, including technology courses; and

(ii) the percentage of teachers who are highly qualified (as such term is defined in section 9101 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801)) in each State and, where feasible, in each local educational agency and school;

(G) instruction, the conditions of the education workplace, and the supply of, and demand for, teachers;

(H) the incidence, frequency, seriousness, and nature of violence affecting students, school personnel, and other individuals participating in school activities, as well as other indices of school safety, including information regarding--

(i) the relationship between victims and perpetrators;

(ii) demographic characteristics of the victims and perpetrators; and

(iii) the type of weapons used in incidents, as classified in the Uniform Crime Reports of the Federal Bureau of Investigation;

(I)  
the financing and management of education, including data on revenues and expenditures;

(J) the social and economic status of children, including their academic achievement;

(K) the existence and use of educational technology and access to the Internet by students and teachers in elementary schools and secondary schools;

(L) access to, and opportunity for, early childhood education;

(M)  the availability of, and access to, before-school and after-school programs (including such programs during school recesses);

(N) student participation in and completion of secondary and postsecondary vocational and technical education programs by specific program area; and

(O) the existence and use of school libraries;

(2) conducting and publishing reports on the meaning and significance of the statistics described in paragraph (1);

(3) collecting, analyzing, cross-tabulating, and reporting, to the extent feasible, information by gender, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, limited English proficiency, mobility, disability, urban, rural, suburban districts, and other population characteristics, when such disaggregated information will facilitate educational and policy decisionmaking;

(4) assisting public and private educational agencies, organizations, and institutions in improving and automating statistical and data collection activities, which may include assisting State educational agencies and local educational agencies with the disaggregation of data and with the development of longitudinal student data systems;

(5) determining voluntary standards and guidelines to assist State educational agencies in developing statewide longitudinal data systems that link individual student data consistent with the requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.), promote linkages across States, and protect student privacy consistent with section 183, to improve student academic achievement and close achievement gaps;

(6) acquiring and disseminating data on educational activities and student achievement (such as the Third International Math and Science Study) in the United States compared with foreign nations;

(7) conducting longitudinal and special data collections necessary to report on the condition and progress of education;

(8) assisting the Director in the preparation of a biennial report, as described in section 119; and

(9) determining, in consultation with the National Research Council of the National Academies, methodology by which States may accurately measure graduation rates (defined as the percentage of students who graduate from secondary school with a regular diploma in the standard number of years), school completion rates, and dropout rates.

Activities for ELS:2002 are included in Part 1 (A, C-K, M-O), Part 2, Part 3, Part 6, and Part 7.

The Center assures participating individuals and institutions that any data collected under the ELS:2002 study shall be in total conformity with NCES’s standards for protecting the privacy of individuals.  Section 183 states that:

(a) In General.--All collection, maintenance, use, and wide dissemination of data by the Institute, including each office, board, committee, and center of the Institute, shall conform with the requirements of section 552a of title 5, United States Code, the confidentiality standards of subsection (c) of this section, and sections 444 and 445 of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, 1232h).

(b) Student Information.--The Director shall ensure that all individually identifiable information about students, their academic achievements, their families, and information with respect to individual schools, shall remain confidential in accordance with section 552a of title 5, United States Code, the confidentiality standards of subsection (c) of this section, and sections 444 and 445 of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, 1232h).   

Subsection (c) defines confidentiality standards:   

(1) IN GENERAL

(A) The Director shall develop and enforce standards designed to protect the confidentiality of persons in the collection, reporting, and publication of data under this title.

(B) This section shall not be construed to protect the confidentiality of information about institutions, organizations, and agencies that receive grants from, or have contracts or cooperative agreements with, the Federal Government.

(2) PROHIBITION- No person may—

(A) Use any individually identifiable information furnished under this title for any purpose other than a research, statistics, or evaluation purpose;

(B) Make any publication whereby the data furnished by any particular person under this title can be identified; or

(C) Permit anyone other than the individuals authorized by the Director to examine the individual reports.  

PL107-279 establishes that in the case of any violation of these provisions,

Any person who uses any data provided by the Director, in conjunction with any other information or technique, to identify any individual student, teacher, administrator, or other individual and who knowingly discloses, publishes, or uses such data for a purpose other than a statistical purpose, or who otherwise violates subparagraph (a) or (B) of subsection (c) (2), shall be found guilty of a class E felony and imprisoned for not more than five years, or fined as specified in Section 3571 of title 18, United State Code, or both.   

The confidentiality of ELS:2002 data is further regulated by the USA Patriot Act of 2001 and the E-Government Act of 2002, as well as the Privacy Act of 1974 and the Computer Security act of 1987.

c.
Prior and Related Studies

In 1970 NCES initiated a program of longitudinal high school studies.  Its purpose was to gather time-series data on nationally representative samples of high school students, which would be pertinent to the formulation of and evaluation of educational polices.  

Starting in 1972 with the National Longitudinal Study of 1972 (NLS-72), NCES began providing longitudinal data to educational policymakers and researchers that linked educational experiences with later outcomes such as early labor market experiences and postsecondary education enrollment and attainment.  The NLS-72 cohort of high school seniors was surveyed five times (in 1972, 1973, 1974, 1979, and 1986).  A wide variety of questionnaire data were collected in these follow-up surveys, including data on students’ family background, schools attended, labor force participation, family formation, and job satisfaction.   In addition, postsecondary transcripts were collected.   

Almost 10 years later, in 1980, the second in a series of NCES longitudinal surveys was launched, this time starting with two high school cohorts.  High School and Beyond (HS&B) included one cohort of high school seniors comparable to the seniors in NLS-72.  The second cohort within HS&B extended the age span and analytical range of NCES’ longitudinal studies by surveying a sample of high school sophomores.  With the sophomore cohort, information became available to study the relationship between early high school experiences and students’ subsequent educational experiences in high school.  For the first time, national data were available showing students’ academic growth over time and how family, community, school and classroom factors promoted or inhibited student learning.  In a leap forward for educational research, researchers, using data from the extensive battery of cognitive tests within HS&B, were also able to assess the growth of cognitive abilities over time.  Moreover, data were now available to analyze the school experiences of students who later dropped out of high school.  These data became a rich resource for policymakers and researchers over the next decade and provided an empirical base to inform the debates of the educational reform movement that began in the early 1980s. Both cohorts of HS&B participants were resurveyed in 1982, 1984 and 1986.  The sophomore cohort was also resurveyed in 1992.   Postsecondary transcripts also were collected for both cohorts.

The third longitudinal study of students sponsored by NCES was the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88).  NELS:88 further extended the age and grade span of NCES longitudinal studies by beginning the data collection with a cohort of 8th graders.  Along with the student survey, it included surveys of parents, teachers, and school administrators.  It was designed not only to follow a single cohort of students over time (as had NCES’ earlier longitudinal studies NLS​​-72 and HS&B), but also, by “freshening” the sample at each of the first two follow-ups, to follow three multiple nationally representative grade cohorts over time.  Eighth-grade, 10th-grade, and 12th-grade cohorts, thus, were included in the study series.  This provided not only comparability of NELS:88 to existing cohorts, but it enabled researchers to conduct both cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses of the data.  Additionally, in 1993, high school transcripts were collected for each student, further increasing the analytic potential of the survey system.  Consequently, NELS:88 represents an integrated system of data that tracked students from middle school through secondary and postsecondary education, labor market experiences, and marriage and family formation.

In design ELS:2002 recapitulates the sophomore cohort of HS&B.    However, in 

terms of the richness of its contextual data sources, particularly its coverage of school-level, curricular, and home environmental factors --  ELS:2002 is most similar to NELS:88, and for this reason a more detailed description of the 1988 study is provided below.   

The base-year survey for NELS:88 was carried out during the spring semester of the 1987-1988 academic year.  The study employed a clustered, stratified national probability sample of 1,052 public and private eighth grade schools.  Almost 25,000 students across the United States participated in the base-year study.  Questionnaires and cognitive tests were administered to each student in the NELS:88 base year.  The student questionnaire covered school experiences, activities, attitudes, plans, selected background characteristics, and language proficiency.  School principals completed a questionnaire about the school; two teachers of each student were asked to answer questions about the student, about themselves, and about their school; and one parent of each student was surveyed regarding family characteristics and student activities.

The first follow-up of NELS:88, conducted in 1990 or two years after the base-year study, included the same components as the base year study, with the exception of the parent survey.  Additionally, a “freshened” sample was added to the student component to achieve a representative sample of the nation’s sophomores.  Some 18,221 students participated (of 19,363 selected), with 1,043 dropouts taking part (of 1,161 identified), for a total of 19,264 participating students and dropouts.  In addition, 1,291 principals took part in the study, as did nearly 10,000 teachers.

The second follow-up for the cohort took place early in 1992, when most sample members were in the second semester of their senior year of high school.  The second follow-up provided a culminating measurement of learning in the course of secondary school, and also collected information that facilitated the investigation of the transition into the labor force and postsecondary education after high school.  Because the NELS:88 longitudinal sample was freshened to represent the twelfth grade class of 1992, trend comparisons were possible between the senior cohorts from the 1972, 1980, and 1982 school years from the NLS-72 and HS&B.  The NELS:88 second follow-up resurveyed students who were identified as dropouts in 1990, and identified and surveyed the additional students who had left school since the prior wave.

NELS:88/1994, the third follow-up wave of the 8th grade class of 1988, took place during the spring semester of the 1993-94 school year.  In 1994, most of the sample members had already graduated from high school, and many had begun postsecondary education or entered the workforce.  The study addressed issues of employment and postsecondary access, and was designed to allow continuing trend comparisons with other NCES longitudinal studies.  For the first time in the sequence of NELS:88 studies, the primary form of data collection was individual computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI), with personal interviews completed with selected respondents requiring intensive tracking and nonresponse refusal conversion.


The fourth follow-up of the 8th grade class of 1988 (NELS:88/2000) interviewed the sample cohort in the spring and summer of 2000 when the respondents were typically 25-26 years old, approximately 12 years after the base-year data collection.  Postsecondary transcripts for this cohort are being collected primarily in the autumn of 2000, with the last cases worked early in 2001.   Data collection commenced approximately six years after the last contact with the sample, enabling researchers to explore a new set of educational and social issues about the NELS:88 respondents.  At the time of the fourth follow-up, most of the participants in the various cohorts of NELS:88 had been out of high school for eight years.  At this age, most students who intend to enroll in postsecondary education have done so.  A large proportion had achieved an undergraduate degree by 2000, some had completed graduate or professional programs.  A postsecondary transcript component was added to NELS:88/2000 to collect the educational records of sample members who entered postsecondary education.   Many of these young people have married and had children of their own; some will be divorced; some have become successful in the market place; and some will still be struggling to transition to the work force and to develop their own careers. 

2.
Purposes and use of ELS:2002

ELS:2002 is intended to be a general purpose data set, that is, it is designed to serve multiple policy objectives.   Policy issues to be studied through ELS:2002 include the identification of school attributes associated with achievement; the influence of parent and community involvement on students’ achievement and development; the dynamics and determinants of dropping out of the educational system; changes in educational practices over time; and the transition of different groups (for example, racial and ethnic, gender, and socioeconomic status groups) from high school to postsecondary institutions and the labor market.    ELS:2002 inquires into students’ values and goals, investigates factors affecting risk and resiliency, gathers information about the social capital available to sample members, delineates their curricular and extracurricular experiences, and catalogues their school programs and course taking experiences and results.  In the base year, ELS:2002 obtained teacher evaluations of  the effort and ability of each student as well as information about teacher background and instructional practices.   ELS:2002 data will include measures of school climate, each student’s native language and language use, student and parental educational expectations, attendance at school, course and program selection, planning for college, interactions with teachers and peers, perceptions of safety in school, parental income, resources, and home education support system.  The ELS:2002 data elements support research that speaks to the underlying dynamics and educational processes that influence student achievement growth and personal development over time.  

The objectives of ELS:2002 also encompass the need to support both longitudinal and cross-cohort analyses, and to provide a basis for important descriptive cross-sectional analyses as well.   ELS:2002 is first and foremost a longitudinal study, hence survey items are chosen for their usefulness in predicting or explaining future outcomes as measured in later survey waves.   At the same time, ELS:2002 content should, to the extent possible, be kept comparable to that of the prior NCES high school studies, in order to facilitate cross-cohort comparisons (for example, trends over time can be examined by comparing 1980, 1990 and 2002 high school sophomores;  or 1972, 1980, 1982, 1992, and 2004 high school seniors).  Of lower priority but of importance nonetheless is the cross-sectional information obtained in the base year (when both school and student samples were nationally representative) and to be collected in the first follow-up (when the study will include a nationally representative sample of seniors).    

Below, we further discuss the content both of the math assessment, and the questionnaires.

a.
Overview of the Mathematics Cognitive Test

A central objective of ELS:2002 is to measure students’ cognitive growth between the tenth and twelfth grades.   While the original contract called for such measurements in reading and mathematics, the recent ELS:2002 contract modification, reflecting a consensus of test development experts and the TRP, recommends testing for gain in mathematics only.   There are two reasons to drop the reading assessment.   First, HS&B and NELS:88 showed reading gains to be very small.   Second, such gains cannot be attributed to specific content coverage or school processes in a given subject, as can mathematics results.   Improvements in reading may reflect activities outside school as well as in school, and reflect all subjects in the curriculum.  

ELS:2002 sampled students will be examined at two points in time two years apart using a dimensionally stable mathematics test, starting in the spring of 2002 and concluding in the spring of 2004.  The approach to cognitive test design in ELS:2002 offers reasonably high precision in the estimation of achievement levels while minimizing the costs and logistical complexity of test administration and the extent of respondent burden.   The test is designed to serve the following objectives:

· the assessments will reflect the broadly shared curriculum objectives in mathematics and to this extent be “curriculum sensitive”

· the assessments will provide identical, individual-level item and scale scores for all students

· the assessments will permit paper and pencil administration to groups of  students in school settings

· the mathematics assessments will require a total of about 35 minutes to complete (including time for instructions and transitions).

There is, however, a feature of the ELS:2002 test that differentiates it from prior cognitive tests in the longitudinal study series.   ELS:2002 provides more items and testing time for two subjects in the base year (and one, in the first follow-up), reading and mathematics, rather than, as in NELS, fewer items per subject but coverage of four subject areas.      

NELS:88 mathematics results were linked back to HS&B and across to NAEP.   Such linkages will be even more extensively pursued for ELS:2002.   One of the goals of the ELS:2002 is to provide a reliable link to the earlier cohorts (HS&B, NELS:88), as well as to other current studies, such as the 2004 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the 2000 and 2003 rounds of the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA). 

The proposed linking design will support a long-term trend in mathematics with three data points.  The three data points in mathematics are the HS&B 1980 sophomores, NELS:88 1990 sophomores, and  ELS:2002 sophomores. 

b.
Content Justifications for ELS:2002 First Follow-up Questionnaires

The following justifications are for the first follow-up full-scale data elements (Appendix D).  The first follow-up field test data elements are presented in Appendix E.  The attached table of data element revisions lists the modifications made to the field test instruments for the full-scale study.  

i.
Student Questionnaire Content

Items selected for the student questionnaire, as reviewed by the ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel in its June meeting, appear in Appendix D.

Part I requests contact information.  In support of the longitudinal design of the study, the first questionnaire section gathers information so that students or their parents/guardians can be located for future follow-up studies.   To facilitate the locating process, as in all prior NCES high school cohort studies, names, addresses and telephone numbers have been sought for the student, parent, and some relative or acquaintance likely to know the student’s future whereabouts.  In addition, the student’s social security number has been requested (as in some though not in all rounds of HS&B or NELS:88).  As in the ELS:2002 base year, the student’s email address is also requested.

Part II covers the student’s school experiences and school-related activities.  Data generated from this section will permit analysts and policymakers to understand the determinants of school completion and dropping out; the transition process from sophomore year to upper level secondary school; and the effects of curricular programs and tracking on educational achievement and persistence.   The first substantive part of the questionnaire collects data on students’ academic experiences including progress through the high school program (current grade level), the type of degree or certificate the student expects to receive, science and math coursetaking and the use of technology in the classroom.    School experiences outside of the classroom such as the use of the school and public library and participation in extracurricular activities are also captured.  Finally, this section also focuses on the preparations for the transition from high school to post-secondary work.  Students will be asked about studying for and taking admissions tests as well as participation in college preparation programs for the economically disadvantaged such as Talent Search and Upward Bound.    Data collected in this section will shed light on important research problems such as the effects of curricular programs and tracking on educational achievement and persistence, how participation in extracurricular activities enhances or detracts from academic performance and persistence, and how well various preparations for post-secondary education succeed.  In sum, the section on school experiences and activities will furnish analysts with critical data for studying the effects of the school setting on student academic achievement and eventual economic and social outcomes.  Some of these data may be viewed as outcomes, influenced by factors studied in the base year, others as predictors of outcomes in future rounds.  

Part III contains a series of questions about time use outside of school.  Students will be asked how many hours they spend studying, reading (excluding reading for class), watching television, playing video or computer games, and using computers in various settings for various purposes.   This section will also collect information on the frequency with which students socialize with friends, engage in sports, take lessons, work on hobbies, and volunteer.  These data will paint a portrait of time use which can be compared and contrasted with previous cohorts.  In addition, these data also may be used to link students’ allocation of free time with academic outcomes.  

Parts IV, V, and VI contain questions that will produce information about students’ educational and occupational goals and the influences on them.   In addition, several questions address the guidance school personnel provide students in pursuit of their chosen path.  Finally, students will be asked about the importance they place on various life values related to work, personal relationships, and community.  Researchers will be able to examine the relationship between goals and values and subsequent educational, occupational, and social outcomes.  They will be able to examine the stability of these values and goals as the longitudinal study continues into the future.  Finally, they will be able to compare the goals and values of sophomores in 2002 and seniors in 2004 with earlier cohorts who were surveyed in 1972, 1980, 1982, 1990 and 1992.

Part VII focuses on work and volunteer experiences during high school.  This section will collect the amount of paid work that high school seniors are engaged in after school and on weekends.  Students will also be asked to report the types of community service organizations with which they have been involved.  Researchers will be able to investigate the interaction between student allocation of time to employment and community service and the effect that they may have on school performance.   

The final part of the questionnaire, Part VIII, contains questions pertaining to parents and friends.  The frequency with which students discuss with their parents school work, their transition into post-secondary education or work is ascertained as well as friends’ plans for after high school.  The information generated in this section will allow analysts to assess the effect that the student family and peer environments have on academic achievement, educational outcomes, and career choices.  

ii.
Dropout Questionnaire Content

Items selected for the dropout questionnaire, as reviewed by the ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel in its June meeting, appear in Appendix D.  It should be noted that there is considerable overlap between the student and dropout questionnaires.

Part I collects the same contact information as Part I of the student questionnaire.   In addition, those who have dropped out of school without graduating are also asked whether they have a spouse or partner, and if so, for that person’s contact information.  As a group, dropouts are more likely to be married or living in a marriage-like relationship than their peers who remained in school.  Therefore, these additional questions about a spouse or partner are considered appropriate for dropouts but not students. Dropouts are both a highly policy-relevant group, and a particularly mobile population for which good locating leads will be required in future rounds.

Part II, Educational Experiences and Activities, first asks dropouts about their recent high school experience including dropout episodes before last leaving school and coursetaking.  This part then gathers information on reasons for dropping out including experience of certain setbacks at school, the reactions of school personnel and parents, and whether the dropout received various forms of counseling.   The focus then shifts to educational experiences after dropping out including participation in alternative programs and plans to earn a GED.  Finally, a number of the questions about time use from the student questionnaire are asked here with slight modifications as necessary. 

Part III, plans for the future, contains questions from the student questionnaire about life values, highest level of education expected, expected occupation at age 30, and the level of education needed to attain that occupation.  

Part IV focuses on the dropout’s work experience after leaving high school.  Data gathered include the number of jobs held since leaving high school, the dropout’s current or most recent occupation, when that job began and ended, the wages earned per hour, and the average number of hours worked per week. 

The final part of the dropout questionnaire, Part V, touches on parents’ expectations, friends’ plans for after high school, and the dropout’s involvement with the community.  

iii.
Early Graduate Questionnaire Content


Early graduates will answer a subset of items from the student questionnaire, a subset of items from the dropout questionnaire, and some questions asked only of early graduates.  Early graduates will be asked about their high school experience including their coursework in science and math and their participation in extracurricular activities.  The questions also focus on the basis for their decision to graduate early and the means by which they did so.  Other topics include time use, work experience after high school, educational plans/experiences after high school, expectations and values for the future, parents’ expectations, and friends’ plans.   Items on the early graduate questionnaire, as reviewed by the ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel in its June meeting, appear in Appendix D.

iv.
Transfer Student Questionnaire Content


In addition to answering a select set of items from the student questionnaire, transfer students will be asked where and when they transferred, their reasons for doing so, and their assessment of the school environment.  Items asked of transfer students, as reviewed by the ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel in its June meeting, appear in Appendix D.  

v.
Home-schooled Student Questionnaire Content


Based on the results of the first follow-up field test, we anticipate that fewer than one percent of our sample will be home-schooled.  Therefore, this questionnaire contains only a subset of questions from the student questionnaire that are appropriate for students outside of the traditional school setting.  There are no unique items since data collected only from home-schooled students would not support statistical analyses.    

vi.
New Participant Supplement Content

This information is collected for students not surveyed in the base year (because they are in one of two categories: sophomore cohort members who were base year non-participants or freshened spring 2004 high school seniors).  Items selected for the new participant supplement, all of which were cleared as part of the base year survey, appear in Appendix D.  The supplement will gather information on new participants’ demographic characteristics, socioeconomic status, language use, and family composition.

vii.
School Administrator Questionnaire Content

The School Administrator Questionnaire collects information on the school in four parts:  school characteristics, structure, and policies; student characteristics and program enrollment; teaching and library staff characteristics, and the principal’s evaluations of the school.  Data gathered in the School Questionnaire can be merged with data from the student questionnaire and cognitive test.  This linkage of the data will allow researchers to determine to what degree disparities in educational aspirations, expectations, and outcomes of various student populations are accounted for by differences in the schools that these students attend.  Items selected for the school administrator questionnaire, as reviewed by the ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel in its June meeting, appear in Appendix D.

Part I of the School Administrator Questionnaire collects contextual information such as size of the student body; the type of school calendar; and length of the school year.  It also collects information on school policies, such as admissions criteria, coursework requirements, and competency testing. 

Part II of the questionnaire will emphasize the availability and delivery methods for various school programs and services, especially those that help to provide a transition from school to work, and programs and services designed to smooth the transition from secondary school to postsecondary institutions.   Also of interest are programs and services more generally, in particular, as designed to serve students with special needs, such as students with disabilities or limited English proficiency, or students at risk of dropping out of school.     

Part III of the School Administrator Questionnaire collects the number of full-time and part-time teachers and their turnover.  As a group, teachers are described in terms of their educational attainment, level of certification, and racial and ethnic makeup.  Part II also collects the number of full-time and part-time library staff as well as the proportion that are state-certified.

Part IV will be completed by the principal, and will collect his or her views of the school’s ethos or climate such as the quality of the teaching staff, teachers’ and students’ morale and attitudes, and school discipline and safety. 

3.
Improved Information Technology

The principal innovation possible for ELS:2002 that will represent a technological improvement over the data collection methods used in the predecessor study, NELS:88 is in applying computer methods to a portion of the student data collection.   Follow-up for students who do not complete the scannable questionnaire by self-administration will now be in the form of computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) rather than a paper-and-pencil telephone interview. Computer control of interviewing offers accurate and efficient management of survey activities, including case management, scheduling of calls, generation of reports on sample disposition, data quality monitoring, interviewer performance, and flow of information between telephone and field operations.

Additional features of the system include: (1) on-line help for each screen to assist interviewers in question administration; (2) full documentation of all instrument components, including variable ranges, formats, record layouts, labels, question wording, and flow logic; (3) capability for creating and processing hierarchical data structures to eliminate data redundancy and conserve computer resources; (4) a scheduler system to manage the flow and assignment of cases to interviewers by time zone, case status, appointment information, and prior cases disposition; (5) an integrated case-level control system to track the status of each sample member across the various data collection activities; (6) automatic audit file creation and timed backup to ensure that, if an interview is terminated prematurely and later restarted, all data entered during the earlier portion of the interview can be retrieved; and (7) a screen library containing the survey instrument as displayed to the interviewer.

4.
Efforts to Identify Duplication

Since the inception of its secondary education longitudinal studies program in 1970,  NCES has consulted with other federal offices to ensure that the data collected in this important series longitudinal studies do not duplicate the information from any other national data sources within the Department of Education or other government agencies.  In addition, NCES staff have regularly consulted with nonfederal associations such as the College Board, American Educational Research Association, the American Association of Community Colleges, and other groups to confirm that the data to be collected through this study series are not available from any other sources.  These consultations also provided, and continue to provide through the ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel, methodological insights from the results of other studies of secondary and postsecondary students and labor force members and assure that the data collected through ELS:2002 will meet the needs of the federal government and other interested agencies and organizations.

Other longitudinal studies of secondary and postsecondary students (i.e., NLS-72, HS&B, NELS:88) have been sponsored by NCES in the past.  However, ELS:2002 builds on and extends these studies rather than duplicating them.   These studies were conducted during the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s and represent educational, employment, and social experiences and environments different from those experienced by the ELS:2002 student sample.   Thus, the ELS:2002 data, which build upon the data from earlier studies, are important for understanding changes in the secondary and postsecondary education, labor market experiences, and home environments of high school students in the first decade of the twenty-first century.  
The only other data set that offers so large an opportunity to understand the key transitions into postsecondary institutions and/or the world of work, is the Department of Labor (Bureau of Labor Statistics) longitudinal cohorts, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 and 1997 cohorts (NLSY79, NLSY97).  Clearly, however, the 1979 youth cohort represents an earlier generation than ELS:2002.    While the youngest members of the 1997 cohort will only be about three years older than ELS:2002 sophomores, there are also important design differences between the NLSY97 and ELS:2002 that render them more complementary than duplicative.   NLSY97 is a household based longitudinal survey; ELS:2002 is school based.  For both NLSY cohorts, baseline ASVAB test data are available, but there is no longitudinal school achievement measure.   While the NLSY97 also gathers information from schools (including principal and teacher reports and high school transcripts), it cannot study school processes in the same way as ELS:2002, given its household sampling basis.   Within any given school are but a few NLSY97 sample members, who constitute neither a representative sample of students in the school, nor a sufficient number to provide stable estimates.   Thus though both studies provide important information for understanding the transition from high school to the labor market, it is ELS:2002 that is uniquely able to provide information about educational processes and within-school dynamics and how these affect both school achievement and ultimate labor market outcomes.

5.
Methods used to Minimize Burden on Small Businesses

This section has limited applicability to the proposed data collection effort.  Target respondents for ELS:2002 are students, typically nested within an institutional context, of public and private schools, or recent school leavers; first follow-up data collection activities will involve no burden to small businesses or entities (other than administrators of private schools).

6.
Frequency of Data Collection

This submission describes the full-scale data collection for the first follow-up of ELS:2002.  First follow-up data collection will take place in 2004.   Second follow-up data collection will take place in 2006, with a field test in 2005, with further follow-ups planned thereafter.

The rationale for conducting ELS:2002 is based on a historical national need for information on academic and social growth, school and work transitions, and family formation. In particular, recent education and social welfare reform initiatives, changes in federal policy concerning postsecondary student support, and other interventions necessitate frequent studies.  Repeated surveys are also necessary because of rapid changes in the secondary and postsecondary educational environments and the world of work. Indeed, longitudinal information provides better measures of the effects of program, policy, and environmental changes than would multiple cross-sectional studies.

To address this need, NCES began the National Longitudinal Studies Program approximately 30 years ago with the National Longitudinal Study of 1972 (NLS-72).  This study collected a wide variety of data on students’ family background, schools attended, labor force participation, family formation, and job satisfaction at five data collection points through 1986.  NLS-72 was followed approximately 10 years later by High School and Beyond (HS&B), a longitudinal study of two high school cohorts (10th and 12th grade students).  The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) followed an 8th grade cohort, which now, with a modal age of 26 years, represents the probable final data collection point.  With the addition of ELS:2002, a thirty-two year trend line will be available.   Taken together, these studies provide much better measures of the effects of social, environmental, and program and policy changes than would a single longitudinal study or multiple cross-sectional studies.

It could be argued that more frequent data collection would be desirable, that is, there would be a gain in having a program of testing and questionnaire administration that is annual throughout the high school years.   However, the two year interval was employed with both HS&B sophomore cohort and NELS:88, and proved sufficient to the realization of both studies’ primary objectives.  While there would be benefits to more frequent data collection, especially in the high school years, it must also be considered that the effect would be to greatly increase the burden on schools and individuals, and that costs would also be greatly increased.   Probably the most cost-efficient and least burdensome method for obtaining continuous data on student careers through the high school years comes through the avenue of collecting school records.   High school transcripts were collected for a subsample of the HS&B sophomore cohort, as well as for the entire NELS:88 cohort retained in the study after eighth grade.   A similar academic transcript data collection (covering grades nine through twelve) is planned for the first follow-up of ELS:2002.   

7.
Special Circumstances of Data Collection

All data collection guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.5 are being followed.  No special circumstances of data collection are anticipated.

8.
Consultants Outside the Agency

In recognition of the significance of the ELS:2002, several strategies have been incorporated into the project’s work plan that allow for the critical review and acquisition of comments regarding project activities, interim and final products, and projected and actual outcomes.  These strategies include consultations with persons and organizations both internal and external to the National Center for Education Statistics, the U.S. Department of Education, and the federal government.

ELS:2002 project staff have established and sought guidance from a Technical Review Panel (TRP) established to review study plans and procedures throughout the life of the contract.  The membership of the TRP (see Exhibit 1 for a list of the TRP membership and their affiliations) represents a broad spectrum of federal and nonfederal experts in secondary and postsecondary education, labor market transitions and outcomes, and high school effectiveness research.  Additionally, the TRP includes members of panels from earlier NCES longitudinal high school studies such as NELS:88.  Minutes of the most recent TRP meeting (June 2003) are in Appendix C.  

Exhibit 1:   ELS:2002 Technical Review Panel

Dr. Clifford Adelman
U.S. Department of Education

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
Capitol Place (Rm. 617A)
555 New Jersey Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20208
T:  (202)219-2251
F:  (202)501-3005
E:  clifford_adelman@ed.gov
Ms. Kathy Chandler
U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street NW, Room 9042
Washington, DC 20006
T:  (202)502-7326
F:  (202)502-7455

E:  kathryn.chandler@ed.gov

Ms. Denise M. Davis
National Commission on Libraries

and Information Science
1110 Vermont Avenue NW
Suite 820
Washington, DC 20005
T:  (202)606-9200
F:  (202)606-9203
E:  ddavis@nclis.gov
*Dr. Richard Duran
University of California at Santa Barbara
Graduate School of Education
2206 Phelps Hall
Santa Barbara, CA 93106
T:  (805)893-3555
F:  (805)893-7264

E:  duran@education.ucsb.edu

*Dr. Jeremy  Finn
State University of New York at Buffalo

Graduate School of Education
409 Baldy Hall
Buffalo, NY 14260
T:  (W) (716)645-2482
T:  (H) (716)636-5795

F:  (716)645-6616

E:  finn@acsu.buffalo.edu



Dr. Bill Fowler
U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20006
T:  (202)502-7338
E:  william.fowler@ed.gov
Ms. Ghedam Bairu

U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street NW
Washington, DC 20006
T:  (202)502-7346
Ms. Laura Burns

Research Triangle Institute
PO Box 12194
RTP, NC 27709



T:  (919)990-8318


 F:  (919)541-7014


Lburns@rti.org

*Mr. Marco Clark

Bishop McNamara High School
6800 Marlboro Pike
Forestville, MD 20747
T:  (301)735-8401
F:  (301)735-0934

E:  clarkm@bmhs.org
Dr. Robin Henke
MPR Associates
2150 Shattuck Avenue
Suite 800
Berkeley, CA 94704
T:  (510)849-4942
F:  (510)849-0794
E: rhenke@mprinc.com
Dr. Thomas B. Hoffer

NORC

1155 E. 60th St.

Chicago, IL 60637

T: (773) 256-6097

E: thoffer@norcmail.uchicago.edu
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Dr. Lisa Hudson
U.S. Department of Education

National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street, NW

Room 9024
Washington, DC 20006
T: (202)502-7358
F:  

E:  lisa_hudson@ed.gov
Dr. Steven J. Ingels
Research Triangle Institute
1615 M Street NW
Room 722
Washington, DC 20036
T:  (202)728-1962

F:  (202)728-2095

E:  sji@rti.org

Dr. Phil Kaufman
MPR Associates
2150 Shattuck Avenue
Suite 800
Berkeley, CA 94704
T:  (510)849-4942

F:  (510)849-0794

E:  pkaufman@mprinc.com

*Dr. Sally Kilgore
Modern Red Schoolhouse
208 23rd Avenue, North
Nashville, TN 37203
T:  (615)320-8804

F:  

E:  skilgore@mrsh.org

*Dr. Richard Lawrence
St. Cloud State University
245 Stewart Hall

720 Fourth Avenue South

St. Cloud, MN 56301
T:  (W) (320)255-3974

T:  (H) (218)829-7346

F:  (320)255-3974

E:  lawrence@stcloudstate.edu




*Dr. Samuel Roundfield Lucas

University of California-Berkeley
410 Barrows Hall #1980
Berkeley, CA 94720
T:  (510)642-9564

F:  (510)643-8292

E:  lucas@demog.berkeley

Dr. Andrew G. Malizio 

U.S. Department of Education

National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street, NW
Room 8005
Washington, DC 20006
T: (202)502-7387 

F: (202)502-7450

E: Andrew_Malizio@ed.gov

Edith McArthur

U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street, NW
Room 9081
Washington, DC 20006
T:  (202)502-7393

F:  

E:  edith_mcarthur@ed.gov

Dr. Marilyn M. Seastrom
U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street, NW Room 9051
Washington, DC 20006
T: (202)502-7303

F:  

E:  marilyn_mcmillen@ed.gov

Dr. Jeffrey Owings
U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street, NW
Room 9105
Washington, DC 20006
T:  (202)502-7423

F:  (202)502-7475

E:  jeffrey_owings@ed.gov
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*Dr. Aaron Pallas
Columbia University 

Teacher’s College

Box 3

New York, NY 10027
Cell Phone:  (646)228-7414

F:  

E:  amp155@columbia.edu
Dr. Samuel Peng

U.S. Department of Education
National Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street, NW
Room 9112
Washington, DC 20006
T: (202)502-7427

F:  

E:  samuel_peng@ed.gov

Ms. Judith M. Pollack
Educational Testing Service
Rosedale Road
Mailstop 18-T
Princeton, NJ 08541
T:  (609)734-1507

F:  

E: jpollack@ets.org 

Mr. Dan Pratt
Research Triangle Institute
P.O Box 12194
RTP, NC 27709

T:  (919)541-6615

F:  (919)541-6764

E:  djp@rti.org

Dr. John A. Riccobono
Research Triangle Institute
P.O Box 12194
RTP, NC 27709
T:  (919)541-7006

F:  (919)541-7014

E: jar@rti.org

Dr. Donald A. Rock
Educational Testing Service
Rosedale Road
Mailstop 17-E
Princeton, NJ 08541
T:  (W) (609)734-5655

T:  (H) (609)896-2659

E:  (W) drock@ets.org

E:  (H) donaldr706@aol.com

*Mr. Andy Rogers
Education Statistics Services Institute
1990 K Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20006

T:  (202) 661-6151

F:   (202) 661-6170

E:  arogers@air.org

Dr. Leslie A. Scott

Education Statistics Services Institute

1990 K Street, NW

Washington, D.C.   20006

T:  (202)654-6542

F:  (202) 737-4918

E: lscott@air.org

Mr. Peter H. Siegel
Research Triangle Institute
PO Box 12194
RTP, NC 27709
T:  (919)541-6348

F:  (919)541-6416

E: siegel@rti.org

Ms. Ellen Stutts
Research Triangle Institute
PO Box 12194
RTP, NC 27709
T:  (919)541-6037

F:  (919)541-7198

E:  ess@rti.org

*Technical Review Panel Members (Non-Federal)
In addition, the contractor (Research Triangle Institute) has made two special consulting arrangements to provide for further expert review of key technical features of the study.  In terms of the cognitive tests and use of Item Response Theory, Professor Ronald Hambleton of the University of Massachusetts at Amherst has been engaged.  Hambleton has also contributed expert advice to other NCES assessment programs, including NELS:88, the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K), and NAEP.

In terms of the sample design and associated weighting issues, the services of Dr. Martin R. Frankel have been engaged.   Professor Frankel was the lead sampling statistician for such school-based longitudinal studies as HS&B and NELS:88, as well as other major national longitudinal studies of youth such as the U.S. Department of Labor's NLSY79.   

9.
Provision of Payments or Gifts to Respondent

A school coordinator honorarium of up to $100 will be provided.   For those schools that incur expenses in support of the study and that need to have those expenses covered, we will reimburse such expenses to the extent that they are reasonable and properly documented.  Certain student level incentives, as explained below, are recommended.  

Plan for Student-Level Incentives


Background.  Obtaining high response rates, and thereby minimizing sample attrition, is always a paramount objective in longitudinal studies.   It is all the more important for the first follow-up of ELS:2002, however, for two distinct reasons.  The first special consideration is that the final base year sample size was somewhat lower than originally targeted.   The final school sample comprises about 750 schools, the goal was 800, resulting in a correspondingly smaller student sample.  A second important consideration is that historically, it has been especially difficult to obtain high response rates from students in the spring term of their senior year of high school; the modal grade of the ELS:2002 cohort at the time of the first follow-up in the spring of 2004 will be grade 12.  This experience is substantiated by consistently lower NAEP response rates for grade 12 than for grades 8 and 4, and lower response rates (particularly for the test component) in the grade 12 survey of NELS:88.  For example, in NELS:88, the base year (1988, 8th grade) saw a weighted questionnaire completion rate of 93.4 percent; of questionnaire completers, 96.5 percent also completed achievement tests.  In the first follow-up (1990, 10th grade), student participation was 91.1 percent, with 94.1 percent of student participants completing the tests as well.  In the second follow-up (1992, 12th grade), student questionnaire completion was similar to the first follow-up and of course lower than 8th grade, but a drastic decline was experienced in full participation, that is, participation that included completion of the test battery.   For the 1992 survey, 91.0 percent of students participated by completing the questionnaire, but only 76.6 percent of questionnaire completers also completed the tests.   These historical data suggest that extra measures will be needed to ensure acceptable questionnaire and test completion rates in ELS:2002 first follow-up.   The need to maximize sample yield from a smaller-than-expected sophomore cohort, coupled with the special difficulty in engaging students in the spring of senior year, were the prime motives for designing and implementing a field test incentives experiment.

In order to explore means to obtain the needed high response rates in the ELS:2002 first follow-up, a test of student-level incentives developed in consultation with OMB was implemented in the 2003 field test.  The key hypothesis to be tested was that providing a $20 cash incentive would prove more effective than a token incentive in eliciting high levels of student participation.    

Incentives Experiment:   design.   Schools in the 2003 first follow-up field test were essentially the same schools that had participated in the base year field test in 2001.  A listing of the schools was sorted by school type (private vs. public), state, region (urban, suburban, and rural), and consent type (active vs. passive).  After sorting, systematic sampling was used to divide the field test schools into two groups: one receiving monetary incentives and one not receiving monetary incentives.  In this example of systematic sampling (an analogue of random sampling), a sample selection flag (0 vs. 1) was assigned to each school alternating between 0 and 1 until all schools had an assignment.   After the incentive assignments were made, the distributions of the sorting variables were examined to check the distributions across the several control variables.

After sampling had been completed, coordinators at schools selected for the incentive treatment were contacted by telephone to advise them of the availability of cash incentives for participating students and to confirm that it was permissible to offer a cash incentive to the students. Some schools preferred a non-cash monetary incentive (such as gift certificates) and these, and other arrangements, were allowed (further detail appears below).   In schools where incentives of any kind were approved, the type of incentive and amount were stated in the parent consent letter.  A flyer mentioning the incentive was also included in the parent consent mailing for the parent to share with the selected student.  The flyer invited the student to participate in the study and announced the incentive treatment that participating students at the school were to receive ($20 cash, $20 gift certificate, or, in one case, a pizza party).  Additionally, it was requested that the school coordinator reinforce awareness of the incentive by mentioning it to sampled students prior to the scheduled survey day. 

Survey administrators presented cash/gift certificates to each participating student immediately following completion of the questionnaire and test.  At schools that were not selected for monetary incentives, the survey administrator presented each participating student with a token incentive of relatively small monetary value (a “Class of 2003” key ring) after completing the questionnaire and test.  In both cases, participating students  received the incentive whether they participated on Survey Day or one of the scheduled Make Up Days.  

Incentives Experiment: results.   Results of the experiment were as follows.   Of the 27 schools selected to receive monetary incentives, 16 schools allowed the students to be paid in cash, nine allowed each participating student to be given an equivalent amount ($20) in a bookstore gift certificate, and one school used the incentive money for a pizza party for the participating students.  One school refused any incentive of any kind.  This school was not included in the analysis, nor was the pizza party school.   

Of the remaining schools, 19 schools were not offered incentives and four schools, which were not statistically sampled and were not included in the experiment, were offered incentives on a special case basis.
  
To test the hypothesis that cash incentives would have a positive effect on participation, chi-squared tests were performed.  A respondent was defined as an eligible student who participated in the in-school survey by completing at least the student questionnaire.  

As shown in Exhibit 2 below, for both active and passive consent schools combined, there was a significant difference (p=0.0356) in the response rates for students who received a monetary incentive of either cash or a gift certificate and those students who did not receive any incentive.  When the two incentive types were examined separately, students who received cash incentives were more likely to respond than those students who did not receive any incentive (p=0.0319).  However, when students were offered only gift certificates as incentives, there was no significant difference (p=0.3068) in student response rates.

Among passive consent schools, the response rates were significantly different at .10 (p=0.06642) among those who received either a cash incentive or gift certificate and those who did not.  Similar results were found for those students receiving a cash incentive (p=0.0069).  However, when students in passive consent schools were offered only gift certificates as incentives, there was no significant difference (p=0.8908) in student response rates.

For the two active consent schools, one school received an incentive in the form of cash and one received no incentive.  Therefore, only a significance test for differences in response rates based on cash incentive could be performed.  Thus, for active consent schools, the data showed that students receiving cash incentives were more likely to respond (p=0.0001) than those students not receiving any incentive.

In addition to the issue of participation, a further issue was quality or completeness of participation, that is, whether respondents completed both the questionnaire and the test.   Overall, 94.2 percent of questionnaire completers were also test completers, with very little variation between treatment groups.

Exhibit 2.  Results of significance tests performed

	Respondent Status for Active and Passive Parental/Student Consent Schools

	 
	Total Students
	Response Rate
	P-value

	Type of Incentive
	742
	88.41%
	

	Cash and gift certificate incentive
	415
	90.60%
	0.0356

	Token incentive
	327
	85.63%
	

	
	
	
	

	Cash incentive
	285
	91.23%
	0.0319

	Token incentive
	327
	85.63%
	

	
	
	
	

	Gift certificate incentive
	130
	89.23%
	0.3068

	Token incentive
	327
	85.63%
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Respondent Status for Passive Parental/Student Schools

	 
	Total Students
	Respondent
	P-value

	Type of Incentive
	607
	90.94%
	

	Cash and gift certificate incentive
	304
	93.09%
	0.0642

	Token incentive
	303
	88.78%
	

	
	
	
	

	Cash incentive
	174
	95.98%
	0.0069

	Token incentive
	303
	88.78%
	

	
	
	
	

	Gift certificate incentive
	130
	89.23%
	0.8908

	Token incentive
	303
	88.78%
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Respondent Status for Active Parental/Student Consent Schools

	 
	Total Students
	Respondent
	P-value

	Type of Incentive
	135
	77.04%
	

	Cash and gift certificate incentive
	111
	83.78%
	0.0001

	Token incentive
	24
	45.83%
	

	
	
	
	

	Cash incentive
	111
	83.78%
	0.0001

	Token incentive
	24
	45.83%
	

	
	
	
	

	Gift certificate incentive
	0
	
	NA

	Token incentive
	24
	45.83%
	



Non-experimental survey results.    The first follow-up of ELS:2002 involves both surveys of students in an in-school setting (students who have remained in their base year school), and surveys of dropout, early graduate, and transfer students outside the school setting.  While the numbers of in-school sample members are large enough to permit meaningful experimentation as to the effects of incentives, the much smaller numbers of the out-of-school groups did not permit a test of incentives.  Recommendations for the full-scale study can therefore be made only from a more speculative perspective that takes historical and anecdotal information into account, and that considers the adequacy of the final field test response rates achieved.  


In the field test, students surveyed outside the school setting (such as transfers and early graduates) were offered a $10 incentive.  Dropouts, in recognition of the extraordinary difficulty of gaining cooperation from this group, were offered $25.  Response rates for these groups were substantially lower than the in-school rates.  More specifically, completion rates were 54.3 percent for the transfer survey, 77.2 percent for the early graduate survey, and 49.2 percent for the dropout survey. 


Recommendations.  The field test experiment conclusively established that there was a statistically significant impact of a cash or gift certificate incentive, or, of cash when considered separately.    In light of the results of the incentives experiment, it is recommended that a $20 monetary incentive be offered to in-school students.   The incentive would be offered in the form of cash, although a $20 gift certificate would be available as an alternative for schools with a non-cash preference.
   


For the out-of-school populations, it may be more appropriate in equity terms, and more effective, to increase the incentive so that it is equal to the incentive provided for the in-school sessions (that is, the incentive would be set at $20).   Anecdotal evidence suggests that students may often be especially protective of their out-of-school time, hence parity in in-school and out-of-school incentives would seem appropriate as well as prudent.  Historical evidence from NELS:88 suggests a $20 incentive can be an effective incentive in an out-of-school context.
 

While the field test does not offer a basis for identifying precise thresholds of effectiveness for a dropout incentive, the field test results suggest that the incentive was too low to attract a high participation rate from this group.   The number of dropouts available to the study in the first follow-up depends on the size of the base year cohort and the cohort dropout rate, and is affected by the under-realization of the base year sample.  Assuming a dropout rate of around six percent, the base year sample should generate around a thousand dropouts.  Because the dropout sample is likely to be around the minimum size for effective analysis, high participation rates are critical.  

In addition, this study will provide the only longitudinal data available to the nation on a nationally representative sample of early 21st-century dropouts, data which will reflect the richness of the multilevel ELS:2002 design and the opportunity to study dropout phenomena prospectively.   At the same time, the study will have to overcome the reluctance of dropouts to participate.  Dropouts generally face a greater burden, both cognitive and emotional, in responding to surveys about educational phenomena.  

The cognitive burden can be depicted on the basis of data about NELS:88 sophomore cohort dropouts.  Some 34.4 percent of these dropouts were in the lowest decile of test scores for their cohort, and 48.7 percent had grade point averages of D and below.  Some 38 percent had repeated one or more grades, 45.1 percent had taken remedial math, and 39.5 percent remedial English.
  The psychological burden is high as well, since individuals who have disengaged from school are not likely to relish responding to detailed questions about their educational histories.   It would therefore seem a realistic and reasonable response to the need for a high response rate to the dropout survey to substantially increase the incentive.
   If the current incentive is doubled, to $50, the prospect of doing well with this population will be much increased.

10.
Assurance of Confidentiality

A plan for assuring the confidentiality of the project has been developed by NCES and the Research Triangle Institute.  Under this plan, ELS:2002 conforms totally to federal regulations – specifically, the Privacy Act of 1974 (5 U.S.C. 552a), Privacy Act Regulations (34 CFR Part 5b), the Hawkins-Stafford Amendments of 1988 (P.L. 100-297), the U.S. Patriot Act of 2001, the Computer Security Act of 1987, the E-Government Act of 2002, NCES Restricted Use Data Procedures Manual, and the NCES Standards and Policies.  The plan for maintaining confidentiality includes signing confidentiality agreements and notarized nondisclosure affidavits obtained from all personnel who will have access to individual identifiers (see Appendix A).  Also included in the plan is personnel training regarding the meaning of confidentiality, particularly as it relates to handling requests for information and providing assurance to respondents about the protection of their responses; controlled and protected access to computer files under the control of a single data base manager; built-in safeguards concerning status monitoring and receipt control systems; and a secured and operator-manned in-house computing facility.

Letters will be sent to parents and school administrators describing the voluntary nature of this survey (see Appendix B).  The material sent will include a brochure to describe the study and to convey the extent to which respondents and their responses will be kept confidential.  The prenotification letter to the study will contain the following statements:  

“Participation is voluntary. There is no penalty if you elect not to participate.  However, we do need your help in collecting these data. Your responses are necessary to make the results of this important study accurate and timely. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. Department of Education is authorized by federal law (Public Law 107-279) to conduct the Education Longitudinal Study. All responses that relate to or describe identifiable characteristics of individuals may be used only for statistical purposes and may not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose, unless otherwise compelled by law.  That is, all information you provide that could identify you may only be used for statistical purposes and may not be revealed or used for any other purpose in a way that could identify you, unless required by law.  Data will be combined to produce statistical reports for Congress and others.”

During the telephone interview, the following informed consent statement will be read verbatim.  We have slightly modified the language used in this passage to more accurately reflect a telephone/personal contact.  Similar wording was approved by OMB for another NCES study, BPS:96/98.

“This study is authorized by federal law and collects information about the transitions students undergo in their school and work experiences.  We’d like for you to participate.  This interview takes, on average, about 30 minutes.  All of your information is confidential. All responses that relate to or describe identifiable characteristics of individuals may be used only for statistical purposes and may not be disclosed or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose unless compelled by law.  Participation is voluntary. You may decline to answer any question or stop at any time.”

Data files, accompanying software, and documentation will be delivered to NCES at the end of the project.  Neither names nor addresses will be included on any data file.    A separate locator database for these sample members will be maintained in a secure location.  All hard-copy tracing directory updates will be destroyed after they are entered into magnetic form and verified.

All data collection elements and procedures have been reviewed and approved by Research Triangle Institute’s Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects.  This committee serves as the Institute’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) as required by 45 CFR 46.  It is Institute policy that the IRB review all RTI research involving human subjects in a manner consistent with the regulations in 45 CFR 46 and regardless of funding source to ensure that all Institute studies involving human populations comply with applicable regulations concerning informed consent, confidentiality, and protection of privacy.

11.
Sensitive Questions

Federal regulations governing the administration of questions that might be viewed by some as “sensitive” because of their requirement for personal or private information, require (a) clear documentation of the need for such information as it relates to the primary purpose of the study, (b) provisions to respondents which clearly inform them of the voluntary nature of participation in the study, and (c) assurances of confidential treatment of responses.

The ELS:2002 interview protocol requests follow-up locating information, including SSN.  It is imperative that respondents can be found at a later date for follow-ups in this longitudinal study.  The questionnaire reminds students that they do not have to provide their SSN if they do not wish to do so.  Also, there is an explicit response option allowing participants to refuse to answer.

The dropout questionnaire contains questions both of a personal nature (e.g., hourly wage) and antisocial or negative behaviors (e.g., undesirable behaviors at school).  These questions are necessary to understand the life circumstances that drive students away from school, the consequences of that decision, and the social supports that are beneficial.      

The majority of the student data will be collected with passive parent consent.  As such, students may not be questioned about the eight sensitive topics identified in the Protection of Pupil Rights Act (PPRA).  Every effort has been made to avoid questions that fall into these sensitive subject areas.  Items for which it must be determined whether in OMB’s interpretation they fall under the PPRA have been marked with an asterisk, and will be deleted if OMB judges them to be sensitive items within the PPRA definition.   

12.
Estimates of Hour Burden for Information Collection

Estimates of response burden for the ELS:2002 first follow-up full-scale data collection activities are shown in Exhibit 3.  Please note that the time students will spend completing the cognitive assessment has not been included in the estimated burden.

Exhibit 3.  Estimated burden on respondents for full-scale study (2004) 

	
	Sample
	Expected Response
Rate
	Number of Respondents
	Average Burden/
Response* (minutes)
	Range of Response Times (minutes)
	Total
Burden (hours)

	Students 
	15,750
	91%
	14,328
	41
	20-50
	9,879

	Dropouts 
	1,180
	85%
	1,001
	30
	20-40
	501

	School Administrators
	752
	96%
	722
	30
	20-40
	361

	TOTAL
	17,682
	
	16,051
	
	
	10,741


*Please note that the time students will spend completing the cognitive assessments has not been included in the estimated burden.

We have used $5.15 per hour to estimate the cost to students and dropouts.  The dollar cost for students is estimated at $50,878 for the full-scale study.   For dropouts, the dollar cost is estimated at $2,578 for the full-scale study.

For the school administrator questionnaire (the greater part of the questionnaire is typically completed by clerical staff in the school office with the last section completed by the school principal), assuming a $17 hourly cost, the cost to respondents is $6,137 in the full-scale study.   

It should be noted that the high school transcript component is an administrative records collection.   Clerical fees are sometimes assessed by schools as a condition of reproducing archival records associated with academic transcripts.  While there is no formal burden associated with the transcript component, we have allocated $5 per student to cover such costs.   

Included in the parent notification letter will be the following burden statement:

“According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB control number of this information collection is 1850-0652 and it is completely voluntary.  The student questionnaire will be no more than 45 minutes in length, and the mathematics test about 35 minutes, with another 10 minutes for settling in and instructions. If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate or suggestions for improving the interview, please write to:  U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202-4651.  If you have comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual interview, write directly to:  Dr. Jeffrey A. Owings, National Center for Education Statistics, 1990 K Street NW, Washington, DC 20006.”

13.
Estimates of Costs

There are no capital, startup, or operating costs to respondents for participation in the project.  No equipment, printing, or postage charges will be incurred.

14.
Costs to Federal Government

Estimated costs to the federal government for ELS:2002 are shown in Exhibit 4.  The estimated costs to the government for data collection for the field test and full-scale studies are presented separately. Included in the contract estimates are all staff time, reproduction, postage, and telephone costs associated with the management, data collection, analysis, and reporting for which clearance is requested.

15.
Reasons for Changes in Response Burden and Costs

This is a program change.   This submission requests approval for revisions to the data elements and study design for the first follow-up full-scale study of ELS:2002 in 2004.  This represents a program change increase in burden hours of 9,800 due to the change in activity from field to full scale.

Exhibit 4.  Field test, full-scale, and total costs to NCES for salaries/expenses and contract costs with totals for each data collection effort

	COSTS TO NCES
	AMOUNT

	Field Test (2003)
	

	   Salaries and Expenses
	$36,660

	   Contract Costs
	$1,847,485

	TOTAL
	$1,884,145

	Full-scale Survey (2004)
	

	   Salaries and Expenses
	$73,321

	   Contract Costs
	$7,416,634

	TOTAL
	$7,489,955

	Total ELS:2002 First Follow-up Costs
	

	   Salaries and Expenses
	$109,981

	   Contract Costs
	$9,264,119

	TOTAL
	$9,374,100


Note:  All costs quoted are exclusive of incentive fee.   Field Test costs represent Task 5 of the ELS:2002 contract; first follow-up full-scale study costs comprise tasks 1, 6, and 7.   (A portion of task 1costs were realized in base year.)

16.
Publication Plans/Time Schedule

The ELS:2002 first follow-up field test was used to test and perfect the instrumentation and associated procedures.  Publications and other significant provisions of information relevant to the data collection effort will be a part of the reports resulting from the field test and full-scale study, and both public use and restricted use data files will be important products resulting from the full-scale survey.  The ELS:2002 data will be used by public and private organizations to produce analyses and reports covering a wide range of topics.   With the first follow-up, ELS:2002 data will provide multiple time points for longitudinal analysis, as well as supporting cross-sectional generalization about the nation's seniors in 2004, and cross-cohort comparison of seniors in 2004 to seniors in 1992 (NELS:88), 1980 (HS&B), and 1972 (NLS-72).   

Data files will be distributed to a variety of organizations and researchers, including offices and programs within the U.S. Department of Education, the Congressional Budget Office, the Department of Health and Human Services, Department of Labor, Department of Defense, the National Science Foundation, the American Council on Education, and a number of other education policy and research agencies and organizations.  The ELS:2002 contract requires the following reports, publications, or other public information releases:

· Detailed methodological reports (one each for the field test and full-scale survey) describing all aspects of the data collection effort;

· Complete data files and documentation for research data users; and 

· A public use file for access to ELS:2002 base year to first follow-up microdata. 

A descriptive summary of significant findings for dissemination to a broad audience, which will include technical appendices, is presently not part of the contract, but is an expected product of this study.

Final deliverables are scheduled for completion in the spring/summer of 2005.   

The operational schedule for the ELS:2002 first follow-up field test and full-scale study is presented in Exhibit 5.

17.
Approval to Not Display Expiration Date for OMB Approval

The expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection will be displayed on data collection instruments and materials.  No special exception to this request is requested.

18.
Exception to Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

There are no exceptions to the certification statement identified in the Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions of OMB Form 83-I.

Exhibit 5.—Operational schedule for ELS:2002 First Follow-Up Sampling and Data Collection

	
	Start
	End Date

	FIELD TEST
	
	

	Field Test Sample Recruitment
	8/2002
	3/2003

	Field Test List Receipt, Student Freshening
	10/2002
	3/2003

	Ship Questionnaires
	1/2003
	6/2003

	Field Test Survey/Makeup Days
	1/2003  
	5/2003

	Field Test Nonresponse Follow-Up
	3/2003
	7/2003

	Transcript Data Collection
	8/2003
	12/2003

	FULL-SCALE STUDY
	
	

	First Follow-Up Sample Recruitment
	3/2003
	4/2004

	Ship  Questionnaires
	1/2004
	7/2004

	First Follow-Up Survey/Makeup Days
	1/2004
	6/2004

	First Follow-Up Nonresponse Follow-Up
	2/2004
	8/2004

	Transcript Data Collection
	8/2004
	12/2004
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B.
COLLECTION OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS


This submission requests approval for revisions to the ELS:2002 first follow-up full-scale study (2004) for which OMB clearance has been received (OMB #1850-0652:  expiration 12/31/2005).  The already-approved design is described below.  The respondent universe is described in the first section followed by the sampling and statistical methodology as well as weighting.  The other sections describe methods for maximizing response rates, the special tests of procedures and methods, and the statisticians and other persons responsible for designing and conducting the study.  If the new design recommendations discussed in the attached memorandum are accepted by the government, the procedures discussed in section 2.1 below will be modified according to those recommendations. 

1.
Respondent Universe

These sampling specifications provide details of the ELS:2002 first follow-up sample design.  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The basis for the sampling frame for the first follow-up will be the sample of schools and students used in the ELS:2002 base year sample.  There are two slightly different target populations, or populations of inferential interest, for the follow-up.  One population consists of those students who were enrolled in the 10th grade in spring 2002.  The other population consists of those students who are enrolled in the 12th grade in spring 2004.  The former population includes students who dropped out of school between 10th and 12th grades, student who graduated early, and students who have fallen behind the modal grade progression of their peers (e.g., students who have repeated a grade and are spring 2004 11th graders).  Because of these two target populations and the major analytical subgroups, the full-scale study will include, and will need procedures to deal with, the following types of students:


●
ELS:2002 base year student respondents
 who are currently enrolled in either the 12th grade or some other grade in the school in which they were originally sampled 


●
ELS:2002 base year student respondents and nonrespondents who dropped out of school prior to data collection in the 12th grade


●
ELS:2002 base year student respondents who finished high school early, including those who graduated from high school early, as well as those who did not graduate because they have alternative certification, e.g., exam-certified equivalency such as GED


●
ELS:2002 base year student respondents who transferred out of the school in which they were originally sampled (including home schooled students)


●
ELS:2002 base year sample students who were deemed unable to participate during the base year owing to disability or insufficient command of the English language


●
Nonrespondents (including those who did not have parental consent) of the ELS:2002 base year sample who are at the base year school, finished high school early, or transferred


●
Students at the base year sample school who are currently enrolled in the 12th grade but who were not in 10th grade in the United States during the 2001-2002 school year.  During 2002 such students may have been out of the country, been enrolled in school in the U.S. in a grade other than 10th, had an extended illness or injury, been home-schooled, institutionalized, or temporarily dropped out of school.

2.
Statistical Procedure for Collecting Information


2.1
First Follow-Up Full-scale study Sample Design and Weighting


The procedures we originally proposed to use in the full-scale study (2004) for sampling each of type of student and plans for sample weighting are discussed below.  If the new design recommendations discussed in the attached memorandum are accepted by the government, the procedures discussed below will be modified according to those recommendations.

a.
Base Year Responding Students Currently Enrolled in the School in Which They Were Sampled 

All students who were in the ELS:2002 base year sample and who are still enrolled in the original school will be a part of the ELS:2002 first follow-up sample.  These students may or may not be in the 12th grade.  These students will be given questionnaires and tested in group sessions at their school.  

b.
Base Year Sample Students Who Have Dropped Out of School 


We expect about 6% of the full-scale study students (respondents and nonrespondents) will drop out of school between the 10th and 12th grade.  If the minority students that we oversampled drop out of school at a higher rate than this 6% average, then the rate for the ELS:2002 full-scale study sample will be slightly higher.  We will sample all dropouts with certainty.  If a student is identified as a dropout at any time during the process of updating the enrollment status of base year students, then the student will remain in the dropout sample.  However, dropouts returning to school at least two weeks before Survey Day will receive the student questionnaire and take the test.  In addition, the dropout sample will be augmented by identifying additional 2002 sophomore cohort members who, though not initially sampled for ELS:2002, dropped out of the ELS:2002 schools prior to the spring of 2004.

c.
Base Year Responding Students Who Finished High School Early 

All students who were in the ELS:2002 full-scale study sample but finished high school early will be a part of the ELS:2002 first follow-up full-scale study sample.  Included are those who graduated from high school early, as well as those who did not graduate because they have alternative certification, e.g., exam-certified high school equivalency such as GED.  Based on NELS:88 results, we expect about 1% of the base year students to have finished high school early.

d.
Base Year Student Respondents Who Transferred Out of the School in Which They Were Sampled

We expect that about 10% of the ELS:2002 eligible base year full-scale study 10th graders (respondents and nonrespondents) will have transferred to a different school between the 10th and 12th grades.  In addition, some of these students will now be home schooled.  It is desirable to retain a high proportion of transfer students who responded in the base year.  Approximately 80% of the student respondents who transferred from their base year school will be included in the first follow-up full-scale study sample.

If a base year school closes or merges with another school, or does not teach 12th graders, normally the ELS:2002 base year sample members will move en masse to a new school, and we would follow them to the destination school, which would simply replace the original school for purposes of group administration.  

e.
Base Year Sample Students Who Were Unable to Respond Due to Disability or Limited English Proficiency
We will ask the schools to reassess the capability of students selected in the base year who were deemed unable to participate for that round owing to disability or insufficient command of the English language.  All students whom the school says are able to participate in the follow-up will be part of the first follow-up sample.  However, if any such students are dropouts, transfers, or finished high school early, then they will participate as part of the appropriate group. 

f.
Base Year Nonrespondents 

For the full-scale study, many base year nonrespondents will have enrolled in the same school during the follow-up, although others may have dropped out, transferred, or graduated early.  All base year nonrespondents who dropped out of school will be in the first follow-up sample.   All other base year nonrespondents will be subsampled at a rate of 60%.    When surveyed in the first follow-up, these students will be administered the New Participant Supplement (as well as the other ELS:2002 instruments); the New Participant Supplement collects key classification variables asked on the base year questionnaire and not repeated on the student (or dropout) questionnaire.

g.
Sample Freshening

Because part of the target population consists of those students who are enrolled in the 12th grade in 2004, the first follow-up will include, and will need procedures to deal with, students at the base year sample school who are currently enrolled in the 12th grade but who were not in 10th grade in the United States during the 2001-2002 school year.  During the ELS:2002 base year survey period (spring term 2002) such students may have been out of the country, may have been enrolled in school in the U.S. in a grade other than 10th (either at the sampled school or at some other school).  Also, some students may now be re-enrolled in school, although in spring term of 2002 they were temporarily out of school, owing to illness, injury, being institutionalized, home schooling, or school dropout.

We will limit the freshening to the base year sample schools because all sample students were identified at these schools regardless of their current status, and they can be linked to potential freshened students, as described below.  However, if a base year school closed, merged, or does not have 12th graders, then we will get a freshened list from the new school that teaches the majority of the base year sample students.  

The 12th grade sample will be representative of 12th graders in the United States even though we will not be selecting new schools in the first follow-up and some schools eligible for the base year study will have closed.  When computing weights for the first follow-up full-scale study, we will poststratify the 12th graders to the most current 12th grade counts from the CCD and PSS to ensure 12th grade representation.

The full-scale study will utilize the field-tested procedures for freshening as described below.  


Step 1: Specifications for Enrollment Lists

We will ask each sample school to provide an electronic or hard-copy listing of all their 12th grade students currently enrolled.  This listing will be similar to the listing requested in the base year.

The information requested for each eligible student will be:

· student ID number;

· Social Security Number (may be the same as the ID number; this item is optional);

· full name;

· sex;

· race/ethnicity (White; Black; Asian; Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; American Indian or Alaska Native; Hispanic; other); and

We will need the race/ethnicity variables to allow us to stratify the students.  The race, ethnicity, and sex variables may be useful for nonresponse adjustments.

We will request that the electronic list be a column formatted or comma delimited ASCII file or an Excel file.  Schools will be able to provide the electronic lists via e‑mail, using File Transfer Protocol (FTP), providing a diskette or CD-ROM containing the file, or uploading the file to the ELS:2002 website.  If the school cannot provide electronic lists, then we will ask for hard-copy lists, preferably in alphabetical order within race/ethnicity strata to facilitate stratified sampling.  We will, of course, accept whatever the school can provide to select the student samples; however, we will make every effort to facilitate receiving uniformly formatted electronic files from as many schools as possible because we can process them more quickly, more reliably, and at less cost. 


Step 2: Quality Assurance Checks

We will perform quality assurance (QA) checks on all lists we receive.  Any lists that are unreadable will immediately fail the QA checks.  Since we will stratify the students by Hispanics, Asians, blacks, and other race/ethnicity, the list will fail the QA checks if it does not allow us to stratify the students, unless the original 10th grade list also did not contain race/ethnicity.  

We will also check the school’s count of 12th grade students to verify that the school provided a complete list of eligible students.  We will compare the provided counts of 12th graders with the total counts and counts by strata on the list provided of 10th graders during the base year study.  If any of the counts of 10th graders for total students or by the race/ethnicity strata on the provided list are more than 25% lower or higher than the counts on the original list, then the list will fail the QA check unless the provided count is greater than zero and the absolute difference is less than 50.  However, if the provided count of Hispanics, Asians, or blacks is zero and the original list count is less than five, the count will not fail the QA check.

Schools that fail the QA check will be recontacted by one of our institution contactors to resolve the discrepancy and to verify that the school representative who prepared the student lists clearly understood our request and provided a list of the eligible students.  When we determine that the initial list provided by the school is not satisfactory, we will request a replacement list.  If the school confirms that the list is correct or if the school sends a replacement list, we will proceed with selecting sample students.  If the school refuses to send a replacement list, then we will proceed with freshening students, if possible.


Step 3: Sample Selection

We will then identify the ELS:2002 base year sample students on the new list.  For sample students not on the list, we will determine where they would have been on the list if they were still enrolled.  To select students at the base year sample school who are currently enrolled in the 12th grade but who were not in 10th grade in the United States during the spring term of 2002 at the same rate as the initial sample, we will compare the first requested student list from which we selected the sample of approximately 25 10th graders to the new list.  If the person immediately following each sampled individual within the race/ethnicity strata
 on the new list is not on the first list, then that student is a potential addition to the sample.  Whenever we identify a potential new sample student, we will determine the next student on the roster after the newly added student and determine if that student was on the original list.  We will continue this sequence of potentially adding students to the sample, until reaching on the roster a student who was on the original list.  Then, we will repeat the process with the next sample student on the list.  If the last student on the list is a sampled student, then the next student will be the first student on the list (i.e., we will “circularize” the list).  

For comparing the original and new lists, if lists are electronic, then we will sort them alphabetically within stratum, as the original list was sorted for sample selection.  If one of the lists is electronic and one is hard-copy, then we will print out the electronic list alphabetically within stratum.  If both of the lists are hard-copy, then we will use them as is.


Step 4: Sample Verification

We will next contact the school to determine whether any person on the list identified in step 3 as a potential addition to the sample is eligible for the freshened sample (i.e., not in the 10th grade in the U.S. in the spring term of 2002).  If the potential addition is eligible for the freshened sample, then we will select that student into the freshened sample.  If the potential addition is not eligible for the freshened sample, then we will not select that student into the freshened sample.  


h.
Supplemental Sample of Dropouts

We will augment our dropout sample in the first follow-up full-scale study.  Our procedures for drawing this supplemental sample will be evaluated in the field test.  Using the base year 10th grade enrollment list, we will select a sample of teenagers from the complement of the base year sample.  Then we will ask school personnel to identify which of these spring 2002 10th graders dropped out of school.

i.
Sample Weighting


No school weight will be produced in the first follow-up because the ELS:2002 school sample will no longer be strictly representative of American high schools, owing to the birth and death of schools in the two years since the sample was drawn.   However, weights will be produced for other populations.  


If targeted response rates are achieved (both for questionnaire and cognitive test completion), one first follow-up weight should suffice for all sophomore cohort members (including dropouts) and 2004 seniors.   An expanded sample weight will permit generalization to the universe of all 2004 seniors (and 2002 sophomores two years later) regardless of their ELS:2002 eligibility status.   

3.
Methods for Maximizing Response Rates


Response rates in the base year of ELS:2002 were above 85 percent for high school sophomores.   The same procedures will be used to pursue the sample in the first follow-up.  These include extensive nonresponse follow-up of students and dropouts, as well as makeup days for group survey administrations.   Using the locating information gathered in the base year, special efforts will be made to trace students who have moved.  In addition, the use of incentives is planned as discussed in section A.9.

4.
Tests of Procedures and Methods


Most of the procedures to be used in the ELS:2002 first follow-up full-scale study have already been tested in ELS:2002 (i.e., first follow-up field test and the base year study) as well as in other longitudinal surveys of students and other adolescents (e.g., HS&B and NELS:88).   We will refine procedures for the full-scale study that were tested during field test operations.  Full-scale operational procedures and results will be documented and analyzed in a methodological report to be included as part of the first follow-up full-scale data file users’ manual for ELS:2002.   

5.
Reviewing Statisticians and Individuals Responsible for Designing and Conducting the Study


A number of individuals have consulted with NCES and RTI on the design and analysis plans for the ELS:2002.   Members of the Technical Review Panel have been described in an earlier section of this document.   In addition, Dr. Jeffrey A. Owings, Associate Commissioner for the Elementary/Secondary and Library Studies Division, at NCES has reviewed and approved the statistical aspects of the study.   Other statistical reviewers at NCES include Steve Kaufman and Ralph Lee.   In addition, questionnaires have been reviewed by the following NCES staff:  Dr. Owings, Kathryn Chandler, Lisa Hudson, Samuel Peng, Drew Malizio, and Edith McArthur.    Exhibit 6 provides the names of additional consultants on statistical aspects of ELS:2002, while Exhibit 7 lists other principal professional staff assigned to the study.  

Exhibit 6.  Consultants on statistical aspects of ELS:2002 

	Name
	Affiliation
	Telephone

	James Chromy
	RTI
	(919) 541-7019

	Martin R. Frankel
	Abt Associates
	(203) 869-1324

	Ronald K. Hambleton
	U.Massachusetts Amherst
	(413) 545-0262

	Robin Henke
	MPR
	(510) 849-4942

	Steven J. Ingels
	RTI
	(202) 728-1962

	Phillip Kaufman
	MPR
	(510) 849-4942

	Judith Pollack
	ETS
	(609) 734-1507

	Daniel J. Pratt
	RTI
	(919) 541-6615

	John Riccobono
	RTI
	(919) 541-7006

	Donald Rock
	ETS
	(609) 734-5655

	Leslie A. Scott
	ESSI
	(202) 654-6542

	Peter H. Siegel
	RTI
	(919) 541-5902

	Roy Whitmore
	RTI
	(919) 541-5809


Exhibit 7.  Other contractor staff responsible for conduct of ELS:2002 

	Name
	Affiliation
	Telephone

	Jim Rogers
	RTI
	(919) 541-7291

	Ellen Stutts
	RTI
	(919) 541-6037










































































































































































































































































� These four schools were offered an incentive due to the extra burden of either administering the survey not during the regular school day or mailing parental consent forms for student participation.  Of the four schools, two allowed cash incentives, one allowed a gift certificate, and one refused the incentive.  Again, these schools were not included in the analysis of results of the experiment.





� Although with respect to gift certificates, the experiment was inconclusive in that it was neither specifically designed to nor able to measure a specific statistically significant impact of gift certificates considered separately, schools that wish to convert the offer of cash to a gift certificate should nevertheless have that option, and are likely to expect such flexibility on the part of the data collector.  Certainly gift certificates were an explicit preference at a substantial number of field test schools.  


� NELS:88 First Follow-Up Data File User’s Manual, NCES 92-083, p. 83.


� A Comparison of High School Dropout Rates in 1982 and 1992, NCES 96-893, Table 28.


� In the successfully-conducted NELS:88 second follow-up dropout survey (the dropout questionnaire completion rate was 88 percent), dropouts could receive substantial disbursements (in the range of $50-$75) for their participation.  NELS:88 results suggest higher monetary incentives could be effective for this population in ELS:2002, although the NELS:88 case is not a pure analogue to ELS:2002.   In NELS:88, dropouts were surveyed in group sessions whenever possible, and reimbursement for transportation and costs such as babysitting were included in the disbursement.


� A student is considered a base year respondent if the student completed a questionnaire in the base year.


�  Race/ethnicity strata for students on both the original and new lists are based on the original list that was used for sampling, even if the student’s race/ethnicity is reported differently on the new list.  
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