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INTRODUCTION

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS), Office of the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for the design of the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB).  The NLS-NCLB is being conducted under the authority of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Education Act (P.L. 107-110).  The study will examine and describe how the key provisions of NCLB are implemented in the nation’s local educational agencies and schools and will assess the progress made.  Clearance is requested for the design, sampling strategy, and data collection activities to be undertaken by the NLS-NCLB.   The data collection instruments will be submitted for clearance in a separate submission.

This document contains two major sections with multiple subsections:

· National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind

A.
Overview

B.
Scope of Study

C.
Evaluation Questions

D.
Parental Choice, Supplemental Services and Student Achievement

E.
School Identification and Student Achievement 

· Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

─  Justification (Part A)

─  Description of Statistical Methods (Part B)

NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND

A.  Overview

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) is a landmark in education reform designed to improve student achievement and change the culture of America’s schools.  It seeks to “ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiencies on challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic assessments.”  To this end, it seeks stronger accountability by requiring states to set standards and targets for improvement that districts and schools must either meet or face graduated corrective actions.  It also sets requirements for qualification of teachers and raises the expectation for paraprofessionals; provides more choices for parents of children in poorly performing schools, including the right to change schools or receive supplemental educational services; and allows for greater flexibility for states, districts, and schools in the use of federal funds.  The NCLB also places an increased emphasis on teaching methods that have been demonstrated to work; on reading, especially for young children; and on ensuring that all children learn English.

The purpose of the NLS-NCLB study and the complementary “Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions Under NCLB (SSI)”
 is to provide an integrated longitudinal evaluation of the implementation of No Child Left Behind by states, districts, and schools, focusing primarily on NCLB provisions in the following four areas:  accountability; teacher quality; parental choice and supplemental educational services; and targeting and resource allocation.

The NLS-NCLB is specifically designed to assess the implementation of No Child Left Behind in districts and schools.  The sample includes a national representation of 300 districts, in which we will sample 1,500 schools, to include a mix of elementary, middle, and high schools.  In each school, we will select six teachers: at the elementary school level, two teachers will be selected in each of grade 1, 3, and 5; at the secondary school level, we will select three English teachers and three math teachers.  Specific components of the NLS-NCLB will focus on: paraprofessionals, special education teachers, parents in schools identified as in need of improvement, parents who have exercised their choice to transfer their child to a non-identified school, and supplemental educational services providers.  It will also include an analysis of achievement for students who availed themselves of choice in a sub-sample of up to nine districts and an analysis of the relationship between identification of schools as in need of improvement and subsequent student achievement.  

The NLS-NCLB will collect survey information from district administrators, principals, regular and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, parents, and supplemental service providers.  The first data collection will take place in fall 2004.  The second wave will take place in fall 2006.  In addition, the NLS-NCLB will gather pertinent documents (including school improvement plans, school report cards, and parental notifications required under NCLB), as well as student achievement data in sub-samples of districts and schools.  Finally, the NLS-NCLB will coordinate data collections with the SSI-NCLB for issues related to state-level policies and programs.

Taken together, the linked dataset on state policies, district policies, school strategies, teacher qualifications, parental choice activities, provision of supplemental services, resource allocation, and student achievement that will be developed through the NLS-NCLB and the SSI-NCLB will provide a unique resource for understanding the implementation of the key provisions of No Child Left Behind in Title I and non—Title I schools.

B.  Objectives and Scope of the Study

The NCLS-NCLB study is a longitudinal evaluation of the implementation by districts and schools nationwide of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).  Its main objectives are:

· To identify the actions taken by districts and schools to implement the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and describe how these actions may vary across the nation’s districts and schools.

· To assess the extent to which the actions taken by districts and schools conform with the requirements of NCLB.

· To identify the range of corrective actions taken by districts and schools identified for improvement.

· To measure the progress the nation’s districts and schools make towards fully implementing NCLB.

In addition, the study will document the extent to which parents in schools identified for improvement make use of choice and/or supplemental educational services and will analyze trends in the achievement of students who avail themselves of these options.

The study will focus primarily on the implementation of the NCLB provisions in the following areas:

· Accountability:  These provisions require states to have an accountability system based on academic standards and assessments.  States must set adequate yearly progress (AYP) targets that districts and schools must meet or face graduated corrective actions.

· Qualifications for Teachers and Paraprofessionals:  These provisions require states to set targets for districts and schools that will increase the percentage of highly qualified teachers in all core academic subjects and to take appropriate hiring, staff development, or other measures in order to meet these targets.  NCLB similarly defines the duties and qualifications required for paraprofessionals.
· Parental Choice:  These provisions require that students enrolled in schools identified for improvement be given the option to transfer into other public schools in the same district that have not been identified for improvement, or to receive supplemental educational services from providers with a demonstrated record of effectiveness.
· Targeting and Resource Allocation:  NCLB requires funds to be targeted for schools with high poverty rates.  It also affords states, districts, and schools considerable flexibility in the use of federal funds.  

New provisions adopted in NCLB are intended to focus states, districts, and schools on taking actions to improve student achievement.  The law embraces a variety of diverse strategies, including the establishment of clear performance goals and consequences for failure to meet them; increasing the capacity of schools by, for example, increasing the number of highly qualified teachers; and providing options to parents whose children’s schools continue to fail.  These strategies must be undertaken within an education system in which federal laws are carried out through states and districts that have substantial discretion with regard to the standards they set for implementing NCLB, the support they provide to districts and schools, and their approaches to monitoring and tracking progress.  States, districts, and schools differ in their resources and capacity and in other key characteristics that will affect the success of NCLB.  The NLS-NCLB will study how implementation of the key provisions of NCLB differs across the nation’s districts and schools.

While this implementation evaluation is broad in scope, it will not assess the effects of NCLB provisions on either classroom instructional practices or individual student achievement, with two exceptions:  To the extent feasible, it will assess the effects of parental choice and supplemental educational services provisions on parental behavior and on the academic achievement of students who avail themselves of the choices available to them, and it will assess the effects that schools’ identification for improvement has on subsequent student achievement in these schools.  

C.  Evaluation Questions

In the following, the evaluation questions for the four areas of the study are outlined separately.  

Accountability Evaluation Questions 

NCLB employs accountability as a means to help all students meet high academic standards.  States are required to create single accountability systems with annual assessments based on challenging state standards in reading and mathematics in grades 3 through 8.  Results from these assessments will be publicly reported in report cards for states, districts, and schools.  This information will allow parents, educators, policymakers, and the general public to track the performance of all schools.  States will set specific, measurable objectives to ensure that all groups of students—disaggregated by race, ethnicity, poverty level, disability, limited English proficiency, and migrant status—reach proficiency in math and reading within 12 years.  Districts and schools that fail to make sufficient progress toward state goals for student proficiency will first be targeted for assistance and then will face corrective action.

We will examine the progress made by states in setting up new, unified accountability systems that identify schools needing improvement and provide assistance and intervention to help them improve.  We will track schools identified for improvement to reveal trends in the number and types of schools identified and the characteristics of schools that are successful in making progress and changing status.  We will also examine how districts and schools have used standards and student performance data to make decisions to help improve the achievement of all students.  Specific evaluation questions and data sources are provided in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: Evaluation Questions for Accountability

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Identification for Improvement

	How many schools and districts have been identified for improvement under Title I?

· How many fail to meet their AYP targets annually?  How many fail to meet AYP for one year, for two years, for three or more years?  

· How many are classified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring?

· What are their demographic characteristics?

· How have these percentages changed since implementation of NCLB?
	· Annual state reports



	What are the specific reasons that cause districts and schools to miss AYP?

· How many miss AYP due to test participation rates, specific single subgroups such as students with disabilities or limited English proficiency, or multiple subgroups?  

· Is variation related to school demographic characteristics?
	· Annual state reports

	Over time, what proportion of districts and schools identified for improvement progress out of that status?

· Are the same schools being identified over time?

· What happens to subgroup performance after schools fail AYP?
	· Annual state reports



	Do district Title I coordinators know the status of Title I schools in their district with respect to AYP and improvement?  

· Do school principals, teachers, and parents know their school’s status?  

· Do they know what factors caused the school to be identified, and what the school must accomplish to improve its status?

· Are states providing districts and schools with timely information on their identification for improvement?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey 

· Parent survey

· Annual state reports

	Are administrators and teachers receiving mixed signals from NCLB, state, or district accountability systems?
· How do administrators and teachers respond to differences between NCLB and their state system?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey 

· Teacher survey

	What is the relationship between school identification for improvement and student achievement?
	· State or district assessment data


Exhibit 1 (cont.)

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Strategies for Improving School Performance

	What assistance do states and districts provide to improve student performance?

· What actions do districts take to turn around schools identified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring?

· What assistance do districts and schools receive from states?

· Are differences in state and district actions associated with school and district demographic characteristics?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey

· Teacher survey 

	What changes do schools and districts make in response to annual accountability reports and, in particular, in response to being identified for improvement or corrective action? 

· Do they adopt, modify, or discontinue whole school reform efforts? Modify teacher professional development?  Change textbooks and other curriculum materials?  Modify the school calendar?  Implement systematic test preparation efforts? Take steps to improve parent engagement in their child’s education?

· Do these actions vary depending on the district’s or school’s accountability status (improvement, corrective action)?  Do they vary by the number of subgroups failing to make AYP?  

· Are changes made in the teaching of social studies, music, art and other subjects not included in the determination of AYP?  
	· Principal survey

· Teacher survey

· Annual state reports

	What role do student test scores and score reports play in school decision making?

· What information on student performance do principals and teachers receive?  Are results disaggregated in ways that can inform improvement?  Are results presented clearly to highlight areas of progress and areas in need of strengthening?

· Do schools receive information in a timely manner so they can use the information to influence practice?

· To what extent do schools use student performance data to affect decisions about the use of Title I and other resources, interventions for students who are not making adequate progress, and other decisions?

· How do schools monitor the progress of different groups of students and of different classrooms within the school?
	· Principal survey

· Teacher survey


Teacher Quality Evaluation Questions

NCLB is to act as a catalyst for improving the general quality of the teaching force through several policy mechanisms.  First, it requires states to establish definitions of what constitutes a highly qualified teacher.  All new Title I teachers who teach in core academic subjects must be highly qualified by the beginning of the 2002-03 school year, and all other teachers of core academic subjects must be highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  The expectations for paraprofessionals, too, have been raised, and states must assure the quality of paraprofessionals who provide instruction to students in Title I schools.

NLS-NCLB will explore the strategies adopted by districts and schools to enable teachers to reach the requisite levels of quality and will assess change in these strategies over time.  The study will also address professional development provided to teachers who are not highly qualified.  Specific evaluation questions and data sources are listed in Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2: Evaluation Questions for Teacher Quality

	Primary Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Highly Qualified Teachers

	What proportions of teachers are identified as not “highly qualified” under the teacher quality provisions of NCLB, and how do those proportions vary by district and school characteristics and over time?

· What are the qualifications of new and experienced teachers?

· What is the association between proportions of teachers who are highly qualified and district characteristics (e.g., socio-economic status, urban/rural, etc)?

· How do teachers’ qualifications and proportions of  teachers who are highly qualified vary over time?

· Are teachers who are not highly qualified, out-of-field, or inexperienced disproportionately assigned to teach low-income and minority students?

· Are new teachers who are highly qualified entering districts through traditional or alternative routes?
	· Extant State Data

· District survey

· Principal survey



	What actions and policies are districts and schools implementing to address the “highly qualified” teacher provisions of NCLB?

· Are districts informing parents of their right to request information on the professional qualifications of their children’s teachers?

· How are districts that have not met their annual Section 1119 objectives developing an improvement plan to meet those objectives?

· How are districts working to ensure that not highly qualified, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers are not disproportionately assigned to teach low-income and minority students?

· What technical assistance are districts that have not met their annual objectives receiving from the state to address teacher quality issues and develop high quality professional development activities?

· What recruitment, reassignment, induction, retention, and professional development strategies are districts implementing? 

· What is the association between these actions/policies and progress in meeting the provisions and improving teacher qualifications? 

· What are the consequences for teachers who do not meet the NCLB requirements?
	· District survey

· Principal survey

· Parent notification documents

· Parent survey

	Qualified Paraprofessionals

	What actions are districts and schools taking to address the NCLB provisions for paraprofessional qualifications?

· What are the qualifications of paraprofessionals who provide instruction in Title I schools?

· What actions are districts implementing to meet these requirements?

· Are districts developing their own local assessments of paraprofessionals?

· What roles and responsibilities do paraprofessionals perform?

· What are the consequences for paraprofessionals who do not meet the NCLB requirements?
	· District survey

· Principal survey

· Paraprofessional survey

	Professional Development

	What actions are districts and schools taking to select and provide high quality professional development?

· To what extent are teachers participating in professional development activities that are sustained, intensive, and focused on instructional content?

· What professional development are paraprofessionals experiencing?

· To what extent are schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I implementing efforts to provide teachers, paraprofessionals, and principals with high quality professional development activities?
	· District survey

· Principal survey

· Teacher survey




Parental Choice Evaluation Questions
NCLB provides parents of children in schools identified as in need of improvement with a new range of options.  Parents may transfer their children from these schools to better-performing schools within their district.  Transportation must be provided by the district, using Title I funds if necessary.  In addition, students (from low-income families) in schools that have been identified as in need of improvement for more than one year are eligible to receive supplemental education services.  These services may include tutoring, after-school services, and summer school.  Districts must notify eligible parents of their choice options in a timely manner and must provide the information needed to make informed decisions.  The choice and supplemental services provisions are designed not only to enhance the performance of individual students, but also to provide an incentive for low-performing schools to improve and avoid the loss of students and possible restructuring.

Key issues addressed will include the range of options offered to parents and the strategies used to inform parents of their options.  We will track parental choices to move students out of low-performing schools or to participate in supplemental services, and we will look for variations in participation across districts and over time.  The NLS will also look at student achievement outcomes for participating students and at how sending and receiving schools are affected by student transfers (see Parental Choice, Supplemental Services, and Student Achievement subsection on page 12).  Specific evaluation questions and possible data sources are provided in Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3: Evaluation Questions for Choice

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Implementation of School Choice and Supplemental Services Provisions

	What strategies are districts and schools using to inform parents of their options?  

· Is the information clear and easy to understand? 

· Are parents notified before the start of the school year and how much time are they given to decide?  

· To what extent are parents aware of the performance of their child’s school and of the options available to them?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey

· Parent survey

	How extensive are the options available to parents?

· What is the number and nature of alternative schools and supplemental services providers available to choose from?

· What are the characteristics of the schools that are made available for choice?  Are they in fact higher-performing than the schools on the improvement list?  Are they located in places that are conveniently accessible to transferring students?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Supplemental service provider survey

· State assessment data

	What is the amount of Title I and other funds used to provide supplemental services and to provide transportation for students changing schools under the choice provision?
	· District Title I coordinator survey


Exhibit 3 (cont.)
	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Usage of School Choice Options and Supplemental Services

	Who participates in choice and supplemental services?

· What are districts’ definitions of student eligibility for choice or supplemental services?

· How many students are eligible to change schools under the choice provision or to receive supplemental services and how many actually do so?

· What are the characteristics of students choosing new schools and supplemental services?  Are the choice options being utilized by low-achieving students?
	· District administrative records

· State assessment data

· District Title I coordinator survey

	Why do parents choose to participate or not participate in school choice and supplemental services?  

· What are the reasons for variation in participation rates across districts?  
· How do parents choose a specific school or provider?  
· What are the characteristics of the schools that are chosen? Are they higher-performing than the schools on the improvement list?
	· Parent survey

· District Title I coordinator survey

· District administrative records

· Supplemental service provider survey

· State assessment data

	Consequences of School Choice and Supplemental Services

	How are sending schools and receiving schools affected by student transfers?
	· Principal survey 

· District administrative records

· State assessment data

	What happens to students who have transferred if their originating schools later meet AYP?
	· District administrative records

· Principal survey

	What are student achievement outcomes for participating students, compared with similar eligible students who did not participate?
	· District administrative records

· State assessment data




Targeting and Resource Allocation Evaluation Questions

This component of the study will focus on where federal education dollars go and what the money buys.  We will examine how well NCLB resources are targeted to students who have the greatest needs, including students living in poverty and students who are classified as English language learners (ELL).  This component of the NLS will include a larger set of programs than will the rest of the study, with targeting and allocation being examined not only for Title I and Title II funds, but also for Reading First, Comprehensive School Reform, and Title III funds.  The study will explore how these funds are distributed among districts and schools and how the targeting of funds has changed since the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 2001.  It will also document the amount of funds allocated for supplemental services, transportation to support choice, extended-time programs, and other NCLB-suggested educational strategies.  The study will also measure the amount of federal funds retained at the state and district levels for administrative and other purposes, how those funds are used, and the proportion of the funds that reach the school level.  

In addition, the study will explore how states and districts utilize NCLB’s flexibility provisions.  The transferability provisions (REAP) permit districts to transfer up to 50 percent of their federal funding for various programs, including the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, Educational Technology, Innovative Programs, Safe and Drug-Free Schools, and REAP programs.  In addition, the percentage of low-income students required for eligibility to operate a Title I schoolwide program has been reduced from 50 percent to 40 percent.  Finally, Title I, Part A, incorporates more flexibility than had previously been authorized, including the ability to use such funds for a broad set of activities, including teacher mentoring and induction programs, recruitment and retention programs, and financial incentive programs.  Specific evaluation questions and potential data sources are provided in Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4: Evaluation Questions for Resource Allocation

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)s

	Targeting

	To what extent are federal program funds targeted to the districts and schools with the greatest needs?

· How does the distribution of funds among school districts and schools vary across federal programs, by poverty and urbanicity?  

· Have funding patterns changed since the 2001 reauthorization of ESEA?

· How does the distribution of federal funds compare to the distribution of state and local funds?

· To what extent do districts target Title II funds to schools with the lowest proportion of highly qualified teachers, the largest average class sizes, or those identified for improvement under Title I?
	· State suballocations to school districts for Title I Part A, Title II Part A, Title III, Reading First, CSR

· District applications for federal programs

· School allocations for Title I, Reading First, and CSR

· District and school enrollment and demographic reports to the states

· Payroll and personnel records

· State and district accounting manuals or documentation

	Resource Allocation

	How do school districts and schools use federal education funds provided through Title I, Title II, Reading First, CSR, and Title III?

· What percent of program funds is spent on salaries and benefits for teachers, aides, tutors, administrators, and other staff; instructional supplies and materials; capital equipment, professional development, supplemental services, and choice related transportation services?

· What are the costs associated with implementing the Title I provisions concerning school choice and supplemental services? 

· What percent of program funds is spent on instruction, support, and administration?  How much is allocated to schools vs. retained at the district and state levels?  

· How much money do federal programs add to total resources available in high-poverty schools?  

· How do the uses of Title I, Reading First, and CSR funds vary among schools by characteristics such as poverty level, type of Title I program, grade level, school size, and urbanicity?

· How are states utilizing federal program funds for professional development?

· How are states using school improvement funds?
	· District applications for federal programs

· Detailed program expenditure reports

· School level expenditure reports

· District and school enrollment and demographic reports to the states

· Payroll and personnel records

· District accounting manual

	Flexibility

	To what extent do districts and schools make use of NCLB provisions that allow flexibility in the uses of the federal funds?

· To what extent do school districts utilize the transferability and Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) flexibility options?

· To what extent do Title I schoolwide programs integrate funds from other sources as part of the schoolwide program?  What are the barriers to combining funds?  

· How has lowering the eligibility threshold affected the proportion of Title I schools operating schoolwide programs?
	· Fiscal records that may show how districts transfer or combine funds from various programs.

· Potential survey items on flexibility, transferability, combination of funds.


D. Parental Choice, Supplemental Services, and Student Achievement

The NLS-NCLB will undertake a complementary case study of the relationship between use of the transfer and supplemental services options and trends in student achievement in nine selected districts.  The focus of this sub-study will be on examining achievement in the context of NCLB-related choice provisions for students who choose to exercise the options offered.

The sub-study has two components: (1) a descriptive comparison of choosers and non-choosers of eligible schools, and (2) an examination of the achievement outcomes associated with the two NCLB choice provisions. 

Descriptive Examination of Choosers and Option Schools

Both of the NCLB-related choice options—transfer and supplemental services—are non-programmatic.  Each provides a set of new options without prescribing in detail the educational content of those options.  Moreover, exposure to each option requires that families choose to utilize them.  Thus, program effects are the joint product of (1) the right to choose provided by NCLB, (2) the supply and quality of educational options in each locale, and (3) family decisions to use alternatives.  In this analysis, we will assess whether program resources are actually reaching the target populations intended.  

The question of whether choices are being exercised by low-achieving and at-risk students will be addressed through descriptive comparisons of choosing and non-choosing students within each eligible school in terms of prior achievement (both levels and growth rates) and demographic variables (e.g., race, income, special education status, English proficiency).  The quality of the schools available to and chosen by transfer students will be examined by comparing mean test scores in schools accepting NCLB-related transfers with scores in sending schools.
  

Outcomes Evaluation

To estimate the effect of the two NCLB choice provisions (transfer and supplemental services) on achievement, the research team will need to estimate the counterfact: how students exposed to NCLB options would have performed in the absence of those options.  Arguably, the research should randomly assign students to the choice condition and a control condition.  Random assignment of all students in this context, however, is not desirable because choice lies at the heart of the policy design.   Although it might be possible to imagine a lottery system that involves random assignment limited to students who apply for choice or supplemental services, such a design appears to be precluded by the NCLB statute, which mandates that choices be made available to all eligible students and that if there are insufficient resources to service all eligible students, priority be given to those with the lowest achievement.  For both legal and practical reasons, it seems unlikely that an experimental evaluation of the effects of transfer and supplemental services on student achievement will be possible, although we will explore any options that may be available.
  

In the absence of an experimental option, we will explore two other designs, depending on the data available and the participating school districts.  The first is a quasi-experimental, longitudinal, difference-in-difference design, which takes advantage of both within-subject pre and post comparisons and between-subject comparisons of students exposed and students not exposed to the transfer and supplemental services options; it also takes advantage of the fact that under NCLB, the options are available only to students in schools identified for improvement.  This design is quasi-experimental in the sense that the comparison group will be students who might have taken advantage of the choice options but the options were unavailable in their schools. 

The second design is non-experimental but is also longitudinal, comparing the achievement trends of students using the choice options with those of non-choosing students in the same schools who are matched with the choosers based on prior score trajectories.  
The quasi-experimental design and the non-experimental design both use a difference-in-difference design.  Pre and post comparisons take each student as his or her own comparison group.  Here, the question is whether the rate of improvement or decline after the exercise of NCLB-related choices is faster or slower than the rate before the exercise of these choices.  

Within-subject comparisons, however, rely on the identifying assumption that growth curves would remain the same without the intervention.  It is only under this assumption that comparison of observed post-intervention trends and the null hypothesis of no difference between pre- and post-intervention growth curves may be interpreted as causal.  Thus, it seems wise to supplement the within-subject growth design with between-subject comparisons to non-choosers in order to insure against violations of this assumption.  If comparable students can be located, their growth curves will provide an empirically observable proxy for the post-intervention counterfactual.
  Here, then, the estimated program effect is given by the difference between the pre and post difference of the treatment and the pre and post difference in the comparison group (hence, it is a “difference-in-difference” analysis).  

The key difference between the quasi-experimental and the non-experimental options is in their use of different comparison groups, as discussed below.

Quasi-Experimental Design

The quasi-experimental design would use a comparison group of students in non-identified schools, who might have used the choice options if the options had been available to them.  There are two kinds of schools that may be appropriate for identifying comparison students.  The first consists of schools that, like the treatment schools, have failed to meet AYP, but are at an earlier stage in the NCLB calendar, so the relevant choice provisions do not apply.  For the transfer analysis, this would include schools that have failed to meet AYP for one year.  For the supplemental services analysis, it would include schools that have failed to meet AYP for one or two years.
  The second kind of schools have achievement characteristics similar to those of the treatment schools and are meeting AYP only because their subgroup populations are not large enough to meet the state-defined threshold for accountability.
  

In short, NCLB’s phased-in calendar of choice provisions and states’ hard cutoffs on subgroup sizes create a set of quasi-experimental comparisons that can be exploited for our purpose.  The achievement growth of students using the choice provisions would be compared with the achievement growth of students in similar schools that are not (or not yet) required to make the choice options available.  Comparison schools would be selected by identifying the non-treated schools (those either meeting AYP or in earlier stages of the NCLB calendar) that are the closest matches for the treatment schools in terms of both achievement characteristics and demographics.  The research team will explore the possibility of implementing this analysis as a regression-discontinuity design (see, e.g., Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002), with number of students in relevant subgroups as the (continuous) assignment variable.  Among the comparison schools, we would then select a comparison set of students through strategies designed to match them on the basis of pre-intervention growth rates and other attributes.
  For instance, propensity score matching techniques could be used to predict which students in non-NCLB schools would have been most likely to utilize NCLB options had they been given the chance. 

Using a comparison group of students from non-identified schools raises a concern about selection bias at the school level.  If identified schools are systematically lower-achieving than non-identified schools, then comparing growth curves of students in identified and non-identified schools may be inappropriate.  Moreover, the quasi-experimental option is heavily dependent on the accuracy of the school-level matches because finding non-identified schools that are sufficiently similar to identified schools to serve as controls may be very difficult.  Therefore, we are keeping open the option of using a non-experimental comparison group.  

Non-Experimental Design

For this option, the comparison group would be non-choosing students in the same school attended by the choosers.  This avoids the problem of school-level differences between choosing students and the comparison group.  As with the quasi-experimental option, students would be matched based on their prior score trajectories.

The major concern about this option is that students who have not transferred or made use of supplemental services may differ systematically, in unobserved ways, from students who have exercised their choice options.  Moreover, within-school comparisons might suffer from cross-contamination, as the sight of students exiting the school could affect the achievement trajectories of those who do not exercise their options.  Similarly, utilization of supplemental services by some students might create positive peer effects that improve the growth trajectories of non-choosing students.  For all of these reasons, interpretation of any observed differences between choosing and non-choosing students demands caution.

Identifying Appropriate Districts

Because of resource limitations and data requirements, we will investigate the achievement outcomes associated with the NCLB choice provisions in a small number of districts.  Restricting the study to nine districts will allow in-depth consideration of key issues while holding down costs.  The quasi-experimental and non-experimental design options described above suggest the following criteria for selecting districts:

· A sufficient number of students with access to, and making use of, NCLB choice options (specific numbers will be determined later in light of power calculations).

· Longitudinally linked student-level achievement data that are also linkable to student-level data on NCLB-related transfers, participation in supplemental services, and school/program attributes.

· Evidence of variation in state- and district-level implementation of NCLB, both to increase external validity and to explore interactions with state- and district-level policy variables.

· For the quasi-experimental option, a sufficient number of potential comparison schools that are not (or not yet) subject to the transfer and supplemental services provisions of NCLB.

E. School Identification and Student Achievement 

This component of the NLS-NCLB study will examine the relationship between a school’s identification for improvement and subsequent student achievement trends.  We will use NCLB’s rules for school identification to create a quasi-experimental design that should permit an assessment of the effect of identification of schools for improvement on subsequent student achievement trends in those schools.

Statutory Background

The ultimate goal of NCLB is to raise the proportion of students who achieve academic proficiency, until, by 2014, 100 percent of students in every state, district, and school across the country are academically proficient.  NCLB includes a variety of policy levers directed toward this goal, such as additional resources, higher standards for teaching staff, new educational options for parents, and the restructuring or takeover of chronically low-achieving schools.  Most of these policy levers (with the notable exception of the new standards for teacher quality) are packaged as part of an accountability system that specifically targets schools identified for improvement.  

The process by which a school is identified for improvement is defined broadly by NCLB itself and more specifically by the accountability plans states have adopted to comply with NCLB.  In general, a school that fails to achieve adequate yearly progress (AYP) for two consecutive years is identified for improvement.  States have some discretion in setting AYP standards, but the standards must have thresholds describing the proportion of students achieving proficiency in reading and math, comparable goals for relevant subgroups of students (such as minority students and special education students), a minimum attendance rate (for elementary and middle schools), and a minimum graduation rate (for high schools).  Within each state, the same standards must apply to all schools.  Schools can escape need- improvement status by meeting AYP for two consecutive years.  If schools fail to meet AYP for multiple years, sanctions increase progressively, eventually including corrective action and restructuring.

Quasi-Experimental Design

NCLB is a nationwide policy that demands consistent application to all public schools within each state, so there is no opportunity to design an assessment based on an experimental design by which schools are randomly assigned to improvement status.  But the clearly defined NCLB rules and state accountability plans create the opportunity to establish a quasi-experimental research design to assess the impact of identification on student achievement.  More specifically, we will take advantage of regression discontinuity (RD) techniques (see, e.g., Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) to assess whether identification of schools for  improvement leads to greater increases in student achievement.

In its simplest form, an RD analysis compares the relationship between an assignment variable (such as the proportion of students achieving proficiency in the previous year) and an outcome variable (such as the proportion of students achieving proficiency in the current year) for subjects (such as schools) above and below the cutoff point that determines assignment.

Modifying the Regression Discontinuity Approach for NCLB

An RD analysis of the effects of identification on student achievement under NCLB is more complicated than the simple case, for two reasons.  First, assignment to improvement status under NCLB involves not a single cutoff point on one dimension of performance, but multiple cutoff points defined on multiple dimensions.  Schools can be identified for improvement not only because they are below the state’s proficiency cutoff, but also for reasons related to subgroup proficiency rates, test participation rates, graduation rates, and attendance rates.  Moreover, schools below the state’s current proficiency cutoff can avoid identification by reaching “safe harbor” as determined by a substantial improvement in proficiency over the previous year.  And identification occurs only if a school has failed to meet AYP for two consecutive years.

Second, NCLB is an ongoing policy under which schools are expected to meet performance targets every year—and for which the targets will be gradually raised over the course of the next decade.  As a result, schools that are not identified for improvement this year still have to worry about the possibility of being identified for improvement in the future.  Schools that are not identified but are at high risk of being identified in the future may well take pre-emptive action to improve their performance in advance of identification.  Indeed, the law clearly aims to motivate improvement in schools near the margin as well as in those that have already been identified as in need of improvement.

Regression Discontinuity Under Complex Assignment Rules

We will employ two general approaches to the challenge of the complexity of the NCLB rules for identification.  First, we will divide up the universe of identified schools to distinguish among those identified for different reasons.  Schools identified for improvement only because they failed to reach targets for attendance, test participation, or graduation (i.e., they met all proficiency targets for the whole school and relevant subgroups) will be excluded from the analysis.
  We would expect a school identified for reasons of low test participation to improve its participation rate, but we would not necessarily expect it to improve rates of student proficiency if those rates are already above AYP targets.  Schools identified for improvement on the basis of proficiency levels—overall or in subgroups—will be included in a series of discrete analyses that pair the reason for identification with the appropriate outcome measure.  For example, one analysis will examine schoolwide reading proficiency rates, comparing the change in rates of schools not identified for improvement with the change in schools that were identified for improvement specifically because their rates of reading proficiency were below threshold.  Another analysis will examine subgroup reading proficiency rates, comparing the change in a specific subgroup in schools not identified for improvement with the change in the same subgroup in schools identified for improvement specifically because that subgroup failed to achieve the reading proficiency target.  Comparable analyses will be conducted for math scores, schoolwide and in subgroups.

The second approach we will take to deal with the complexity of NCLB’s assignment rules is to directly include the relevant assignment rules in the analysis, applying the RD approach in two or three dimensions (rather than a single dimension) when necessary.  Although the prototypical RD analysis involves a single assignment variable with a single cut point, the approach is generalizable to assignment rules that involve cut points in multiple dimensions, as long as the assignment is definitively determined by the known variables, as is the case in NCLB.  Consider, for example, the rules for subgroups.  According to NCLB, schools fail to meet AYP for a subgroup only if the subgroup’s score is below the state’s target and the number of students tested in the particular subgroup is above a minimum threshold determined by the state.  Non-identified schools, then, include not only those with above-threshold subgroup scores but also those with subgroup populations that are too small to count against them.  This means that we may find discontinuities at cut points in two different dimensions: the proficiency threshold and the threshold for the number of students in a subgroup.  A single RD analysis can simultaneously examine discontinuities in both dimensions.

Accounting for Threat Effects on Non-Identified Schools

The possibility that NCLB may have effects on some non-identified schools as well as on identified schools creates a more serious challenge for the RD approach (and for any other quasi-experimental analysis that might be undertaken).  RD assumes that the assignment cut point clearly distinguishes treatment in schools above and below the cut.  In the case of NCLB, the formal policy interventions designated in the law apply only to identified schools, but some of the behavioral responses that NCLB induces in identified schools may also occur in non-identified schools that are concerned about the possibility of being identified the following year.  If so, comparing the performance of identified schools with that of schools narrowly avoiding identification could lead to an underestimate of NCLB’s effects.

Fortunately, however, NCLB’s identification rules also make it possible to clearly identify the specific schools that are most at risk of identification the following year.  A school is identified for improvement only after it has failed to meet AYP targets for two years in a row.  The only schools that are in imminent danger of identification are therefore those that have not yet been identified but that failed to meet AYP the previous year. 

Our analysis will distinguish among discrete comparison groups, using the quasi-experimental RD methodology.  Non-identified schools will be separated into those that met AYP and those that are in warning status after failing to meet AYP in the most recent year.  We will separately examine proficiency improvements in identified schools, warning schools, and schools meeting AYP.  In essence, this will permit an examination of the effects of two different kinds of NCLB “treatment”:  identification and threatened identification.  This represents the same kind of approach as was recently used in a quasi-experimental study of the achievement impact of Florida’s high-stakes state accountability system (Greene & Winters, 2003). 

In addition to schools that failed to meet AYP in the previous year but are not yet identified for improvement, we may also wish to single out another group of non-identified schools for a separate comparison.  As noted above, NCLB requires states to gradually ratchet up their AYP thresholds over the next decade.  Many states are using step increases in proficiency targets, adjusted every three years, to meet this requirement.
  Schools that are currently meeting AYP but that have proficiency levels below the state’s next step threshold may feel some threat of sanction and some need for improvement (even though they have not yet been “warned”).  Like the schools in warning status, the schools that are currently meeting AYP but have proficiency levels below the next AYP step could be examined separately.

In sum, NCLB’s assignment rules make it possible to clearly identify not only schools receiving the NCLB “treatment” (i.e., those that are identified as in need of improvement), but also schools that may respond to the threat of treatment.  Separate quasi-experimental RD analyses can be applied to each distinct group of schools to examine threat effects as well as the effects of identification.

Planned Analyses

In 2005-06, we will undertake a quasi-experimental analysis of the effect of identification (and of the threat of identification ) on improvement under NCLB, initially in two states that have statewide student-level achievement data, longitudinally linked over time.  The use of longitudinal, student-level data will allow us to account for changes in school enrollments over time and will permit stronger causal inferences than are possible when relying exclusively on school-level averages.  We will select two states that have a substantial number of schools identified for improvement as of the 2004-05 school year.
  The analyses in each state will examine whether effects differ in elementary, middle, and secondary schools.

In each state, we will make comparisons among at least three groups of schools: those that are identified for improvement, those that are threatened with identification based on failing to meet AYP for one year, and those that are meeting AYP.  We will calculate estimates of several different effects, including the folllowing:

· For schools identified on the basis of schoolwide reading proficiency, the effect of identification and threat of identification on schoolwide reading proficiency.

· For schools identified on the basis of schoolwide math proficiency, the effect of identification and threat of identification on schoolwide math proficiency.

· For schools identified on the basis of subgroup reading proficiency, the effect of identification and threat of identification on the reading proficiency of the relevant subgroup.

· For schools identified on the basis of subgroup math proficiency, the effect of identification and threat of identification on the math proficiency of the relevant subgroup.

We will conduct separate analyses in each of our two selected states using longitudinal student-level data and school-level data, to test whether school-level analyses produce results that are consistent with student-level analyses.  A longitudinal, student-level analysis is methodologically superior to an analysis based on school-level averages, but longitudinal, student-level data are not available in every state.  If we wish to examine the effect of NCLB across the country, school-level analyses will be necessary.  We will therefore use the initial study of two states to assess the validity of relying on school-level results more generally.  

If the school-level analyses in the two selected states produce results consistent with the student-level analyses (and if funding is available), we will then go on to conduct school-level analyses of NCLB’s effect on achievement state-by-state across the country.  There may be a handful of states in which the analysis will not be possible, either because there are too few identified schools to permit a rigorous quantitative analysis, or because the necessary data are not available in a timely manner.  After completing separate estimates for each state, we will consider a variety of approaches to summarize results across all states.

SUPPORTING STATEMENT FOR PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT

A. Justification

1. Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-110) builds on the Improving America’s School Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-382) to mandate the development of integrated state systems of standards, assessments, accountability mechanisms, and professional development activities that should foster the improved academic performance of students in economically disadvantaged schools.   The legislation also requires districts and schools to make yearly progress adequate to meet state student achievement standards and prescribes specific actions for failure to do so, including providing students the options to transfer to another public school or receive supplemental educational services.  In addition, the legislation requires that districts and schools make specified annual progress towards assuring that all teachers are highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  Finally, the legislation authorizes national evaluations including a national assessment of the “implementation of programs and the impact of such implementation on increasing student academic achievement” (Section 1501).  

No Child Left Behind is a far-reaching, innovative, and complex piece of legislation that requires coordinated implementation across three major educational organizational levels: states, school districts, and schools.   Federal policymakers need to know whether the actions they mandate and the programs they sponsor under this legislation are actually implemented as intended and contribute to improved school performance, highly qualified teachers in the classroom, and eventually, higher student achievement.  Hence, the U.S. Department of Education solicited a set of studies aimed at filling the information gaps about the implementation of NCLB at the state, district, and school levels.

The NLS-NCLB will be the principal source of nationally representative district- and school-level information on the implementation of NCLB provisions over a three-year period, the 2004-05 through 2006-07 school years.  The study will examine and describe how the accountability, teacher and paraprofessional qualifications, parental choice, and targeting and flexibility requirements of NCLB are implemented over time and will assess the progress made.  The NLS-NCLB will also collect information on decisions made by parents about use of NCLB choice provisions and will assess the effects of identifying school as in need of improvement and of exercising choice on student achievement.  Finally, it will assess the relationship between school identification for improvement and progress in student achievement.  The NLS-NCLB will provide the Department of Education with information with which to evaluate the implementation of NCLB at the district and school levels.

A research team consisting of RAND, American Institutes of Research (AIR), and the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) will carry out the study.  NORC will be responsible for drawing the sample and for data collection.

2. Purposes and Uses of the Data

The Department of Education will use the information gathered by the NLS-NCLB primarily to assess how NCLB is being implemented in districts and schools throughout the nation and to measure progress made over time.  The study will contribute to the congressionally mandated National Assessment of Title I and will inform the next reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  The data may also inform deliberations over appropriations for Title I, II, III, and other programs, as well as program management and improvement efforts.  

Data from the NLS-NCLB will build on earlier data collected through the Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) and will be coordinated with the simultaneous Study of States’ Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions under NCLB.

3. Use of Technology to Reduce Burden

The contractor will use a variety of advanced information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this evaluation and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on respondents at the state, district, and school levels. 

During the data collection period, a toll-free number and e-mail address will be available to permit respondents to contact the contractor with questions or requests for assistance.  The toll-free number and e-mail address will be printed on all data collection instruments.  Additionally, state-of-the-art data tracking capabilities will be used that will enable staff to avoid prompting those respondents who have already responded.

4. Efforts to Identify Duplication

This study and the complementary Study of States’ Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality under NCLB are the only Department of Education studies evaluating the implementation of NCLB’s accountability, teacher quality, parental choice, and funding provisions. Other ongoing national data collections, including SASS and CCD, do not address the implementation of NCLB. 

5. Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

No small businesses or entities, with the possible exception of some supplemental services providers, will be involved as respondents.  To minimize the burden place on the responding supplemental services providers, we will limit the time required for them to answer survey questions to 30 to 45 minutes.  All other respondents will come from schools, districts, and state departments of education.

6. Consequences of Not Collecting the Data

Failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and the Department of Education from evaluating progress made in the implementation of the largest federal program aimed at improving the academic achievement of the disadvantaged, training and recruiting high-quality teachers and principals, and promoting parental choice.  The NLS-NCLB will be collecting information on NCLB that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed to date. 

The study will also provide more detailed information on state and district accountability systems and practices and more evidence-based information on the implementation of standards-based reform than has previously been available.  Finally, the study will be the first to examine the student achievement outcomes associated with the Title I choice and supplemental services provisions and overall.  

If the proposed study is not undertaken, there will be no national data collection focusing on the implementation of NCLB by districts and schools.  

7. Special Circumstances

None of the special circumstances listed apply to this data collection effort.  

8. Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

A notice about this study was published in the Federal Register on November 14, 2003, to provide the opportunity for public comment.  A second notice seeking additional public comments will be published in the Federal Register in January, 2004.

Throughout the course of this study, we will draw on the experience and expertise of a technical working group (TWG) that will provide a diverse range of perspectives.  The TWG will include representatives from the school, district, and state levels, as well as researchers with expertise in relevant methodological and content areas.  The members of this group, their affiliations, and their areas of expertise are listed in Exhibit 5.  To facilitate coordination of data collection and analysis with the Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions Under NCLB (SSI), the group will serve both studies.   The first meeting of the TWG will be held in February 2004.

We have also consulted with the congressionally-mandated Title I Independent Review Panel that was formed to advise the U.S. Department of Education on the design of studies that are part of the National Assessment of Title I.  In particular, based on their recommendation, we have added an analysis of the relationship between a school’s identification for improvement under the statute and subsequent student achievement trends.

Exhibit 5: Members of the NLS-NCLB and SSI Technical Working Group

	Member
	Affiliation
	Areas of Expertise

	Julian Betts 
	University of California, San Diego
	Parent choice, resource allocation

	Barbara Byrd-Bennett
	CEO, Cleveland Municipal School District
	Urban schools

	David Francis 
	University of Houston, Department of Psychology


	Reading and reading disabilities, statistical methods

	Margaret Goertz 
	Center for Policy Research in Education (CPRE), University of Pennsylvania
	Accountability, educational policy, resource allocation

	Brian Gong 
	National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment
	Standards and assessments, accountability

	Eric Hanushek 
	Stanford University

Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution
	Research design, statistical methods, educational policy

	Richard Ingersoll
	University of Pennsylvania
	Teacher quality, teacher supply

	Phyllis McClure 
	Independent Consultant
	Accountability, federal educational policy

	Paul Petersen 
	Director of the Program on Education Policy and Governance, 

Harvard University
	Educational policy

	Christine Steele 
	Title I Program Manager, Wyoming Department of Education
	Rural education

	Phoebe Winter 
	Center for the Study of Assessment Validity and Evaluation, University of Maryland
	Large scale assessment and accountability programs, Title I


9. Payment or Gifts

Studies have shown that when used appropriately, incentives are a cost-effective means of significantly increasing response rates (e.g., Dillman, 1978).  As Groves, Cialdini, and Couper (1992) note, people feel obligated to reward positive behavior (such as being provided with an incentive) with positive behavior in return—in the current context, such positive return behavior would be defined as a completed survey.  Surveys that use incentives can actually be less expensive that those that do not.  Respondent incentives can substantially increase cooperation rates and may make the survey less expensive if they result in less need for callbacks or lower missing-data rates.

The annual incentive payments will consist of $10 payments to each individual (principal, teacher, paraprofessional, or parent) who receives a survey; these payments will be sent with the survey and will not be contingent upon response.  These incentives will be offered in each of the two waves of data collection.  The total amount of incentive payments for each wave is shown in Exhibit 6.  The total amount of incentives for both waves of data collection will be $352,500.

Exhibit 6: Estimated Annual Incentive Payments, by Respondent Type

	Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Amount of Payment
	Total Payments

	Principals
	1,500
	$10
	$9,000

	Teachers
	10,500
	$10
	$54,000

	Paraprofessionals
	1,025
	$10
	$6,000

	Parents
	3,600
	$10
	$27,000

	
Total
	16,625
	                  $10
	$166,250


10. Assurances of Confidentiality

No information will be reported or published that would identify individual respondents.  Respondents will not be referenced by either name or position title.  An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to any and all respondents.

Specifically, cover letters to respondents will include the assurance that, “Responses to this data collection will be kept strictly confidential and will only be used for statistical purposes.  The results will never be presented in any way that would permit any response to be associated with a specific district, school, or individual.”

11. Justification of Sensitive Questions

No questions of a sensitive nature will be included in the study, with the exception of information on teacher salaries and on extra compensation a teacher may receive for undertaking extracurricular or additional school responsibilities.  This information (not available in district expenditures reports) will allow estimating a more comprehensive and accurate cost of professional development that includes the cost of the time teachers spend participating in professional development or other forms of training.  It will also permit updating the Teacher Cost Index (the last one was estimated in 1993-94), which can be used to adjust for geographic differences in the cost of comparable resources in the resource allocation part of the study. 

12. Estimates of Hour Burden 

The total estimated hour burden for the NLS-NCLB is 30,009 hours.  Based on average hourly wages for participants, this amounts to $813,559 (see Exhibit 7).  This includes the burden associated with gaining cooperation and drawing the sample (see Exhibit 8), responding to the surveys (see Exhibit 9), and assembling documents (see Exhibit 10).

The share of this total burden associated with the study design, which is the focus of this OMB clearance package, includes the burden of gaining the cooperation of the sample districts and schools, and to provide the information needed to draw the samples of teachers, paraprofessionals, supplemental services providers, and parents.  This burden is estimated at 5,400 hours for 2004-05 and 1,800 for 2006-07.  The burden is less for the second wave of the study because the gaining-cooperation phase will not need to be repeated.  However, districts and schools will need to provide updated information to draw new samples of teachers, paraprofessionals, supplemental services providers, and parents, and to provide other necessary information.

Exhibit 7: Total Respondents and Burden, by Data Collection Year

	Task
	Number of Respondents
	Hour Burden
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	Wave 1 (2004-05)

	Gaining cooperation
	1,800
	3,600
	$144,000

	Respondent sampling tasks
	1,800
	1,800
	$46,800

	Surveys
	14,514
	10,667
	$285,567

	Assembling documents
	560
	1,475
	$51,625

	Total for Wave 1
	18,114
	17,542
	$572,992

	Wave 2 (2006-07)

	Respondent sampling tasks
	1,800
	1,800
	$46,800

	Surveys
	14,514
	10,667
	$285,567

	Total for Wave 2
	16,314
	12,467
	$332,367

	TOTAL
	34,428
	30,009
	$813,559


The total burden estimate for gaining cooperation and drawing the sample (Exhibit 8) includes:

· Time associated with gaining cooperation from districts and schools to conduct district, principal, teacher, paraprofessional and parents data collections—for example, time that districts and schools would need to review study information (2 hours/school or district).

· Time associated with drawing the respondent samples—i.e., the time it would take districts or schools to confirm grade spans and provide teacher rosters (and in sub-sampled districts, parent contact information and supplemental services providers rosters) containing teacher name, teacher ID# (where available), subject taught, and grade taught (1 hour/school or district).

Exhibit 8: Estimated Burden for Sampling and Gaining Cooperation

	Task
	Resource
	Number of Districts/ Schools
	Time Estimate (in hours)
	Total Hours
	Hourly Rate
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	 Respondent Sampling tasks
	District/School Administrator
	1,800


	1
	1,800
	$26
	$46,800

	Gaining cooperation
	District Superintendent/ School Principal
	1,800
	2
	3,600
	$40
	$144,000

	TOTAL
	-
	1,800
	-
	5,400
	-
	$127,200


Although the burden of administering data collection instruments and assembling documents will be covered in a subsequent OMB clearance request, this information is summarized below for the convenience of reviewers.

Exhibit 9: Estimated Burden for Respondents to Surveys, Per Wave

	Task
	Total Sample

Size
	Estimated Response Rate
	Number of Respondents
	Time Estimate (in hours)
	Total Hours
	Hourly Rate
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	District
	 300
	85%
	255
	.75
	191
	$40
	$7,640

	Principal
	1,500
	85%
	1,275
	.75
	956
	$40
	$38,240

	Teacher
	10,500
	85%
	 8,925
	.75
	6,694
	$26
	$174,037

	Paraprofessional
	1,025
	85%
	871
	.50
	435
	$8
	$3,484

	Parents
	3,600
	85%
	 3,060
	.75
	2,295
	$26
	$59,670

	Supp Serv. Prov.
	150
	85%
	128
	.75
	96
	$26
	$2,496

	TOTAL
	17,075
	85%
	 14,514
	-
	10,667
	-
	$285,567


Exhibit 10: Estimated Burden for Assembling Documents

	Task
	Total Sample

Size
	Estimated Response Rate
	Number of Respondents
	Time Estimate (in hours)
	Total Hours
	Hourly Rate
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	State
	50
	100%
	50
	4
	200
	35
	$7,000

	District Program Director
	300
	85%
	255
	2
	510
	35
	$17,850

	District Fiscal Director
	300
	85%
	255
	3
	765
	35
	$26,775

	TOTAL
	650
	-
	560
	-
	1,475
	35
	$51,625


13. Estimate of Cost Burden to Respondents

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

14. Estimate of Annual Cost to the Federal Government

The estimated cost for this study, including development of a detailed study design, data collection instruments, justification package, data collection, data analysis, and report preparation, is $13.64 million for the four-year study, or about $3.4 million per year.

15. Program Changes or Adjustments

This request is for collection of new information, and there are 5,400 burden hours associated with the study design.  Burden hours for actual collection of the data will be covered in a subsequent clearance request.

16. Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

After each year of data collection, the study team will produce an annual report based on analysis of the NLS-NCLB data.  The first wave of data analysis will consist primarily of descriptive analyses of the survey data.  In addition, state-, district-, and school-level documents will be reviewed and analyzed for completeness, consistency, and quality, and a summary of findings will be produced.  Baseline data on district and school performance will be analyzed to provide information on where these districts and schools are relative to their states.   

Analyses of the second wave of data will include cross-tabulations, construction of summary indices of implementation of key provisions of NCLB, trend analyses of school performance and qualified teacher gains over time, and modeling of implementation.  Achievement data for students availing themselves of choice will also be analyzed.  

These reports will provide critical information about the implementation of NCLB in districts and schools, whether and how implementation deepens over time, the factors that affect implementation, and whether the strategies adopted by districts and schools identified for improvement are coherent and effective in improving school performance.  In addition, summary reports will be prepared for secondary schools and for schools that receive(d) funds from the Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program.

The timeline for the dissemination of these findings is detailed in Exhibit 11.   

Exhibit 11: Schedule for Dissemination of Study Results
	Activity/Deliverable
	Due Date

	First-wave data: Interim Report
	

	Preliminary data tabulations
	2/14/05

	Draft outline
	2/25/05

	Revised outline
	3/25/05

	First draft of report
	4/22/05

	Second draft of report
	5/20/05

	Third draft of report
	7/15/05

	Final report
	9/16/05

	Second-wave data: Report
	

	Preliminary data tabulations
	1/31/07

	Draft outline
	2/23/07

	Revised outline
	3/23/07

	First draft of report
	4/20/07

	Second draft of report
	5/15/07
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Descriptive Analyses

Separate descriptive analyses will be developed for each of the four major study components addressing the implementation questions listed in Section C, pp. 5-13.  For each component, we will begin by creating multiple categorical classification systems at the school and district levels.  For continuous variables, such as the percent of minority enrollment, we will examine the distribution of results for each variable and bivariate relationships among them to identify reasonable cut points for creating categorical derived variables.  Classification variables common to all component analyses will include Title I and non—Title I status, school level (elementary or secondary), size, identified as in need of improvement or not, and both overall and by subgroup (i.e., urban versus rural and high versus low poverty). 

Where there is a single relevant survey question to address a specific implementation construct, the response option will be used directly as the analytic variable.  And where multiple questions address a topic (e.g., technical assistance, types of interventions), we will seek to aggregate the responses from the relevant questions, if appropriate.  Where similar information is obtained at multiple levels, we will assess the consistency of responses and derive the best estimate.  Finally, we will seek to assess the accuracy of the NCLB information received by principals and teachers.

We will generate national estimates of means, standards deviations, and ranges on all relevant variables, using sampling and non-response weights.  We will look hierarchically at the distribution of variations at the school and district levels.  Finally, after the second wave of data collection, we will describe trends over time in the national estimates.

Multivariate Analyses

For most implementation issues, descriptive examination of cross tabulations will be sufficient to address the relevant questions.  In some cases, however, it may be important to explore the relationships among background variables and implementation choices made by districts and schools, using statistical regression techniques.  For instance, we may examine the importance of district size, urbanicity, district demographics, and average achievement levels across a district to predict both availability of supplemental services providers and transfer options and the quality of schools available for transfer.  Similarly, we may examine background characteristics (size, location, performance, demographics, assistance provided) of schools identified in need of improvement associated with the type of corrective actions implemented.  The range of questions to be examined using multivariate analyses will be selected in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Education.

17. Approval to Not Display OMB Expiration Date

All data collection instruments will include the OMB expiration date.

18. Explanation of Exceptions

No exceptions are requested.

B. Description of Statistical Methods

1.  Sampling Design

Overview

In this section, we describe the details of the proposed sampling frame; sampling selection for districts, schools, teachers (including special education teachers), paraprofessionals, parents, and supplemental services providers; methods for handling the problem of non-cooperation; editing and imputation for missing data; sampling for the second wave of data collection; and determination of sample weights. 

We deem it important to include in the sample as many school districts as possible and to focus the sample on those districts and schools in which NCLB is likely to find its greatest need and impact.  The sample emphasizes elementary schools, while also providing adequate representation of middle and high schools, and it emphasizes high-poverty and Title I schools, while also including a representative sample of non—Title I schools.  The overall sample of elementary schools includes a sample of schools that have received federal Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) funds.  A sample of teachers is needed to study issues of professional development and teacher perspectives on district and school policies.  Reflecting the emphasis of NCLB on early grades and on reading and mathematics, the teacher sample will be drawn from grades 1, 3, 5, 8, and 10, focusing on English and mathematics teachers in the latter two grades. 

The emphasis on a larger district sample must be tempered, however, by the fact that the per-unit costs of including more and more districts in the sample are high.  To control the costs of gaining cooperation, to enable the study of school-to-school variation, and to support the sample of teachers, we propose a conventional three-stage sampling design, with districts as the primary sampling units (PSUs), schools as the second-stage units, and teachers as the third-stage units.  Also, we will select the sample of parents within schools.  We are proposing a sample of approximately 300 districts and approximately 1,500 schools.  We plan to obtain about two non-CSR elementary schools, one middle school, and one high school per district and to include all CSR elementary schools located in the districts sampled (estimated to be approximately 300). 

Sampling Frames

For school districts and schools, the sampling frame will start with the 2001-02 v.1a CCD databases, currently available on the website of the National Center for Education Statistics and the list of SCR schools available on the website of Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL).  The sampling frame for teachers and parents will be developed from rosters obtained from the cooperating schools.

Sampling Frame for School Districts

Our sampling frame for districts will include all districts in the CCD database with at least one in-scope school (i.e., at least one school in the sampling frame for schools).  Without any exclusions of schools (described in the next section), the CCD database includes 17,276 districts;  the sampling frame contains the 14,975 districts remaining after the exclusions.

Sampling Frame for Schools

We would like the NLS-NCLB study to focus on regular public schools within the 50 states and the District of Columbia.  Thus, starting with the CCD database, we propose the following exclusions:

· Schools with a state FIPS code indicating Department of Defense, Bureau of Indian Affairs, American Samoa, Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico, or Virgin Islands.

· Schools with any of the following characteristics: only grade pre-kindergarten (PK), kindergarten (KG), or un-graded (UG); school closed; not a regular school, 0 or N teachers; or 0 or N students.

The CCD database contains 97,623 schools.  The 83,343 schools remaining in the database after these exclusions constitute our sampling frame for schools.

All schools in the sampling frame will be classified into one of three grade-level categories.  A school that begins with grade PK, KG, 1, 2, or 3 and has no grade higher than 8 will be classified as an elementary school.  A school that begins with grade 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, or 9 and has no grade higher than 9, will be deemed a middle school.  All other schools will be coded as high schools.  This classification scheme is only for purposes of planning the study sample.  For analyses of the actual study data, sample schools may contribute to any study domains of which they are actual members.

Elementary schools will be classified as CSR or non-CSR based on data available from SEDL.

Sampling Frame for Teachers and Paraprofessionals 

From each cooperating school in the sample, we will obtain a roster of active regular teachers, special education teachers, and paraprofessionals.  Each teacher or paraprofessional will be characterized by name, contact information, and full/part-time status in the specified grades and subjects.  For regular teachers in an elementary school that does not include either grade 1, 3 or 5, we will specify a (nearest-neighbor) replacement grade and emphasize the collection of a complete roster of the corresponding teachers.  For middle schools that do not include grade 8, we will specify a (nearest-neighbor) replacement grade and emphasize the collection of a complete roster of the corresponding teachers.  And for high schools that do not include grade 10, we will specify a (nearest-neighbor) replacement grade and emphasize the collection of a complete roster of the corresponding teachers.  It should be emphasized that if a school is able to supply a complete roster of all teachers in all grades within it, grade replacement is not a real operation at the frame-building stage but rather is implemented at the sampling stage.  

All special education teachers and paraprofessionals in sampled schools will serve as their sampling frame.

Sampling Frame for the National Sample of Parents

The sample of parents will be nested within our sample of schools and teachers.  The sampling frame will include parents in sampled elementary schools (those identified as in need of improvement) whose children are in the classrooms of sampled teachers.  This will offer the potential to compare teacher information with parent information.

Within the schools, we will obtain the name and contact information of parents of sampled students in specified classrooms.  We will convert the lists of these parents to a standard format and will assign unique parent identification numbers. 

Sampling Frame of Parents for the Focused Study of Choice

The sample of parents will be nested within a sample of nine districts, nested within the main sample of districts.  The sampling frame will include parents who have exercised the option to move their child from one school (identified for improvement) to another school (not so identified).  

Sampling Frame for Supplemental Educational Services Providers

Supplemental educational services providers (SSPs) will be sampled within a purposive sub-sample of 15 districts.  These districts will include the nine selected for the choice achievement analysis.  We will obtain a listing of all state-certified SSPs operating in the districts selected, and all will be included in the sampling frame, up to 150 providers.   The intent is to obtain a balanced sample of private and public (LEAs) providers.

Selection of Samples

Selection of Districts

We will sample 300 cooperating districts selected within eight sampling strata, with the sample allocation approximately as shown in Exhibit 12.  This allocation provides a decided over-sampling of high-poverty districts and, in turn, should result in a decided over-sampling of high-poverty schools and Title I schools.  At the same time, the sample allocation provides for a fully representative sample of all districts and schools, including non—Title I schools. 

Exhibit 12: Allocation of District Cooperating Sample Size to Strata
	Poverty Stratum Description
	Regional Stratum

	
	Northeast
	Midwest
	South
	West
	Total

	High-poverty (districts above the 75th percentile of the distribution of the proportion of children age 5-17 who live in poverty, as determined by the Census Bureau)
	15
	33
	72
	43
	163

	Not high-poverty (districts at or below the 75th percentile of the distribution of the proportion of children age 5-17 who live in poverty)
	33
	58
	22
	24
	137

	Total
	48
	91
	94
	67
	300


Within each of the strata, we will draw a systematic, probability-proportional-to-size sample of districts (Wolter, 1985), sampling independently from stratum to stratum.  We will use the number of students as the measure of size for sampling.  We propose sorting the districts within stratum by metropolitan status code prior to sampling.  (The metropolitan status code is a classification of a district’s service area relative to a metropolitan statistical area, as follows: 1 = primarily serves a central city of a metropolitan statistical area; 2 = serves a metropolitan statistical area but not its central city; and 3 = does not serve a metropolitan statistical area.)  Sorting followed by systematic sampling provides an implicit stratification effect.

We will identify certainty districts (those to be taken with probability one) prior to the systemic sampling of districts.  In a recent simulation of this sampling plan, we identified 31 such districts.

Selection of Schools

We will first select all elementary schools in the sample districts that have received federal Comprehensive School Reform funds at any time.  We estimate there will be about 300 such schools. 

Then four schools (from the remaining schools) per sample district will be selected using probability-proportional-to-size sampling, resulting in about 1,200 cooperating schools overall.  In selecting these schools we will seek to balance four main goals:  (1) to over-sample Title I schools, because of the special analytical interest we have in studying the implementation of NCLB in such schools;  (2) to select approximately two elementary schools from each district, for the purpose of examining the variability in the implementation of NCLB between schools within districts, and approximately one middle school and one high school from each district; (3) to assure that the overall sample is broadly representative of the entire public school population of the United States, including non—Title I schools; and (4) to over-sample schools identified for improvement.  Some districts will have fewer than four schools, and some will consist only of elementary schools or only of secondary schools, and in these cases we will sample what is available.  Over-sampling Title I schools should occur as a natural by-product of the over-sampling of high poverty districts at the first stage of sampling.  

Exhibit 13 gives a breakdown of the universe of schools and students by school level and Title I status of the school.  For example, 61 percent of all schools are elementary schools, but they account for only 49 percent of all students enrolled.

Exhibit 14 presents potentially achievable approximate sample sizes that would support the analytic goals of the study, by school level and Title I status.  

Exhibit 13:  Schools and Students by School Level and Title I Status

	School Level
	School Title I Status
	Total Schools on Sampling Frameb
	Proportion of Total Schools
	Total Students in Schools on Sampling Framea
	Proportion of Total Students

	Elementary Schools
	Yes
	33,487
	0.4099
	14,772,696
	0.3223

	Elementary Schools
	No
	13,154
	0.1610
	6,388,905
	0.1394

	Elementary Schools
	Missing
	3,197
	0.0391
	1,451,267
	0.0317

	Elementary Schools
	Total
	49,838
	0.6100
	22,612,868
	0.4934

	Middle Schools
	Yes
	7,243
	0.0886
	4,202,879
	0.0917

	Middle Schools
	No
	7,257
	0.0888
	4,876,056
	0.1064

	Middle Schools
	Missing
	1,049
	0.0128
	628,049
	0.0137

	Middle Schools
	Total
	15,549
	0.1903
	9,706,984
	0.2118

	High Schools
	Yes
	4,876
	0.0597
	3,254,131
	0.0710

	High Schools
	No
	10,297
	0.1260
	9,308,727
	0.2031

	High Schools
	Missing
	1,145
	0.0140
	946,329
	0.0206

	High Schools
	Total
	16,318
	0.1997
	13,509,187
	0.2948

	Total
	Yes
	45,606
	0.5582
	22,229,706
	0.4851

	Total
	No
	30,708
	0.3758
	20,573,688
	0.4489

	Total
	Missing
	5,391
	0.0660
	3,025,645
	0.0660

	Total
	Total
	81,705
	1.0000
	45,829,039
	1.0000


a The student totals include zeros for a few schools whose student enrollment is missing on the CCD file.  The missing data must be imputed prior to sampling so as to give the schools a positive probability of selection.

b The count of schools excludes charter schools.

Exhibit 14: Approximate Sample Sizes for Schools

	School Level
	Title I
	Non-Title I or Missing
	Total

	Elementary Schools
	
	
	

	
Non CSR
	400
	200
	600

	
CSR
	225
	75
	300

	Middle Schools and High Schools
	400
	200
	600

	Total
	1,025
	475
	1,500


The largest districts, those that arise in the certainty stratum, will require more than the typical four non-CSR schools per stratum.  The optimum approach to this issue will be to allocate the overall sample size of 1,200 non-CSR schools to the certainty districts in proportion to these districts’ size.  For example, if the approximately 31 certainty districts account for, say, 15 percent of the total measure of size in the population, then 15 percent of the school sample, or 180 schools, will be allocated to them (rather than the 32 schools they would receive under a strict four-per-district plan).  In this example, 1,020 schools would be left to allocate to the remaining 269 non-certainty districts, or an average of 3.8 schools per district.  To ultimately obtain four schools per non-certainty district, which is what we want to obtain, we must account for the small districts with only one or two schools, reduce the number of districts, or increase the starting value of the number of schools.  Getting these numbers in balance has been the subject of simulation.

The sampling procedure will be as follows:

Let 
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schools.  In most districts, our sample will consist of four schools, but in very small districts we will be forced to take all of the schools.  Some sample schools will turn out to be Title I schools and some will turn out to be elementary schools, according to the random sampling mechanism.  On average, our goals for sampling should be satisfied.

We will stratify the schools within district by grade level (elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools), letting 
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 denote the counts of schools by stratum.  Our preferred sample allocation to strata is 
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.  If the total count of schools in a particular stratum is smaller than the ideal allocation (the M is less than the corresponding m), we will rotate the excess allocation to another school-level stratum whenever possible.

Schools will be selected with probability proportional to size, sampling independently from stratum to stratum.  We will order schools within stratum by size prior to sampling. 

The preliminary measure of size for schools will be total student enrollment.  To enable oversampling of Title I schools and schools identified for improvement, we will oversample high-poverty schools.  We will multiply the preliminary measure of size by 1.5 for schools with 35 to 50 percent of their students in a free-lunch program, and by 2.0 for schools with 50 percent or more of their students in the program.  For all other schools, the final measure of size will be the same as the preliminary measure of size.

In preparing for the simulation, and indeed for the actual sampling, we had to address the problem that the CCD sampling frame is missing data on teachers and student membership for a number of schools.  Data are missing for all or most schools in Tennessee, Massachusetts, and Arizona.  Additionally, scattered missing data exists in other states.  Our first priority was to recover the requisite data from prior CCD years or from direct state sources and merge it onto our sampling frame.  That effort will fail for a few of the schools, and in the event this happens, we will either estimate the missing data or delete the corresponding schools from the sampling frame—whichever is most appropriate. 

Selection of Teachers and Paraprofessionals

We will randomly select two teachers per targeted grade (1, 3, and 5) in each sample elementary school and six teachers per targeted grade (8 and 10) in each sample secondary school.  Typically, this proposal will result in six selections in an elementary school, two each in grades 1, 3, and 5; six selections in a middle school, three each in grade 8 reading and grade 8 mathematics; and six selections in a high school, three each in grade 10 reading and grade 10 mathematics.

Regardless of the typical case, we will sample whatever grades are actually present at the school.  For example, 

· If an elementary school includes grades KG through 5, we will sample teachers in grades 1, 3 and 5.

· If a middle school includes grades 6, 7, and 8, we will sample teachers in grade 8.

· If a middle school includes grades 6 and 7, we will sample teachers in a replacement for grade 8 (most likely grade 7 by the nearest-neighbor rule).

· If a high school includes grades 9 through 12, we will sample teachers in grade 10. 

· If a high school includes grades KG through 12, we will sample teachers in grades 1, 3, 5, 8, and 10.

The above approach guarantees that, on a national basis, all teachers in the targeted grades and subjects will be subjected to sampling.  In this sense, our proposed sample of teachers will be fully representative of the national population.

For a given school, let 
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teachers from the stratum, using a system of permanent random numbers (see Ohlsson, 1995), sampling independently from grade/subject to grade/subject.  This approach will give us two to three teachers per grade/subject wherever possible, for a total of 9,000 regular teachers.

We will randomly select one special education teacher per school, for a total of 1,500 special education teachers.  And we will randomly select one paraprofessional per Title I school only, for a total of 1,025 paraprofessionals.

Selection of Parents for the National Sample 

From a stratified sub-sample of 150 non-CSR elementary schools identified as in need of improvement and 75 CSR elementary schools also so identified, we will draw a random sample of 12 parents per school, for a total of 1,800 parents in non-CSR schools and 900 parents in CSR schools.  The sub-samples will be stratified with half of the schools to be drawn from urban areas and half from rural areas.  Within each school, 12 students will be drawn randomly from the classrooms of the teachers sampled, i.e., an average of two students per teacher.  We will then obtain from the schools the names and contact information of the parents of the selected students.

Selection of Parents for the Focused Study of Choice
In each of the nine districts selected for the choice achievement analysis, we will randomly select 100 parents who have chosen to transfer their child from an elementary school identified for improvement to a school not so identified, for a total of 900 parents.

Selection of Supplemental Service Providers

In the 15 districts selected for the study of supplemental services providers (SSPs), we will survey all SSPs, up to 150.  If there are more than 150 SSPs, we will randomly sample 150 of them.  

Methods to Address Non-Cooperation 

We will select both an original sample of 375 districts and a reserve sample of 125 districts.  Districts in the reserve sample will be placed in a random order within each stratum.  The initially fielded sample will consist of the original sample only, partitioned into replicates.  We expect to obtain cooperation from 300 of the 375 districts in the original sample—an 80 percent cooperation rate.  If this is actually achieved, we will not use the reserve sample.  Replacements will be used only after extensive conversion efforts have failed.  In that event, we will replace some non-cooperating districts in the original sample with the first non-selected districts from the same stratum in the reserve sample.  We plan to employ conventional weight-adjustment methods to redistribute the weight of the non-cooperators across the weight of the cooperators in the expanded sample.  Non-response rates will serve as simple indicators of the magnitude of non-response error.  We will calculate such rates for both the original sample and the expanded sample (including the replacements).

We will use similar methods to address school non-cooperation.  If a district agrees to cooperate, but all of its individual schools refuse to cooperate as schools, we may have to backtrack and replace the district.  Given the extensive conversion efforts we plan to make, the occurrence of this event should be negligible.

We are not proposing a replacement scheme for teacher and parent non-interviews.  We have proposed an adequate sample of teachers, and parents, including a reasonable allowance for non-interviews.  We will maintain a high completion rate for teachers, and parents, through extensive conversion efforts.  Some residual non-interviews will remain despite our best efforts, and we will adjust for them at the estimation stage, using a weight-adjustment method.

Similarly, we are not proposing a replacement scheme for SSP non-interviews.

Edit and Imputation

Following data collection, we will undertake a comprehensive program of data screening, or editing.  Responses will be examined, using various computer or manual processes, including edits for valid ranges, implausible values, missing items, and inter-item consistency or correlation.  

The district-, school-, teacher-, paraprofessional-, and parent-survey data will be collected by paper-and-pencil methods.  Thus, there will be little or no opportunity for editing at the point of data collection.

We are considering the use of imputation methods for key survey items that are missing either because they were not reported, or because they were reported but suppressed as a result of the edits.  Different imputation procedures, including regression and hot deck, will be used as appropriate, depending on the questionnaire item being imputed.  The goals for any use of imputation will be to reduce biases due to item non-response and to simplify the presentation of analytical results—making the same sample totals apply in analyses using different items—while preserving as closely as possible the variances and inter-correlations of the questionnaire items.

We view imputation as the last resort in a unified, programmatic effort to provide complete and accurate data.  The imputations are more likely to be accurate, and the analytical results are less likely to be contingent on particular imputed values, if the data collection, follow-up, editing, and error resolution procedures yield low item non-response rates for most or all items.

After imputation, we will rerun the edit checks to ensure that imputed as well as non-imputed data values satisfy these checks.  Rigorous quality control procedures will be used to ensure that each imputation program operates according to approved standards of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  The imputed values for each questionnaire item will be flagged on the final data file to enable data users to run analyses with and without imputed data and to investigate the effects of alternative imputation methods.

Sampling for the 2006-07 Wave

The initial wave of data collection will occur in the fall of 2004.  The samples just described pertain to this wave.  There will be another major wave of data collection in fall 2006.

The samples of districts and schools will be utilized as a fixed panel for both waves of data collection.  A few schools in the panel may cease operations during the course of the study, but we do not propose to replace them.  We are not proposing any sample of new schools that may open between waves of the study.

There will be a separate sampling of teachers of the same target sample size and the same target grade and subject combinations for each wave of data collection, and we propose to minimize the overlap between the samples by using the aforementioned system of permanent random numbers (PRN).  Minimizing the overlap will reduce response burden and Hawthorne effects.  Newly arrived teachers will be assigned a PRN and will be merged into the teacher sampling frame (derived from the school roster), while departed teachers will be dropped from the frame.  Actual sample sizes could vary from wave to wave because of shifts in the grade composition of schools, or because of small schools with, for example, one teacher in one wave and three in the next.  In large schools, there may be no overlap in the samples of teachers from one wave to the next, while in smaller schools there could be partial or nearly complete overlap, meaning that some teachers will appear in more than one wave.  Similarly, there will be a separate sample of parents of the same target sample size for each wave of data collection.  For parents, the sample of schools will be re-determined in 2006-07 based on updated for improvement status. 

The specified 15 districts will serve as a fixed panel for the study of supplemental service providers, and similarly, the specified nine districts will serve as a fixed panel for the study of parents who have opted to transfer their children.  However, separate samples of parents will be used in the 2004-05 and 2006-07 waves. 

Sample Weights

Survey data are often weighted to adjust for differences between the composition of a sample and the composition of the population of interest.  These differences arise partly by design—for example, differential sampling rates may be used for high- and low-poverty districts.  However, differences between the composition of the sample and that of the population also arise because of differences in cooperation rates.  Not every district, school, teacher, paraprofessional, or parent will agree to participate in the survey, and members of some groups may be more likely to cooperate than members of other groups.  Differences between the composition of the sample and that of the universe may also arise because of various forms of under-coverage.  Weights are used to compensate for all of these differences between samples and populations.

In what follows, we describe provisional calculation methods for four sets of weights: districts, schools, teachers, and paraprofessionals.  The case study of supplemental services providers is based on small numbers of districts that cannot be projected to the corresponding national populations.  We will decide later whether and how to weight these samples.  All final weighting techniques and plans will be submitted to the COTR for approval.

District Weights

We will develop district weights using a procedure similar to that used for school weights as described below.

School Weights

We will use a maximum of four steps to calculate the school weights.  The first two steps are mandatory; steps three and four will depend on research and decisions to be made later:

Base Weights.  The base weight, W1i, for the i-th school, is simply the reciprocal of the school’s two-stage selection probability, (i, equal to the product of  the probability of selecting the district and the conditional probability of selecting the school, given the district.

Non-Response-Adjusted Weights.  We will employ a weight-adjustment method, controlling for covariates, to handle instances of total school non-response.  (Recall that imputation methods may be used for missing items within an otherwise respondent school.)  Let W1ic be the initial weight for the i-th school in the c-th adjustment cell, and let Iic be the corresponding response indicator—i.e., Iic= 1 if the school cooperates with the study and Iic= 0 if the school does not cooperate. The weighted response rate, Rc, for schools in the c-th adjustment cell is
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where the sums in the numerator and denominator are over all eligible sample (extended) schools in the specified adjustment cell.  The non-response adjusted weight for the i-th cooperating school, W2ic, is then defined by
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The original sampling strata might be used as the non-response adjustment cells.  Other cell structures might be considered as well.  Any consideration of alternative cell structures would be guided by two criteria: (1) schools within a cell should display a similar propensity to respond, and (2) schools within a cell should be as alike as possible with respect to the NCLB items under study.

Post-Stratification Weights.  If necessary, post-stratification adjustments may be used to control the weighted sample totals to match counts of schools from the CCD sampling frame or other “best” estimates of the number of schools.  Post-stratification adjustments ensure that sums of weights for post-strata agree with known (or presumed known) population totals.  Such adjustments may improve the precision of the sample by controlling for sampling variability in the sums of post-stratification sample weights.

Let a denote a particular post-stratum, let Na denote the number of schools within the post-stratum obtained from CCD data or from other “best” estimates, and let Iia be an indicator of whether or not the i-th cooperating school is classified in the a-th post-stratum.  Let W2ka  denote the non-response adjusted weight for the k-th school in the a-th post-stratum.  Then, the post-stratified weight for the k-th school is given by
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where the sum in the denominator is over the respondents in the sample.

At this time, we do not anticipate a strong need for post-stratification adjustments of school weights.  Given other aspects of our proposal, we believe that the school sample will be well controlled to CCD frame counts by school stratum.  Nevertheless, we will study this matter further and decide later whether to employ post stratification adjustments.

For purposes of notational consistency in what follows, we define the post-stratified weight equal to the non-response-adjusted weight in the event post-stratification is not used.  This way, the weight W3 is always defined, whether or not post-stratification is actually used.

Replicate Weights.  A minimum of 32 replicate weights will be developed to support variance estimation based on the method of balanced half-samples (BHS).  We will determine the actual number of replicates to be used, with an eye toward meeting this overall minimum and also achieve successful variance estimation for domains.  

As necessary, we will randomly divide the sampling strata into about 32 pseudo-strata.  Then, we will divide the districts (PSUs) in each pseudo-stratum into two random groups. Based on the Hadamard matrix of order 32 (Wolter, 1985, p. 325), we will specify 32 balanced half-samples and will calculate replicate school weights for each of them.  The non-response and post-stratification adjustments will be executed independently within each replicate.

We will include an allowance for approximate finite population correction (fpc) factors for all the non-certainty sampling strata in our calculation of replicate weights.  We will properly treat certainty districts as sampling strata and schools within them as PSUs in determining their weights.

Teacher Weights

We will also use a maximum of four steps to calculate the teacher weights.  The first two steps are mandatory; steps three and four will depend on research and decisions to be made later:
Base Weights.  The base weights are determined by the reciprocals of the three-stage probabilities of selection.  These probabilities may be viewed as the product of the sampling probability for the district, the conditional sampling probability for the school given the district, and the conditional sampling probability for the teacher given the school. 

Let the conditional selection probability of the j-th teacher in the i-th school be (j|i.  Then, the base teacher weight, F3ij, is given by 
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 is the final, full-sample, school sampling weight.  Thus, our base teacher weight reflects not only the teacher’s unconditional probability of selection, but also the extent of school-level non-response.  In other words, these base weights allow us to represent teachers at all schools in the universe, even schools that do not provide a teacher list.

The next section provides a means for representing teacher non-respondents within schools that do provide a teacher list.

Non-Response-Adjusted Weights.  Statistics calculated from a survey may be biased as estimators of the corresponding population characteristics if the non-respondents and respondents have different educational, demographic, or other characteristics.  Furthermore, estimates of population totals will tend to be too small if no allowance is made for data that are missing because some sample members fail to respond.   The base teacher weights do not reflect total teacher non-response to the survey.  Therefore, for each sample member of the teacher file, we will produce a weight that adjusts for total teacher non-response.  The non-response-adjusted teacher weights will be based on weighting-cell adjustment methods, which we describe below.  We have described the imputation methods that will be used for item non-response for teachers who respond, but who may leave one or more key items blank.

In what follows, where no confusion will result, we shorten the notation by dropping the use of an explicit subscript to represent the teacher’s school.  Let F3jb be the base weight for the j-th teacher in the b-th adjustment cell.  And let Ijb be the corresponding response indicator—i.e., Ijb = 1 if the sampled teacher responded to the teacher survey and Ijb = 0 if the sampled teacher did not respond to the survey.  The weighted response rate, Rb, for a teacher in the b-th adjustment cell is


[image: image16.wmf]å

å

=

j

jb

j

jb

jb

b

F

I

F

R

3

3

 ,

where sums are taken over eligible teachers in the sample.  The non-response-adjusted weight, F4ib, for the j-th responding teacher in the adjustment cell b is 


[image: image17.wmf]b

jb

jb

R

F

F

3

4

=

.

The non-response adjustment cells will be constructed by cross-classifying the sample by appropriate district-, school-, or teacher-frame characteristics.

Within each adjustment cell thus constructed, if there are at least 15 cases and the response rate is not less than 67 percent of the overall response rate, we will compute the non-response adjustment factor.  When a given cell does not meet these criteria, we will collapse it with a neighboring cell.  The collapsing order will be specified after we determine the cross-classification variables.

An important issue in performing the non-response adjustment is the extent to which non-responding teachers are known to be in the eligible universe.  If it is known that the non-respondents are eligible, we will increase the weight of the eligible respondents to reflect all of the non-respondents.  On the other hand, if eligibility is not known for the non-respondents, we will perform the weight adjustment in a manner that assumes that the mix of eligible and ineligible non-respondents is the same as the mix of respondents.   We will study these matters following teacher interviews and in light of evidence about the lists and about what is known, or thought to be known, regarding the eligibility of the non-respondents.

Post-Stratified Weights.  If feasible and necessary, the weights will be further controlled to counts of teachers from the CCD or other “best” estimates of teachers.  At this writing, however, we do not anticipate that such adjustment will be necessary.  A major thrust of our proposal is to determine the right definitions of teachers, to ensure that schools follow the definitions in reporting teacher lists, and to ensure timely and consistent reporting by schools of their teacher lists.   If we can achieve these goals—and we strongly believe we can—there may be little or no need for post-stratification of teacher weights. 

Post-stratification adjustments, if any, will ensure that estimates of total teachers within post-strata agree with known, or presumed known, population totals.  The adjustments will improve the accuracy of the sample by adjusting for undercoverage and controlling for sampling variability in the sums of sample weights within the post-strata.

The post-strata may be based on district or school characteristics, or possibly on other teacher characteristics correlated with the NCLB items under study.  In the previous section, we discussed the manner in which we will approach the construction of non-response adjustment cells.  We will use similar covariates and examinations to establish the post-strata, if any.

We will ensure that the post-strata and weighting cells are large enough for use in a ratio adjustment and collapse small cells where necessary.  Sampled schools and teachers who do not respond to the survey or who are ineligible for the survey will receive a final weight of zero.   The sums of the post-stratified weights for the responding, eligible teachers will estimate the size of the relevant eligible population.

Let 
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be the population total or the “best” estimate in adjustment cell (post-stratum) d. The post-stratified weight, F5jd, of the j-th teacher member in adjustment cell d is defined by
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with the summation over all respondents, j(, within the cell d.

Before releasing the weights, we will analyze them to ensure that for each weight variable, the relative variance is not too large.  If it is, we may consider truncating very large weights or “shrinking” the weights toward a common mean in order to reduce the mean square error.

Replicate Weights.  A minimum of 32 replicate weights will be developed to support variance estimation based on the method of balanced half-samples (BHS).  Before determining the actual number of replicates, we will examine how many are needed to support the needs of domain estimation.  
Paraprofessional Weights

Weighting for the survey of paraprofessionals will follow essentially the same steps used for weighting the survey of teachers.

Parent Weights 

We will use a maximum of four steps to calculate the parent weights.  The first two steps re mandatory; steps three and four will depend upon research and decisions to be made later.
Base Weights.  The base weights are determined by the reciprocals of the four-stage probabilities of selection.  These probabilities may be viewed as the product of the sampling probability for the district, the conditional sampling probability for the school given the district, the conditional sampling probability for the teacher given the school, and the conditional probability for the child given the teacher. 

Let the conditional selection probability of the j-th child in the i-th teacher classroom be (j|i.  Then, the base parent weight is given by 
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 is the final teacher sampling weight.  Thus, our base parent weight reflects not only the parent’s unconditional probability of selection, but also the extent of school-level and teacher-level non-response.  In other words, these base weights allow us to represent parents in all eligible classrooms and in all identified, elementary schools.

The next section provides a means for representing parent non-respondents.

Non-Response-Adjusted Weights.  Statistics calculated from a survey may be biased as estimators of the corresponding population characteristics if the non-respondents and respondents have different educational, demographic, or other characteristics.  Furthermore, estimates of population totals will tend to be too small if no allowance is made for data that are missing because some sample members fail to respond.  The base parent weights do not reflect total parent non-response to the survey.  Therefore, for each sample member of the parent file, we will produce a weight that adjusts for total parent non-response.  The non-response-adjusted parent weights will be based on weighting-cell adjustment methods, which are described below.  We have described the imputation methods that will be used for item non-response for parents who respond, but who may leave one or more key items blank.

In what follows, where no confusion will result, we shorten the notation by dropping the use of an explicit subscript to represent the teacher’s classroom.  Let 
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 be the base weight for the j-th parent in the c-th adjustment cell.  And let Ijc be the corresponding response indicator—i.e., Ijc = 1 if the sampled parent responded to the parent survey and Ijc = 0 if the sampled parent did not respond to the survey.  The weighted response rate, Rc, for a parent in the c-th adjustment cell is
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where sums are taken over eligible parents in the sample.  The non-response-adjusted weight for the j-th responding teacher in the c-th adjustment cell is 
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The non-response adjustment cells will be constructed by cross-classifying the sample by appropriate district, school, or teacher classroom characteristics.

Within each adjustment cell thus constructed, if there are at least 15 cases and the response rate is not less than 67 percent of the overall response rate, we will compute the non-response adjustment factor.  When a given cell does not meet these criteria, we will collapse it with a neighboring cell. The collapsing order will be specified after we determine the cross-classification variables.

Poststratified Weights.  If feasible and necessary, the weights will be further controlled to universe counts of students (parents).  At this writing, however, it seems unlikely that we will be able to develop a superior estimate of the numbers of students in select grades in identified schools.  The final parent weights, with or without post-stratification, will be denoted by
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Before releasing the weights, we will analyze them to make sure that for each weight variable, the relative variance is not too large.  If it is, we may consider truncating very large weights or “shrinking” the weights toward a common mean in order to reduce the mean square error.

Replicate Weights.  A minimum of 32 replicate weights will be developed to support variance estimation based on the method of balanced half-samples (BHS).  Before determining the actual number of replicates, we will examine how many are needed to support the needs of domain estimation.

2. Expected Precision for Estimators

Exhibits 15 and 16 display expected standard errors for estimators of student-weighted proportions for district- and school-level analyses, respectively.  (By student-weighted, we mean the number of students with a certain district or school attribute, expressed as a proportion of all students.  For example, we will be interested in estimators of the proportion of students who are subject to a certain type of district-level, parent-choice policy.)  At the national level, we can expect standard errors of about 0.04 to 0.05 for district-level proportions and about 0.02 to 0.04 for school-level proportions.  

The exhibits also present expected standard errors for defined domains of study.  For example, the standard error for an estimated proportion in the domain of high-poverty districts is about 0.04.

Exhibit 15: Expected Precision for Estimators of 
Student-Weighted Proportions: District-Level Analysis

	Domain
	Cooperating Sample Size
	Sample Size After 85% Response
	Assumed Design Effect
	Expected Standard Error 

( p = 0.5)

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL U.S.
	300
	255
	1.50
	0.04

	
	
	
	
	

	Poverty level
	
	
	
	

	High poverty
	160
	136
	1.20
	0.05

	Not high poverty
	140
	119
	1.20
	0.05

	
	
	
	
	

	Metro status
	
	
	
	

	Central city of an MSA
	92
	78
	1.33
	0.07

	Other MSA
	125
	106
	1.33
	0.06

	Non-MSA
	83
	71
	1.33
	0.07

	
	
	
	
	


Exhibit 16. Expected Precision for Estimators of 
Student-Weighted Proportions: School-Level Analysis

	Domain
	Cooperating Sample Size
	Sample Size After 85% Response
	Assumed Design Effect
	Expected Standard Error

( p = 0.5)

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL U.S.
	1500
	1,275
	2.10
	0.02

	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	

	Elementary school
	900
	765
	1.80
	0.02

	   CSR
	300
	255
	1.50
	0.04

	   Non-CSR
	600
	510
	1.65
	0.03

	Middle school
	300
	255
	1.50
	0.04

	High school
	300
	255
	1.50
	0.04

	
	
	
	
	

	Title I status
	
	
	
	

	Title I  
	1025
	8741
	1.86
	0.02

	Non-Title I
	475
	404
	1.59
	0.03

	
	
	
	
	

	Poverty status
	
	
	
	

	High poverty
	600
	510
	1.65
	0.03

	Not high poverty
	900
	765
	1.80
	0.02


NOTE: Design effects assume an approximate intradistrict correlation of 0.1.  If higher correlations actually apply, design effects cited here are understated.

As usual, statistical confidence intervals (95 percent) will be of the general form
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is the standard error.  Thus, the expected width of confidence intervals for an estimated proportion will be about twice the standard errors presented here.

The standard errors are based in part on assumed design effects.  Actual design effects could be larger or smaller than the values assumed here.  Design effects should be reasonably small for district-level statistics, with a slightly elevated level for TOTAL U.S. due to the oversampling of high-poverty districts.  Because of the clustering of schools within districts, school-level design effects will be larger than those at the district level.  This clustering effect reaches its maximum for statistics concerning all schools (with four non-CSR schools per district, plus CSR schools per district).  The clustering effect is somewhat smaller for statistics concerning elementary schools (with two non-CSR schools per district plus CSR schools per district) and is still smaller for statistics for middle schools or high schools (with one school per district).  For unweighted proportions (that is, not weighted by the count of students) at either the district or school level, we would expect substantially higher design effects and standard errors.

Exhibits 17 and 18 display expected standard errors for estimators of proportions for teacher- and parent-level analyses, respectively.  We can expect standard errors of about 0.01 to 0,02 for teacher proportions and 0.02 to 0.04 for parent proportions.

Exhibit 17:  Expected Precision for Estimators of Proportions: Teacher Level Analysis

	Domain
	Sample Size
	Sample Size After 85% Cooperation
	Assumed Design Effect
	Expected Standard Error ( p = 0.5)

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL U.S.
	9000
	7650
	6.23
	0.01

	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	

	Elementary school
	5400
	4590
	4.43
	0.02

	   CSR
	1800
	1530
	2.63
	0.02

	   Non-CSR
	3600
	3060
	3.53
	0.02

	Middle school
	1800
	1530
	2.63
	0.02

	High school
	1800
	1530
	2.63
	0.02

	
	
	
	
	

	Title I status
	
	
	
	

	Title I  
	6150
	5227.5
	4.79
	0.02

	Non-Title I
	2850
	2422.5
	3.17
	0.02

	
	
	
	
	

	Poverty status
	
	
	
	

	High poverty
	3600
	3060
	3.53
	0.02

	Not high poverty
	5400
	4590
	4.43
	0.02

	 
	
	
	
	


NOTE: Design effects assume an approximate intradistrict correlation of 0.1 and an intraschool correlation of 0.15.  If higher correlations actually apply, then design effects cited here are understated

Exhibit 18.  Expected Precision for Estimators of Proportions: Parent Level Analysis

	Domain
	Sample Size
	Sample Size After 85% Cooperation
	Assumed Design Effect
	Expected Standard Error ( p = 0.5)

	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL US
	2700
	2295
	4.50
	0.02

	
	
	
	
	

	School Level
	
	
	
	

	Elementary School
	2700
	2295
	4.50
	0.02

	   CSR
	900
	765
	4.50
	0.04

	   Non-CSR
	1800
	1530
	4.50
	0.03

	Middle School
	
	
	
	

	High School
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Title I Status
	
	
	
	

	Title I  
	1800
	1530
	4.50
	0.03

	Non-Title I
	900
	765
	4.50
	0.04

	
	
	
	
	

	Poverty Status
	
	
	
	

	High Poverty
	1080
	918
	4.50
	0.04

	Not High Poverty
	1620
	1377
	4.50
	0.03

	 
	
	
	
	


NOTE: Design effects assume an approximate intradistrict correlation of 0.1, an intraschool correlation of 0.15, and an intraclassroom correlation of 0.2.  If higher correlations actually apply, then design effects cited here are understated.

3. Procedures for Data Collection

Schedule

This subsection outlines the methods that will be used for working with the sampled districts and schools, obtaining roster lists for several respondent samples, collecting and coding district and school documents, and administering paper surveys.  Surveys will be administered at the school level based upon the beginning of the school district’s academic year, thus, districts that begin earlier in the year will have an earlier start date for data collection.

The timeline below lists the current tasks to be completed for the data collection phase of the study:

March 2004 – Oct 2004
Gain cooperation from districts and schools.

Sept 2004 – Dec 2004
Administer surveys to districts, teachers, principals, parents, and paraprofessionals; collect student achievement scores; collect District Consolidated Applications including allocation information concerning Title I, Title II, Title III, Reading First, and Comprehensive School Reform; collect payroll information from districts; collect school and district improvement plans and other documentation.

Sept 2005 – Dec 2005
Collect expenditures reports from districts.

Sept 2006 – Dec 2006
Administer surveys to districts, teachers, principals, parents, paraprofessionals and supplemental services providers (SSPs); collect school and district improvement plans and other documentation.

Further details for each wave of data collection are discussed below.

Institutional Review Board (IRB)

Prior to the beginning of the district and school recruitment process for the NLS-NCLB, the proposed study protocol will be submitted to the Department of Education and to the IRB Committee.  Drafts of all instruments to be used in the study and a study summary will be submitted along with the required protocol submission.   Each year of the study, we will apply for extended IRB approval, fulfilling any necessary steps to do so.  

Gaining Cooperation of Districts and Schools

Before data collection can occur, the cooperation of sampled districts and schools must be obtained.  Districts and schools will be recruited between March and September 2004 on a rolling basis.  Once we have the consent of an individual district, we will begin to recruit that district’s schools.  Immediately after a district accepts to cooperate, recruitment of its sampled schools will begin.  Recruitment at these levels involve developing materials and systems to track cooperation, dissemination of materials to district and school officials, prompting by our call center staff or field staff, and receipt of district and school agreement forms and teacher and paraprofessional roster information.  We will also seek the cooperation of various subsamples of districts and schools to assist in preparation for the parent and SSP surveys and the collection of student achievement scores, as well as various documents to be discussed below.

To begin the recruitment process, The U.S. Department of Education will send a letter to each state, district, and school in the sample, introducing the study, emphasizing its importance, inviting participation and cooperation, and requesting districts that require clearance to accept a generic research clearance package.  We will also seek to obtain letters of endorsements from each State Chief Education Officers and the Council Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), including their Education Information Advisory Committees (EIACs).

Initial Activities:  

Before contacting sampled districts and schools to obtain and maintain their cooperation in the study, we will conduct the following planning and pre-field work preparation:

Systems Preparations:

· Set up a case management system (CMS) for the study that will take into account the usage of the system by call center staff and nation-wide field staff.  One component of the CMS is the CM Field, a web-based software program that was developed specifically for data collection needs.  This system will allow staff to track progress at individual districts and schools.

· Load any necessary district and school contact and sample information into the system.  This information will be updated yearly.

· Develop case IDs for districts, schools, and respondents that are logical yet maintain a high level of confidentiality, in order to manage cases in an effective manner within the CMS.  These IDs will remain the same throughout the study, and respondent IDs will link to those of their districts and schools.  
· Implement a receipt control (RC) system that will be used to track materials.  The RC system, through which staff will track receipt of materials such as agreement forms, roster information, and hardcopy questionnaires, will link with the CMS, thereby allowing both the call center and the field and survey management staff access to the system for the purpose of reviewing particular cases and recruitment or data-collection-related documents.  Additionally, the RC system will report overall progress to the project director.
Materials Development:

· Develop pertinent materials and set up a toll-free number and study-specific e-mail account.  Although all informational materials distributed to obtain cooperation will describe the voluntary nature of the study, the emphasis will be on confidentiality protocol and the importance of each participant in the sample.

· The development of materials will include advance letters and supplementary materials, a brochure, an NLS-NCLB logo and training materials for call center and field staff.  

· Training manuals, job aids, frequently asked questions, and scripts are examples of materials that will be supplied to call center and field staff as training materials.  Prior to school-level recruitment, the materials developed will be updated and refined on the basis of knowledge and experience gained during the district-level activities.

District Pre-Fieldwork Activities  

The first task in the gaining-cooperation phase is procuring the cooperation of the districts in which the NLS-NCLB schools are to be sampled.  Because some districts may require a district research clearance package, a generic package that details information concerning the components of the study will be developed.  Non-generic research clearance packages will be produced for approximately 25 percent of the districts.  Then, as detailed below, the call center and field staff will secure consent from the sampled districts.  We will initially recruit 375 districts (holding 75 districts in reserve) to obtain the final desired sample size of 300 districts (see section B.1).  A strong letter from the federal U.S. Department of Education, as mentioned, will be supplied to states, districts, and schools to facilitate gaining cooperation.

For both the main data collection component and the targeting and resource allocation component, we will review district websites to gather any information that may be relevant to gaining cooperation or to research clearance protocols, such as the correct departments and contact names to address and specific information that must be included in the research clearance packages.  If the information is not available on district websites, staff will contact the districts directly.  

Each district in the sample will be sent an advance letter, a professionally produced brochure, a list of the district’s schools in the NLS-NCLB sample, and a general research clearance package, along with an agreement form to sign and a pre-addressed, stamped business reply envelope (BRE) addressed to the production center.  The government endorsement letter will also be included.  The agreement form will state that by signing, the respective district official has agreed to allow the NLS-NCLB to be conducted in the district for the duration of the study.  The package will be addressed to the person who is in charge of research approval within the district.

School Pre-Fieldwork Activities 

The second task in the gaining-cooperation phase concerns school-level participation in the study.  As mentioned, school recruitment will occur on a rolling basis; thus, not all districts will have agreed to participate when school cooperation begins.  Once individual districts have agreed to participate in the study, we will mail materials to the sampled schools within that district and will begin contact, even while other districts are still in the recruitment phase.  The mailouts to schools in districts that have approved the study will occur in weekly batches in order to most efficiently use staff resources.  

In addition to collecting signed agreement forms at the school level, we will gather roster information on teachers, including special education teachers and Title I paraprofessionals, as discussed below.  The advance packages will be addressed to principals by name; we will obtain names from school and district websites.  Where names are not found on websites or where websites are not available, staff will procure the information by calling the schools.  

Schools in the sample will be sent an advance letter, a brochure, a copy of the signed district consent letter, a study agreement form, and a postage-paid return envelope (BRE) addressed to the production center.  Like the district agreement form, the school form will serve as a record that the principal has agreed to have the school participate for the duration of the study.  Advance materials will mention that we will collect the roster information on principals, teachers, and Title I paraprofessionals after recruitment.  

Incentives  

All materials sent to the districts and schools will mention the offer of a $10 incentive for participating principals, teachers, paraprofessionals, and parents.  During data collection, we will distribute incentives to participating respondents in these schools.

Training Call Center and Field Staff for Recruitment Activities 

All call center and field staff will be thoroughly trained on issues concerning confidentiality.  Individuals experienced in working with schools or other institutions will be recruited for the study.  Survey management staff will train call center staff during a one-day in-person training session.  Field managers will be trained via phone in a half-day session prior to the call center staff training session; home study will be used as well.

Before their training sessions, call center and field staff will be supplied with training materials, including a manual, job aids, frequently asked questions, scripts, and assignment materials, as well as copies of advance materials sent to the districts and schools.  They will receive training on the nature and details of the study, on techniques for gaining cooperation, and on confidentiality issues and administrative tasks such as reporting.  In addition, staff will receive training regarding the particular uses of the case management system (CMS) for the NLS-NCLB, including CM Field.  The materials and training sessions will focus on the relevant sample (district- or school-level); however, we will use the district materials as a basis for the school materials, building and improving on them.  After they have successfully gone through a “checkout” process with their supervisors, call center staff will begin contacting either the districts or schools.  This process will enable supervisors to ascertain each interviewer’s familiarity with both the materials and important elements of the study.  

Gaining-Cooperation Activities: Districts and Schools  

Follow-up calls on advance materials sent to districts and schools will be made within a week of the advance mailings.  Staff will ensure that packages were received and will verify the proper person at each level from whom written acknowledgment of cooperation in the form of an agreement letter can be obtained.  Written agreement will assist in retaining the sample longitudinally, particularly in the event of district or school staff turnover.  The call center and field staff will maintain the NLS-NCLB cases within the CSM, updating names, contact information and dispositions (a numeric code for the status of each case).  Staff will also record call notes from their contacts with the districts and schools.

As part of the gaining-cooperation phase, the call center and field staff will ask about the best time to collect teacher and paraprofessional roster information (see Roster Process below).

Survey management staff will work with the Field Managers to develop refusal and/or prompting materials and techniques over the course of the gaining-cooperation phase.  Possible materials to be developed for this use are letters that will be mailed to schools or districts and scripts for the staff to use for both refusal aversion and conversion purposes.  Throughout the gaining-cooperation phase, call center staff will attend weekly meetings (via phone or in person) with their supervisors and other team members to discuss their progress.  NLS-NCLB Field Managers will meet weekly with the survey management staff to address issues identified during weekly staff calls.

Throughout the study, call center and field staff will maintain cooperation at the district level, using brief reminder phone calls or letters where needed.  Because staff turnover at the district level may be an issue, staff will be prepared to work with new district contacts to discuss the study and answer any questions the new contacts may have.

The RC system will be used to store agreement forms from the districts and schools, as well as teacher and paraprofessional roster information gathered over the phone.  The call center and field staff will use their CMSs to check on the status of cases.  The next step in the teacher and paraprofessional roster process, data entry, is detailed below.

Roster Process

In fall 2004, regular teacher, special education teacher, and Title I paraprofessional roster information will be collected from participating schools.  Staff will gather this information via phone; however, if necessary, a hardcopy roster will be requested and will be edited for teachers sampled.  A roster letter will be mailed or faxed to schools defining the required teacher parameters (grades and subjects) prior to these calls.  For elementary schools, the names of 1st, 3rd, and 5th grade regular teachers will be requested.  For middle schools, the names of 8th grade math and reading teachers will be requested, and for high schools, 10th grade math and reading teachers will be requested (see sampling plan for steps that will be taken if the listed grades/subjects are not available).  To obtain this information, staff will first attempt to speak to the principal’s administrative assistant, who would have the most ready access to the information.  If the assistant is not available, staff will contact other staff at the school who are able to provide the necessary information.  Staff will then record and transmit the information to the production center.

For the parent sample, the call center and field staff will first work with school coordinators to select a random sample of two students in each of the classrooms of the sampled teachers.  They will then request name and contact information for only the parents of the selected students.  Staff will gather both residential addresses and telephone numbers.  For the roster of supplemental services providers (SSPs), staff will obtain state lists of approved SSPs for the 15 selected districts and will then verify which ones are in fact available to the selected districts within the chosen states.   

Call center and field staff will enter the roster information into a roster database; IDs will be assigned to the respondents at this time.  If files are received electronically, they will be “normed” to meet the database needs, and IDs will be assigned appropriately.  Once each school’s roster is complete, the roster will be included in the receipt control (RC) system.  Following the completion of all data entry, sampling for each population will be conducted.

Data Collection Wave One

The first of two rounds of survey data collection for the NLS-NCLB will take place in fall 2004.  Data collection activities will include systems and materials development and survey administration.  Hardcopy questionnaires received will be logged electronically.  In addition, extant school and district data and the first year of targeting and resource allocation data will be collected.

Pre-Survey Activities
For each respondent level, we will develop introduction letters and a study brochure that contain clear and concise statements concerning confidentiality, the voluntary nature of the study, and the importance of the NLS-NCLB.  Letters and hardcopy questionnaires will be mailed to district Title I and Title II coordinators, principals, teachers, paraprofessionals, parents, and supplementary educational services providers.  The previously developed case management and RC systems will be updated with respondent information, including information collected from rosters and from ongoing casework.

Staff will be trained to acknowledge, edit, and normalize federal applications for Title I, Reading First, Title II, Comprehensive School Reform, and Title III from all 300 districts.  

Data Collection Training for Call Center and Field Staff  

Qualified call center and field staff—preferably staff with experience in the previous phase—will be recruited for the data collection phase.  The in-person or phone training for the call center and field staff will occur over a half-day and will include a background of the previous gaining-cooperation and roster collection efforts, confidentiality protocols, data collection procedures, overviews of each questionnaire, and any systems-related training (such as CM Field).  Management staff will also prepare mock interview sessions for the call center staff, where they will practice with mock respondents.  A final mock data collection “call” will serve as part of the “checkout” process for call center staff to ensure the quality of the subsequent respondent calls.

District Questionnaires  

At the district level, a PAPI survey will be administered to Title I and Title II coordinators, with a cover letter introducing the NLS-NCLB that discusses confidentiality and the voluntary nature of the study and asks for the respondents’ participation.  The district respondent letter will contain the study e-mail address and the toll-free phone number.

 The package will also contain a study brochure along with a hardcopy questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope.  Call center staff will follow up on the district respondent mailings within a week.  They will confirm the arrival of each Fed Ex delivery and will offer to answer questions.  Field staff will visit non-responding district Title I and Title II district coordinators, and prompting letters will be sent to encourage their participation.  

School, Teacher, Paraprofessional Questionnaires

Hardcopy questionnaires will also be administered to four populations within participating schools:  principals, teachers (including special education teachers), and Title I paraprofessionals.  Along with the questionnaire, a cover letter will be sent to each principal, reminding him or her of the study and asking for his or her participation.  Since this will be the first time that teachers will be contacted concerning the study, a cover letter will also accompany the teacher and paraprofessional PAPI questionnaires, introducing the NLS-NCLB, discussing confidentiality and the voluntary nature of the study and asking for the respondents’ participation.  The cover letter and questionnaire, along with a brochure and pre-addressed stamped return envelope, will be sent in a bulk package via Fed Ex to the attention of a school coordinator for distribution to sampled teachers and paraprofessionals.  The respondent letters will contain the study e-mail address and the toll-free phone number.

Call center staff will follow up on the principal mailings within a week.  The web option will be presented to principals as well.   Within a week, the RC team at the Production Center will begin to receive and acknowledge teacher and paraprofessionals’ questionnaires.  RC staff will regularly adjudicate arriving data with the case dispositions in the system.  Subsequently, the CADE team will begin to enter the questionnaire data into the system.  

Over the next month, call center staff will continue to contact principals, and prompting letters or refusal conversion letters will be sent to teachers and paraprofessionals to encourage their participation.  Cooperating principals will also be used as a prompting incentive for teachers.  Alternative prompting methods will be used for teachers and paraprofessionals since they do not have ready access to telephones at work, and home numbers are difficult to obtain from schools.

After one or two prompting letters to non-participating teachers and paraprofessionals, staff will attempt to contact them through the school office via phone.  They will prompt non-responding principals at this time as well.  Because the field staff will be located throughout the country, they will be available to go in person to collect teacher questionnaires where necessary, if funds allow.

Parent Questionnaires

A PAPI questionnaire will be administered to a sample of 3,600 parents in 2004 and in 2006.  A study brochure and a letter describing the importance of the study will be sent to parents at home, along with the hardcopy questionnaire.  After one prompting letter to non-participating parents, call center staff will begin prompting respondents a week after the advance mailings are delivered.  For Spanish-speaking parents, a Spanish version of the questionnaire will also be included in the package sent, and bilingual callers will be used for follow-up.  

Supplemental Educational Services Provider Questionnaires

The SSP questionnaire will be completed in 2006 via PAPI.  Like the district and school respondents, SSP respondents will receive a cover letter and a study brochure detailing the importance of the NLS-NCLB and the necessity of the respondent’s participation.  Prompting by telephone interviewers will follow.

Student Achievement Data Collection 

Longitudinal student-level achievement data will also be collected.  Student names will not be gathered; however, state, district, and/or school ID numbers will be necessary to longitudinally track the students.  Because the study is being conducted under contract for the U.S. Department of Education, there are no FERPA restrictions on obtaining the student data without individual parent consent.  All scores will be obtained from the district office in order to not burden schools.  Data will preferably be collected in electronic format.  

Collection of Documents 
District improvement plans will be collected from all 300 districts in the study.  For four schools in each of 25 districts, further documentation, including school improvement plans, report cards, and parental notifications, will be collected.  A pre-paid return envelope addressed to the production center will be provided.  In addition to utilizing district and school staff to obtain the above documentation, staff will use district and school websites as potential resources.

Budget and Expenditures Documents

In 2004, for all 50 states, district allocation data for all school districts as well as the sample districts’ Consolidated Applications that will include documentation for five federal programs (Title I, Title II, Title III, Comprehensive School Reform, and Reading First) will be collected from state departments of education.  In some cases, the CSR and Reading First applications may be separate documents.  

Also in 2004, for all 300 districts in the study, the district Consolidated Application, Comprehensive School Reform application, Reading First application and payroll data will be collected during 2004, and in 2005, expenditure data will be collected for the 2004-05 school year.   Applications will only be collected from those districts that were not available from their respective state departments of education.  Before contacting individual districts for this information, staff will first investigate the availability of the applications online; states may also be a viable resource for these documents.  If none of these options is available, staff will contact the Federal Programs Director in each district.  Upon determining the most appropriate contact for the applications, a cover letter, study brochure, and self-addressed pre-paid envelope will be sent to request the documents.   Staff will call the respondents a few days after the mailing to ensure that the packages were received and to answer any questions the district contacts may have. After the applications are receipted, staff will edit the documents to extract the data points necessary for analysis.  These data points will then be stored and normalized in an electronic format.

In fall 2004, staff will contact the chief school business official in each sampled district to discuss the expenditure data that will be collected in fall 2005 and to obtain account codes that will be needed to “read” the data.  Also at this time, we will collect payroll information, preferably in electronic format, for sampled schools for the 2004-05 school year.  Approximately six variables for payroll information, including salary and FTE, will be collected; account codes will be obtained as well.  If electronic files are not available, the data will be either scanned or CADE’d.  

Because the study schedule does not include time for a pilot test, the first few districts contacted will serve as a test of the assumptions for this component of the study.  

Data Collection Wave Two

The second and final round of data collection for the NLS-NCLB will take place in the fall of the 2006 school year.  Data collection activities will include updating the systems and materials from Wave One.  The same processes will occur for the actual data collection from districts, schools, teachers, paraprofessionals, parents, and supplemental services providers.

Data Deliveries

Comprehensive file documentation will accompany all data deliveries.  This documentation will include codebooks and any additional information that may be needed for ease of use.  All data deliveries will be transmitted via a secured FTP site or by secured delivery such as FedEx.  A final data collection methodology report will be produced.

At the close of the project, hardcopy documents will be destroyed and electronic data will be archived.

4. Methods to Maximize Response Rate

District- and school-based data collection is a complicated process that requires careful planning.  We will expand on strategies suggested by PPSS and used in other PPSS studies in our attempt to achieve the targeted 85 percent response rate.  To achieve a high response rate for the NLS-NCLB, we plan to seek letters of support from the U.S. Department of Education and from the departments of education in the states from which our district and school sample are drawn.  We plan to institute procedures at the district and school levels that will include personalized letters, along with information packets about the study.  In addition, and as needed, we will make follow-up telephone calls to districts and schools.  Additional letters, faxes, and telephone calls will be used as necessary to obtain survey responses from school principals, teaches, paraprofessionals, parents, and supplementary educational services providers. 

Our strategies and procedures for achieving the desired response rate on NLS-NCLB are designed to reduce respondent burden.  In recent years, an increase in routine school activities has left teachers and principals with virtually no spare time for ancillary activities.  Our approach seeks to alleviate any burden respondents may associate with participation by recognizing and working within their current schedule of activities to ensure their cooperation.

We believe that the planned follow-up to participants will help increase response rates.  We plan to design brochures and evaluation briefs highlighting the importance of the study’s findings to improving education and learning conditions in Title I schools and to informing policy at the federal level.  These materials will then be distributed to schools or posted on external RAND websites accessible by schools.  This information will help provide feedback to participants, and will emphasize the contributions they are making by their participation in the study.

In sum, following up with phone calls, letters, and faxes; offering an honorarium; and providing feedback to participants are key components of our plan to maximize response rates. 

5. Expert Review and Cognitive Labs

All questionnaires will be reviewed by leading experts and will be tested in cognitive labs.  In this phase, researchers will question district administrators, principals, teachers, and parents to find out what they were thinking when answering specific survey items.  These procedures will provide invaluable data on the effectiveness of the instruments, the clarity and cognitive burden of the items, and whether intended survey items create valid scales of underlying constructs.  All instruments will also be reviewed after the first wave of data collection.

Expert Review

We will ask the appropriate experts who are serving on the NLS-NCLB Technical Work Group to review the surveys.  Dr. Andrew Porter and Dr. Laura Desimone, the senior technical consultants for the NLS-NCLB, will also review the surveys.

Cognitive Testing

We will conduct cognitive interviews for the surveys of district administrators, principals, teachers, paraprofessionals, and parents to ascertain how well respondents comprehend the items, how the items relate to their own experience, how items responses are selected and reported, and how respondents judge the usefulness of the items.  These cognitive interviews will be conducted with up to eight respondents for each survey.

6. Individual and Organizations Involved in Project

RAND is the prime contractor for the NLS-NCLB; AIR and NORC are subcontractors.  Drs. Georges Vernez, Michael Garet, and Beatrice Birman will be co-principal investigators.  Dr. Georges Vernez will also be the project director, assisted by two co-deputy project directors, Dr. Kerstin Carlson LeFloch and Dr. Scott Naftel.  The project will draw upon the expertise of two senior technical consultants, Dr. Andrew Porter and Dr. Laura Desimone.  Dr. Kirk Wolter, NORC, is the sampling statistician for the NLS-NCLB, and NORC will collect the survey data and documents.  Contact information for these individuals and organizations is provided in Exhibit 19.

Exhibit 19: Individuals and Organizations Involved in the Project

	Responsibility
	Organization
	Contact Name

	
	
	

	Co-Principal Investigator
	AIR
	Dr. Beatrice Birman

	Co-Principal Investigator
	AIR
	Dr. Mike Garet

	Co-Principal Investigator
	RAND
	Dr. Georges Vernez

	
	
	

	Project Director
	RAND
	Dr. Georges Vernez

	Co-Deputy Director
	AIR
	Dr. Kerstin Carlson-LeFloch

	Co-Deputy Director
	RAND
	Dr. Scott Naftel

	
	
	

	Consultants

	Senior Technical Advisor
	Vanderbilt University
	Dr. Andrew Porter

	Senior Technical Advisor
	Vanderbilt University
	Dr. Laura DeSimone

	
	
	

	Data Collection/Subcontractor

	Sampling Statistician
	NORC
	Dr. Kirk Wolter

	Survey Administration and Data Collection
	NORC
	Mary Hess and

Marie Halverson
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�   The Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions Under NCLB (SSI) will assess the implementation of policies and activities being conducted by states in response to the standards, assessments, accountability, and teacher quality provisions of NCLB.


� Mean test score is an imperfect indicator of school effectiveness but a somewhat better indicator of potential peer effects from transfer.


� An experimental design would require the research team to find districts that (1) have choice schools and supplemental services programs that are oversubscribed, (2) compile applicant lists with sufficient integrity, and (3) select students through some sort of lottery from those lists.  News reports suggest that oversubscription of choice schools is not uncommon, despite the legal requirement to accommodate all eligible applicants.  Whether supplemental services are frequently oversubscribed is far less clear; there have been a number of reports of undersubscription of supplemental services.  Even in cases of oversubscription, we have no evidence that districts maintain high-quality applicant lists and use lotteries to select among applicants.  We judge the likelihood of finding such cases to be low.  





�  Observation of matched no-treatment comparison students also allows for the possibility that potential change in growth rates might be correlated with family and social capital and with other background characteristics (Shkolnik et al., 2002).  


� Admittedly, schools in different stages of the NCLB calendar will have somewhat different histories, so it will be important to compare the descriptive characteristics of such schools and select a subset that are the best matches for the treatment schools.


� In Pennsylvania, for example, schools are not accountable for the performance of subgroups with fewer than 40 students.  As a result, higher-achieving large schools are sometimes identified as in need of improvement on the basis of subgroup performance, while smaller schools (i.e., those with fewer than 40 students in subgroups) sometimes meet AYP even if their achievement levels are actually lower.


� In the context of a regression-discontinuity design, this would involve including pre-intervention growth rate and/or other related covariates as conditioning variables in the regression models.  


� Schools that were identified for improvement under the pre-NCLB Elementary and Secondary Education Act may need to be excluded from the analysis as well.  The analysis requires examining changes in the performance of schools starting at the time of identification, given the sanctions associated with NCLB.  In consequence, we will need to restrict the analysis to schools initially identified under NCLB, excluding those identified under the prior law.


� Our expectation is that it will not be necessary to conduct separate analyses for each discrete subgroup.  Instead, we believe it should be possible to conduct the analyses for all subgroups together—although in each school, the relevant outcome measure will be the proficiency rate for the specific subgroup for which last year’s proficiency rate was the reason for identification.  Implicitly, NCLB assumes that schools will improve the proficiency rates of any and all subgroups that are currently below proficiency.  We will use the empirical data to examine whether this assumption is reasonable (i.e., whether schools show comparable rates of improvement for all subgroups that are below proficiency) to confirm whether it is appropriate to include them together in a single analysis.  Our analysis will take account of the fact that, within each school, proficiency rates of different subgroups are likely to be correlated. 


� In fact, the RD analysis in this instance would probably involve three dimensions, also including the safe harbor provision, which applies to subgroup proficiency levels as well as to schoolwide proficiency levels.


� Greene and Winters did not use a formal regression discontinuity analysis, but they constructed a series of comparison groups that relied on a quasi-experimental design and sought to examine threat effects as well as direct effects of identification.  Florida’s accountability system predates NCLB, but like NCLB, it evaluates schools on the basis of achievement test results, and like NCLB, it requires that a school have two years of poor performance before it is fully “treated” with the consequences of the accountability system.


� Note that the ratcheting up of standards over time—or even a change in a state’s testing regime—does not invalidate the RD approach.  As long as we have good information from the year in which identification is determined (information about both scores and cut points), the RD approach should permit us to analyze the relationship between performance on the old test and performance on the new test.


� It is possible to imagine still more distinctions among different kinds of treatment for identified schools at different points on the NCLB calendar (e.g., distinguishing schools in “corrective action” and “restructuring” from those merely “in need of improvement”).  We expect, however, to focus our attention on schools in their first two years of improvement status, because schools that have failed to meet AYP for many years in a row may be so different from those meeting AYP that comparisons are untenable. 


� We will try to avoid states in which large numbers of schools were identified for improvement under pre-NCLB law, because those schools must be excluded from the analysis.
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