May 21, 2004

MEMORANDUM FOR:
Brian Harris-Kojetin

THROUGH:


Edie McArthur

FROM:


James Griffith

SUBJECT:


Request for Approval to Increase Incentives in the NPSAS

In response to earlier requests, OMB approved the use of incentives for the full scale implementation of the National Study of Faculty and Students (NSOFAS) which is being conducted for the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) by Research Triangle International (RTI).  Based on field test results, a $30 incentive was approved for the full scale faculty survey, and a $10 incentive was approved for the full scale student survey.  In February, a request was approved to increase the student incentive to $20 for a select group of students who complete the survey but experience a “special burden” in doing so.

The purpose of this memorandum is to request an increase in the level of incentives for students in this “special burden” group, from $20 to $30.  The level of incentive currently authorized for this group of students does not appear to be effective.  Thus far, we have offered the $20 incentive to 829 eligible students but only 75 students (9.00%) have responded to this offer.  We believe that increasing this incentive will improve the response rate of this group.  The recommendation to increase the amount to $30 is based on our experience with this level of incentive in the faculty survey where nearly 50% of the sample has taken advantage of the incentive.

The Exhibit below provides key data collection assumptions underlying the NPSAS:04 contract proposal and budget as well as our current experience and projected final outcomes based on this experience. As can be seen, we are failing to meet several key data collection assumptions, including student interview completion rates by self-administration and by CATI. With regard to self-administration, our assumptions pertaining to early completion (i.e., completion during the first 3 weeks after mailout with virtually no telephone contact/prompting required) are being met reasonably well; however, we are badly missing the estimate for subsequent self-administered completion (i.e., 11.8% assumed late completers vs. 1.9% realized). Assuming no significant change in these rates during the remainder of data collection, we are projecting a short-fall of about 4,500 self-administered interviews that will need to be obtained through additional CATI. Compounding this problem is the fact that our contract assumed 40,000 student interviews requiring 2.62 hours of interviewing time per completion; however, thus far it is taking 3.14 hours per completed interview and we are projecting that the final rate may be as high as 3.30 hours per complete. These figures have obvious implications for both budget and schedule. 

NPSAS 2004 Key Data Collection Assumptions

	
	Contract Assumption
	Actual to date
	Projected outcome, given current figures

	Number of institutions to be sampled & eligible
	1,636
	1,636
	 1,636

	Number of participating institutions
	1,505
	1,114
	1,440

	Institutional response rate
	92%
	68%
	88%

	Completion date
	30-Jun-04
	 
	30-June-04

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of students sampled
	121,684 
	73,441
	121,684 

	Number of eligible students
	114,738 
	72,962
	114,738 

	Number of respondents
	80,925 
	22,096
	66,631

	Response rate
	71%
	30.28%
	61.07%

	Completion date
	31-Aug-04
	31-Aug-04
	31-Aug-04

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of Self-admin completes
	40,925
	12,732
	26,631

	Early Self-admin completes
	27,409
	11,339
	24,337

	Early Self-admin complete %
	22.52%
	20.58%*
	20.00%

	Late Self-admin completes
	13,516
	1,393
	2,294

	Late Self-admin complete %
	11.78%
	1.91%**
	2.00%

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of CATI completes
	40,000
	8,116
	40,000

	Number of cases sent to CATI
	94,275
	43,872
	96,641

	CATI compl %
	42.43%
	18.50%
	41.39%

	Hours per complete
	2.62
	3.14
	3.30

	Total CATI hours scheduled
	104,706
	25,455
	132,000

	
	
	
	


*Current rate would be 15% if included pending waves – 20.58 is from finalized waves.  

**A 10.2% response rate was obtained in the NPSAS field test.  

The intended effect of our proposed $30 incentive is to increase the efficiency of our CATI operations by encouraging student sample members to come forward and complete the survey in a timely way. An increased incentive should allow us to increase our CATI efficiency by avoiding costly and prolonged follow-up efforts for this group, thereby reducing the overall production rate (i.e., hours per complete) for CATI. Results of incentive experiments presented at the 2004 AAPOR conference support this hypothesis. Nevertheless, we are proposing a further investigation of the impact of increasing the incentive from $20 to $30 in the full scale survey. Since the sample is selected on a flow basis and the special nonrespondent subgroup is similarly identified on a flow basis, we propose offering the $30 incentive to sample members falling into this category between the time of approval and June 30. We could then compare the CATI response rates for this group with that of those who received the $20 incentive offer and determine the effectiveness of the higher incentive. We could also compare the completion rates for the two respondent groups to determine if the increased incentive amount was associated with a corresponding decrease in amount of interviewer effort required.  

Clearly, we need to make some strategic changes if we are to meet response targets within the very strict schedule.  We would like to put the proposed increase into effect as soon as possible and look forward to discussing this with you. If the $30 incentive proves to be effective in increasing response rate for the approved "special burden" subgroup of nonrespondents and also in reducing the average amount of telephone interviewer effort required to achieve response (as measured by hours per completed interview), we are also requesting approval to implement the use of this incentive more broadly to include sample members who have been classified as refusals. Implementing new and more effective procedures to enhance response from a larger number of sample members is required in order to achieve acceptable yield within the current schedule and budget.  
� The “special burden” respondents were defined as (1) cases with an apparently valid mailing address but for which no telephone number was obtained for the student from the institution, the Central Processing System, or other tracing/locating databases; or, (2) cases for which a student telephone number was obtained but have received 20 or more calls without establishing any contact with the sample member. 








