Responses to Questions about the Impact Evaluation of 

Teacher Preparation Models

Please provide further information on the proposed payment of $2,000 for schools detailing what costs associated with their participation this is covering.  This amount is considerably higher than incentives or payments typically made to schools for participation in research studies.  In addition, what compensation amounts are anticipated to be requested by districts and certification programs? 

Response:   The proposed payment of $2,000 for schools will only cover costs associated with school staff participation in the study, and we believe it is consistent with the burden of the study.  Our assessment of this burden is based largely on Mathematica’s experience with a similar study of the Teach For America (TFA) program, which used a similar approach to assess teacher preparation impacts on student achievement.

Though the majority of the burden of the study rests with Mathematica staff, principals need to initially invest time in understanding the various components of the study as well as the importance of allowing Mathematica to do random assignment, and then cooperate with several logistical components.  These include providing the research team with lists of students for random assignment, coordinating with Mathematica staff to randomly assign students who are late (fall) registrants to classrooms, distributing consent packets and informing us of any non-consenting parents, and scheduling student tests and classroom observations.  In some cases, principals will be asked to consider allowing Mathematica to actually redo the classroom assignment process, because it was done prior to their participation in the study.  This may involve an additional element of political burden in terms of notifying parents of new assignments.  In other cases, principals will be asked to consider changing teachers’ classroom assignments to create the parallel conditions needed between the alternative route certification (AC) and traditional route certification (TC) teachers in order to have a match that meets the criteria needed for the study.  This, too, may require some additional political burden in terms of notifying teachers of new assignments.  We believe the level of proposed payment is appropriate in light of such requests. 

We do not anticipate compensating districts or certification programs.  We anticipate getting most of our school records data directly from the schools, and that the burden on certification programs will be minimal (e.g., study interview).  

For section 10 on page 19, please cite the statutory authority ED has to protect the confidentiality of the data.  

Response:  We shall comply with: The Privacy Act of 1974, P.L. 93-579, 5 USC 552 a; the “Buckley Amendment,” Family Educational and Privacy Act of 1974, 20 USC 1232 g; The Freedom of Information Act, 5 USC 522; and related regulations, including but not limited to: 41 CFR Part 1-1 and 45 CFR Part 5b and, as appropriate, the Federal common rule or ED’s final regulations on the protection of human research participants.

A critical aspect of this study is the random assignment of students to teachers.  What assurances do you have that schools are willing to implement random assignment, and what procedures are in place to ensure that the random assignment takes place as designed and that crossovers and contamination are minimized?  

Response:  We have extensive experience from previous studies in working with schools in which we have successfully helped them understand the importance of random assignment and gotten full cooperation.  We have had very few schools decline to participate in a study simply because of random assignment.  In the Teach for America (TFA) study, the vast majority of schools participated with random assignment procedures.  Our experience has shown that cooperation is often easily secured once schools understand that our procedures for random assignment generally mirror schools’ own practices.  We provide schools the opportunity to indicate student characteristics that they would like equally distributed across all classes in a grade (for example, academic ability or behavior).  We also allow them the opportunity to identify a small handful of students (fewer than 5 percent of the total sample) for which special accommodations need to be made—for example, siblings that cannot be placed together, or a particular student who must be placed with a particular teacher.  Our experience has been that schools often welcome the opportunity to have the burden for this classroom allocation process taken off their hands, once they are assured certain preferences can be met. 

Following random assignment, we take several steps to ensure that these final class lists are adhered to and that crossovers are minimized.  Initially, we send the final lists back to the school principals and reiterate the importance of keeping these classes intact.  After the first week of school, we then ask to be sent the class rosters for the study classes, so that we can check these against our own lists and determine if there have been any crossovers.  If so, we work with schools on moving students back to their study-based assignments.  Mid-year, we then do an additional roster check, when we again compare our study assignments with the class rosters sent to us by each participating school.  In our study of TFA, which was very similar in design to this study, we experienced a crossover rate of only about 4 percent.  This rate, which we expect here, is well within the boundaries of what can be reasonably handled by statistical adjustments to our regression models.

Please provide expected response rates at each stage of the collection (e.g., program, districts, schools, teachers, etc.) as well as for each type of interview (e.g., principals, program administrators, etc.).  

Response:  For the qualitative data collection components that are part of the context study for this evaluation, we expect nearly 100 percent response rates.  We will schedule interviews with administrators from both AC and TC programs at their convenience, and anticipate that barring unusual circumstances, virtually all will accommodate this request.  Likewise, we anticipate that principals, who have already agreed to participate in the study and understand that they will be asked to partake in an interview, will also accommodate this request.  Here, too, we anticipate nearly a 100 percent response rate.  

In terms of teachers’ cooperation with our request for access to their SAT/ACT scores, we anticipate an overall response rate of just over 80 percent.  We expect that approximately 90 percent of the study teachers will have taken such a test, and that 90 percent of these will give their consent for us to obtain their scores.  In terms of the teacher survey, we anticipate an overall response rate of 98 percent, based on our experience in the TFA evaluation.  For the student tests, we anticipate a 95 percent completion rate in the fall, and a 90 percent completion rate in the spring among the full sample.  This takes into consideration that some students will move either within or outside of the study district.  These rates are also based on our experience in TFA.

How are the entrance requirements (highly selective and less selective) and the education course load (minimal and substantial) being operationalized for purposes of this study?  

Response:  Programs will be categorized in accordance with their education course load and entrance requirements.  For this study we will define “highly select” programs as those that set a 3.0 GPA entrance requirement and “less selective” programs as those that have a lower GPA threshold.  Programs will be considered to have “minimal” education course loads if they require the equivalent of 15 credits (five courses) or fewer in teaching methods courses while programs will be considered substantial if they require the equivalent of 30 credits (10 courses) in these types of courses. 

Please provide more information on how the 12 states were chosen.  

Response:  The 12 states are the universe of states that had either Model B (less selective and minimal coursework) or Model D (less selective and substantial coursework) elementary certification programs and had at least one school district that hired at least 12 teachers from an alternative certification program.  We identified these 12 states through a systematic process.  First, we reviewed Feistritzer and Chester’s (2003) descriptions of the characteristics of all 131 different alternative routes legislated by the states.
  We examined the descriptions of each route to determine whether the routes were open to aspiring elementary school teachers and whether the state did not impose a GPA threshold of 3.0 or higher. Next, for each state that appeared to meet these criteria we contacted a state teacher certification official to verify our information.  Finally, we talked with the teacher certification officials allowing us to assess whether any of the alternative certification programs in the state trained and placed more than 12 teachers into one school district in a given year.
Given the selection process for programs, how can the results from this study be generalized?  

Response:  We set out to select programs at random from a universe of 165 nonselective programs in the 12 states so that our findings would generalize to this universe of programs. As noted in the original OMB submission, we sampled programs by dividing the universe of 165 programs into seven strata based on geography and whether or not the program has intensive course requirements. We then randomly selected 50 programs across these seven strata, where the sample size in a stratum was proportional to the share of all programs that were in that stratum. Finally, we randomly ordered the selected programs within each stratum, and sequentially researched each of the 50 programs to assess whether each one was appropriate for the study based on the selection requirements listed in the OMB submission (these criteria include program size, age, future operational plans, and entrance requirements), and whether they agreed to participate in the study.  Our goal was to select the programs at the top of the randomly-ordered lists.  However, we found that some programs were not suitable, and others refused to participate.  Thus, the 10 programs that were selected for the study are not necessarily a random sample of all programs in the sample universe.  However, our hit rate was relatively high, and the selected programs are geographically dispersed.  Thus, we believe that the selected programs represent a broad range of nonselective alternative certification programs that exist nationwide. Importantly, we will collect enough information on each of the 50 initially-selected programs to know in what respects our final sample differs from the full universe.

Please provide more information on how schools are being selected and recruited to participate in the study.  

Response:  Our selection of schools for the proposed study will proceed in two stages. First, we will select the school districts served by each of the 10 alternative route programs; then we will select schools—each containing an appropriate pair of alternative and traditional teachers—served by each of the 10 programs.  We will sample school districts because many programs will serve more than one school district.  Some schools will not have the appropriate characteristics for inclusion in this study (for example, they may not have an appropriate alternative/traditional teacher pair or they may lack self-contained classrooms).  To more efficiently identify schools that do have these characteristics, we will focus only on districts with at least 12 elementary schools with alternative-route teachers.  After we gather a list of all districts that meet this criterion, we will randomly select approximately two districts per program.  After recruiting districts into the study, the second stage in the sampling process will begin. In this stage, schools will be randomly selected from within the districts. 

We found during our TFA study that the only way to ascertain whether schools had the appropriate treatment and comparison teachers teaching at the same grade level, and could accommodate random assignment of students to teachers, was to obtain information about the school’s teachers and class formation process.  We propose to randomly list the schools and discuss these issues with each school’s principal, working down from the top of the list, until enough schools and teachers per alternative program have been recruited into the study.  

The discussions with the principals will be structured to reveal two important pieces of information: (1) Are classrooms organized in such a way as to accommodate random assignment?  (2) Will there be at least one appropriate alternative/traditional teacher pair at the same grade level next year? If the answer to both of these questions is yes, then the school should be recruited into the study. 

We will use the same school recruitment strategy we used for the TFA study, and the elements of this strategy include the following: 

· Experienced senior staff will do the recruiting. Using senior staff is critical because they can most effectively articulate the goals and objectives of a study and answer questions and respond to concerns articulated by  district administrators, school board members, principals, and teachers.  Given the busy schedules and tight resources of these individuals, we have found that it is best to use only senior staff who both understand the dynamics of  school systems  (at the district and school levels) and have the skills necessary to exercise a judicious mix of diplomacy and persistence. 

· The study’s importance will be clearly articulated. School district officials and principals are more open to participating in research projects if important research questions lie at the heart of the proposed study.  Currently, the quality of teacher preparation programs is one of the most prominent issues being discussed among educators and policymakers. In particular, district officials and principals want to know more about the promise of alternative teacher preparation programs because their school districts are increasingly hiring teachers from these programs, even though little is known about the quality of these teachers. District officials and principals will easily see the relevance of the study after our senior staff clearly articulate these issues.  Finally, we anticipate receiving the endorsement of the alternative teacher preparation programs included in this study.  We believe that district officials and principals may be motivated by this endorsement, since these programs provide them with an ongoing source of new teacher candidates. 

· We will minimize the burden. Even if a study examines a critically important research topic, district officials and principals will balk at approving it if they view it as too burdensome for their staff or students. We believe that this study, like the TFA study, is not particularly burdensome. A key to our success in recruitment will be to illustrate the reasons why the burden is reasonable and how we will work to keep it that way.  

· We will listen to their concerns and be flexible. No matter how compelling the subject matter and well designed the study, district officials and principals will raise concerns. We will address their concerns in a forthright manner and show flexibility when we can.  For example, during the recruitment effort, we anticipate that many principals will voice concerns that the random assignment process might result in unbalanced classrooms. Later in this chapter, we explain how we will address these concerns in our design of random assignment.  

Regarding the power analysis, Cohen (1988, p.25) refers to an effect size of .2 as “small.”  It appears from Exhibit 7 that the MDEs are much larger than the expected difference of 4 percentile points.  Please clarify.  In addition, Exhibit 7 shows MDEs only for student level analyses—what effect sizes will you be able to detect between teachers?  Finally, a number of teacher and program subgroup analyses were mentioned on page 29; it seems likely that there is little power to detect differences between these subgroups given the small sample of teachers and programs.  

Response:  

a.
Exhibit 7 displays minimum detectable impacts in effect size units, not in level differences.  Stated differently, the exhibit displays treatment and control group differences relative to the standard deviation of the outcome measure, and not simple treatment and control group differences.  Accordingly, the figures in the exhibit can be compared directly to the .20 effect size benchmark that we use to assess appropriate sample sizes.  As the exhibit indicates, our design will provide sufficient statistical power to provide a definitive assessment of the overall impacts of the two types of teacher certification routes under investigation (relative to the traditional route). For the overall design and a two-tailed test, the minimum detectable effect size (MDE) is .13 of a standard deviation for an R2 value of .60 and .17 of a standard deviation for an R2 value of .30; these MDEs are both below our .20 precision standard.  

b.
Our design will be less effective for detecting impacts for outcomes measured at the teacher level.  For a two-tailed test, the MDE for these analyses is .26 of a standard deviation for an R2 value of .60 and .31 of a standard deviation for an R2 value of .30; these MDEs are both above our .20 precision standard.  To yield an MDE of .20 for these teacher-level analyses, the number of schools would need to be increased by 50 percent from 80 to 120 schools assuming an R2 value of .60, and to more than 200 schools assuming an R2 value of .30.

c. Our study design will be effective for detecting student-level impacts for relatively small subgroups of programs or teachers.  For instance, the top panel of Exhibit 7 shows that the MDE is .20 for a 33 percent subgroup of programs, and .19 for a 33 percent subgroup of teachers. Thus, we will be able to make definitive, policy-relevant statements about the effects of teachers from alternative certification programs with particular features and characteristics (relative to the traditional certified teachers who teach in the same schools). The design has less statistical power for directly comparing the impacts from one type of alternative certification program with the impacts from another type of alternative certification program.  The size of the study would need to be increased dramatically in order to be able to detect these impact differences.  
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