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Supporting Statement

Paperwork Reduction Act Submission

Characteristics of High Performing Local Adult Education Programs

The materials in this document are in support of a request for clearance to conduct the Characteristics of High Performing Local Adult Education Programs study (CHP).  This is the first time that these data have been collected.  The CHP has a 7-month timeframe, spanning October 2004 to March 2005.  Within this period, the data collection is expected to take three months.  

A.
Justification

1.
Circumstances That Make the Collection of Information Necessary

This study is being conducted as part of the National Assessment of Adult Education (NAAE) as authorized by the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) Title II (otherwise known as the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act or AEFLA) in 1998.  Section 243 of WIA Title II states that the Secretary of the Department of Education:

…shall establish and carry out a program of national leadership to enhance the quality of adult education and literacy programs nationwide.  Such activities may include… providing for the conduct of an independent evaluation and assessment of adult education and literacy activities through studies and analyses conducted independently through grants and contracts awarded on a competitive basis, which evaluation and assessment shall include descriptions of the effect of performance measures and other measures of accountability on the delivery of adult education and literacy activities…

The intended audience for NAAE studies includes Congress, senior Executive Branch officials, and State officials. 

In the WIA legislation, States are encouraged to develop accountability systems that use performance-based ratings in selecting local grantees and to use incentives for high-performing grantees.  Very little information is available at the State level and none is available on the Federal level on the characteristics and performance of adult education grantees. This CHP study is designed to provide new information to policy makers at the Federal and State level.

The primary purpose of this data collection is to develop a basic understanding of the characteristics of high-performing local adult education programs.  Site visits to local programs will be conducted to develop an understanding of service delivery and instructional practices that allow these programs to achieve positive student outcomes, and to investigate whether the structure of the program affects student performance.  In addition, the connections between these high-performing programs and their local One Stop Career Centers (OSCCs) will be explored, to assess the level and usefulness of any collaboration.  Participation in the study will be strictly voluntary.  Study findings will be used to inform States as they develop accountability systems.

2.
Purpose and Uses of the Information Collection

ORC Macro is the contractor responsible for design, information collection, and analysis of this study for Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) of the Department of Education.  

The primary purpose of this data collection is to develop a basic understanding of the characteristics of high-performing local adult education programs, and to assess their level of integration with local OSCCs.  Adult education programs are typically situated in community-based organizations, Two- or Four-year Colleges, local education school districts, libraries, government agencies, and other public institutions.  The CHP will visit 18 local adult education programs (excluding those based in correctional facilities) to obtain information about the variety of services offered by local providers, arrangements for providing services, the type and organization of services provided, and the extent to which these local programs are integrated with local One Stop Career Centers. 

In prior work, adult education administrative data from three States were collected which follows students over three years. Quantitative data on student learning and economic gain will be used to identify six high-performing programs in each state.  In each state we will identify three high-performing programs that serve primarily Adult Basic Education (ABE) students and three high-performing programs that serve primarily English Literacy (EL, formerly known as English Speakers of Other Languages) students. The six sites in each site will represent from five to fifteen percent of students in each state. Because they are chosen on the basis of their performance, they will not be “representative” nor will they be divided in any fixed proportion between urban and rural. 

High performing sites are identified on the basis of their learning outcomes in program years 2002 and 2003. Information was combined on scale score gains on assessments for different national instruments, share of students receiving a GED, and share of students without a post-test. Data on economic common measures, which are only available in two states and have many missing values, were not used. 

All test scores were standardized, and regression equations were estimated for each instrument on the basis of student characteristics. From this equation, the “expected” posttest score for each student is computed. For each site, the average difference between the actual and expected score is the best indicator of the site-specific contribution and hence accounts for any compositional bias among sites. A similar process was used for GED attainment, and a final site adjustment was made to account for the share of students who did not have a posttest or receive a GED. At the end of the process, a composite performance measure for each site was obtained for ABE and EL programs separately for each of the two years. Sites serving fewer than 30 students in a program were excluded from the final state rankings, and the final ranking was determined by the average ranking in each of the two years. 

The site visits to these local programs will be conducted to develop an understanding of service delivery and instruction practices that allow these programs to achieve positive student outcomes and to assess their level of integration with local OSCCs.  They will provide information that is currently not available to policy makers at the Federal and State levels to assist in developing State accountability systems encouraged by the WIA legislation and performance assessments of adult education grantees.  

3.
Use of Information Technology

This project will not use any information technology to support data collection.

4.
Efforts To Identify Duplication

During this project, we have conducted literature reviews and talked with outside experts in and out of government. Sources agree that little previous research has documented the characteristics of high-performing local adult education programs or assessed their level of integration with OSCCs. No previous study has used performance data to identify high-performing programs and then collected information about those programs’ processes that may be related to high performance.

5.
Methods Used to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

Local adult education programs are primarily not-for-profit service delivery organizations or local government entities.  This data collection will not require any special record keeping or research on the part of the respondents.

6.
Consequences of Not Collecting the Information 

Without the CHP site visits to these local programs, the understanding of service delivery and instruction practices that allow these programs to achieve positive student outcomes will not be advanced, nor will the extent of their integration with local OSCCs be assessed.  Further, information will not be available at the Federal and State level to inform the development of accountability systems and initiatives.

7.
Special Circumstances

No special circumstances apply to this data collection.

8.
Soliciting Comments as Required by 5 CFR 1320.8(d)

Many individuals have been consulted to obtain their views on the data collection effort, including the data elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported.  First, project staff had extensive discussions with our internal Technical Working Group (TWG), which includes two academic experts and three practitioner-researchers with expertise in adult education programs and curriculum, program evaluation, and data access issues; all the TWG members are associated with the National Center for Adult Learning and Literacy and not employed by the federal government.  TWG members reviewed data collection instruments and site visit procedures, and made recommendations for modifications.  After TWG review, protocols and procedures were modified based on their recommendations.

Second, we conducted intensive interviews with 5 local adult education program directors for input on structure of the site visits and information to be gathered in the site visit protocol.  These intensive interviews covered directors’ perceptions of: information to be obtained during site visits, site visit interview protocols, how much time and effort will be involved obtaining cooperation from others (e.g., students, teachers), functional areas that will be important to cover, which individuals need to be interviewed to obtain a complete picture of the local program, and issues and obstacles we may face in recruiting programs and conducting site visits. The interviews were conducted by phone, and we received enthusiastic cooperation.  Program directors felt that programs would be keenly interested in participating in the project, and many looked forward to seeing the results. After conducting these interviews, we revised the draft protocols to take into account the suggestions we received.  

9.
Provision of Payment or Gifts to Respondents

Respondents will not receive payment for their participation.  

10.
Assurance of Confidentiality

Respondents are being asked for descriptive program information and judgments based upon their professional experience.  Study reports will not identify individuals or specific programs.  Currently, we do not intend to identify the three states by name. Instead, local agencies will be described in general terms—e.g., “a community college in a large metropolitan area serving primarily ESOL students.”  In preparing for and at the time of the site visits, we will provide participants with verbal and written assurances of confidentiality.  Copies of the prenotification letters and confidentiality statement are included in Appendix B.

11.
Justification for Questions of a Sensitive Nature

The CHP collection contains no questions of a sensitive nature.

12.
Estimates of Respondent Burden

The burden for the CHP collection, based on conducting 18 site visits (6 per state), is 414 hours with a total of 288 individuals.  Table A-1 displays the estimated number of minutes per response. The  focus groups were planned to last between one and two hours each (depending on the specific interview). The initial protocols were pretested and adjusted to accommodate the relevant time constraint. 

The cost burden to respondents is calculated as the product of the total burden hours and mean respondent wage rate.  Estimates for wage rates for each classification of respondent were obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 2002 National Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates.  Current minimum wage was used to estimate burden for students, although we do not expect any students to miss work as a result of participating in this study. Table A-1 displays the total estimated respondent burden and estimated burden by interview type.  Estimated cost burden to the respondents for CHP is $6,433.65.

Table A.1

Respondent Burden by Interview Type

	Type of Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Interview Duration in Minutes
	Total Minutes
	Mean Wage (2002)
	Total Burden

	Program director
	18
	120
	2160
	$22.55 
	$811.80

	Data manager
	18
	60
	1080
	$28.41 
	$511.38

	Assessment manager
	18
	60
	1080
	$15.59 
	$280.62

	Counselor or other support staff
	18
	60
	1080
	$22.19 
	$399.42

	Teachers (up to 5 per program)
	90
	90
	8100
	$19.94 
	$2691.90

	Students (up to 5 per program)
	90
	90
	8100
	$5.25 
	$708.75

	OSCC Director
	18
	90
	1620
	$22.55 
	$608.85

	OSCC Intake or assessment staff
	18
	90
	1620
	$15.59 
	$420.93

	Total
	288
	
	24,840
	
	$6,433.65


13.
Estimate of Total Annual Cost Burden to Respondents for Record-keeping

No respondent startup or maintenance costs will be associated with this data collection.

14.
Estimate of Total Annual Cost to the Federal Government

The cost of performing the 18 site visits, training the site visitors, and reporting the results is estimated at $121,035, which includes labor costs (planning, coordinating, reporting and conducting site visits ($98,847); and overhead costs (air travel, local travel, hotels, food): $22,188.

15.
Reasons for Changes to Annual Reporting and Cost Burden

The 414 burden-hour program change is because this is a new collection.

16.
Data Collection Schedule and Plans for Tabulation and Publication

a.
CHP Data Collection Schedule

	Identify high-performing programs
	August 2004

	Recruit programs
	September 2004

	Conduct site visits
	October – November 2004

	Analyze site visit materials
	December 2005

	Produce final report
	January-March 2005


b.  The CHP results will be disseminated by the Program and Policy Studies Service of the Department of Education to policy makers at the State and Federal level. 

17.
Approval To Not Display Expiration Date for OMB Approval

OMB approval number will be displayed on all documents.  

18.
Exceptions to Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

There are no exceptions to the topics in Item 19 of Form OMB 83-1.

B.
Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

1.
Respondent Universe and Sampling Methods

The respondent universe is all adult education grantees included in three State administrative databases.  Using  student and grantee records for program years 2002 and 2003  from each state, high-performing programs will be identified on the basis of learning  gains.  Results from ABE and EL programs are treated separately, and the top three performers in each program will be chosen on the basis of their average rank over the two years. 

Once the six programs have been identified in each State, site visits will be arranged to ensure meetings with adult education program directors, data managers, intake and assessment staff, counselors or other support staff, teachers, students, and local OSCC directors and staff.  These visits will be carefully structured (see below for more details) to obtain qualitative data from these local programs to aid in developing an understanding of service delivery and instruction practices that allow these programs to achieve positive student outcomes. In our initial contact with the sites, we will inquire about their relationship  with a local OSCC and obtain contact information for the center. 

2.
Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis

Prenotification.  Previous research has demonstrated that cooperation and participation rates are improved by sending respondents a prenotification letter that outlines the purpose of the study and requests participation.  Prenotification letters will be sent to program directors.  The prenotification letter will be signed by the senior site visit team member.  This letter will outline the general purpose of the site visit and notify program directors that they will be receiving a telephone call about the site visit in a few days.  The letter will include contact information so that the program director can contact project staff for additional information prior to the recruitment call.  A sample prenotification letter is displayed in Appendix B.  Included with the prenotification letter will be a letter from a U.S. Department of Education representative, which describes ED support for the project and encourages the program to participate in the study.  Five days after the prenotification letter is mailed out, project staff will call to schedule the site visit, answer any questions, identify a person at the program to serve as site visit liaison, and identify the relevant local OSCC.  

After the relevant OSCC has been identified for the site, the OSCC director will also receive a prenotification letter that outlines the general purpose of the site visit and notifies the OSCC director that she will be receiving a telephone call about the site visit in a few days.  The letter will include contact information so that the OSCC director can contact project staff for additional information prior to the recruitment call.  A sample OSCC prenotification letter is displayed in Appendix B.  The prenotification letter will be accompanied by a letter from a Department of Education representative, which describes ED support for the project and encourages the OSCC director to participate in the study.

Site Visits.  After sites have agreed to participate, we will arrange a mutually convenient time for a  two-day set of interviews. Prior to the visit, we will send the local director a list of materials that we are interested in obtaining (e.g., mission statement, strategic plans, pay schedules, training policies, etc.)  The site visit data collection will consist of observations, in-depth interviews with key stakeholders, focus groups with teachers and students, and review of documents such as mission statements and operating procedures.  Site visitors will also visit the affiliated OSCC to interview the OSCC director and other OSCC staff and to observe OSCC activities.

Interviews will be conducted with the following people:

· Program director (2 hours)—to obtain detailed information about program history, strategic planning, performance management, program structure and operations; program goals and mission; interagency collaboration and relationships with OSCCs; and perspectives on program performance and factors associated with success.

· Data manager (1 hour)—to obtain detailed information about program data systems, record keeping, and data uses.

· Assessment process supervisor (1 hour)—to obtain detailed information about program intake, assessments, and student orientation activities.

· Other key support staff (e.g., guidance counselors; 1 hour)—to obtain detailed information about support staff activities such as goals planning, computing resources, tutoring and other student support activities.

· Teacher (focus group with 5 teachers) (1-1/2 hours)—to obtain detailed information and teacher perspectives about curriculum and instruction, class activities, student need and learning level assessments, record keeping, and staff development practices.

· Student (focus group with 5 students) (1-1/2 hours)—to obtain student perspectives on program recruitment, intake and assessment, orientation, classroom instruction, student support activities, and satisfaction with program participation.

· OSCC director (1-1/2 hours)—to obtain detailed information about OSCC formal and informal collaboration with AE programs, including basic education needs assessments and referral, counseling, and other services designed to coordinate OSCC and AE activities.

· OSCC Staff (1-1/2 hours)—to obtain detailed information about specific activities related to client needs assessments and referrals to AE.  

Site visit activities will also include observations of program activities at both the AE program and the affiliated OSCC.

Documents to be collected.  During site visits, teams will collect a number of program documents related to the management, organization, and operation of the program.  Examples of documents that will be collected include NRS reports, intake and assessment forms, informational brochures given to potential students, memoranda of understanding and interagency agreements, organizational charts, mission statements, policy and procedures manuals, training materials (e.g., for volunteers, assessment workers), and evaluation tools or reports.  These materials collected during the site visit will augment interview data and aid in the development of operational program descriptions.  Similar documents will also be reviewed during OSCC visits.

Data Analysis.  We will conduct a content analysis of interview and focus group data, review program documents, and prepare case study descriptions of each program. The content analysis will be structured around the data collection topics listed in Appendix A, as well as any additional issues identified during data collection. The case studies will include flow charts of how students enter and progress through the program’s intake, assessment, and classroom activities.  After individual case studies are compiled for each program, cross-site comparative analysis will be conducted using all of the available results and may include the following analytic techniques:

· Clustering observed patterns or themes into broader categories (e.g., characterizations of collaboration with OSCCs, PICs, or other public agencies);

· Comparing and contrasting the characteristics of different staff roles, programs, or provider types (e.g., intake practices of LEAs compared to CCs);

· Looking for patterns, themes, similarities and differences between groups (e.g., recruitment issues reported by programs with OSCC collaboration vs. by programs with no collaboration); and

· Developing data displays, matrices, and decision models (e.g., summary chart of program characteristics; flow chart of testing process).

3. Maximizing the Response Rate

Since the project does not involve sampling, response rate is not relevant.

4.
Tests of Procedures To Be Undertaken

We  pretested the CHP in July and August  2004 with individuals who are not potential CHP participants.  The purpose of the pretests was to assess the protocol question wording and to obtain empirical estimates of the time it would take to conduct the interviews.  Two interviews were  conducted with program directors, two with teachers, two with adult education students, and one each with a One Stop Career Center director, a program data manager, and a program assessment coordinator.  

5.
Individuals Consulted on and Responsible for Statistical Design

The CHP will not rely on statistical design, so no consultation was conducted.  The analysis of qualitative site visit information will not employ statistical procedures.  ORC Macro will be responsible for all of the data collection and analysis.
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