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Part A:  Justification

A.1  
Circumstances That Make the Collection of Information Necessary

This submission to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requests approval of a data collection for an evaluation of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries Program (LSL). LSL, established under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), is designed to improve the literacy skills and academic achievement of students by providing them with access to up-to-date school library materials, technologically advanced school library media centers, and professionally certified school library media specialists. The evaluation of this program is authorized by NCLB, Title I, Part B, Subpart 4, which states: 

From the funds appropriated under section 1002(b)(4) for each fiscal year, the Secretary shall reserve not more than 1 percent for annual, independent, national evaluations of the activities assisted under this section and their impact on improving the reading skills of students. The evaluations shall be conducted not later than 3 years after the date of enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, and biennially thereafter.
The evaluation of LSL is being conducted to answer four important questions regarding the program’s effectiveness:  1) How do districts allocate grant funds and are they targeted to schools with the greatest need for improved library resources? 2) How are funds used (e.g., to buy books, improve technology, increase library hours, or provide professional development for library and reading staff, etc.)? 3) How do reading achievement scores vary in schools that received grants for 1 or 2 years compared with matched comparison schools that have not received grants? 4) What effect has this program had on staff collaboration and coordination?

A.2
Purposes and Use of the Data

LSL is a competitive 1-year grant program for districts in which at least 20 percent of the students are from families with incomes below the poverty line.  Charter schools and intermediate service agencies are also eligible when they meet the requirements of being a local educational agency and meeting the poverty-level rate. Districts receiving program funds may use them for such activities as purchasing up-to-date school library media resources, including books and advanced technology, providing professional development for school library media specialists under certain circumstances, and providing students with access to school libraries during nonschool hours, weekends, and vacations. The Department awarded 94 grants in 2002 and 74 grants totaling $12.5 million in 2003.  

The purpose of this evaluation is to obtain information on the implementation of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries Program and the possible relationship between its implementation and the reading skills of students.  The data collected in this evaluation will be used by the U.S. Secretary of Education to prepare a biennial report on the status of LSL grantee activities and submit it to the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate.  

Evaluating the effectiveness of Improving Literacy through School Libraries will provide the U.S. Department of Education (ED) with information whether or not investment in school libraries helps to increase student participation in reading and is correlated with improvements in student performance in reading.

A copy of the questionnaire appears in Appendix A. Details about the plans for using the data appear in Appendix B.

A.3
Use of Information Technology and Burden Reduction

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 school level.


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 enable staff to avoid prompting those respondents who have already responded.

A.4 
Efforts to Identify Duplication and Use of Similar Information

There has been no other data collection of this kind. The data are being collected for this specific population, for the purpose of evaluating the LSL program to satisfy a legislative requirement.

A.5 
Impact on Small Businesses or Other Small Entities

Since respondents are all schools, no small businesses will be impacted by this data collection.

A.6 
Consequences of Not Collecting the Data

This is a one-time only data collection. Although the evaluation has been authorized to be conducted biennially, separate requests will be submitted for any future data collections.  If the data are not collected, ED and Congress will not know how the program is being implemented and whether or not there is value to investing in school libraries.

A.7
Special Circumstances Relating to the Guidelines of 5 CFR 1320.5

All of the guidelines of 5 CFR 1320.5 will be followed with on exception—respondents will be asked to return the survey within 3 weeks.  We have found that reducing the response time lessens the possibility that schools put the survey aside and forget about it.  The shorter time is reasonable given the small amount of time needed to completed the questionnaire.

A.8
Comments in Response to the Federal Register Notice and Efforts to Consult Outside Agency

No comments were received from the public in response to the Federal Registry Notice.  

We will not be consulting with persons outside of Westat and REDA International, Inc. Therefore, no information on the process of consultation or a list of individuals consulted is given. 

A.9
Explanation of Any Payment or Gifts to Respondents

There will be no payment or gifts to respondents for this data collection.

A.10
Assurance of Confidentiality Provided to Respondents

There is no individually identifiable information being collected through this evaluation. The introductory letter to the principal and school librarian (see Appendix C) will contain the following statement regarding confidentiality:

All information you provide will be treated as confidential and used only for research or statistical purposes by the survey sponsors, their contractors, and collaborating researchers for the purposes of analyzing data and preparing scientific reports and articles.  Any information public released (such as statistical summaries) will be in a format that does not personally identify you or your school.

Both Westat and REDA take the confidentiality of survey participants and the data they provide very seriously.  Everyone who is employed by Westat must sign a pledge to keep the data confidential and REDA has the same requirement for its employees.  The confidentiality agreements used by Westat and REDA are shown in Appendix D.

A.11
Justification for Sensitive Questions

This survey does not contain any questions of a sensitive nature.

A.12
Estimates of Hour Burden Including Annualized Hourly Costs

The total estimated hour burden is 600 hours.  Based on average hourly wages for school librarians, this amounts to $15,600.

	Estimates of Hour Burden

	Type of respondent
	Number of respondents
	Average time per response (in hours)
	Annual hour burden
	Hourly 
rate
	Estimated monetary cost of burden

	School Librarian
	800
	.75
	600
	$26
	$15,600


A.13
Estimate of Other Total Annual Cost Burden to Respondents or Recordkeepers

Respondents will not be asked to collect information by “acquiring, installing or utilizing technology and systems.” There are also no recordkeeping requirements associated with Improving Literacy through School Libraries. 

A.14
Annualized Cost to the Federal Government

The total contractual cost of data collection for the evaluation of LSL to the government is approximately $375,000 over a period of 25 months, for an annualized cost of $180,000.  This includes all direct and indirect costs of the design, data collection, analysis, reporting, and production of public and proprietary data sets.  

A.15
Explanation for Program Changes or Adjustments

This is a new collection of information.

A.16
Plans for Tabulation and Publication and Project Time Schedule

Standard coding and editing procedures will be used for the surveys. 

Westat will prepare a final report of the findings of the evaluation. The report will clearly address the evaluation questions and place the results in the context of other research on school libraries. Both the content and design of the report will be prepared for distribution to a wide audience. The report format will conform to the Guide to Publishing at the U.S. Department of Education. After being reviewed, ED will submit the report to Congress.

The project time schedule is as follows:

	Activity
	Due date 

	Select sample
	9/02/04

	Make contact with all sites
	9/13/04

	Begin data collection
	9/29/04

	Complete data collection
	2/02/05

	Conduct analysis
	2/05-5/05

	Draft outline for report
	02/16/05

	Final outline for report
	03/16/05

	First draft report
	04/13/05

	Second draft report
	05/25/05

	Third draft report
	07/20/05

	Final report
	10/12/05


A.17
Reason(s) Display of OMB Expiration Date is Inappropriate

This evaluation does plan to display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection, and does not seek a waiver. 

A.18
Exceptions to Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions

No exceptions to verification for paperwork reduction act submissions are requested. 

PART B: DESCRIPTION OF STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY

B.1
Respondent Universe and Sampling Methods

At least 644 schools are participating in LSL grants during the 2003–04 school year, and up to 73 participating schools per district. A stratified sample design will be used to select 400 grantee schools and a matched sample of 400 comparison schools. The total allocation will be stratified to facilitate comparisons based on district or school characteristics. The most important of such characteristics are grade level, poverty status, and urbanicity, because all of these factors might affect the needs of the schools or the types of programs that might be most effective. The comparison schools will be chosen to have a similar distribution of district and school characteristics as the grantee sample. The comparison schools will include a mixture both of districts that applied for grants but were rejected, and districts that did not apply.  

First, the grantee schools will be stratified into cells (matching cells) based on district-level and school-level characteristics of the schools. Then a sampling frame of similar comparison schools will be created based on the specified matching characteristics. The district-level characteristics to be used in the matching process will include region, district poverty status, school district type, urbanicity, and district enrollment size.  (Some variables may be dropped or collapsed depending on the number of districts or schools having some combinations of these characteristics.)  The school-level characteristics to be used in the matching process will include instructional level, school type, enrollment size, type of locale, minority status, and percent receiving free or reduced-price lunch. 

Additional information about the sample design is provided in Appendix E, including the construction of the sampling frame, stratification, and sample allocation.

B.2
Procedures for the Collection of Information

Data collection for this mail survey with telephone followup will be conducted by REDA. After OMB clearance has been obtained, REDA staff will prepare the initial packets to send to the schools.  These will include an introductory letter to the principal and school librarian (see Appendix C) explaining the purpose of the study and the importance of participation, a copy of the questionnaire, and a postage-paid business reply mail envelope. Should packets be returned undeliverable because of incorrect addresses, project staff will track down the correct address and send the packet out again.  In addition, the necessary paperwork will be prepared and sent in order to collect data from school districts that require special permission.  Returned questionnaires will be examined for quality and completeness using both visual and computerized edits throughout the field period.  

An introductory letter (see Appendix C) with an informational copy of the survey will be sent to the relevant state and district superintendents.  They will also receive a list of schools in their jurisdictions that will be asked to participate in the survey.

B.3
Methods to Maximize Response Rates 

A key to achieving the goal of an 85 percent response rate for this survey is the tracking of the response status of each sampled school, with telephone followup of those schools that do not respond promptly. The survey responses will be monitored through an automated receipt control system. Approximately 10 days after the initial mailout, REDA will begin calling respondents to verify that they received the questionnaire, answer any questions they might have, and to prompt them to respond. Additional telephone prompts will be made as the data collection period continues. 

Several other steps will also be taken to maximize the response rate. The package containing the questionnaire will include an introductory letter explaining the purpose of the study and the importance of participation. The questionnaire will be accompanied by a postage-paid business reply mail envelope. Should packets be returned undeliverable because of incorrect addresses, staff will track down the correct address and send the packet out again.  The introductory materials will also contain a toll-free number and email address in case respondents have any additional questions

After data retrieval is completed, a questionnaire must have at least 50 percent of all items completed in order to be considered valid for inclusion in the dataset.  

B.4
Test of Procedures or Methods to be Undertaken

Questionnaires designed by Westat researchers to be used in the evaluation were pretested with seven schools to determine the readability of the measures to be used in the evaluation.  The schools included in the pretest varied on dimensions such as size, urbanicity, and participation in the grant program, because past grantees have been quite diverse. In the pretest, we included both matching districts and grantees. 

At the time of the pretest, participants were asked to compete a short commentary guide that asked them to record the length of time it took them to complete the survey. They were asked to identify any questions that were difficult to answer and the reasons they were difficult. They were asked to identify any terms that needed to be defined. The respondents were asked for any additional comments or suggestions about the survey. After the survey and the commentary guide were received and reviewed by the Westat-REDA team, a discussion was conducted with the respondent to ask about the availability, usefulness, and accuracy of the data provided, as well as to discuss recommendations regarding eliminating or adding questions and the overall form of the survey. 

As a result of the pretest, several changes were made to shorten the amount of time needed to complete the survey.  In the draft survey, two questions in particular were time consuming.  The first question asked for the number of volumes purchased during the 2003-04 school year for 10 Dewey decimal numbers or categories.  In the revised question, respondents are asked to indicate if these Dewey decimal numbers or categories were a major focus, a minor focus, or not a focus in the purchases made.  The second question asks about holdings, additions, and expenditures.  An instruction has been added to this question to ask the respondent to provide a best estimate if exact counts are not available.

In addition, clarifications were added to several questions.  For example, in the question on the types electronic services available in the library, a statement was added that a stand-alone computer is one that is not linked to a network.  In the question that asks about the average copyright date of the nonfiction collection, a statement was added that reference materials should be included.  Also, an instruction was added to this question to ask the respondent to provide a best estimate if exact counts are not available.

Finally, in the pretest, respondents missed some items by mistake.  Therefore, the font size was increased and the space between items was expanded. 

B.5
Individuals Consulted on Statistical Aspects and Individuals Collecting and/or Analyzing Data

Westat is the primary contractor for this evaluation and will be providing overall leadership and coordination for the project.  Westat also will be responsible for data analysis. REDA International has participated in the development of the survey and will be responsible for the collection and processing of the survey data. 

Adam Chu (Westat) was the primary consultant for statistical aspects. He can be reached at 301-251-4326. Also consulted was Sadeq Chowdhury (Westat), who can be reached at 301-294-3814. Brad Chaney (Westat) is responsible for sampling and data analysis; he can be reached at 301-294-3946. Elham-Eid Alldredge (REDA International) is the primary contact for data collection (301-946-9790).

APPENDIX A: LSL QUESTIONNAIRE

	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C.  20202

IMPROVING LITERACY THROUGH SCHOOL LIBRARIES

SCHOOL LIBRARY MEDIA CENTER SURVEY
	FORM APPROVED

O.M.B. No.: 

EXP. DATE:


This questionnaire is designed to be completed by the person who is most knowledgeable about the school library media center.  It is designed to obtain information about individual school library media centers rather than school systems.  Please respond only for your individual school.

	RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

REDA International, Inc.

School Library Media Center Survey

11141 Georgia Avenue

Suite 517

Wheaton, MD  20902
	IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS CALL:

1–800–646–7332


According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number.  The valid OMB control number for this information is XXXX–XXXX.  The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 45 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and complete and review the information collected.  If you have any comments concerning the accuracy of the time estimate(s) or suggestions for improving this form, please write to:  U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC 20202–4651.  If you have any comments or concerns regarding the status of your individual submission of this form, write directly to: (need address)

LIBRARY ORGANIZATION, USAGE, AND STAFFING

For this survey, a library media center (LMC) is defined as an organized collection of printed and/or audiovisual and/or computer resources that (a) is administered as a unit, (b) is located in a designated place or places, and (c) makes resources and services available to students, teachers, and administrators.  It is this definition, not the name, that is important; your school might call this a library, media center, resource center, information center, instructional materials center, learning resource center, or some other name.

1.
Around the first of April 2004, what was the total number of students enrolled in this school in grades K-12 and comparable ungraded levels?  (DO NOT include prekindergarten, postsecondary, or adult education students.)


  students

2.
During a typical full week of school, approximately how many students used the school library media center (LMC) in spring 2004 and spring 2003?  (Both individual and group visits should be counted. If multiple visits by one person, count each visit.  Estimates may be used.)   

a.
In spring 2004:
___________ students

b.
In spring 2003:
___________ students

3.
During a typical full week of school, what was the total number of books and other materials checked out from the LMC in spring 2004 and spring 2003?

a.
In spring 2004:
____________  books and other materials

b.
In spring 2003:
____________  books and other materials

4.
During a typical full week of school, what was the total number of hours that your school’s library media center was open in spring 2004 and spring 2003?  (Please include the time that your library was open during nonschool hours, including weekends.  Please round your answer to the closest half hour.)

a.
In spring 2004:   
____________  Hours per week

b.
In spring 2003:   
____________  Hours per week

5.
Did this school provide students with access to the LMC during nonschool hours in spring 2004 and/or spring 2003?  (Circle one response.)


Yes, in both years

1



Yes, in spring 2004 only

2


Yes, in spring 2003 only

3


No, not in either year

4
SKIP TO QUESTION 8

6.
How many hours per day was your school library media center open during nonschool hours during spring 2004 and spring 2003?  (Please round your answer to the closest half hour.  Enter 0 if your school was not open for a particular time period.  If your school library media center was open before or after school, enter the number of days per week it was open for extended hours.)
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003

	a.
Before school

	_____Hours per day
_____  days per week
	_____Hours per day
_____  days per week

	b.
After school

	_____Hours per day
_____  days per week
	_____Hours per day
_____  days per week

	c.
Saturday

	_____Hours
	_____Hours

	d.
Sunday



	_____Hours


	_____Hours


7.
How did your school library use the extended hours during the 2003–04 school year?  (Circle one response on each line.)


Yes
No

a.
Specific programs, such as offering tutorials on search techniques

1
2

b.
It was open to loan books

1
2

c.
Book clubs

1
2

d.
Other (please specify)

1
2

8.
How many days was your school library media center open during summer vacation in 2004 and 2003?  

a.
In summer 2004:   ____________  Days

b.
In summer 2003:   ____________  Days

9.
For each of the categories listed below, please indicate the number of persons working full time and the number working part time in the library media center in spring 2004 and spring 2003.  Please include only staff working full time in this LMC.  Staff working less than full time in this LMC should be counted as part time, even if employed full time by the school system.  Please report the number of people (not full-time equivalent) in each category, counting each person only once.  (If none, enter 0.)

	
	Spring 2004

(Number of staff)
	Spring 2003

(Number of staff)

	
	Full 
time
	Part 
time
	Full 
time
	Part 
time

	a.
State-certified library media specialists (LMS)

	

	

	

	


	b.
Professional staff not certified as LMS

	

	

	

	


	c.
Other paid employees, such as clerical staff, aides

	

	

	

	


	d.
Adult volunteers

	

	

	

	


	e.
Total

	

	

	

	



PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

10.
Please indicate how frequently the following services were provided by staff in your school library media center during the 2003–04 school year.  (Circle one response on each line.)

	
	
Frequency


	
	Daily
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Never
	Not applicable

	a.
Provide reference assistance to:
	
	
	
	
	

	1. students

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2. teachers

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3. administrators

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	b.
Help students, teachers, and administrators find and use relevant information sources outside the school

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Monthly
	Quarterly 
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	c.
Assist teachers in designing, implementing, and evaluating research projects for students

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	d.
Work with the principal and/or teachers on curriculum issues

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	e.
Participate in grade-level, department, or team meetings

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	f.
Coordinate textbook selection, ordering, and distribution program in school

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	g.
Coordinate training programs about integrating educational technology into the curriculum for teachers and other staff

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


11.
During the 2003–04 school year, how frequently did library staff work with classroom teachers in each of the following curricular areas?  (Circle one response on each line.)

	
	Frequency

	
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	a.
Reading/language arts

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	b.
English

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	c.
Mathematics

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	d.
Science

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	e.
Social studies

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6



12.
During the 2003–04 school year, how frequently did the LMC staff provide the following services to classroom teachers in the area of reading or English?(Circle one response on each line.)

	
	Frequency

	
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	a.
Work with teachers in selecting and evaluating library media resources in reading or English

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	b.
Work with teachers in curriculum development in reading/English

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	c.
Collaboratively teach reading/English curriculum units with classroom teachers

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	d.
Collaboratively evaluate reading/English curriculum units with classroom teachers

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6


13.
How was instruction in information skills provided to students in school year 2003–04? (Circle one response on each line.)


Yes
No

a.
In an information skills course

1
2

b.
Integrated into other curriculum areas

1
2

14.
Who provided the instruction in information skills to students in school year 2003–04?  (Circle one response on each line.)


Yes
No

a.
Library media specialist

1
2

b.
Classroom teachers

1
2

c.
Other (please specify)

1
2

15.
Which of the following services and programs were new to your library in 2003-04 and which ones were expanded in 2003–04 compared to 2002–03?  (Circle one response on each line.)

	
	New in 2003–04
	Expanded in 2003–04
	No change
	Decreased or eliminated in 2003–04
	Not performed in either year

	a.
Assist teachers in designing, implementing, and evaluating research projects for students

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	b.
Work with the principal and/or teachers on curriculum issues

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	c.
Participate in grade-level, department, or team meetings

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	d.
Coordinate textbook selection, ordering, and distribution program in school

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	e.
Coordinate training programs about integrating educational technology into the curriculum for teachers and other staff

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	f.
Work with teachers in selecting and evaluating library media resources in reading or English

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	g.
Work with teachers in curriculum development in reading/English

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	h.
Collaboratively teach reading/English curriculum units with classroom teachers

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	i.
Collaboratively evaluate reading/English curriculum units with classroom teachers
`
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	j.
Provide instruction in information skills

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	k.
Provide family literacy nights

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	l.
Provide junior scholars after-school programs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	m.
Provide after-school program with a library orientation

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	n.
Provide books clubs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

16.
During the 2003–04 school year, did any staff in your school receive professional development on topics related to school libraries?


Yes

1



No

2
SKIP TO QUESTION 19

17.
How many of the following types of staff received professional development related to school libraries during the 2003–04 school year?



Number of staff

a.
Principal




b.
School library media specialist(s)




c.
Reading specialist(s)




d.
Classroom teacher(s)




e.
Paraprofessionals/instructional assistant(s)




f.
Other (please specify)




18.
How many times per year were the following topics related to school libraries covered in the professional development activities?   (Circle one response on each line.)

	
	Times per year

	
	7 or
more
	3-6 
	1-2
	Not covered


a.
How to select books and materials that align with the curriculum

1
2
3
4

b.
How to integrate educational technology into the curriculum

1
2
3
4

c.
Methods in which teachers and school library media specialists can collaborate

1
2
3
4

d.
Teaching children to read

1
2
3
4

e.
Other (please specify)

1
2
3
4

f.
Other (please specify)

1
2
3
4

g.
Other (please specify)

1
2
3
4

MATERIALS AND RESOURCES

19.
In your opinion, how adequate were the LMC’s holdings in supporting the instructional program in reading/English in spring 2004 and in spring 2003?  (Circle one response for spring 2004 and one response for spring 2003 on each line.)
1 = Inadequate – few, poor quality, or outdated materials available to support the instructional program

2 = Adequate – library has enough good quality current materials to support the instructional program

3 = Excellent – library has a very good to excellent selection of high quality current materials to support the instructional program

	
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003

	
	Inadequate
	Adequate
	Excellent
	Inadequate
	Adequate
	Excellent

	a.
Overall reading/English collection

	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3

	b.
Print materials

	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3

	c.
Video and other audiovisual materials

	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3

	d.
Computer software

	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3


20.
For each of the following areas, please indicate the adequacy of the LMC’s resources in meeting the school’s needs in that area in spring 2004.  (Circle one response on each line.)
	
	Inadequate
	Adequate
	Excellent
	Not applicable

	a.
English as a second language

	1
	2
	3
	4

	b.
Multicultural materials

	1
	2
	3
	4

	c.
High interest-low vocabulary

	1
	2
	3
	4

	d.
Picture books/easy readers

	1
	2
	3
	4


21.
What is the copyright date of the LMC’s most recent world atlas in any format (e.g., print, CD-ROM, online)?  _________

22.
What is the copyright date of this LMC’s most recent general knowledge encyclopedia in any format (e.g., print, CD-ROM, online)?   _______

23.
What are the average copyright dates of your fiction and nonfiction collections?  (If you are not able to get an exact count, please provide your best estimate.)

	a.
Fiction collection

	


	b.
Nonfiction collection, including reference materials

	



24.
For each of the following Dewey decimal numbers or categories, please indicate if this category was a major focus, a minor focus, or not a focus in the purchases made for this library media center during the 2003–04 school year.  (Do not include classroom collections unless they are administered by the library media center.  Circle one response on each line.)
	Dewey Decimal Number/Category
	Major focus
	Minor focus
	Not a focus

	a.
031/General encyclopedic works-American

	1
	2
	3

	b.
320/Government

	1
	2
	3

	c.
581/Botany

	1
	2
	3

	d.
591/Zoology

	1
	2
	3

	e.
616/Medicine and health

	1
	2
	3

	f.
629.4/Space

	1
	2
	3

	g.
914/European geography and travel

	1
	2
	3

	h.
973/General U.S. history

	1
	2
	3

	i.
Bibliography

	1
	2
	3

	j.
Fiction

	1
	2
	3


25.
On what basis did you select the books you added to your collection during the 2003–04 school year?  (Circle one response on each line.)

	
	Not
 important
	Somewhat important
	Very important
	Not used/
not applicable


a.
The books had won awards

1
2
3
4

b.
Lost books were replaced

1
2
3
4

c.
Books were selected in consultation with the classroom teachers

1
2
3
4

d.
Books were selected in consultation with the reading specialist

1
2
3
4

e.
The focus was on categories that become quickly outdated

1
2
3
4

f.
Books were selected to strengthen particular subject areas

1
2
3
4

g.
Other (please specify)

1
2
3
4

26.
Is the following equipment located within this library media center?  (Circle one response on each line.)

Yes
No

a.
Automated circulation system

1
2

b.
Video laser disc or DVD

1
2

c.
Technology to assist patrons with disabilities (e.g., TDD) 

1
2

27.
Are the following electronic services available in the library media center either through stand-alone computers (not linked to a network), library local area network (LAN), building-wide LAN, or district wide area network (WAN)? (Circle all that apply on each line.)
	
	Stand-alone computer
(non-networked)
	Library 
LAN
	Building-wide LAN
	District WAN
	Not 
available

	a.
Automated catalogs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	b.
CD-ROMS

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	c.
Internet access (e.g., Internet Explorer, Netscape)

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	d.
E-mail

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	e.
Electronic full-text periodicals

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


28.
Please indicate whether or not your LMC has computer access (by the Internet or other networks) to the catalog of the following?  (Circle one response on each line.)

Yes
No

a.
Public library

1
2

b.
Community college library

1
2

c.
College or university library (excluding community college)

1
2

d.
Other school libraries in your district

1
2

e.
School libraries outside your district

1
2

29.
During the last 12 months, did your school participate in any cooperative activity with a local public library?  Examples of cooperative activities include borrowing books for the school library, informing the public library of students’ upcoming homework needs, sharing online resources, and planning for a summer reading program.


Yes

1



No


2
SKIP TO QUESTION 32


Not applicable, public library has bookmobile service only

3
SKIP TO QUESTION 32


Not applicable, there is no local public library or bookmobile service

4
SKIP TO QUESTION 32

30.
During the last 12 months, how often did your school participate in the following cooperative activities with one or more local public libraries?  (Circle one on each line.)

	
	Frequency

	
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	a.
Borrowing books or other materials for the school library

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	b.
Borrowing books or other materials for classroom teachers

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	c.
Informing the public library of curriculum or upcoming homework needs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	d.
Coordinating regarding student research projects, including science fairs

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	e.
Participating in automation projects such as shared online resources, searches, etc.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6


31.
Did your school work with the public library in planning for a summer reading program conducted for school-age children last summer?


Yes

1



No


2


HOLDINGS AND EXPENDITURES

32.
During the 2003–04 school year, what were the total holdings, additions, and expenditures for the library media center for each of the following kinds of materials?  (Any subscriptions that were renewed in 2003–04 should be included in Column 2.  If you are not able to get an exact count, please provide your best estimate.)

	
	(1) 
Total number held at the END of 
the 2003–04 
school year
	(2) 
Number ACQUIRED DURING 
the 2003–04 
school year
	(3) 
Report the amount spent for rental 
and purchase during the 
2003–04 school 
year.  Round to 
the nearest dollar.

	a.
Books (count all copies)

	

	

	$


	b.
Video materials (tape, DVD or laser disc titles. Do not report duplicates)

	

	

	$


	c.
CD-ROM titles (do not report duplicates)

	

	

	$


	d.
Current print or microform periodical subscriptions (do not report duplicates)

	

	

	$


	e.
Electronic subscriptions

	

	

	$



33.
What was the TOTAL expenditure for all materials for this library media center during the 2003–04 and 2002–03 school years?  (This total should include all the types of materials listed above in Question 32 as well as other materials such as globes, posters, and pictures.  Supplies should not be included.)

a.
Total expenditure for materials in 2003–04

$


b.
Total expenditure for materials in 2002–03

$


34.
What was the total expenditure for computer hardware, other than communications equipment, for this library media center during the 2003–04 and 2002–03 school years?  (Include expenditures for purchase, rental, and/or lease.)

a.
Total expenditure for computer hardware in 2003–04

$________________
b.
Total expenditure for computer hardware in 2002–03

$________________
35.
What was the total expenditure for audiovisual equipment for this library media center during the 2003–04 and 2002–03 school years?  (Include expenditures for purchase, rental, and/or lease.)

a.
Total expenditure for audiovisual equipment in 2003–04

$________________
b.
Total expenditure for audiovisual equipment in 2002–03

$________________
SCHOOL INFORMATION

36.
What grades are offered in your school?  (Circle all grades that apply or if your school is ungraded, specify ages of children enrolled.)

	PreK
	K
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	Ungraded, specify age groups:



37.
Does your school have a computer lab?


Yes

1



No


2
SKIP TO QUESTION 39

38.
Is the computer lab considered part of the school library?  (The computer lab may be physically separate from the rest of the school library.)


Yes

1



No


2


39.
Within the past 2 years, has your school conducted a needs assessment of school LMC programs and services?  (Circle one response on each line.)

Yes

1



No


2
SKIP TO QUESTION 41

40.
For each of the categories listed below, please indicate in column (1) whether or not that need was identified in the needs assessment; and in column (2) whether or not changes were made in that area as a result of the needs assessment.  (Circle yes or no in each of the two columns for each need.)
	
	(1) Need identified
	(2) Changes made as a result

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	a.
More library staff

	1
	2
	1
	2

	b.
More materials in languages other than English

	1
	2
	1
	2

	c.
More up-to-date materials

	1
	2
	1
	2

	d.
More time for planning with teachers

	1
	2
	1
	2

	e.
More space

	1
	2
	1
	2

	f.
More computer equipment

	1
	2
	1
	2

	g.
Rewiring the LMC

	1
	2
	1
	2

	h.
Flexible scheduling

	1
	2
	1
	2

	i.
More staff training

	1
	2
	1
	2

	j.
More hours in which the LMC is open

	1
	2
	1
	2

	k.
Other (please specify)

	1
	2
	1
	2


41.
Did your school participate in any of the following federal education programs during the 2003–04 school year?  (Circle one response on each line.)

Yes
No

a.
Reading First

1
2

b.
Early Reading First

1
2

c.
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) 

1
2

d.
Title I

1
2

e.
Other (please specify)

1
2

42.
From what other outside sources of funding did you receive money for your school library during the 2003–04 school year?  (Circle one response one each line.)


Yes
No

a.
State allotment

1
2

b.
Laura Bush Foundation

1
2

c.
Not-for-profit group (please specify)

1
2

d.
Other (please specify)

1
2

RESPONDENT INFORMATION

43.
Which one of the following categories best describes your position at this school?  (Circle one response.)

State-certified library media specialist (LMS) 

1

Professional library staff member not certified as LMS

2

Principal

3

Teacher

4

Other paid employee, such as clerical or aide

5

Volunteer

6

Other (please specify)

7

Is there anything else we should know about your school library media center?

thank you!

APPENDIX B:  DETAILED ANALYSIS PLAN

EVALUATION OF THE IMPROVING LITERACY THROUGH

SCHOOL LIBRARIES PROGRAM

Analysis Plan

June 4, 2004

The evaluation of the Improving Literacy though School Libraries Program centers around four key evaluation questions:

· How do districts allocate grant funds, and are they targeted to schools with the greatest need for improved library resources?

· How are funds used (e.g., to buy books, improve technology, increase library hours, or provide professional development for library and reading staff)?

· How do reading achievement scores vary in schools that received grants for 1 or 2 years compared with matched comparison schools that have not received grants?

· What effect has this program had on staff collaboration and coordination?

Collectively, the four questions look both at how the program was implemented and what outcomes were associated with it.  The first two questions, on funding, deal with program implementation; the third, on reading achievement scores, is a measure of outcomes; and the last, on staff collaboration, could be considered as a measure either of an outcome or of an intervening variable that affects student outcomes.  However, all four of these evaluation questions are interrelated since program implementation can be expected to affect outcomes.  Previous literature has identified several factors that are related to improved literacy, such as library media program development (e.g., print volumes per student, and expenditures per student), information technology (i.e., using computer networking to link library media centers (LMCs) with classrooms, labs, and other instructional sites), collaboration between school library media specialists and teachers, and flexible scheduling that allows high numbers of individual visits to the media center on a per student basis.
  Thus, an analysis of program implementation that looks at the degree to which the grantees adopt such program characteristics would provide inferential information about whether and why program participation might be correlated with reading literacy.

Differences in program implementation might also be used to explain differences in program outcomes.  Although school districts were given guidelines on the expected uses of the grant money, they had considerable flexibility in terms of what programs they implemented and how the resources were used.  Also, though the grants were limited to districts with high proportions of poverty, the schools and libraries may have varied in their needs (e.g., based on being in rural or urban environments, parents’ educational backgrounds, and such organizational factors as the size of the school district, which might affect the resources available to the school).  Thus, it would not be surprising if the outcomes that are associated with program participation varied based on both the program implementation and the resources/conditions of the participating school districts.  

This evaluation, therefore, will look not only at direct measures with regard to student reading outcomes, but also at program implementation factors that may be associated with program success.  Partly for that purpose, we expect the final report to include one or more preliminary chapters discussing the program implementation as a way of both describing the program and setting the background for discussing student outcomes.  These chapters will include basic descriptive information on areas such as access to LMCs during nonschool hours, usage of the LMCs, and staffing.  

In this analysis plan, the terms libraries, school libraries, and library media centers are all used interchangeably.  Where there is a need to discuss nonschool libraries, we use the term public library.

Data Sources to be Used

At the start of this evaluation, we identified three major sources of data to be used for the study:  yearly grantee reports, survey data from the grantee schools (and comparison schools), and student test scores using the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED’s) school-level assessment database (SLAD).  Since that time, funding for SLAD has been unstable, but we understand that student test scores will be available either through SLAD or an alternative mechanism.  As a backup, the yearly protocol will collect data on students’ achievement scores that can be used in place of the SLAD data for grantee schools.  Another possibility to explore is seeking detailed data from the states or districts, as we discuss below; however, it is not currently part of the study design and we do not recommend it.  This section describes the three data sources and the types of data they will provide.  


The Yearly Grantee Reports

These reports are designed to provide final information on how the grants have been implemented, along with information on potential outcomes that might be associated with program implementation.  They are important because they provide needed summary information that will be used for the evaluation, as well as the district perspective; the survey will provide the perspective of individual schools.  The reports will provide information on:

· How schools were selected for participation in the program; 

· What grades and how many students were served;

· The extent to which library hours were extended based on the program, and how the extended hours were implemented;

· The purchases made by school libraries, and how they compare to the time before they received the grant;

· The extent to which the grant was used to provide professional development, and how that was implemented;

· The way in which grant funds were distributed to the schools, and who participated in that decision; and

· Student reading achievement data, by school, grade, and time period (i.e., the year of the grant, and the year prior to the grant).


The School Library Media Center Survey

Unlike the yearly grantee reports, the school library media center surveys will be administered to a sample of comparison schools as well as to the grantee schools, in order to help evaluate what outcomes might be associated with program participation.  The survey is also important for providing school-level data.  Though certain concepts are best measured at the district level (e.g., how schools are chosen for participation in the program), there may be substantial variations in how programs are implemented from one school to another, even within a single district.  Some of these differences might be based on different levels of needs (e.g., number of students, base level of library resources, or level of poverty), and others on school-level choices (e.g., if each library media center is given discretion to choose which new books will be purchased).  The survey will provide the following information:

· Library organization, usage, and staffing (number of enrolled students, student usage levels, number of books checked out, hours open, school use of extended hours, staffing level);

· Programs and services (types and frequencies of services provided, frequency of library staff working with classroom teachers, instruction in information skills, changes in services);

· Professional development (number receiving professional development, topics covered and frequency);

· Materials and resources (adequacy of holdings, age of holdings, focus of new purchases, basis for choosing new books for acquisition, equipment available, electronic services available, computer access to outside catalogs, cooperative activities with local public libraries, summer reading programs);

· Holdings and expenditures (amount of materials and recent acquisitions, expenditures on materials and equipment);

· School information (grade levels offered, computer lab available, conduct of recent needs assessment, participation in federal education programs, outside funding); and

· Respondent information (position at school).


Student Test Scores

Through SLAD and other mechanisms, ED has worked to develop and maintain a database providing school-level summary measures of test score results.  The exact contents in the database vary from one state to another because the states differ in the tests they use, the ways in which they measure proficiency, the grade levels in which the tests are administered, and the subgroups for which they report separately.  Still, in general the database provides the following information for each state:

· School characteristics (e.g., total enrollment, urban/rural locale, whether the school is a magnet school and/or a charter school, the grade levels taught, title I eligibility, the number of teachers in full-time equivalencies (FTEs));

· Demographic characteristics of the students (race/ethnicity, the percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunches, the number of migrant students)

· Test score data 

· The subjects being tested vary from one state to another, but reading/language arts/English is always included; 

· The number of grades for which data are available also varies, but there always is at least one grade at the elementary level and one at the middle/junior level; 

· The number of years of data varies by state, but there are consistently a sufficient number of years to support some analysis of trends over time;

· The reporting on subgroups such as gender and race/ethnicity varies, but there always is an overall total for the grade (but not an overall total for the school); and

· The reporting is most typically in terms of the percentage of students that met a particular target (e.g., the percentage achieving satisfactory or excellent, or the percentage reaching level 2 or higher)

In short, summarizing what is consistently available across all states, we generally can expect to have the percentage of all students at some particular grade level (the actual grade level may vary) who achieve a minimum standard of proficiency or higher in reading or a closely related topic (i.e., language arts or English).

Key Issues

A few key concepts can immediately be identified based on the four evaluation questions that have been specified.  


Length of Intervention 

The grant itself lasts only for 1 year, unless districts/schools have difficulty carrying it out within 1 year and seek an extension.  Some of the changes introduced by the grant may have long-lasting implications, such as possibly greatly increasing the size of the library’s holdings.  Other changes are intended to change the culture or method of operation, such as professional development and attempting to increase the collaboration between library staff and teachers.  The degree to which these changes continue may depend on what the districts/school do to reinforce them and on their perceived value; thus, some may continue while others may be discontinued or slowly phased out.  Finally, there may be some changes that might require the extra resources provided by the grant on a continuing basis, so that they may be discontinued after the grant has expired.  For example, if the extra resources allowed the libraries to increase staffing for extra hours of service, they might have difficulties maintaining extra staff once their funds decrease.

Because this study is designed as a one-time contact of schools and districts after the grant, it is not well suited for measuring what continuing association there may be between program participation and outcomes in later years.  However, if the study is successful in identifying the effects of particular aspects of the intervention (e.g., the increase in library holdings) and not simply the overall intervention, it may be possible to draw inferences about outcomes in later years.

The passage of time also may be important in other ways.  It may be that 1 year is not a sufficient amount of time for some things.  For example, if the goal is to change the culture concerning collaboration, perhaps a longer intervention is required.  Also, it may be that student increases in reading literacy are strongest after several years rather than after a single year.  Thus, it is possible either that the short time period of the grant will compromise the likelihood of some types of changes, or that the short interval between receipt of the grant and testing will lessen the likelihood of identifying changes that may ultimately occur.  The first issue is more one of program design than study design; since the program is designed as a 1-year grant, the study should seek to evaluate it as such.  However, it is possible that if the study finds little benefit associated with the 1-year grant, the problem may be that the grants are too short rather than that such grants would never make a difference.  Also, the study may offer little information about whether a longer intervention would have different effects.  The second issue more directly affects the ability of the study design to estimate the benefits associated even with a 1-year grant.  Suppose, for example, that an increase in library holdings affects students’ reading literacy, but that it takes several years for the change to make a difference.  Since the library will continue in later years to have those extra materials that were acquired through the grant (though over time some materials will become outdated), a one-time increase in holdings might be sufficient to produce a change in reading literacy; however, the study might occur too early to measure that change (or, at least, to estimate the full extent of the change over time).


Allocation of Funds 

One main issue is whether the district sought to implement the grant at all district schools or only at selected schools.  If only selected schools were chosen, then the method of choosing the schools is also important—e.g., whether specific grade levels or particularly “needy” schools were chosen, or if some other criteria were used.  A second major issue is that regardless of whether all or only some schools were involved, any district with multiple grantee schools still had to decide on how to allocate funds among those schools that were considered eligible; for example, the funding might have been based on a formula (e.g., based on student enrollments, or on the number of students in poverty), or on a programmatic basis (e.g., programs that were directed at elementary schools within a district may have had a different level of expenses than programs that were directed at other schools in the same district).

Perhaps the most difficult concept to conceptualize and measure is the neediness of the schools (in order to determine whether the funds are allocated to the neediest schools).  The simplest approach, which parallels the approach used by ED in awarding grants, is to define need in a dichotomous way, such as considering all schools with a minimum specified percentage of students in poverty as being needy.  With this approach, one would seek to determine whether there are discrepancies whereby needy schools do not participate in the program or non-needy schools do participate.  Another approach is to create a sliding scale in which even needy schools can be compared based on their relative neediness.  For example, neediness could be based on general school characteristics, such as deciding that a school with 30 percent of students in poverty is needier than a school with 20 percent in poverty.  Alternatively, one might look more specifically at library characteristics, so that a library’s neediness might be based on concepts such as its total resources (e.g., the size of its budget or total collection) or level of resources per student (i.e., dividing the total resources by the student enrollment).  Neediness might also be defined in terms of student academic characteristics, such as schools with a low percentage of students demonstrating proficiency in reading.  

Instead of choosing a particular approach now, we recommend exploring these multiple approaches during the data analysis to see how they compare.  One reason is that districts might vary, e.g., with some defining neediness in one way, and others defining it in another.  Another reason is that we then would be better able to compare the implications of each approach and thus provide better information to ED on the implications of different ways of specifying program requirements.  


How Funds Are Used

One basic distinction is whether funds are used for physical resources (e.g., books and technology) or for personnel (e.g., training, extended hours, and efforts at collaboration).  Another question is whether the funds are targeted toward particular areas of felt need, such as filling gaps in the collection in certain areas, or updating the collection in areas subject to rapid change (e.g., some areas of science and current events).  


Reading Achievement Scores

Reading achievement scores provide a measure of whether participation in the program is associated with improved student literacy.  Also, the association between program participation and student literacy may vary depending on program implementation, so it will be important to examine the relationship between the various program components and reading literacy rather than looking only at participation overall.

The analysis of the reading achievement scores presents some of the most complex challenges, in part because of inconsistencies across states in how the data are collected and used.  The following are a few of the key issues.

Overall scores and scores for subgroups.  One important question is whether reading achievement gains will be the same among all groups.  Since the library media center can be thought of as serving the entire school, schoolwide measures are appropriate.  However, some schools appeared to target the grant funds toward specific grade levels (generally, the targeting seems to be to a range of grades, such as elementary grades, rather than to one or two specific grades), leading to the possibility that those grades might show greater improvement than others.  It may also be that literacy in certain grades is more strongly associated with program participation than in other grades regardless of the targeting.  As a general rule, we cannot expect to compare two grades within a particular school level (e.g., comparing grade 3 with grade 4) because we cannot count on having data for more than one grade at that level.  We can expect to have at least one grade available at the elementary level and one at the middle/junior high level, so we can compare subgroups in this sense.  Such an analysis might better be described as a comparison of school levels than of subgroups of students, however, especially since the extent to which library media centers are involved in the grant are often likely to vary by school level.  

It is also possible that other subgroups, such as race/ethnicity, limited English proficient students, and special education students, may be important in addition to those based on grade.  For example, the association between program participation and reading scores might be greater for the most disadvantaged students than for other students because they have fewer alternate sources of resources available.  Some analysis of these issues may be possible, though a smaller number of schools will be available for analysis because of variations among states in terms of what subgroups are reported separately.

One other aspect concerning the handling of subgroups needs to be considered.  For some schools, we will only have data available for a single grade at a given level (e.g., only grade 4 or 5 at the elementary level), while for others we will have multiple grades available.  Thus, we will need to choose which grades to examine when a choice is available.  Unless the questionnaires indicate that many schools are specially targeting certain grades and not others within the same level, our inclination is to focus on a grade or group of grades as representing the entire level (based on the reasoning that libraries work with the entire school).  For example, if both grades 4 and 5 are available for a particular school, we do not see a general reason to prefer one grade over another.  Rather than arbitrarily selecting a grade, we propose to create a composite measure that would reflect as much of the school as the data describe.  For example, if results for grades 4 and 5 are available, we would multiply the percentage who are proficient in reading in grade 4 by the total number of students who were tested in grade 4, and multiply the percentage who are proficient in reading in grade 5 by the total number of students who were tested in grade 5.  By summing these two numbers and dividing by the total number of students who were tested in grades 4 and 5, we can compute the percentage in grades 4 and 5 combined that were proficient in reading.

Adjusting for student mobility.  Student mobility can especially be high in urban districts, which might make it more difficult to find the association between the library programs and student achievement.  That is, one would expect the relationship between school libraries and student achievement to depend on students’ exposure to the changes in the libraries; a student who entered a school in the middle of the year would be less likely to be affected by the program than a student who had attended for the entire year.  Similarly, a student who is intended to belong to the control group but who actually spent some time at a school in the library program might be expected to have scores in between those who were exposed for the entire school year and those who were not exposed at all.  

To determine the importance of mobility, we obtained some information on how it varies from one school to another.  In 2003 in Maryland overall, 14 percent of all elementary students were new entrants and 11 percent withdrew, while in Baltimore, 24 percent were new entrants and 19 percent withdrew.
  In some schools in Maryland, the number of new entrants was greater than the average enrollment at those schools (i.e., the percentage was over 100 percent).  Some of these schools were alternative schools such as at detention centers where one would especially expect a high turnover, but for others there was no obvious reason for the high turnover rates.

There are three general approaches one might take toward adjusting for student mobility.

· One can ignore the issue, in the hope that new entrants and withdrawals balance out.  Some variation that is associated with mobility might be random, and students that enter in the middle of the year might be either stronger or weaker than students who leave.  To the degree that the variation is random, it may tend to balance out overall, though maybe not at individual schools.  However, to the extent that participation in the library programs is systematically related to improved achievement scores, the relationship will be attenuated by high mobility because the measurement of participation will be less accurate.  It is not important whether the partial participants are in the treatment group or comparison group, since in either case the tendency will be to lessen the distinction between the two groups.

· On can perform statistical adjustments at the schoolwide level if schoolwide data on mobility are available, and some states do make them available on the Internet.  For example, we could create a dichotomous measure to separate high mobility schools from other schools, or use a continuous measure to examine the interaction between participation and mobility.  One way to do the latter is multiply a mobility measure (M, with a value ranging from 1 if all students have complete exposure to 0 if no students have complete exposure) by the participation measure (P); the product MP would assume that there is a consistent association between participation and achievement, and that the association would decline proportionally as the percentage with full exposure to the program decreased.
  

· If student-level data are available, we can potentially prorate each student’s measure of participation to account for his/her actual exposure to the program.  This is the ideal approach because it provides the most accurate measure of students’ exposure to the library program.  However, this approach requires student-level data not only on testing, but also on enrollment history.  Student-level on test scores could probably be obtained from the states (though some states do not have unique identifiers in their files; e.g., Oklahoma’s file does not, though it does include students’ names and birthdates, which could be used for merging).  We probably would need separate enrollment data from the districts to identify which students had only partial exposure (and ideally the total length of their time at the school, along with information about the school attended previously).  Consequently, it seems impractical to examine data at the student level.

Thus, the best approach appears to be to perform schoolwide adjustments when data on mobility are available.


Staff Collaboration

The extent of staff collaboration has been identified as one of the characteristics of effective school library media centers.  From an evaluation perspective, we might in particular think of two aspects of staff collaboration that are important:  the degree to which the program encourages staff collaboration by providing the resources or training that are needed, and the actual extent of collaboration in practice.  How these two aspects combine is also important in determining whether some program characteristics are more strongly associated with collaboration than others.  Finally, as we noted earlier, staff collaboration may be associated with improved student outcomes.

Overall Design


Quasi-Experimental Design 

This evaluation can be classified as using a quasi-experimental design.  That is, while the program intervention was not applied in a true experimental manner, the selection of a comparison group of equivalent schools allows a comparison of outcomes of grantee and non-grantee sites that is similar to what might be obtained through an experiment.  Of course, there is a possibility that the comparison group may not be truly equivalent to the grantee sites (as might occur even with random assignment), in which case the differences in outcomes between the two groups might be based on those initial differences rather than truly being associated with program participation.  For this reason, it will be important to choose schools that are as equivalent as possible, but then also to examine the resulting groups to determine what important differences may remain, and potentially to statistically adjust for such differences.  

The collection and use of retrospective data about the schools prior to the implementation of the grant also allows the evaluation to be similar to a pretest-posttest design that examines schools prior to the grant and then again after the intervention.  Strictly speaking, a pretest-posttest design is not necessary to have a true experimental design:  randomization can be used instead to allow the inference that there were no important difference between the grantee schools and comparison schools prior to the intervention.  However, the ability to make comparisons over time greatly increases the strength of the evaluation.  It will allow us to measure the degree to which there has been general change over time that has been shared by all schools, to better measure whether the grantee schools and comparison schools were equivalent prior to the intervention, and to know whether differences between the grantee and comparison schools reflect actual changes over time or differences that existed prior to the intervention.  

One can think of the pretest-posttest design as providing a second set of comparison schools, with the advantage that these comparison schools are identical to the posttest schools except for the passage of time.  Thus, even if there are unknown differences in programs from one school to another, programs within a particular school are more likely to be consistent from one year to another (other than the intervention introduced by the school libraries program) than are programs across schools.  This is important because we will not have complete data about all of the programs in which schools might be involved in order to test for differences between the treatment and comparisons and to adjust for any differences that are found.  Despite the many benefits of the pretest-posttest design, it remains valuable to have a separate set of schools as a comparison group, so we can better determine whether any changes that are observed can be associated with the intervention or might have occurred anyway (e.g., because of nationwide trends).


Other Analyses

Not all analyses will be conducted using the comparison group.  The yearly grantee reports will be completed only by districts receiving grants, and the evaluation will not collect complementary data about districts that did not receive grants.
  Further, the first two evaluation questions (on the allocation of grant funds, and the use of the funds) are concerned with describing the implementation of the grants, for which comparison data generally are not needed.  


Presentation of Data

Comparison data can be useful for determining how library programs are different from what might otherwise be expected (as also is true for retrospective data).  As a rule, when comparison data are presented in tables, it will be as a single row allowing a quick contrast between the totals for grantee schools and non-grantee schools.  There are three main alternatives for how to treat comparison schools when examining subgroups of schools (e.g., grouping schools based on enrollment size), though one can quickly be discarded.  It generally would not be advisable to mix comparison schools and grantee schools (e.g., to mix both groups within the category of “small schools”), because this method groups schools together that have important programmatic differences and would detract from the primary goal of examining the grantee schools.  

A more viable alternative is to maintain parallel groups for both grantee and non-grantee schools, so that, for example, one can compare small grantee schools with small non-grantee schools, and medium grantee schools with medium non-grantee schools.  We will consider such a table design when it would be appropriate, though it often might lead to unwieldy tables if there are a large number of classification variables.  More generally, we suspect such detailed table layouts may not be necessary:  our understanding is that the grants are so large in comparison with the library media centers’ typical budgets that the distinction between different categories of non-grantee schools is less important than the more basic distinction between non-grantee schools and grantee schools.  For example, suppose that large grantee schools tend to keep the libraries open for a longer time than small grantee schools.  It would not be surprising if the libraries in the smallest grantee schools still were open for a greater number of hours than those in non-grantee schools because of the extra funding provided through the grant.  Thus, distinguishing between different subgroups of comparison schools would not provide much additional useful information, while greatly increasing the complexity of the table.  Instead, it seems more useful to use the same space to allow a greater number of classification variables than to subdivide the comparison schools for every variable.  Our plan, therefore, is to subdivide the comparison schools only when we see evidence that such a distinction is important.


Combining District and School Data

As a rule, the district data will be used for describing the implementation of the program, especially with regard to the first two evaluation questions concerning the allocation and use of funds.  The school-level data generally will be the appropriate data for examining the remaining two evaluation questions (concerning achievement scores and staff coordination), both because the necessary data generally will be from the school questionnaire or from school test scores, and because only the school survey will have a matched set of comparison schools.  The school-level data also will be used to supply much of the descriptive data in the report about how the program is being implemented.

There may be times during the analysis when it will be desirable to combine the district and school data.  This is most likely for the descriptive portion of the report since the study design is not intended to provide district-level data for comparison schools.  For example, one such analysis would be to examine whether particular district approaches to allocating funds among the school are associated with particular school-level practices.  Often, such analyses could be designed as ordinary crosstabulations, with the district data being used as supplemental information to group the schools in the same way that the standard classification variables will be used.  WesVarPC is capable of producing accurate standard errors in such situations.  Alternatively, the district data could be inserted into a regression equation, in which case we will test the data to determine whether there is value in modeling district-level error separately from school-level error.  If so, we will use PROC MIXED or HLM to adjust for the clustering of schools within districts.  (We note elsewhere that we plan to use PROC MIXED or HLM in any case for the analysis of the achievement data.)  


Sampling Error

Because both the treatment and comparison schools will be selected through statistical sampling, they are subject to sampling error.  The samples will be stratified samples, so that standard statistical procedures (which assume simple random sampling) will not produce accurate estimates of standard errors.  We therefore will create replicate weights and use WesVarPC, a statistical procedure that is able to estimate standard errors for complex samples, for determining statistical significance (e.g., when comparing means and percentages).  WesVarPC also can be used for regression analysis and logisitic regression, though not for some of the more complex techniques that are planned for the student achievement score data (i.e., a repeated measures approach using PROC MIXED or HLM).  However, these procedures adjust for the sample design and clustering in other ways, so they can appropriately be used despite the use of a complex sample design.


Nonsampling Error

Survey estimates are subject to errors of reporting and errors made in the collection of the data.  These nonsampling errors can sometimes bias the data.  While general sampling theory can be used to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a statistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure and usually require that an experiment be conducted as part of the data collection procedures or the use of data external to the evaluation.

Nonsampling errors may include such factors as differences in the respondents’ interpretation of the meaning of the questions, differences related to the particular time the survey was conducted, or errors in data preparation.  During the design and pretest of the survey, an effort was made to check for consistency of interpretations and to eliminate ambiguous items.  Some items that appeared particularly burdensome in the pretest were dropped or restructured for the questionnaire; the primary reason was to lower burden and increase response rates, but these changes should also lessen nonsampling error by reducing the amount of time required and thus lessening the incentive to take shortcuts.  During the data collection and preparation phases, the data will be examined for potential inconsistencies, and respondents often will be called to resolve these inconsistencies.  We expect this process to further reduce the extent of nonsampling error and to better identify any remaining sources of it.

Anticipated Statistical Techniques for Analysis

To a large degree, the yearly grantee reports and school library media center survey reflect much of our work to operationalize these general concepts into specific and measurable components for the evaluation.  The table shells in turn show how we plan to structure much of the analysis.  In this section, we discuss some of the major analytic issues we will face in preparing the tables and in conducting regression analyses.

For the outcomes analysis, we may sometimes desire to collapse data from multiple questionnaire items into summary variables.  For example, question 15 of the school library media center questionnaire asks about 14 separate areas where libraries may have expended their efforts in 2003–04.  One way to collapse these 14 items into a summary variable is to count the number of items in which schools either adopted new services or expanded existing services, thus producing a general measure of each library’s efforts to expand its services.  Two advantages of this approach are that it greatly simplifies the model that might be used to predict student outcomes, and it provides a general measure of the breadth of libraries’ expansion of their activities, rather than focusing on a few particular activities.  Of course, such summary measures can easily be adapted depending on both the nature of the data we receive and our theoretical model; for example, the measure could count only on new programs in 2003–04 rather than new or expanded programs, or the items could be grouped to define one summary variable on general activities and another on activities specifically relating to reading and English (as in the table shells at the end of this document).  Some other potential summary variables that we will examine are the number of topics covered frequently in professional development activities (e.g., the number of items from questions 18a-18d that received a response of 7 or more), the number of areas that were a major focus for library purchases in 2003–04 (based on question 24), the number of cooperative activities with public libraries that the school engaged in at least monthly (based on question 30), and the number of areas of cooperation with classroom teachers (based on questions 11 and/or 12).
  

As the above example indicates, how we will use particular variables will depend on the particular context.  Most of the questionnaire items are categorical by nature, as would especially be appropriate for the descriptive sections of the report.  For these, we primarily will perform crosstabulations.  We expect that part of the outcomes analysis will also use crosstabulations to help set up the analysis, in combination with regression analysis for achievement scores.  Regression analysis is useful because it allows one to test hypotheses while simultaneously adjusting for other variables that also might be related to the outcome measures.  Also, the coefficients resulting from the regression analysis can be used directly to provide estimates of the amount of improvement that is associated with program participation.  For the regression analysis, we often may create continuous summary variables to use in place of individual questionnaire items, as discussed above.  At other times, we may collapse the variables to be dichotomous, or even create multiple dummy variables as needed.  

At this point, no use of student-level data is planned, but if such data are used to better adjust for student mobility (or to better model the variation), then we will examine whether the clustering of the data requires an approach such as hierarchical linear models.  


Major Classification Variables

Following are the major classification variables that we plan to use for preparing the tables providing descriptive statistics.  Some of these variables would be based on data collected through the surveys, while others could be obtained from the Common Core of Data.  At this stage in the evaluation, we do not yet have sufficient data about the characteristics of the grantee schools to fully specify how the subgroups will be defined (e.g., the exact range that will be used for defining a school that is “small” in terms of enrollment size), though the list below provides some approximations.  To the extent possible, we will try to divide the schools into equal-sized groups to facilitate the statistical analysis.  As discussed in the section on the evaluation design, in general we expect to report only on non-grantee schools within the classification variable “grantee status,” while the remaining classification variables will limit the analysis to the grantee districts/schools.  Within the grantee status variable, we also include plans to report both on all grantee schools and also specifically on those that received grants for 2 successive years.  Because of the small number of schools receiving grants for 2 successive years, we may be limited in the types of conclusions we can draw from such data, but we will look both for the possibility of a stronger association with improved reading literacy because of the extra year of participation, and also at the possibility that measures of change may be obscured because the schools were already at an unusually high level of offering services when the second grant began.

Grantee status (school level only)


Received grant



Received grant for 2 years


Did not receive grant

District/school enrollment size (based on Q1 for schools)


Small (district:  0-499; school:  less than 300)


Medium (district:  500–1,999; school:  300–499)


Large (district:  2,000 or more; school:  500 or more)

School level (school level only; depending on the number of schools, we potentially could divide secondary schools into middle/junior high and senior high schools; however, the programs often seem to focus on elementary schools, so there may not be enough secondary schools to justify making such a distinction)


Elementary


Secondary


Other

Urbanicity


Urban


Suburban


Town


Rural

Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility


Less than 50 percent


50 percent or more

Region


Northeast


Southeast


Central


West

Amount of grant (district only, using district data for district-based tables)


Small


Medium


Large

Total expenditures per student (school only, based on sum of Q33b, Q34b, and Q35b)


Small


Medium


Large

Total FTE staff (school only, based on Q9e)


Small


Medium


Large

When analyzing program outcomes, we expect to continue using variables that are designed for descriptive statistics (though some might be used as continuous variables rather than categorical variables), but we also expect to add variables that look at different aspects of the program implementation.  Some measures of program implementation that we will explore are the total number of hours the library media center was open, the number of hours the library media center was open during nonschool hours, whether the library media center was open during summer vacation, collaboration with classroom teachers (we might use a single variable that appears important, or create a composite variable based on items in questions 10-12), and number/type of staff receiving professional development.  In a crosstabulation, these variables might be defined as categorical variables (which is why they are listed here as classification variables), but in a regression analysis several of these might be defined as continuous variables.


Regressions Not Requiring Achievement Data

Several potential grant outcomes that we can measure can be based entirely on the survey data without any use of the achievement data.  For example, the grants can be expected to affect the resources available to students, the level of services offered, students’ use of the libraries, and the amount of cooperation between classroom teachers and the school library.  These measures are important because they would be expected to affect student achievement, and thus they provide inferential information about whether student achievement might be affected by the grants; also, to the degree that the grants are (or are not) associated with student achievement, these measures help to explain whatever the reason for that association (e.g., perhaps only districts that showed an increase in the number of students using the library showed a change in achievement).  

We expect to have preliminary indications whether receipt of the grant was associated with these outcomes from the descriptive tables presented in the analysis plan; for example, one would expect the mean number of books per student to be higher in schools receiving grants.  Regression analysis provides a way of simultaneously adjusting for multiple factors that might also be associated with the “outcome” under examination.  For example, the mean number of books per student might also be associated with the size of the school, the poverty level of the students, the grade levels taught, and/or whether the school is located in a central city or a rural area.  While a crosstabulation would indicate whether these individual factors are important, regression analysis is a useful tool for determining whether the apparent association between the program and these outcome measures might be either higher or lower when all of these other factors are taken into account (especially considering that the standard tables will present only totals for the non-grantee schools rather than detailed statistics on subgroups).

Following is a list of the different outcomes that we expect to use as dependent variables within regression equations:

· Number of students using the library media center

· Number of books and other materials checked out from the LMC

· Number of hours the school LMC was open

· Number of nonschool hours the LMC was open

· Number of summer days the LMC was open

· Total number of LMC staff 

· Number of services that were added or expanded

· Total number of staff receiving professional development during 2003–04

· LMC has a connection to a local area network (LAN) extending beyond the library

· Number of books acquired during 2003–04

· Total expenditures for books and similar materials

· Total expenditures for computer hardware

· Total expenditures for audiovisual equipment

For those measures that appear strongly related to school size (e.g., the total expenditures, the number of books and other materials checked out, and the number of students using the library media center), we will explore whether it would be more meaningful to standardize the measure (e.g., the mean expenditures per student, or the number of books per student).  Of course, one can also adjust for school size by including the school enrollment size as an independent variable, but these alternate ways of defining the dependent variables can still be useful for better defining the relationship between enrollment and other variables in the equation.  For example, it may be that the total collection size increases as the school enrollment increases, but that the number of books per student goes down as the enrollment increases.

Following are some of the variables that we expect to test as independent variables that might be associated with the outcome variables listed above.

· Grantee status

· Size of grant

· School enrollment size

· School level

· Poverty level of students

· Percentage of students who belong to minority racial/ethnic groups

· Locale (urban/rural)

· Received other outside funding for library

In general, the regression equations will take the following form:

Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + … + βnXn
where Y is the dependent variable of interest, β0 is a constant (i.e., the Y intercept), β1 through βn are regression coefficients, and X1 through Xn are the independent variables.  For those independent variables that are categorical in nature rather than continuous, we will use dummy variables to model the various categories.  We will develop the regression models by starting with all of the independent variables that are of interest and to limit the risk that the inclusion of irrelevant variables might affect the standard errors, removing in a stepwise manner those independent variables that are not statistically significant.  


Regressions Using Achievement Data

A number of issues are involved in examining the achievement data.  Each is discussed in the following subsections.

Measuring achievement.  Examining differences in reading achievement is complicated by the fact that not all states use the same test.  Some tests are used in multiple states (e.g., the SAT-9 and the CTBS), while other tests apply only to individual states.  Further, due to requirements in NCLB that the tests correspond to the state curriculum, some states are changing their tests; consequently, a state may not necessarily use the same test consistently over time.  For example, the District of Columbia currently uses the SAT-9 but will be changing to a different test.  

One approach is to only analyze the data within states (or within clusters of states) sharing the same test.  However, given the relatively small number of grantees in the study and the fact that all data will be at the school level, the number of observations would be quite limited, which may greatly lessen the likelihood of finding statistically significant results.  Also, even this approach would not solve the problem of measurement within states that change their test over time.

We instead propose to translate the scores into metrics that are comparable across states and over time.  One way of doing this is to transform test scores into percentiles or normal curve equivalents (normal curve equivalents have the advantage of being continuous measures, while percentiles are not), but the most natural way given the structure of the data is to use the percentage of students that are judged to be proficient.  This metric, directly available from SLAD, is meaningful for all states.  To still allow for state differences since one test may measure a different mix of skills and knowledge than another, we propose using a statistical procedure that models the states as being one part of a hierarchical structure (i.e., either HLM or the SAS procedure PROC MIXED).  For example, allowing the intercept to vary by state in an HLM analysis has much the same effect as introducing a separate dummy variable for each state, though the HLM approach is superior in the sense that it also models the error at multiple levels.

Data to be used.  One issue we considered was whether to supplement the questionnaire data with achievement data for additional schools that are available through SLAD.  Potentially this could greatly increase the number of schools available for analysis.  However, the school survey provides important information about the school libraries that would not be available for the supplemental schools.  For example, the survey provides information on the libraries’ resources, the extent of collaboration with classroom teachers, the availability of the library during nonschool hours, and the receipt of grants from other sources.  It would technically be possible to include the supplemental schools along with a dummy variable to adjust for the overall differences between the supplemental schools and the schools that were originally sampled.  Still, given the limited information that would be available on the supplemental schools, the supplemental data would not be very useful.  We therefore will limit the analysis to the sampled schools and districts.

We also considered the issue of how many years of achievement data should be used in the analysis.  The primary reason for including multiple years is to better measure trends over time in students’ scores, so we could know whether the school libraries program was associated with a change from those overall trends.  At a minimum, the study design provides pre and post measures that, when combined with data for comparison schools, can be used to determine whether changes in student achievement may be associated with overall trends rather than changes resulting from the grants.  We will examine whether there would be a benefit from adding an extra 1 to 3 years of achievement data prior to the pretest measure:  adding 1 year would allow us to know whether some time trend existed before the program implementation, and adding additional years would help to confirm the extent to which the time trend was consistent.  We do not believe it would be helpful to consider more than 4 years of data because if the trends vary greatly over longer time periods, such changes may represent changes in the general school context rather than providing much information on time trends themselves.  The actual number of years for which data are available will vary from one state to another, but essentially all states should have at least 2 years of data prior to the program implementation, and a repeated measures approach allows the number of years of data to change from one state to another.  We should note that the school survey is only designed to ask about two points in time, so for the earlier years we would only have achievement data plus a limited amount of data from CCD.  The modeling of student achievement will thus have to be more limited for the earlier years, and the supplemental data will provide information about overall time trends but not about the reasons for changes in student achievement.

Form of the regression models.  In principle, if the treatment and comparison schools are similar, then a comparison of the reading proficiency of both groups should be sufficient to see whether participation in the library program is associated with improved test scores.  Also, even if there are differences between the treatment and comparison schools, one can theoretically adjust for such differences by adding appropriate variables to the regression equation.  In practice, however, we may not be able to identify or adjust for all variables that may be important.  For example, the fact of participation in the school libraries program may be an indication of the school district’s reform orientation, resources (in order to prepare the grant application), and competency (in order to develop a quality proposal).  Also, schools may participate in a variety of reform programs that are not specifically measured in the study (the school survey does ask about other outside sources of funding and about participation in certain federal programs, but it does not attempt to develop a complete picture of each school’s programs).  

We propose using a repeated measures approach to measure the association between the school libraries program and student achievement.  In this approach, the reading achievement score for a given year is used as the dependent variable, while factors that might affect reading achievement scores (e.g., grantee status and school characteristics) are included as independent variables, along with independent variables to indicate the pre/post status of the observation and the passage of time.  The advantage of this approach is that the error distribution is modeled for both the pre and post observations; if, alternatively, one were to use the pretest measurement to predict the posttest score, one would be assuming that there was an error structure around the posttest observations, but that the pretest scores are measured without error.  This approach can easily be adapted to accommodate multiple observations over time, and it is not necessary for there to be an equal number of observations over time for each school.  The general structure of the model therefore would be:

Y = β0 + β11T1 + β12T2 + … + β1nTn + β21X1 + β22X2 + … + β2nXn
where Y is the measure of reading achievement for a given time, β0 is the intercept, T1 is the time trend for the first time interval (e.g., between the first and second observations, assuming no missing data), and X1 through Xn measure the grantee status and other independent variables of interest.

Indirect effects of program participation.  Depending on which independent variables are included in the above equation, it is possible or even likely that they may be intermediate variables that are affected by program participation and in turn affect student achievement.  For example, the grants are intended to affect library purchases and cooperation with classroom teachers and to promote access to school libraries during nonschool hours; through such changes, they are to increase student achievement.  It is logical to include such variables in the regression models in order to have well-specified models, but if one is not careful, this action could lead to underestimating the association between program participation and student achievement.  Suppose, for example, that the regression equation includes as independent variables both a dichotomous measure of program participation and also a measure of the number of books in the library (or the number of books per student), and suppose that the number of books is found to be significantly associated with student achievement.  If participation in the school libraries program is associated with an increase in the size of libraries’ collections, then some of the association between participation and student achievement may be captured through including the measure of the number of books; in that case, the coefficient for the measure of participation would not represent the full program impact but rather the residual impact remaining after removing the impact associated with the increase in libraries’ collections.  Looking only at the coefficient for program participation  would result in underestimating the program’s association with achievement.  

One solution is to leave out independent variables that might be affected by program participation.  However, this approach would result in producing models that are statistically less powerful and, more critically, that are subject to biased estimates due to the exclusion of important variables.  A better approach would be to estimate the size of the book collection that the school would have if it had not received the grant, and use that estimate in place of the measure of the number of books.  In that way, the measure of program participation will be able to capture the full relationship between participation and student achievement, not just the residual that is left over.

The need for such procedures will depend on the variables that are chosen for the models and their relationships to both program participation and student achievement.  We will examine the potential for such indirect effects and adjust our approach accordingly.

Program implementation and student achievement.  While the above approach will provide an overall estimate of the association between grantee status and student achievement, schools and districts are likely to vary in their use of the grant, and it would not be surprising for some schools to show a greater association between participation and student achievement than others.  Information about these differences would be helpful to ED in determining which applications to fund (or what requirements to place on participation) and to sites in using their funds in the most effective manner.  

We therefore will look at what program characteristics are related to improvements in student achievement.  Note that some of these characteristics (especially those that do not require a large amount of resources) may be present at certain comparison schools as well as at some grantee schools.  For example, some comparison schools may have high levels of cooperation between librarians and teachers. 

Hierarchical clustering of data.  Often education studies include substantial clustering of data depending on how the sample is formed.  For example, all students within a classroom can be expected to receive similar instruction, so that data on individual students are not truly independent.  In such situations, the assumptions for ordinary least squares regression are violated, and a technique such as hierarchical linear modeling can be appropriate to account for such clustering.

The data for this study will primarily be at the school level, without any capacity to differentiate among individual students or teachers at a school.  However, several other types of clustering of the data will occur:

· As discussed earlier, one important clustering is of districts or schools within states, since the test used for measuring achievement will often vary by state and may provide an important source of variation.  

· Second, the schools are clustered within districts.  Especially since the library grants are made at the district level, one might expect all participating schools within a district to share many features in their library programs, and some of the grants may be used to fund districtwide programs (such as professional development programs) that are implemented relatively uniformly across the schools.  

· Finally, the use of repeated measures over time for each school results in a nesting of test data within schools.  

We therefore will use either HLM or the SAS procedure for mixed models (PROC MIXED), both of which are designed to adjust for the hierarchical nature of the data.  In HLM, this would result in a three-level model, unless testing shows that one of these levels is not needed.  In PROC MIXED, this is labeled as a repeated measures approach.

Table Shells

Note:  The tables are organized in the following manner:


Tables

Basic descriptive information
1-30

District allocation of grant funds
31-33

Use of grant funds
34-37

Staff collaboration and coordination
38-41

Reading achievement scores
to be specified later

The following table shells are preliminary, and both the choice and definition of the variables may change depending on the actual distribution of the data.  For example, if the total school enrollment size is highly correlated to the number of teachers in FTEs, we expect to use only the one that appears to have the greatest predictive power.  Also, for continuous variables such as the percentage eligible for free or reduced-price lunches, we will seek to develop categories that are roughly equal in size rather than necessarily using the subcategory definitions that are shown.  

Table 1.—Mean usage of library resources per person enrolled, by school characteristics: Spring 2003 and 2004

	School characteristic
	Usage in typical week
	Number of materials checked out

	
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Percent change
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Percent change

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2.—Mean number of hours the library was open, by school characteristics: Spring 2003 and 2004

	School characteristic
	Typical full week of school
	Summer vacation

	
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Percent change
	Summer 2003
	Summer 2004
	Percent change

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3.—Access to the LMC during nonschool hours, by school characteristics: 2003 and 2004
	School characteristic
	Percentage of schools providing access
	Mean number of nonschool 
hours of access

	
	Both years
	2003 only
	2004 only
	Neither year
	2003
	2004
	Percent change

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4.—Mean number of nonschool hours of access, by time of access and school characteristics: Spring 2003 and 2004
	School characteristic
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004

	
	Total hours
	Before school
	After school
	Saturday
	Sunday
	Total hours
	Before school
	After school
	Saturday
	Sunday

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5.—LMCs’ uses of extended hours during the 2003–04 school year, by school characteristics
	Specific programs
	Open to loan books
	Book clubs
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	


Table 6.–Mean number of staff per LMC, by school characteristics: Spring 2003 and 2004
	School characteristic
	Full-time staff
	Part-time staff1
	Mean number of pupils 
per librarian per school

	
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Percent change
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Percent change
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Percent change

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


1Part-time staff are treated as half time.

Table 7.—Percentage of LMCs offering selected services and the frequency of those services, by grantee status: 2004

	Grantee status and service
	Frequency of services

	Grantees
	Daily
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Never
	Not applicable

	Reference assistance to:
	
	
	
	
	

	
Students

	
	
	
	
	

	
Teachers

	
	
	
	
	

	
Administrators

	
	
	
	
	

	Help with sources outside the school

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	Assist teachers with research projects for students

	
	
	
	
	

	Work on curriculum issues

	
	
	
	
	

	Team meetings

	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate textbook selection

	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate training on technology

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees
	Daily
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Never
	Not applicable

	Reference assistance to:
	
	
	
	
	

	
Students

	
	
	
	
	

	
Teachers

	
	
	
	
	

	
Administrators

	
	
	
	
	

	Help with sources outside the school

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	Assist teachers with research projects for students

	
	
	
	
	

	Work on curriculum issues

	
	
	
	
	

	Team meetings

	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate textbook selection

	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate training on technology

	
	
	
	
	


Table 8.—Percentage of LMCs reporting the highest listed level of frequency for selected services, by school characteristics: 2004
	School characteristic
	Provide services daily
	Provide services monthly

	
	Provide reference assistance to:
	Help use information outside the school
	Assist with research projects
	Work on curriculum issues
	Team meetings
	Coordinate textbook selection
	Coordinate training on technology

	
	Students
	Teachers
	Administrators
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 9.—Percentage of LMCs providing instruction in information skills, by location of instruction and who provided the instruction, by school characteristics: 2004
	School characteristic
	Location of providing instruction
	Who provided instruction

	
	Both separate and integrated into curriculum
	Separate course only
	Integrated into curriculum only
	Neither
	Library media specialist
	Classroom teachers
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


.

Table 10.—Percentage of LMCs changing selected services from 2002–03 to 2003–04, by grantee status and type of service

	Type of service
	Grantees
	Non-grantees

	
	New in 2003–04
	Expanded in 2003–04
	No change
	Decreased or eliminated in 2003–04
	Not performed in either year
	New in 2003–04
	Expanded in 2003–04
	No change
	Decreased or eliminated in 2003–04
	Not performed in either year

	Assist in research projects

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work on curriculum issues

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Participate in team meetings

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate textbook selection

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coordinate training on technology

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work with teachers on resources for reading/English

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work with teachers on curriculum development in reading/English

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teach reading/English with classroom teachers

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate reading/English with classroom teachers

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instruct on information skills

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Family literacy nights

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Junior scholars after-school programs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	After-school program with library orientation

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Book clubs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 11.—Percentage of LMCs providing selected new or expanded general programs (not limited to reading/English) in 2003–04 compared with 2002–03, by school characteristics

	School characteristic
	Assist with research projects
	Work on curriculum issues
	Participate in team meetings
	Coordinate textbook selection
	Coordinate training on technology
	Instruction on information skills
	Junior scholars after-school programs

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 12.—Percentage of LMCs providing selected new or expanded programs related to reading/English in 2003–04 compared with 2002–03, by school characteristics

	School characteristic
	Work with classroom teachers on
	Family literacy nights
	After-school program with library orientation
	Book clubs

	
	Selecting resources
	Curriculum development
	Teach reading/ English
	Evaluate reading/ English curriculum
	
	
	

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 13.—Receipt of professional development on topics related to school libraries, by type of staff and school characteristics: 2004
	School characteristic
	Percent with staff participating
	Mean number of staff receiving professional development

	
	
	Principals
	School library media specialists
	Reading specialists
	Classroom teachers
	Paraprofessionals/ instructional assistants
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 14.—Number of times per year that selected topics related to school libraries were covered in professional development activities, by grantee status: 2004

	Grantee status and topic area
	Times per year (percentage)

	
	7 or more
	3-6
	1-2
	Not covered

	Grantees
	
	
	
	

	Selecting books that align with curriculum

	
	
	
	

	Integrating technology into classroom

	
	
	
	

	Methods of collaboration

	
	
	
	

	Teaching children to read

	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees
	
	
	
	

	Selecting books that align with curriculum

	
	
	
	

	Integrating technology into classroom

	
	
	
	

	Methods of collaboration

	
	
	
	

	Teaching children to read

	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	


Table 15.—Percentage of schools offering professional developing in topics related to school libraries, by topic area, number of times per year, and school characteristics: 2004
	School characteristic
	Selecting materials that align with curriculum
	Integrating technology into the classroom
	Methods of collaboration
	Teaching children to read
	Other

	
	7 or more
	1-6
	7 or more
	1-6
	7 or more
	1-6
	7 or more
	1-6
	7 or more
	1-6

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 16.—Adequacy of school LMCs’ holdings in supporting the instructional program in English, by grantee status and type of material:  2003 and 2004

	Grantee status and type of material
	Excellent
	Adequate
	Inadequate

	
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004

	Grantee
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall reading/English collection

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Print materials

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Video/audiovisual materials

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Computer software

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantee

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall reading/English collection

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Print materials

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Video/audiovisual materials

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Computer software

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 17.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that their holdings were adequate or excellent in spring 2003 and spring 2004, by school characteristics

	School characteristic
	Overall reading/
English collection
	Print materials
	Video/audiovisual materials
	Computer software

	
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004
	Spring 2003
	Spring 2004

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 18.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that their resources were adequate in specified areas, by grantee status: 2004

	Grantee status
	Excellent
	Adequate
	Inadequate
	Not applicable

	Grantee
	
	
	
	

	English as a second language

	
	
	
	

	Multicultural materials

	
	
	
	

	High interest-low vocabulary

	
	
	
	

	Picture books/easy readers

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantee
	
	
	
	

	English as a second language

	
	
	
	

	Multicultural materials

	
	
	
	

	High interest-low vocabulary

	
	
	
	

	Picture books/easy readers

	
	
	
	


Table 19.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that their resources were excellent or adequate in specified areas, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	English as a second language
	Multicultural materials
	High interest-low vocabulary
	Picture books/easy readers

	
	Excellent
	Adequate
	Excellent
	Adequate
	Excellent
	Adequate
	Excellent
	Adequate

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE:  Percentages are based on schools reporting that the specified area was applicable to their school.

Table 20.—Recency of copyrights of holdings at school LMCs, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Most recent world atlas (percentage)
	Most recent general encyclopedia (percentage)
	Mean for fiction collection
	Mean for nonfiction collection

	
	2003 or 2004
	2001 or 2002
	2000 or earlier
	2003 or 2004
	2001 or 2002
	2000 or earlier
	
	

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 21.—Percentage of LMCs reporting that various subject categories were a major focus in purchases during the 2003–04 school year, by school characteristics

	School characteristic
	General encyclopedic works
	Government
	Botany
	Zoology
	Medicine and health
	Space
	European geography and travel
	General U.S. history
	Bibliography
	Fiction

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 22.—Importance of various factors in school LMCs’ choice of books to add during 2003–04, by grantee status

	Grantee status and factor for choosing books
	Very important
	Somewhat important
	Not important
	Not used/not applicable

	Grantees
	
	
	
	

	Books had won awards

	
	
	
	

	Lost books replaced

	
	
	
	

	Consultation with classroom teachers

	
	
	
	

	Consultation with reading specialist

	
	
	
	

	Categories that become quickly outdated

	
	
	
	

	Strengthen particular subject areas

	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees
	
	
	
	

	Books had won awards

	
	
	
	

	Lost books replaced

	
	
	
	

	Consultation with classroom teachers

	
	
	
	

	Consultation with reading specialist

	
	
	
	

	Categories that become quickly outdated

	
	
	
	

	Strengthen particular subject areas

	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	


Table 23.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that various factors were very important when selecting books to add to the collection during 2003–04, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Books had won awards
	Lost books replaced
	Consultation with classroom teachers
	Consultation with reading specialist
	Categories that become quickly outdated
	Strengthen particular subject areas
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 24.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that selected kinds of equipment were located within the LMC, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Automated circulation system
	Video laser disk or DVD
	Technology to assist patrons with disabilities

	
Total

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	


Table 25.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that various electronic services were on different kinds of networks, by grantee status: 2004

	Grantee status and 
electronic service
	Stand-alone computer
	Library LAN
	Building-wide LAN
	District LAN
	Not available

	Grantee
	
	
	
	
	

	Automated catalogs

	
	
	
	
	

	CD-ROMs

	
	
	
	
	

	Internet access

	
	
	
	
	

	E-mail

	
	
	
	
	

	Electronic full-text periodicals

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantee
	
	
	
	
	

	Automated catalogs

	
	
	
	
	

	CD-ROMs

	
	
	
	
	

	Internet access

	
	
	
	
	

	E-mail

	
	
	
	
	

	Electronic full-text periodicals

	
	
	
	
	


LAN = local area network.

Table 26.—Percentage of school LMCs reporting that various electronic services were networked to locations outside of the library, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Automated catalog
	CD-ROMs
	Internet access
	E-mail
	Electronic full-text periodicals

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	


Table 27.—Percentage of school LMCs with computer access to catalogs of other libraries, by type of library and school characteristic: 2004

	School characteristic
	Public library
	Community college library
	College or university library
	Other school libraries in district
	School libraries outside district

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	


Table 28.—Percentage of school LMCs that participated in cooperative activities with local public libraries and the ways they participated, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Participated in any cooperative activity
	Method of participation

	
	
	Borrowing materials for school library
	Borrowing materials for classroom teachers
	Informing public library of curriculum/ homework needs
	Coordinating on student research projects
	Automation projects, such as online resources
	Summer reading program

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 29.—Percentage of school LMCs that conducted a needs assessment in the last 2 years, and percentage of these that identified particular needs, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Con-ducted assess-ment
	Percentage identifying need

	
	
	More staff
	More non-English materials
	More up-to-date materials
	More time for planning
	More space
	More computer equipment
	Rewiring the LMC
	Flexible scheduling
	More staff training
	More hours open
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 30.—Percentage of school LMCs that made changes as the result of a needs assessment in the last 2 years, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	More staff
	More non-English materials
	More up-to-date materials
	More time for planning
	More space
	More computer equip-ment
	Rewiring the LMC
	Flexible schedu-ling
	More staff training
	More hours of being open
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 31.—Percentage of districts using various methods to select schools for participation in the grant and to distribute grant money to the schools, by district characteristics: 2004

	District characteristic
	Selecting schools
	Distributing funds among schools

	
	All schools selected
	Grade level
	Based on need
	Other
	All schools equal
	Per pupil basis
	Purchasing at district level
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500–1,999

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2,000 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Southeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Central

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount of grant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 32.—Number of schools in districts receiving grants, and the percentage of those with and without grants serving high proportions of economically needy students, by district characteristics: 2004
	District characteristic
	Total number of schools
	Schools receiving grants
	Schools not receiving grants

	
	
	Total
	Above 
30 percent eligible for free lunch
	Below 
30 percent eligible for free lunch
	Total
	Above 
30 percent eligible for free lunch
	Below 
30 percent eligible for free lunch

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500–1,999

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2,000 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Southeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Central

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount of grant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 33.—Percentage of districts using various personnel to decide which schools to serve, by district characteristics: 2004
	District characteristic
	District school library coordinator
	Reading curriculum coordinator
	Superin-tendent(s)
	Principal(s)
	School library media specialists
	Reading specialists
	Classroom teachers
	Parents
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500–1,999

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2,000 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Southeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Central

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount of grant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 34.—Percentage of districts using various personnel to decide how the grant funds should be spent, by district characteristics: 2004
	District characteristic
	District school library coordinator
	Reading curriculum coordinator
	Superin-tendent
	Principal(s)
	School library media specialists
	Reading specialists
	Classroom teachers
	Parents
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500–1,999

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2,000 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Southeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Central

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount of grant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 35.—Total grant funding, and the percentage of funding spent by category, by district characteristics: 2004
	District characteristic
	Total funding in dollars
	Acquisition of advanced technology
	Acquisition of all other resources
	Linkage to Internet and other networks
	Professional development
	Collaborative activites
	Operating center in nonschool hours
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500–1,999

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2,000 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Southeast

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Central

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	West

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Amount of grant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 36.—Change in school library media center expenditures from 2002–03 to 2004-04, by school characteristics
	School characteristic
	Materials such as books and subscriptions
	Computer hardware, other than communications equipment
	Audiovisual equipment
	Total

	
	2002–03
	2003–04
	Percent change
	2002–03
	2003–04
	Percent change
	2002–03
	2003–04
	Percent change
	2002–03
	2003–04
	Percent change

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 37.—Distribution of expenditures for various types of materials, by school characteristics: 2003 and 2004
	School characteristic
	Total in 2002–03
	Total in 2003–04
	Distribution of 2003–04 expenditures (percentage of total)

	
	
	
	Books
	Video materials
	CD-ROM titles
	Print or microform subscriptions
	Electronic subscriptions
	Other

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 38.—Percentage of LMCs reporting that library staff worked with classroom teachers on selected curricular areas at various frequency rates, by grantee status: 2004

	Grantee status
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	Grantees
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reading/language arts

	
	
	
	
	
	

	English

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mathematics

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Science

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social studies

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reading/language arts

	
	
	
	
	
	

	English

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mathematics

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Science

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social studies

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 39.—Percentage of LMCs reporting that library staff worked weekly with classroom teachers on selected curricular areas at various frequency rates, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Reading/ language arts
	English
	Mathematics
	Science
	Social studies

	
Total

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	
	


Table 40.—Percentage of LMCs reporting that library staff provided selected services to classroom teachers in the area of reading or English, by grantee status: 2004

	Grantee status
	Weekly
	Monthly
	Quarterly
	Annually
	Never
	Not applicable

	Grantees
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Selecting resources

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Curricular development

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaborative teaching

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaborative evaluation

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Selecting resources

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Curricular development

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaborative teaching

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collaborative evaluation

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 41.—Percentage of LMCs reporting that library staff weekly provided selected services to classroom teachers in the area of reading or English, by school characteristics: 2004

	School characteristic
	Selecting resources
	Curricular development
	Collaborative teaching
	Collaborative evaluation

	
Total

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Non-grantees

	
	
	
	

	Grantees

	
	
	
	

	Received grant for 2 years

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	School enrollment size
	
	
	
	

	Less than 300

	
	
	
	

	300–499

	
	
	
	

	500 or more

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	School level
	
	
	
	

	Elementary

	
	
	
	

	Secondary

	
	
	
	

	Other

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	City

	
	
	
	

	Urban fringe

	
	
	
	

	Town

	
	
	
	

	Rural

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Free/reduced-price lunch eligibility
	
	
	
	

	Less than 50 percent

	
	
	
	

	50 percent or more

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total expenditures per student 
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Total FTE staff 
	
	
	
	

	Small

	
	
	
	

	Medium

	
	
	
	

	Large

	
	
	
	


APPENDIX C:  INTRODUCTORY LETTERS

Date 2004

Name

Address

City, State  Zip

Dear Principal and School Librarian:

The U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) is conducting an evaluation of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program as required under Section 1251 of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation.  Part of this evaluation includes surveys from schools that are participating in the program as well as a set of comparison schools in districts that are eligible to participate in the program, but so far have not received a grant.  The Department of Education’s Policy and Program Studies Service has contracted with REDA International, Inc., of Wheaton, MD, and Westat of Rockville, MD, to conduct this evaluation.

The purpose of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program is to improve the reading achievement of students by providing them with access to up-to-date school library materials, technologically advanced school library media centers, and professionally certified school library media specialists.  Under the program, the U.S. Department of Education competitively awards 1-year grants to eligible districts.  

Two copies of the survey have been provided to you.  One is an informational copy for the school principal.  The second copy should be completed by the person in your school who is most knowledgeable about the school library media center.  For many schools, the respondent will be the school librarian.  A copy of this letter has been provided for the respondent.

It may be necessary for the respondent to obtain the information on holdings and expenditures from other school or district staff.  Nonetheless, the respondent should provide answers that reflect only your individual school, not your school system as a whole.  The estimated completion time is approximately 45 minutes.

All information you provide will be treated as confidential and used only for research or statistical purposes by the survey sponsors, their contractors, and collaborating researchers for the purposes of analyzing data and preparing scientific reports and articles.  Any information publicly released (such as statistical summaries) will be in a format that does not personally identify you or your school.

We ask that the survey be completed within 3 weeks, and that a copy of the completed survey be kept in the files of the person responding to it in case we have any questions about the responses.  Please return the completed survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or fax it to Dr. Z. Joan Wang at REDA at 301-946-9790.  The answers to the survey will be kept confidential.  

We appreciate your cooperation in this survey.  We believe it will provide useful information to Congress and other policymakers and program administrators as the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program is implemented.  If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Dr. Z. Joan Wang, the REDA survey manager, at (800) 646-7332.  You may also call Beth Franklin, the ED Project Officer, at 202-205-5798.

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely,

xxxxxxxxx

[Title]

Enclosure

Date 2004

Name

Address

City, State  Zip

Dear Superintendent:

The U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) is conducting an evaluation of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program as required under Section 1251 of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation.  Part of this evaluation includes surveys from schools that are participating in the program as well as a set of comparison schools in districts that are eligible to participate in the program, but so far have not received a grant.  ED has contracted with REDA International, Inc., of Wheaton, MD, and Westat of Rockville, MD, to conduct this evaluation.

The purpose of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program is to improve the reading achievement of students by providing them with access to up-to-date school library materials, technologically advanced school library media centers, and professionally certified school library media specialists.  Under the program, the U.S. Department of Education competitively awards 1-year grants to eligible districts.  

The evaluation has been approved by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  Information copies of the survey have been sent to the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO).  Data collected in the survey will be published in aggregate form only and will not identify individual participants or their schools.

We have enclosed a list of the schools in your district that will be asked to participate in the upcoming evaluation.  We have also enclosed an informational copy of the survey.  Since the survey is designed to obtain information about individual schools, rather than school systems, survey packages will be sent directly to the school principal.  The school principal will be asked to have the survey completed by the person most knowledgeable about the school library media center.

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Dr. Z. Joan Wang, the REDA survey manager, at (800) 646-7332.  You may also call Beth Franklin, the ED Project Officer, at 202-205-5798.

We appreciate your support and interest. 

Sincerely,

xxxxxxxxx

[Title]

Enclosure

Date 2004

Name

Address

City, State  Zip

Dear State School Superintendent:

The U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS) is conducting an evaluation of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program as required under Section 1251 of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation.  Part of this evaluation includes surveys from schools that are participating in the program as well as a set of comparison schools in districts that are eligible to participate in the program, but so far have not received a grant.  ED has contracted with REDA International, Inc., of Wheaton, MD, and Westat of Rockville, MD, to conduct this evaluation.

The purpose of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program is to improve the reading achievement of students by providing them with access to up-to-date school library materials, technologically advanced school library media centers, and professionally certified school library media specialists.  Under the program, the U.S. Department of Education competitively awards 1-year grants to eligible districts.  

The evaluation has been approved by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  Information copies of the survey will be sent to the school district superintendents.  Data collected in the survey will be published in aggregate form only and will not identify individual participants or their schools.

We have enclosed a list of the schools in your state that will be asked to participate in the upcoming evaluation.  We have also enclosed an informational copy of the survey.  Since the survey is designed to obtain information about individual schools, rather than school systems, survey packages will be sent directly to the school principal.  The school principal will be asked to have the survey completed by the person most knowledgeable about the school library media center.

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Dr. Z. Joan Wang, the REDA survey manager, at (800) 646-7332.  You may also call Beth Franklin, the ED Project Officer, at 202-205-5798.

We appreciate your support and interest. 

Sincerely,

xxxxxxxxx

[Title]

Enclosure

APPENDIX D:  CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENTS

WESTAT, INC.

EMPLOYEE OR CONTRACTOR'S ASSURANCE OF CONFIDENTIALITY OF SURVEY DATA 

Statement of Policy

Westat is firmly committed to the principle that the confidentiality of individual data obtained through Westat surveys must be protected.  This principle holds whether or not any specific guarantee of confidentiality was given at time of interview (or self-response), or whether or not there are specific contractual obligations to the client.  When guarantees have been given or contractual obligations regarding confidentiality have been entered into, they may impose additional requirements which are to be adhered to strictly. 

Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality

1.
All Westat employees and field workers shall sign this assurance of confidentiality.  This assurance may be superseded by another assurance for a particular project. 

2.
Field workers shall keep completely confidential the names of respondents, all information or opinions collected in the course of interviews, and any information about respondents learned incidentally during field work.  Field workers shall exercise reasonable caution to prevent access by others to survey data in their possession. 

3.
Unless specifically instructed otherwise for a particular project, an employee or field worker, upon encountering a respondent or information pertaining to a respondent that s/he knows personally, shall immediately terminate the activity and contact her/his supervisor for instructions. 

4.
Survey data containing personal identifiers in Westat offices shall be kept in a locked container or a locked room when not being used each working day in routine survey activities.  Reasonable caution shall be exercised in limiting access to survey data to only those persons who are working on the specific project and who have been instructed in the applicable confidentiality requirements for that project. 


Where survey data have been determined to be particularly sensitive by the Corporate Officer in charge of the project or the President of Westat, such survey data shall be kept in locked containers or in a locked room except when actually being used and attended by a staff member who has signed this pledge. 

5.
Ordinarily, serial numbers shall be assigned to respondents prior to creating a machine-processible record and identifiers such as name, address, and Social Security number shall not, ordinarily, be a part of the machine record.  When identifiers are part of the machine data record, Westat's Manager of Data Processing shall be responsible for determining adequate confidentiality measures in consultation with the project director.  When a separate file is set up containing identifiers or linkage information which could be used to identify data records, this separate file shall be kept locked up when not actually being used each day in routine survey activities. 

6.
When records with identifiers are to be transmitted to another party, such as for keypunching or key taping, the other party shall be informed of these procedures and shall sign an Assurance of Confidentiality form. 

7.
Each project director shall be responsible for ensuring that all personnel and contractors involved in handling survey data on a project are instructed in these procedures throughout the period of survey performance.  When there are specific contractual obligations to the client regarding confidentiality, the project director shall develop additional procedures to comply with these obligations and shall instruct field staff, clerical staff, consultants, and any other persons who work on the project in these additional procedures.  At the end of the period of survey performance, the project director shall arrange for proper storage or disposition of survey data including any particular contractual requirements for storage or disposition.  When required to turn over survey data to our clients, we must provide proper safeguards to ensure confidentiality up to the time of delivery. 

8.
Project directors shall ensure that survey practices adhere to the provisions of the U.S. Privacy Act of 1974 with regard to surveys of individuals for the Federal Government.  Project directors must ensure that procedures are established in each survey to inform each respondent of the authority for the survey, the purpose and use of the survey, the voluntary nature of the survey (where applicable) and the effects on the respondents, if any, of not responding. 

PLEDGE

I hereby certify that I have carefully read and will cooperate fully with the above procedures.  I will keep completely confidential all information arising from surveys concerning individual respondents to which I gain access.  I will not discuss, disclose, disseminate, or provide access to survey data and identifiers except as authorized by Westat.  In addition, I will comply with any additional procedures established by Westat for a particular contract.  I will devote my best efforts to ensure that there is compliance with the required procedures by personnel whom I supervise.  I understand that violation of this pledge is sufficient grounds for disciplinary action, including dismissal.  I also understand that violation of the privacy rights of individuals through such unauthorized discussion, disclosure, dissemination, or access may make me subject to criminal or civil penalties.  I give my personal pledge that I shall abide by this assurance of confidentiality. 

Signature
Print Name
Date
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ASSURANCE OF CONFIDENTIALITY OF SURVEY DATA
Procedures for Assuring Confidentiality
REDA International, Inc. (REDA) is committed to protecting the confidentiality of survey data collected by our employees.  As a result, all employees, permanent and temporary, will sign this assurance of confidentiality of survey data regardless of other project-specific assurances which may have been signed.  This assurance also requires that employees keep completely confidential the names of respondents and all information or opinions collected in the course of the survey.  The company will keep under lock all survey instruments containing confidential data up to the time such instruments are delivered to the client or discarded according to previously agreed-to procedures.  The company will also secure all computers used to store confidential data.

Pledge of Confidentiality
I hereby certify that I will fully comply with the provisions of confidentiality stated above.  I will keep completely confidential all information collected from surveys to which I have access.  I will not disclose, discuss, disseminate, or provide access to survey data except as authorized by REDA.  I will devote my best efforts to ensure that there is compliance with the required procedures by employees whom I supervise.  I understand that violation of this pledge of confidentiality is sufficient grounds for disciplinary action including dismissal.  I also understand that violation of the privacy rights of individuals through a breach of this confidentiality pledge may make me subject to criminal or civil penalties.  I hereby pledge that I understand and shall abide by this assurance.

Employee/Consultant Name: _____________________________________________
Social Security Number: _________________________________________________

Signature: 
__________________________________________________________                                                                     
Address:
__________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________                                                                                     
Today's Date:
__________________________________________________________

APPENDIX E:  DETAILED SAMPLE DESIGN

EVALUATION OF THE IMPROVING LITERACY THROUGH

SCHOOL LIBRARIES PROGRAM

Sampling Plan

October 29, 2003

1.
Introduction

This document provides the sampling plan for selecting both the grantee schools and the comparison schools to be surveyed. It does not specifically present a plan for the sampling for the SLAD analysis, though a similar approach is likely to be used.

This plan has some important changes from the plan presented in the Westat proposal. The original sampling plan assumed that the survey would be conducted of the districts or consortia of districts receiving grants in 2003.
  Because there are only 73 such grantees, there was no need for sampling. However, in the kickoff meeting for the project, the plan was altered to survey schools rather than districts because much of the needed information is likely to be at the school level. There are more than 644 schools that will be participating in the grants for 2003, and up to 73 participating schools per district. This number is large enough that sampling should be considered as a way of reducing burden and costs. Further, it is likely that when a large number of schools in a district are participating, those schools’ programs are not truly independent of each other but rather share many commonalities (e.g., there may be a district-wide effort to revise the curriculum, or the libraries may share a common strategy in determining which types of books are needed). Such commonalities lessen the need to survey all schools.

Following is the plan to select 400 schools from the grantees, along with a comparison group of 400 schools that are similar but did not receive grants in either 2002 or 2003.
  The plan calls for every grantee to have at least one school in the sample, and for the total allocation to be stratified to facilitate comparisons based on district or school characteristics. Several such characteristics are listed, but the most important are grade level, poverty status, and urbanicity, because all of these factors might affect the needs of the schools or the types of programs that might be most effective. The comparison schools will be chosen to have a similar distribution of district and school characteristics as the grantee sample. The plan is for the comparison schools to include a mixture both of districts that applied for grants but were rejected, and districts that did not apply. One could argue that it is the schools that applied but were rejected that are most comparable to the grantee sites, with the decision to apply possibly reflecting a reform orientation (or other characteristic) that may itself be important in influencing school and student outcomes (or, for that matter, in how the grant is implemented). This could be an argument for sampling only from districts that applied for the grant. However, extrapolating the potential effects of the program will be improved if a broader set of districts/schools is used for the sample. For example, the importance of whether such a reform orientation (or other characteristic) can only be measured by also examining districts/schools that did not apply for a grant. 

With this design, the comparison of the grantee schools with similar comparison schools can be used as one way of measuring the outcomes of the program. It may be that the outcomes of the program will vary depending both on how it is implemented at the sites and on the characteristics of the schools where it is implemented. The sample design should be helpful in examining such differences by assuring a broad range of school and district characteristics. Additionally, it is anticipated that the questionnaire will ask for some retrospective data (beyond that which will be available in the SLAD database) to allow the measurement of change over time. In that case, the comparison schools will be used to measure whether the changes might be due to other factors than the library program (such as a general movement toward school reform).  

2.
Description of Universe of Grantee Districts and Schools

As discussed above, the primary goal of the sample design will be to select a sample of comparison schools that match as closely as possible important characteristics of the targeted schools within the grantee districts. To the extent feasible, the matching will be done on the basis of both district-level and school-level characteristics. As Table 2-1 indicates, all of the school districts
 awarded grants in 2003-04 met the minimum criterion for “high poverty” (i.e., 20 percent or more of students in families with incomes below poverty levels), with about one-fourth exceeding 30 percent of students below the poverty cutoff. Moreover, only about one-third of the grantees were in large central cities or suburban settings, while the majority was in smaller towns or rural settings. In terms of district size, over one-half of the grantees were of “medium” size (serving anywhere from 1,000 to 9,999 students), but about a quarter of the grantees were either very small (fewer than 1,000 students) or very large (10,000 or more students).

In addition to matching on district-level characteristics (not necessarily limited to those illustrated in Table 2-1), the comparison schools will also be matched on the characteristics of the schools targeted for participation in the program by the grantee districts.  On the basis of preliminary information provided by ED, approximately 1,100 schools that were potentially targeted for participation have been identified. The distribution of these schools by selected characteristics is summarized in Table 2-2. The actual number of participating schools, which is expected to be around 650, was not available at the time this sampling plan was prepared. Nonetheless, the results in Table 2-2 provide a useful (though rough) indication of the distribution of the participating schools within the grantee districts. As shown in the table, the participating schools tend to be elementary schools, although almost one-third are middle or higher level schools.  The participating schools also tend to have relatively large proportions of students eligible for free/reduced price lunch and be located in central cities or suburban settings. The majority of participating schools are also Title 1 schools.  In terms of enrollment size, most participating schools have between 250 and 999 students, but there are also a fair number of very small schools (those with fewer than 100 students) and larger schools (those with 1,000 or more students).

Table 2-1.
Distribution of 2003-04 grantee districts by selected characteristics*

	
	
	
	Percent below poverty



	District size class

(enrollment)
	Type of locale
	Total
	20 to 29%


	30 to 39%
	40%+



	
	
	
	
	
	

	  1. Under 500
	  Central city
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Urban fringe
	3  
	3  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Town
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Rural
	10  
	9  
	1  
	0  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	  2. 500 to 999
	  Central city
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Urban fringe
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Town
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Rural
	5  
	3  
	2  
	0  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	  3. 1,000 to 4,999
	  Central city
	1  
	1  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Urban fringe
	6  
	4  
	1  
	1  

	
	  Town
	2  
	2  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Rural
	14  
	12  
	1  
	1  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	  4. 5,000 to 9,999
	  Central city
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Urban fringe
	5  
	3  
	2  
	0  

	
	  Town
	6  
	3  
	3  
	0  

	
	  Rural
	1  
	1  
	0  
	0  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	  5. 10,000+
	  Central city
	6  
	4  
	2  
	0  

	
	  Urban fringe
	2  
	2  
	0  
	0  

	
	  Town
	7  
	5  
	2  
	0  

	
	  Rural
	0  
	0  
	0  
	0  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total


	
	68  
	52  
	14  
	2  


*
Counts exclude a small number of grantees that are not listed as “regular” districts in the CCD universe file.  

Table 2-2.
Distribution of schools within 2003-04 grantee districts by selected characteristics

	Characteristic*
	
	Instructional Level



	
	Total†
	Elementary
	Middle
	Secondary
	Combined

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	1,126  
	774  
	141  
	169  
	42  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Type of locale
	
	
	
	
	

	  Central city
	550  
	397  
	68  
	76  
	9  

	  Urban fringe
	159  
	120  
	15  
	17  
	7  

	  Town
	244  
	169  
	34  
	38  
	3  

	  Rural
	173  
	88  
	24  
	38  
	23  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Enrollment size
	
	
	
	
	

	  Less than 100
	73  
	20  
	10  
	27  
	16  

	  100 to 249
	121  
	80  
	1  
	23  
	17  

	  250 to 499
	396  
	342  
	32  
	19  
	3  

	  500 to 999
	430  
	305  
	83  
	37  
	5  

	  1,000+
	95  
	26  
	15  
	54  
	0  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent eligible for free/reduced lunch
	
	
	

	  Under 25%
	282  
	157  
	33  
	60  
	32  

	  25-49%
	123  
	63  
	17  
	42  
	1  

	  50% or more
	703  
	549  
	91  
	56  
	7  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent minority enrollment
	
	
	
	

	  Under 25%
	334  
	207  
	37  
	61  
	29  

	  25 to 49%
	161  
	103  
	27  
	25  
	6  

	  50 to 74%
	168  
	115  
	26  
	26  
	1  

	  75% or more
	443  
	344  
	49  
	46  
	4  

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Title 1 status
	
	
	
	
	

	  Yes
	668  
	544  
	75  
	27  
	22  

	  No
	265  
	113  
	38  
	101  
	13  

	
	
	
	
	
	


· Counts for subgroups do not necessarily add to 1,126 due to missing values for some classification variables.

†
The total count of 1,126 was based on general descriptions of the participating schools provided by the grantee sites. The actual number is expected to be about half this number, and will be determined from grantee records maintained at ED.

3.
Sample Design

Matched samples of grantee and comparison schools will be selected to measure the outcomes of the Improving Literacy through School Libraries Program using various measures related to library activities (e.g., hours of operation, number of library staff, resources, amount of professional development, etc.). To improve the power of comparisons, both the grantee school and the comparison school samples will be adjusted (standardized) to reflect a common distribution of schools across selected matching variables. This type of adjustment is used to assess statistical associations while controlling for other extraneous variables (Kalton, 1968). This will allow an efficient comparison of selected outcomes for the grantee schools with a similar set of schools that did not receive the grants. The proposed design is very much like the design of a matched case-control study commonly used in epidemiological studies where the matching plays a critical role in ensuring efficient comparisons (Breslow & Day, 1980). 

To support the types of analyses planned for the evaluation, a sample of 400 grantee schools and a matched sample of 400 comparison schools will be drawn for the school survey. First, the grantee schools will be stratified into cells (matching cells) based on district-level and school-level characteristics of the schools. Then a sampling frame of similar comparison schools will be created based on the specified matching characteristics. Note that non-grantee schools that do not belong to any of the matching cells (e.g., schools in districts in which fewer than 20 percent of the students are from families with incomes below poverty levels) will be excluded from the comparison school frame. The most current National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (CCD) Local Education Agency Universe File (augmented with information from other available data sources such as the district-level Title 1 data file maintained by NCES) will be used to create the frame. The district-level characteristics to be used in the matching process may include variables such as region, district poverty status, school district type, urbanicity, district enrollment size and other characteristics. The school-level characteristics to be used in the matching process may include variables such as instructional level, school type, enrollment size, type of locale, minority status, percent receiving free lunch, and other characteristics. An example of two matching cells that might be used to select comparison schools is presented in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1.
Example of two matching cells that could be used to match grantee schools with comparison schools.

	
	Matching Cell 1
	Matching Cell 2

	Matching Characteristics
	District Level Characteristics

Region = South

Urbanicity = Non MSA

Type = Regular

Enrollment Size =  1,000-2,500

Poverty Status = 10%-20% children below poverty 

School Level Characteristics

Type of Locale = Rural

Level = Elementary

Enrollment Size = 100-249

Percent Minority = 6% - 21%

Free Lunch = 25%-50% qualifies


	District Level Characteristics

Region = Northeast

Urbanicity = MSA

Type = Regular

Enrollment Size =  10,000-100,000

Poverty Status = 30%+ children below poverty 

School Level Characteristics

Type of Locale = City

Level = Elementary

Enrollment Size = 500-1,000

Percent Minority = 21% - 50%

Free Lunch = 75%+ qualifies




Once the matching cells are formed for both grantee and comparison schools, a subsample of 400 grantee schools will be selected from the approximately 650 targeted schools in districts that received grants in 2003-04 (see Section 2). The subsampling of the grantee schools is intended to reduce data collection and processing costs and will be designed to ensure that at least one school is selected from each of the 73 districts awarded grants in 2003-04. The schools that received grants in the first year of the program, i.e., in 2002-03 will not be included either in the grantee or the comparison school frame to avoid possible contamination of the 2002-03 grantees on the desired comparisons. However, six schools that received grants both in the first and the second years will be included in the frame of grantee schools. Also, in selecting the schools, special attention will be given to a few grantee schools with unusual characteristics (charter school districts or single-school districts). 

Similarly, a sample of 400 comparison schools will be selected by drawing an equal number of comparison schools from each of the specified matching cells. In selecting the sample of comparison schools, steps will be taken to ensure that schools are selected from both (a) districts that applied for but were denied grants, and (b) districts that were eligible but did not apply for grants. Based on the rough preliminary information, it is expected that about 25 percent of the comparison schools belong to group (a).

4.
Expected Levels of Precision

The precision of estimates derived from the proposed school survey and hence the ability to detect a significant difference between the 2003-04 grantee schools and the sample of matched comparisons are a function of the sample design and underlying variability of the characteristics being measured in the survey. Because the sample of comparison schools will be drawn by matching the characteristics of the grantee schools, the precision of the estimates of differences should be improved as compared with an unmatched simple random sample of the same size. Such improvements or losses in precision can be expressed approximately by the “matching effect,” D. The matching effect can be defined to be the ratio of the sampling variance of an estimated difference under the matched sample design to the corresponding sampling variance expected from a simple random (unmatched) sample of the same size. Thus, a matching effect less than one indicates that the matching is effective, while a matching effect exceeding one indicates that the matching is not effective.

Assuming a matching effect of D, the minimum difference, d, that can be detected between the sample of comparison schools and the set of 2003-04 grantee schools, is given approximately by the formula:
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, z= 1.64 is the (one-tailed) percentage point of a standard normal distribution corresponding to a significance level of 5 percent, z = 0.84 is the percentage point of a standard normal distribution corresponding to a probability of detecting a difference (power) of 80 percent, and n is the sample size. 

To illustrate the range of differences that can be detected, the minimum detectable differences between the grantee and comparison schools under various sample sizes for different levels of design effects and a range of averages of proportions have been calculated. The results are summarized in Table 4-1. 

After allowing for about 10 percent nonresponse, an effective sample of around 350 to 360 responding schools out of the proposed sample of 400 schools in each group can be obtained.  If n = 350 and D = 1.00 (i.e., if the matching has no impact on the efficiency of the comparison), differences of 0.075 to 0.094 between the grantee and comparison schools can be detected. On the other hand, if the matching is effective in improving the efficiency of the comparison, much smaller differences (e.g., in the range of 0.063 to 0.078 for a sample of size 350 and D = 0.70) can be detected.  In short, depending on the degree to which the matching is effective and on how evenly the samples are split on the variable being examined, a minimum difference of 6.3 to 9.4 percentage points would be needed for the difference to be statistically significant.

It should be noted that the results illustrated in Table 4-1 are somewhat oversimplified. In particular, they do not reflect any potential gains in precision resulting from the use of multivariate models to control for additional confounding variables. To the extent that such models explain a significant proportion of the variability of the survey outcomes, the detectable differences will be smaller than those indicated.

Table 4-1.
Minimum detectable difference for a one-sided test of the difference between grantee and comparison groups (assuming a type I error of 0.05 and power of 0.80) for different sample sizes and matching effects.

	Matching

effect, D
	Sample size, n, in each group
	Average of the two proportions to be compared

	
	
	0.20 or 0.80
	0.30 or 0.70
	0.40 or 0.60
	0.50

	0.70
	400
	0.059
	0.067
	0.072
	0.073

	
	350
	0.063
	0.072
	0.077
	0.078

	
	300
	0.068
	0.078
	0.083
	0.085

	
	250
	0.074
	0.085
	0.091
	0.093

	0.85
	400
	0.065
	0.074
	0.079
	0.081

	
	350
	0.069
	0.079
	0.085
	0.086

	
	300
	0.075
	0.086
	0.091
	0.093

	
	250
	0.082
	0.094
	0.100
	0.102

	1.00
	400
	0.070
	0.080
	0.086
	0.088

	
	350
	0.075
	0.086
	0.092
	0.094

	
	300
	0.081
	0.093
	0.099
	0.101

	
	250
	0.089
	0.102
	0.109
	0.111

	1.15
	400
	0.075
	0.086
	0.092
	0.094

	
	350
	0.080
	0.092
	0.098
	0.101

	
	300
	0.087
	0.100
	0.106
	0.109

	
	250
	0.095
	0.109
	0.117
	0.119
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� See, for example, K.C. Lance, M.J. Rodney, and C. Hamilton-Pennell, How School Librarians Help Kids Achieve Standards:  The Second Colorado Study, April 2000.


� Much of this information is taken from the Common Core of Data (CCD).


� If the database does not provide the number who were tested (the data appear to be available for some states but not others), we could instead use the number who were enrolled in that grade (taken from CCD).


� Maryland’s definition of new entrants is not clear, so it is not clear how these numbers correspond with the number of transfers from one school to another.  At any rate, these numbers verify that turnover is higher in urban areas, and that it sometimes can be quite high.


� Many variations on this general approach are possible.  For example, the above proportional adjustment treats partial participants as if they had no exposure rather than having partial exposure.  One alternative is to use ((M+1)/2)P instead of MP; this would treat the partial participants as having participated in the program half as much as the full participants.  Similarly, one might adjust the comparison students for the possibility of partial exposure, though this is less straightforward.  Only transfers from other schools in the district might have partial exposure, while people who are completely new to the school system would not.


� However, some information collected in the grantee reports will also be collected at the school level from the school surveys, so that some topics can be examined with regard to the comparison schools.  Also, some information can be collected from other sources, such as the CCD.


� For all of these, we first will examine the distribution of responses to determine how best to specify a cutoff level (e.g., whether to count activities that were at least monthly, or only those that were at least weekly) in order to differentiate among the schools.


� The total school  enrollment and the number of teachers in FTEs are probably highly correlated, so that little information may be added from including both in the tables.  We will examine both, and choose the one that appears to have the greatest predictive power if they are highly similar.


� The decision to focus only on schools receiving grants in 2003 was made by ED. It should be noted that there are potential advantages to including schools from 2002; in particular, the 2002 grantees were allowed greater flexibility in the use of professional development, and a study that is limited to the 2003 grantees will therefore be less appropriate for examining outcomes that might be associated with professional development.  Another potential advantage of including schools from 2002 is to measure whether changes persist in later years; for example, it is possible that some time lag is required before the changes show their maximum potential (e.g., if it takes time to learn how best to make use of the new resources, or if students need a prolonged exposure to the new environment before their achievement is greatly affected).  Alternatively, benefits from the program might quickly disappear if, say, the schools no longer have funds to open the school libraries for extended hours, or they later lower their investment in resources because of the resources obtained through the grants.


� The exclusion of schools that received grants in 2002 from the population of potential comparison schools  is recommended because their past receipt of a grant may make them more similar to the grantee sites than to schools not receiving grants.  


� In addition to “regular” school districts, a small number of non-regular school districts (e.g., charter schools and BOCES) were awarded grants in 2003-04. Though not included in Table 2-1, such districts will be included in the sampling process described in Section 3.





PAGE  

_1128431089.unknown

_1128431265.unknown

_1128431041.unknown

