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INTRODUCTION

A. Overview and Background

Organization of the Study Plan

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS), Office of the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for the data collection for the Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Under No Child Left Behind (SSI-NCLB). The study is being conducted under the authority of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Education Act (P.L. 107-110). The study will examine and describe how the key provisions of NCLB are implemented in the nation’s state educational agencies and will assess the progress made. Clearance is requested for the study’s design, data collection activities, and survey instruments. 

This document provides details on the background, scope, and data collections that the study will encompass, as well as a preliminary discussion of potential analyses.

Study Overview

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), which reauthorized Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), creates a system of accountability in which every school across the country is held responsible for the academic achievement of all of its students. Title I, titled “Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged,” is grounded in the principle that all children should “have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high quality education” (Sec. 1001). NCLB’s comprehensive nature includes provisions for increased accountability at all levels (states, school districts, and schools); greater choice for parents and students; and more flexibility for states and districts in the use of federal funds. By combining the Eisenhower Professional Development and Class Size Reduction programs, the new law also created the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants program (Title II), which focuses on improving the preparation, training, and recruitment of high-quality teachers. In addition, Title III of NCLB seeks to ensure that students of limited English proficiency attain English proficiency, develop high levels of academic competence in English, and meet the same academic and achievement standards that all other students are expected to meet. 

The No Child Left Behind Act calls for substantial change at all levels of the educational system, with states, districts, and schools having responsibilities to implement the provisions of the law. Under NCLB, states play the major role, particularly in the areas of developing and implementing standards, assessments, and accountability systems and of ensuring and improving the qualifications of classroom educators and paraprofessionals. States must develop and implement assessments that are aligned with state-defined standards in English language arts and mathematics by 2005–06; define adequate yearly progress (AYP) for schools; and design accountability systems that support schools in making adequate yearly progress, including providing technical assistance and instituting corrective actions for schools and districts that continually fall short of meeting AYP targets and providing for supplemental services for students in schools identified for improvement. States must also guarantee that all teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified by the end of the 2005–06 school year and that all paraprofessionals who provide instructional support in Title I schools meet minimum qualification requirements. Finally, states are expected to develop language acquisition standards for students of limited English proficiency, adopt assessments of English language proficiency, measure progress toward proficiency objectives, and ensure that teachers of students of limited English proficiency meet certain standards of quality. These new provisions are intended to ensure that all classroom educators have the content knowledge and teaching skills necessary to help their students reach high academic achievement. 

The specific purpose of the SSI-NCLB is to assess the implementation of the accountability and teacher quality provisions under Title I, Title II, and Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act at the state level. It will study the provisions of the law related to assessments, adequate yearly progress, and accountability under Title I, including technical assistance and the provision of supplemental educational services. With regard to teacher quality, the study will examine state definitions of “highly qualified teachers,” each state’s high objective uniform state standards of evaluation (HOUSSE) provisions, data systems, and professional development. Finally, the study will collect data on some of the key provisions in Title I and Title III related to students of limited English proficiency, including the development of standards and assessments for English language proficiency, accountability and technical assistance for districts with limited English proficient students, and teacher fluency requirements. The study also will provide state-level data for interpreting district- and school-level findings for the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB).
The study design for SSI-NCLB emphasizes the integration and analysis of multiple sources of data. Extant data sources for this study will include materials that states submit to ED (i.e., consolidated state applications and consolidated state performance reports); data that states make publicly available (i.e., state report cards, state education agency Web sites); and other sources of information on the universe of states (i.e., the Council of Chief State School Officers’ Annual Survey of State Student Assessment Programs and Key State Education Policies), as well as data from other relevant sources. For data on key provisions not available from extant sources, interviews of state personel with responsibilities in the key areas of this evaluation will be conducted. The first round of data collection, focusing on the 2004–05 school year, will inform an interim report. The second round of data collection, focusing on the 2005–06 school year, will inform a final report. Data collection and analysis in the second round will include a more in-depth study of state assessments systems under NCLB, which are scheduled to be fully implemented for reading and mathematics beginning with the 2005–06 school year. 

B. Evaluation Questions and Analytical Framework

Evaluation Questions

An ambitious set of evaluation questions in accountability, teacher quality, and English language proficiency provide the focus for the SSI-NCLB. The evaluation questions broadly address these topics, but more specifically delve into areas related to Adequate Yearly Progress, achievement trends, rewards and sanctions, and the timeliness of the provision of information. 

Exhibit 1: SSI-NCLB Evaluation Questions

	Evaluation Questions

	
	Standards

	1
	For how long have current standards been in place for reading language arts and mathematics, and how frequently have they been revised? Are there plans for revision in the near future? 



	2
	How are states addressing NCLB requirements for establishing standards in science? Are science standards currently in place and for how long? What is (was) the process for developing, adapting, or adopting science standards? 



	3
	How are states developing their English language proficiency standards? 



	4
	Assessments:  How fully have states implemented the NLCB requirements 

for assessments in reading, mathematics, science, and English language proficiency?

	5
	What are the attributes of state assessments, and how do these vary across states?



	6
	How are state assessment programs changing over time as states implement NCLB requirements?



	7
	What are states’ plans/policies for implementing science assessments and how do these vary across states?



	Inclusion of students with disabilities (in assessments)

	8
	How are students with disabilities assessed in the content areas of math, reading, and science?

What guidelines and policies do states have in place for including all students with disabilities in the tested grades in their assessment system?



	Inclusion of limited English proficient students (in assessments)

	9
	What requirements/policies have states adopted for assessments of limited English proficient students in core content areas, including accommodations and alternate assessments?



	10
	How are states developing their English language proficiency assessments? 



	11
	To what extent are limited English proficient students participating in state assessment systems?



	12
	Accountability:  How fully have states implemented 

the accountability requirements of NCLB?

	Definitions and Targets

	13
	How have states defined AYP?



	14
	How are variations in AYP definitions associated with the number and characteristics of schools identified for improvement under Title I?



	15
	How have states established English language proficiency annual measurable achievement objectives for limited English proficient students? 



	Identified for Improvement (not meeting targets)

	16
	What assistance are states providing to districts and schools identified for improvement?



	17
	What consequences are states implementing for districts and schools identified for improvement?



	18
	How are states implementing supplemental services provisions under Title I?



	19
	What technical assistance and/or professional development is the state providing to districts/schools not meeting or at risk of not meeting annual measurable achievement objectives under Title III?



	20
	What accountability measures have been developed for districts/schools not meeting or at risk of not meeting annual measurable achievement objectives? 



	Communicating and reporting

	21
	Are states providing districts and schools with timely information on state assessment results and the identification of districts and schools for improvement?



	22
	Do states’ report cards meet NCLB requirements?



	Associated Variables

	23
	What is the relationship between NCLB accountability systems and related state initiatives (identification and consequences)?



	24
	Are the new accountability requirements of NCLB related to changes in graduation requirements, teacher turnover rates, student grade retention, or graduation or dropout rates, including for key subgroups?



	Inclusion

	25
	To what extent do accountability systems include students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency (including AYP, annual measurable achievement objectives, technical assistance, and reporting)?



	
	Highly Qualified Teachers:  How have states implemented NCLB provisions for highly qualified teachers, qualified paraprofessionals, and professional development?

	Definitions and targets

	26
	How have state defined the term “highly qualified teachers” as defined in NCLB?



	27
	What standards and assessments are states using to determine whether teachers are highly qualified?



	28
	What annual measurable objectives and plans for improving teacher quality have states developed each year in accordance with Section 1119(a)(2)?



	29
	To what extent are states meeting these Section 1119(a)(2) objectives?



	30
	What is the relationship between variation in reported percentages of HQ teachers and variations in the ways that states define highly qualified teachers?



	31
	What guidance are States giving to districts regarding the teacher language fluency requirements under Title III, including language fluency requirements for instruction in English and language fluency requirements for instruction in language(s) other than English?



	32
	What expected teacher language fluency levels have States developed to respond to the Title III requirements, and how will fluency be measured?



	33
	What are the State requirements for teachers who work in language instructional education programs specifically designed for limited English proficient students? What special certification, licensure, and/or endorsement requirements must they meet?



	34
	What policies and monitoring mechanisms are states employing to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students teaching core academic subjects are highly qualified in those core subjects?



	35
	What policies and monitoring mechanisms are states employing to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students have knowledge and skills regarding English language development needs, assessment and instructional strategies, and cultural backgrounds of their students?



	Data and reporting for highly qualified teacher provisions

	36
	How do the States collect data for these measures? What is the quality of the data and the quality of the data systems that they use? To what extent, for how long, and why have some states been unable to report teacher quality data?



	37
	What is the quality of the data that States are submitting on the percent of classes taught by teachers who do not meet the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law in the highest-poverty schools compared to the percent of such classes for the State as a whole? 



	Accountability and technical assistance for highly qualified teacher provisions

	38
	Do the data indicate that the State is making progress in decreasing the percentage of classes in the highest-poverty schools taught by teachers who do not meet the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law compared to the percentage of such classes in the State as a whole?



	39
	How are states holding school districts accountable for meeting the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law?



	40
	What kinds of technical assistance are states providing to districts to help them meet the provisions?



	41
	What specific activities are states conducting to increase the number of highly qualified teachers and ensure that all teachers are highly qualified? 



	42
	What actions are the States taking to ensure that poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, out-of-field teachers, or those who do not meet the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law? In states where teachers who are not highly qualified disproportionately teach low-income students and minority students, are the states taking specific steps to remedy this situation?



	43
	What actions are states taking with districts that fail to meet their Section 1119 annual measurable objectives for more than one year?



	
	Qualified paraprofessionals

	44
	What methods are states using to determine the quality of their paraprofessionals – their educational attainment or their score on an assessment? 



	45
	What progress are states making with regard to the quality of paraprofessionals?



	46
	What actions are states taking to ensure the quality of paraprofessionals who provide instructional support in a program supported with Title I funds?



	
	Professional Development

	47
	What data are states collecting regarding professional development, and what do the data indicate?



	48
	To what extent are states developing professional development activities in conjunction with districts, teachers, and principals for those districts that have failed to meet their Section 1119 objectives and AYP for three consecutive years? What are the characteristics of these activities?



	49
	What professional development are states providing or supporting to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students teaching core academic subjects are highly qualified in those core subjects?



	50
	What professional development are states providing or supporting to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students have knowledge and skills regarding English language development needs, assessment and instructional strategies, and cultural backgrounds of their students?



	Funding

	51
	How are states spending their Title II, Part A funds among the 18 allowable uses of funds outlined in the law?



	52
	How are states using their state-level Title II, and Title III funds to support professional development activities that help teachers and paraprofessionals obtain subject matter knowledge and knowledge of academic standards and assessments in the areas they teach, as well as meet state certification and licensure requirements? To what extent and in what ways are states targeting the use of Title II and Title III funds to teachers teaching limited English proficient students in mainstream and language instruction educational programs (LIEP)?



	
	State Context

	53
	How does the state context interact with the implementation of state NCLB-related accountability, assessment, and teacher quality policies?


*Second year of failing to make Annual Measurable Objectives (AMO) progress: develop improvement plan and provide technical assistance to school districts and schools (if applicable). Third year of failing to make AMO progress and failing AYP for 3 consecutive years: school district  and school enter agreement on use of funds, state develops professional development, use of funds for paraprofessionals is prohibited except in certain cases
Preliminary Analytical Framework

This section further elaborates on aspects of state implementation of NCLB because this is the focus of the SSI-NCLB. It briefly outlines the study’s approach to analyzing NCLB at the state level. This approach is based on certain assumptions about the implementation process and the intent of the state-level evaluation. 

At the heart of the study’s approach is the definition of state implementation as an iterative process involving several overlapping and repeating stages. The first stage of the process, which is already well under way, occurs as states interpret NCLB requirements in light of their specific state context, determine strategies, set policies, and create plans for implementation. The state policies and workbooks submitted to ED are one source of information about the direction and strategies that individual states are adopting. The second stage of the process (which is only partially distinct from the first) involves the actual implementation of these policies and strategies over time. For example, once the state determines its definition of AYP and its various dimensions (e.g., specific assessments, timelines, cell size for subgroups), it must communicate this definition to districts and schools, follow the defined criteria and processes to identify schools for improvement, and enforce the consequences set out in the accountability policies. Finally, as implementation progresses, information regarding the implementation process and subsequent outcomes is fed back into the system, providing the basis for modifications to both the policy and the implementation activities. This feedback and revision process is continuous and iterative (See Exhibit 2.). 

This multistage, iterative process has important implications for the framework and design of the SSI-NCLB evaluation. 

1) One implication is that the study must analyze the state strategies and policies themselves ― that is, what the states say they intend to do to implement the relevant provisions of NCLB. Exhibit 2 indicates the state strategies and policies domains on which the SSI will focus. These domains derive primarily from the core provisions of NCLB. For example, states must define adequate yearly progress and what it means to be a highly qualified teacher under NCLB. These state definitions are key elements of a state policy and thus important variables in the study ― they will almost certainly vary in observable and meaningful ways, and this variation will be related both to key features of the state context (such as student demographics and the available pool of qualified teachers) and to subsequent outcomes (for example, the numbers and percentages of schools identified for improvement). 

2) The study must also analyze, to the extent possible, the actual processes and activities the state employs to put those policies and strategies in action. These include, for example, the ways in which ― and the timeliness with which ― the state communicates policies and delivers assessment and other data to districts and schools, the technical assistance that the state actually provides to districts and schools to help them implement NCLB and improve, the degree to which state activities are coordinated and consistent with one another and with NCLB, the degree to which and the ways in which the state actually enforces the corrective actions set out in its strategies and policies, and so forth. Exhibit 2 indicates the aspects of implementation that the study plans to investigate. For example, the law requires the state to report information on schools’ AYP and teacher quality status, and each state will most likely design policies to do so. The timeliness with which states actually generate and share this information, however, can have substantial impact on the usefulness of that information for parental and school action. Timeliness of information is thus an identified DOMAIN regarding the implementation processes in each state. 

3) As implied in the description of the first stage of state implementation, the character of state policies and implementation efforts will most likely be influenced by a number of predictable environmental constraints and features. These include the current technical capacity of the state data and reporting system; the character of pre-NCLB assessments and accountability mechanisms; the pre-NCLB current teacher credentialing system and the pool and distribution of qualified teachers in the state; the demographics, distribution, and achievement levels of the student population (including the proportion of limited English proficient students and the size and persistence of current achievement gaps); and the political and fiscal constraints imposed by the state budget and governance systems. 

4) In addition, the evaluation must consider how both policies and implementation processes change over time as information is fed back into the system. To accomplish this task, staff will collect extant data throughout the four years of the evaluation and survey data twice, in 2004 and 2006, to coincide with data collection for the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB). 

5) The study assumes that both the policies and the specific actions of the state will be mediated through the policies and actions at the local level, which is the focus of the NLS-NCLB study. As stated previously, in this regard this study will coordinate data collection and analysis with the NLS-NLCB.

6) Finally, to capture the ways states take advantage of the flexibility of NCLB, the study will focus on variation among states. 

Exhibit 2 depicts the study’s initial analytic framework derived from the foregoing discussion. This framework is intentionally parsimonious, primarily because it is intended to reflect the “big picture” of state implementation. The key elements of this framework ― for example, state policies and state implementation processes ― are further shown in Appendix G, which associates constructs and variables to each of the key elements. 

Exhibit 2: Preliminary Analytic Framework
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Note that each component of the framework contains a number of domains or areas of investigation. Each domain may be further specified through constructs ― or dimensions ― and specific variables. For example, one important dimension of the state definition of AYP is the approach the state takes to determining the shape of the timeline governing the specified Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs). Initial review of state policies suggests that states adopt one of three general approaches to setting the timeline and AMOs. One approach is to estimate a straight linear trajectory of improvement and set annual targets accordingly (i.e., equal increments in all years). Another approach taken by some states results in a “stair-step” pattern in which the targets jump every three years to allow more flexible growth in the between-years. Finally, some states have opted for an “accelerated” model in which smaller increases are expected in initial years with much larger increases demanded in later years to meet the goal of all children being proficient by 2013–14. These characteristics of state AYP definitions point out some of the central constructs and variables for this domain. Further delineation of these approaches and the determination of those that each state adopts will be important for understanding the overall implementation and effects of NCLB. 

More specifically, the variation in states’ choices among these approaches might be associated with variation in the percentages of schools identified for improvement in any given year. In turn, variation in the proportion of identified schools will likely influence the quantity and quality of assistance that states can provide to schools and districts to help them improve and thus meet future AYP targets. Other aspects of the AYP definition (e.g., “cell size” for inclusion of subgroups in the AYP calculations) are expected to have similar implications. These too become central variables in the SSI data collection and analyses.

To ensure thorough data collections and subsequent analyses for the SSI, appropriate constructs and variables to be associated with each of the primary domains outlined in the analytical framework are identified. An exhibit that presents the domains, constructs, and variables is in Appendix G. The development of this set of variables, in conjunction with the analytical framework, ensures that data collection instruments and strategies are grounded in a conceptually coherent approach. In turn, the variables are mapped to specific evaluation questions to ensure adequate coverage of each. The evaluation questions and associated variables are displayed in Exhibit 4.

C. Data Collection and Instrumentation

As noted, data collection for the SSI-NCLB will be accomplished through three primary strategies: the collection of extant data; the administration of telephone surveys of state education officials; and the administration of a set of introductory materials, which includes a limited set of paper-and-pencil survey questions and a request for documents. The survey has three core components: the survey of accountability and assessment policies (Appendix A), the survey of teacher quality policies (Appendix B), and the survey of policies related to English language proficiency (Appendix C). Because extant data collection activities will focus on existing public documents, OMB clearance is not required. The three surveys of state education officials, to be administered in fall 2004 and fall 2006, will dovetail with the data collected through documents, offering a flexible way to gather targeted in-depth information. 

Prior to survey administration, project staff will send state officials a set of survey review documents, including an interview outline, a confidentiality statement, and select questions for which a paper format is most efficient. Although much policy information necessary for the study will be available through extant sources, it is clear that some states release more detailed data than do others. For cases in which adequate information is not available through extant sources, study staff will request specific documents from state officials; this request will be incorporated, as necessary, in the survey review documents. Three sets of introductory materials ― one set for each survey ― are in Appendices D, E, and F. 

In sum, drawing information from the survey, documents, and other extant sources will provide a complete picture of how states are implementing the NCLB requirements that are a focus of this study. 
Timing of Data Collections:

To ensure appropriate data for longitudinal analyses for the SSI-NCLB, data must be collected at regular intervals. For key variables associated with the assessment review component, the baseline year will be 2001–02, followed by a second wave of data collection for 2004–05 and the full assessment review in 2005–06. For most other variables, the study will establish 2002–03 as the baseline, particularly for domains such as AYP definitions, policies related to teacher quality, features of state accountability under NCLB, and policies related to English language proficiency. Some state policies were not fully developed or enacted in 2002–03; for these, the baseline will be 2003–04. Hence, the first year with full data will be 2003–04. In addition we will compile extant data at appropriate intervals to ensure complete data sets for following years. The schedule is shown in Exhibit 3. 

Exhibit 3: Timeline of Data Collections

	
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	
	June – Sept.
	Oct. – Dec.
	March – May
	June – Aug.
	Sept – Dec
	Jan - May
	June – Aug.
	Oct. – Dec.
	Jan - April

	Extant Data for 2001–02, 2002–03, 2003–04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Survey administration: Wave 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completion of extant data for 2004–05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Data collection for full assessment review, 2005–06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compilation of extant data for 2005–06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Survey administration: Wave 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compilation of extant data for 2006–07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


To ensure complete data sets for the relevant years, the extant data will be merged with survey data. The three surveys of state education officials will be administered first in fall 2004. Study staff will attempt to maximize this opportunity to collect data on both 2003–04 and 2004–05. Because of the timing of the survey, administrators will be able to report on activities and policies in place for 2003–04, while also discussing new policies for 2004–05. Of course, state administrators may be limited in the extent to which they can provide details on activities that are to occur late in the 2004–05 school year; however, subsequent extant data collection should enable triangulation and verification of survey data. Survey administration in fall 2006 will follow the same strategy – asking about both 2005–06 and 2006–07.

The full state assessment review will address assessments to be in place during the 2005–06 school year. However, because state plans will be completed and reviewed by ED prior to the 2005–06 school year, most data collection for this task will be conducted during spring and summer 2005.

Extant Data Collections

The SSI-NCLB will collect data from numerous extant sources to provide information on how accountability systems have been implemented by the 50 states, plus Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia. Exhibit 4 details variables, data sources, and years of data for which the data will be collected; the following section provides a narrative explanation of the identified sources and variables.

Several extant data sources will be used to access variables for each state and to build a 50-state database for the study. The U.S. Department of Education requires states to submit regular documentation that provides information on their progress in implementing key provisions of NCLB. The study will take full advantage of these substantive sources of data. In addition, project staff will carefully review each state education agency’s Web site. Ongoing data collections of the Council of Chief State School Officers will also contribute to the study. More specifically, study staff will carefully review the following reports and policy documents:

· Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook) – January 31, 2003: Each accountability workbook contains information about the required elements of each state’s accountability system. This information includes data on all students, the method of AYP determination, the annual progress of schools and districts, subgroup accountability, academic assessments and academic achievement standards, additional indicators used to determine AYP, details regarding the validity and reliability of the accountability system, and a method for determining participation rates for each statewide assessment.
· Common Core of Data (ED): A program of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the Common Core of Data is a comprehensive, annual, national statistical database of information encompassing all public elementary and secondary schools (approximately 94,000) and school districts (approximately 17,000).

· Consolidated State Application for NCLB ― June 12, 2002: These applications include data on ESEA goals, indicators, and state performance targets; a Title I compliance agreement; and schools identified for school improvement.

· Consolidated State Application for NCLB ― May 1, 2003: These applications include data on baseline student achievement data, annual measurable objectives for the percentage of students at the proficient or advanced levels, and targets for the percentage of Title I schools making AYP.

· Consolidated State Application for NCLB ― September 1, 2003: These applications give details about ESEA goals and indicators, including English language proficiency standards and assessments; baseline data and targets for English language proficiency; annual measurable achievement objectives for students with limited English proficiency; state definition of a cohort; baseline data and targets for highly qualified teachers in the aggregate and in high-poverty schools; baseline data and targets for highly qualified teachers receiving high-quality professional development; baseline data and targets for qualified paraprofessionals; baseline data and targets for persistently dangerous schools; and baseline data and targets for graduation rate and dropout rate.

· Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB: These reports contain annual student achievement, a list of schools identified for improvement and measures taken to address the achievement concerns of those schools, data on public school choice, supplemental educational services, and highly qualified teachers teaching in low poverty schools.

· Biennial Evaluation Report (December 1, 2004):  The Biennial evaluation report includes information on Title III requirements regarding limited English proficient students, such as technical assistance and professional development activities, teacher language fluency, performance/assessment data, and language instruction educational programs.
· Education Commission of the States (ECS): In addition to state education agency Web sites, the ECS Web site offers information on state definitions of high objective uniform state standards of evaluation (HOUSSE). 

· Key State Education Policies survey: The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) conducts a biennial, 50-state survey on major state PK–12 education policies, including time and attendance, graduation requirements, content standards, teacher licensure, school leader licensure, and student assessment policies. Data from 2000, 2002, and 2004 will be used to populate portions of the SSI database.

· National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification: The National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification represents the professional standards boards and commissions and state departments of education in the United States and parts of Canada that are responsible for the preparation, licensure, and discipline of educational personnel.

· State Education Agency Web Sites: State education agency Web sites contain much data specific to each state, including highly qualified teacher and HOUSSE definitions, AYP definitions, specific details pertaining to state academic achievement and content standards, state assessments, and other state-specific data.

· State Education Indicators With a Focus on Title I Report: This annual series of reports provides a profile of indicators and a trend analysis for each state. The report has a special focus on state-level indicators, including results from all current state assessment programs, demographic information on the state (such as school and student characteristics including race/ethnicity, percentage of students on free or reduced-price lunch, migrant students, students with limited English proficiency, and students with disabilities), and Title I status.

· State report cards: Each state is required as part of No Child Left Behind to produce and disseminate a report card that includes data on student achievement at each proficiency level on the state academic assessments, both aggregated and disaggregated; information that compares the actual achievement levels of each student subgroup and the state’s annual measurable objectives for each such group of students on each academic assessment; the percentage of students not tested (disaggregated by student subgroups); the most recent two-year trend in student achievement in each subject area and for each grade level; aggregate information on any other indicators used to determine adequate yearly progress; graduation rates for secondary school students disaggregated by subgroup; the performance of local educational agencies toward making adequate yearly progress; and the professional qualifications of each teacher in the state. 

· SSAP: Survey of Student Assessment Programs: The data from CCSSO’s annual Survey of State Student Assessment Programs provide a rich lode of information on the status of, and trends in, state assessment policy and practice. 

Survey Data Collections

Survey Topics

The SSI-NCLB includes three surveys of state education officials, to be administered in the fall of 2004 and fall of 2006, which will constitute an important source of data for the study. The three surveys cover state policies related to accountability and assessments, state policies related to teacher quality, and state policies related to English language proficiency. Although extant sources will provide a wealth of data on state policies, several variables may be addressed only through the telephone survey format. These surveys include a balance of open and closed-ended questions, enabling exploration of the processes and characteristics of state-level efforts to address their responsibilities, as specified under NCLB.

As Exhibit 4 depicts, certain variables are easily accessed through extant sources. Those remaining variables constitute the core of the survey of state education officials. These variables form the basis of the survey instruments, and all questions have been mapped against the variable table to ensure proper coverage of key concepts.

Overview of the Survey Sample

To adequately address the topics to be included in the survey of state education officials, contacting three, and in some cases four, administrators within each state will be necessary. These are most likely to include state Title I directors, state directors of assessment and/or accountability, Title II directors, and Title III directors. The specific respondents will vary by each state, depending on how each state education agency has allocated responsibilities.

Instrument Development Procedures

The development of the SSI-NCLB Surveys of State Officials involved several steps, including specifying variables, reviewing existing surveys, and piloting to ensure the quality of questions and probes. Because of the nature of the policy topics to be addressed, the surveys necessitated many newly developed items with a tailored balance between open and closed-ended questions. For example, for the topic of state support for schools identified for improvement, the survey leads with an open-ended questions but then specifies quantifiable data through closed-ended questions. Moreover, although extant data will illuminate the possible range of NCLB sanctions within a state, open-ended survey questions will facilitate a more detailed understanding of how state officials select specific interventions and whether they have reasons for favoring certain strategies. Finally, an open-ended concluding question will enable state officials to articulate any challenges they may have encountered when addressing their NCLB responsibilities.
A crucial phase of the survey development process is that of pretesting the draft instrument. To ascertain the quality of draft survey questions, the study team conducted pilot interviews with eight states, drawing from a range of geographic regions. We also sought states that previous reports suggest have varying levels of implementation with regard to key provisions of NCLB. Each pilot interview consisted of having one person conduct the interview while at least two other study team members listened specifically for the quality of the questions and compiled detailed notes. Following each interview, the team debriefed on initial impressions; after the full piloting process, piloting feedback was compiled in a brief memorandum. Revisions to survey questions took into account data from the piloting process. In addition, the piloting process enabled study staff to refine other related data collection strategies, including the structure of the introductory materials.
Survey Administration Procedures

The surveys of state education officials will be conducted by telephone. Interviewers will work from an interview protocol in which all relevant background information has been entered in advance. For example, the accountability survey will include the number of schools that failed to meet AYP targets, the number of schools identified for improvement, and background information on state systems of support for schools identified for improvement. This will enable the evaluation team to more efficiently tailor surveys for each state, reduce the burden on respondents, and ensure a higher response rate. After reviewing the availability of data from extant sources, study staff can modify the surveys administered by telephone to collect the remaining relevant and pertinent information from respondents, which will decrease burden to the fullest extent possible. Adaptation of the surveys for a telephone-interview format will offer a greater amount of flexibility than would a traditional paper survey or even a web-based survey format. 
In an era when surveys are so frequently used, achieving a high response rate entails numerous challenges. In the case of the SSI-NCLB telephone surveys, it will be necessary to strive for a response rate of 100% and to obtain a response rate of at least 90%, ensuring coverage from all of the 50 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Numerous factors may affect the survey response rate, including privacy concerns, the length of the questionnaire, the behavior of the interviewers, and the procedures of survey operation. 

Privacy Concerns: 
The respondents to the SSI-NCLB survey will be state officials in leading public positions. As such, strict confidentiality will be difficult to maintain in all circumstances. Although much data will be presented in a statistical format or through the reporting of trends, other policies or activities will be presented on a state-by-state basis in tables that identify state practices. Although public officials may expect less anonymity than might other respondents, AIR is nonetheless cognizant of the need to protect respondents’ identities to the greatest degree possible and to assure respondents that their data will be protected in a sensitive and professional manner. Study staff will make it clear to respondents that some survey questions will be reported in a way that identifies the state, thus limiting expectations for confidentiality. However, some questions may probe topics on which respondents may prefer anonymity ― such as challenges associated with implementing NCLB. For these selected questions, study staff will ensure respondent confidentiality and will highlight these questions in the introductory materials sent prior to survey administration.
Length of Questionnaire: 

In many cases, the draft of the survey administered during the piloting process required more than one hour to administer. Subsequent revisions have reduced the interview length to not more than one hour. Shifting some closed-ended questions to the introductory materials will shorten the interview itself to not more than one hour. However, an additional burden is associated with the introductory materials, estimated at one hour. 
Interviewer Training: 
Using professional staff with policy expertise is of utmost importance when administering a telephone survey with state officials. As such, AIR will take primary responsibility for administering the surveys of state accountability directors and state Title III directors. The AIR staff who will be responsible for the interview have in-depth understanding of the NCLB statute and specific expertise in accountability, policies for students of limited English proficiency, and the provision of supplemental education services under Title I. Staff at REDA International have focused on issues related to teacher quality and will conduct that set of interviews. In addition, most staff who will be administering the survey were also involved in survey development and piloting.

One month prior to survey administration, AIR will conduct interview training to ensure that staff are familiar with the administration procedures. The training will be led by the SSI-NCLB project director and principal investigator, with additional assistance from AIR staff with specific expertise (for example, the NLS-NCLB senior content advisor for teacher quality), and will last one half day. During the training, interview staff will review the survey instruments, discuss questions that may necessitate further probes, and review strategies to establish rapport with the interviewee. Audio tapes of pilot interviews will provide examples of potential challenges and effective interview strategies. Although interview staff are familiar with the relevant NCLB statute, staff will review all concepts and terminology to ensure a common understanding.
Survey Operation: 

The survey administration process will follow a specified series of steps to ensure smooth operations and a strong response rate. The initial steps will include the introductory letter (see Appendix H), follow-up contact by email and phone to identify a window of time during which the interview may be conducted, and express delivery of the introductory materials (see Appendices D, E, and F). The introductory materials include an outline of survey topics, which the state official should review to ensure that he or she is indeed the respondent with the most appropriate expertise. If necessary, the state official can redirect interview staff to alternative respondents in the state education agency. Following the delivery of the introductory materials, interview staff will again contact the state official to schedule an interview. Interview schedules will be managed in Outlook, which can be customized to offer a streamlined way to manage contact information, track contacts with respondents, check interviewer schedules, and send automated emails with scheduling information.

The interviews themselves will be conducted by means of a toll-free conference number that all participants can access. Conducting the calls in this manner offers two advantages. First, the conference line is a simple way to manage a call for all respondents. More importantly, the conference line offers a recording feature, which is a seamless way of recording the interview and managing digital audio data in a secured site. Each interviewer will be assigned his or her own conference number to ensure that no two interviewers are using the line at the same time. Finally, contacts with interviewees will be tracked time through the customized Outlook system, and weekly updates on response rates will be generated.
Tactful Persistence: 

A defining characteristic of a successful survey administration is repeated contact with respondents. Indeed, the number of contacts assumed necessary to ensure a response rate of at least 80% is five, including mail, email, and telephone contacts (see Hassol, Harrison, Jarmon, & Rodriguez, 2003). Because the respondents are state officials and education leaders with busy schedules, the survey may require repeated contacts. Interview staff will rely primarily on telephone and email contacts to solicit the participation of all necessary respondents. Interview staff will contact each potential respondent by email within six business days of mailing the introductory letter. If there is no response within five days of sending the first email, interview staff will follow up with a second email, followed by a telephone call within two days if no response is forthcoming. Piloting procedures indicate that the first two emails are generally adequate to secure participation. However, telephone contacts will continue every two days until three weeks following the initial email contact, at which point staff will solicit an email from the Department of Education, encouraging participation in the survey. Following each interview, the respondent will receive a letter thanking him or her for participating in the SSI-NCLB interview process.

Summary of Variables 

To provide an overview of the data to be collected, Exhibit 4 expands on the details in the previous sections, including evaluation questions and associated variables, data sources, and years of data collection. 

Exhibit 4: SSI-NCLB Evaluation Questions, Variables, and Data Sources

Note: Accountability, Teacher Quality, and Title III surveys conducted in fall of 2004 include questions about 2002-03 and 2003-04 school years. The fall 2006 surveys will include items about 2004-05 and 2005-06 school years.

	Evaluation Question
	Variables and Indicators
	Data Sources
	Dates covered for SSI

	Accountability

	1
	For how long have current standards been in place for reading language arts and mathematics, and how frequently have they been revised?  Are there plans for revision in the near future?  
	Standards defined grade by grade or grade span

	State websites
	Baseline data for assessment review 2001-02, 2004-05, and full review in 2005-06

*Full review variable collected in 2005-06 only

	
	
	Date standards adopted
	CCSSO Key State Policies

Accountability survey #1
	

	
	
	Date content standards approved by US Department of Education
	US Department of Education
	

	
	
	External evaluation of content standards
	State websites
	

	
	
	Number of state performance levels
	State websites

Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Number of levels above and below proficient
	
	

	
	
	Change in proficiency cut scores
	State websites
	

	
	
	Method for setting proficiency levels*
	US Department of Education
	

	
	
	Date academic achievement standards approved by US Department of Education*
	
	

	2
	How are states addressing NCLB requirements for establishing standards in science?  Are science standards currently in place and for how long? What is (was) the process for developing, adapting, or adopting science standards?  
	Timeline for setting academic achievement standards in science
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB
	Baseline data for assessment review 2001-02, 2004-05, and full review in 2005-06

Updated prior to – and with – survey for 2005-06

*Full review variable collected in 2005-06 only

	
	
	Date science standards adopted
	CCSSO Key State Policies

Accountability survey #1
	

	
	
	Date science standards approved by US Department of Education
	US Department of Education
	

	
	
	Scientific fields included in science content standards
	State websites
	

	
	
	Standards defined grade by grade or grade span

	
	

	
	
	External evaluation of science content standards*
	
	

	3
	How are states developing their English language proficiency standards?  

· To what extent are the English language proficiency standards linked to the academic content and achievement standards?

· How do these meet other NCLB requirements (address grades K-12, and address the 5 domains of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension)?

· What are the processes by which states are developing their English language proficiency standards?
	Definition of English proficiency 
	Title III survey #1
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Source of proficiency standards 
	
	

	
	
	Date standards adopted
	
	

	
	
	Plans for new or revised standards
	
	

	
	
	Standards defined grade by grade or grade span

	Consolidated State Application for NCLB
	

	
	
	Grades included in proficiency standards
	
	

	
	
	Domains covered in proficiency standards
	
	

	
	
	Number of proficiency levels
	
	

	
	
	Number of levels above and below proficient
	
	

	
	
	Names of proficiency levels
	
	

	
	
	Defining characteristics of each proficiency level
	
	

	
	
	Linkage of English language proficiency standards to content standards
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)


	

	
	
	Linkage of English language proficiency levels to achievement levels of reading language arts
	
	

	
	
	Methods of linking English language proficiency and reading language arts standards and achievement levels
	Title III survey #3
	

	Assessments

	4
	How fully have states implemented the NLCB requirements for assessments in reading, mathematics, science, and English language proficiency?

	5
	What are the attributes of state assessments, and how do these vary across states?

(repeated from previous page)

What are the attributes of state assessments, and how do these vary across states?
	State assessments in reading language arts
	State websites

Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	Baseline data for assessment review 2001-02, 2004-05, and full review in 2005-06

*Full review variable collected in 2005-06 only

Baseline data for assessment review 2001-02, 2004-05, and full review in 2005-06

*Full review variable collected in 2005-06 only

	
	
	State assessments in writing
	
	

	
	
	State assessments in math
	
	

	
	
	State assessments in social studies
	
	

	
	
	State assessments in science
	
	

	
	
	For each assessment, grades tested 
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	

	
	
	For each assessment, source of assessment 
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Assessments used for AYP
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

State Report Cards


	

	
	
	For each assessment, test type:

· Norm-referenced

· Augmented norm-referenced

· Criterion-referenced

· Local assessments
	State websites

Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Date assessments approved by US Department of Education
	US Department of Education
	

	
	
	For each assessment, item type for each test 
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Plans for new assessments
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Accountability survey #2-3
	

	
	
	For each assessment, specify test development:

· Developed specifically for state

· Modified off-the-shelf

· Off-the-shelf
	State websites

Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	For each assessment, specify reliability (classification error, use of confidence intervals*
	US Department of Education


	

	
	
	For each assessment, specify item development:*

· Items made available to public

· Frequency new items introduced

· Form equating (how are forms with new items equated to previous years’ versions)
	
	

	
	
	For each assessment, specify testing procedures:*

· Test security measures

· Test administration procedures

· Retesting policies
	
	

	
	
	Independent advisory board (who, how often, responsibilities)*
	
	

	
	
	Method of alignment with standards*
	US Department of Education

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	

	
	
	External evaluation of alignment*
	US Department of Education

State websites
	

	
	
	Testing window (call/spring, assessments at all levels tested same time)
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Assessment stability over time (number of years implemented)
	State websites

Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Other high stakes attached to state assessments:

· End-of-course exams for high school

· Grade promotion

· High school exit exam
	State websites
	

	
	
	Validity studies (Content, convergent, consequential, discriminate)*
	US Department of Education
	

	
	
	Dates assessment results released
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Accountability survey #8, 48
	

	6
	How are state assessment programs changing over time as states implement NCLB requirements?
	Analyses of variables for evaluation question 5, change over time
	
	

	7
	What are states’ plans/policies for implementing science assessments and how do these vary across states?
	Plans for new assessments (including timeline)
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Accountability survey #2-3
	Baseline data for assessment review 2001-02, 2004-05, and full review in 2005-06 (when science assessments will be fully implemented)

	
	
	Since not fully implemented until 2006, may not have data to compare.
	
	

	Inclusion of students with disabilities (in assessments)

	8
	How are students with disabilities assessed in the content areas of math, reading, and science?

What guidelines and policies do states have in place for including all students with disabilities in the tested grades in their assessment system?

(repeated from previous page)

How are students with disabilities assessed in the content areas of math, reading, and science?

What guidelines and policies do states have in place for including all students with disabilities in the tested grades in their assessment system?
	Alternate assessments:

· Alternate assessments as related to grade-level content standards

· Alternate assessments as related to alternate standards

· Out-of-level testing

· Availability of state-approved alternate assessments (which subjects)

· Eligibility criteria for alternate assessments

· Grantor of permission for alternate assessments (state, district, or school)

· Scaling and reporting of alternate assessment scores

· Technical assistance provided by state regarding alternate assessment
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Accountability survey additional questions #9-10

National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO) website


	Baseline data for assessment review 2001-02, 2004-05, and full review in 2005-06

	
	
	Test type:

· Portfolio

· Universal design

· Accessible computer-based
	State websites

NCEO website
	

	
	
	Range of accommodations provided:

· Presentation (e.g., repeat directions, read aloud, use of larger bubbles, etc.)

· Response (e.g., mark answers in book, use of reference aids, point, etc.)

· Setting (e.g., study carrel, special lighting, separate room, etc.)
· Timing/scheduling (e.g., extended time, frequent breaks, etc.)
	NCEO website

Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Statewide Student Assessment Survey
	

	
	
	Inclusion policies (who takes which test)
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	

	
	
	Alternate achievement standards:

· Date standards adopted

· Plans for alternate achievement standards
· Method for developing standards
	NCEO website

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	

	
	
	Plans for new alternate assessments
	Accountability survey additional questions #10
	

	
	
	Participation Rate for students with disabilities
	State Report Cards
	

	
	
	Inclusion of students with disabilities in application of NCLB sanctions
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	

	
	
	Inclusion of students with disabilities in AYP calculations 
	
	

	Inclusion of limited English proficient students (in assessments)

	9
	What requirements/policies have states adopted for assessments of limited English proficient students in core content areas, including accommodations and alternate assessments?

· In what ways and to what extent do states provide materials and technical assistance for the assessment of limited English proficient students in core content areas?
	Range of accommodations provided:

· Presentation (e.g., native-language assessments, simplified instructions, audiotape instructions in native language, providing additional information in test booklet such as synonyms for unclear or idiomatic words and phrases, etc.)

· Response (e.g., responses in native language or English using audiotape, use of reference aids and dictionaries, etc.)

· Setting (e.g., small group administration, flexible scheduling, etc.)
· Timing/scheduling (e.g., extended time, frequent breaks, etc.)
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Title III survey #6
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Technical assistance provided by state regarding accommodations and alternate assessments
	Title III survey #6-7
	

	
	
	Availability of state-approved alternate assessments (e.g., native-language, simplified English, etc.)
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Title III survey #7
	

	
	
	Plans for new alternate assessments
	
	

	
	
	Inclusion policies:

· First-year waiver eligibility (none, all first-year students, some first year students)

· Grantor of waiver (state, district, school)
· Additional criteria for waiver
· Reporting and scaling of accommodated and alternate assessment scores
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey

Consolidated State Application for NCLB
	

	10
	How are states developing their English language proficiency assessments? 

· What is the process by which states are developing their English language proficiency assessments?

· To what extent is are the state English language proficiency assessments linked to states’ English language proficiency standards?  

· How do these meet other NCLB requirements (address grades K-12, and address the 5 domains of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension)?
· In what ways and to what extent do states provide materials and technical assistance for the assessment of English language proficiency?
	Source of English language proficiency assessments
	Title III survey #3
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Date assessments implemented
	
	

	
	
	Plans for new or revised assessments
	
	

	
	
	Evidence of linkage between English language proficiency assessments and standards
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Title III survey #4


	

	
	
	Method of linkage between English language proficiency assessments and standards
	
	

	
	
	Evidence of linkage between English language proficiency assessments and reading language arts standards
	
	

	
	
	Method of linkage between English language proficiency assessments and reading language arts standards
	
	

	
	
	Grades assessed
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB 
	

	
	
	Domains included in assessments
	
	

	
	
	Reporting of domains assessed
	
	

	
	
	Basis of comprehension score
	Title III survey #5
	

	11
	To what extent are limited English proficient students participating in state assessment systems?

· What is the level of participation of limited English proficient students in non-accommodated, accommodated, and alternate assessments of core content?  How do these levels of participation vary across states?
· What is the participation rate of students in English language proficiency assessments and how do these rates vary across states?
	Participation Rate for limited English proficient students in core content and English language proficiency assessments:

· Participation rate in non-accommodated assessments

· Participation rate in accommodated assessments
· Participation rate in alternative assessments
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Title III survey document request
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	12
	Accountability:

How fully have states implemented the accountability requirements of NCLB?

	Definitions and Targets

	13
	How have states defined AYP?
	State uniform averaging procedure (number of years of data including in AYP determinations)
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Accountability survey #4
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually for changes related to AYP definition through 2005-06

	
	
	Use of indexing in calculating AYP
	
	

	
	
	Use of other academic indicators 
	Statewide Student Assessment Survey

State Report Cards
	

	
	
	Participation cell size for AYP
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)


	

	
	
	Definition of full academic year
	
	

	
	
	Starting points (baselines)
	
	

	
	
	AYP Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)
	
	

	
	
	State definition of racial and ethnic subgroups
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

State websites

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB
	

	
	
	Definition of a cohort
	
	

	
	
	State intermediate goals
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	

	
	
	Strategies for dealing with small schools
	
	

	
	
	Schools eligible for AYP/improvement designations (Title I vs. non-Title I)
	Accountability survey #6
	

	
	
	Overall percent proficient compared to other states
	State Report Cards
	

	
	
	Percent proficient by subgroups compared to other states
	State Report Cards
	

	
	
	Overall percent proficient compared to NAEP
	NAEP
	

	
	
	Methods for ensuring reliability (such as confidence intervals)
	State websites

Accountability survey #4
	

	
	
	State definition of safe harbor
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)

Accountability survey #4
	

	
	
	Proportion of identified schools that appealed
	Accountability survey #8
	

	
	
	Proportion of appeals approved
	
	

	
	
	Focus of state-retained funds for school improvement
	National Longitudinal Study of the NCLB
	

	14
	How are variations in AYP definitions associated with the number and characteristics of schools identified for improvement under Title I?
	Number and names of schools that miss AYP targets
	State websites

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB

Accountability survey #5, 7

Accountability survey (document request)


	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Number and names of schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring
	· 
	

	
	
	Reasons for which schools miss AYP targets, are identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring
	· 
	

	
	
	Percentage of Title I schools making AYP
	Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB
	

	
	
	School characteristics:

· School size

· Urbanicity

· School type (primary, secondary)

· Grade configuration

· Distribution of subgroups
	Common Core of Data (US Department of Education)

State education indicators with a focus on Title I report
	

	
	
	Number and names of districts that miss AYP targets
	Accountability survey #25-26

Accountability survey document request
	

	
	
	Number and names of districts identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring
	
	

	
	
	Reasons for which districts miss AYP targets, are identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring
	
	

	15
	How have states established English language proficiency annual measurable achievement objectives for limited English proficient students?  
	State definition of making progress in learning English
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Definition of cohorts
	
	

	
	
	Expected student progress for each year in cohort
	
	

	
	
	Annual measurable achievement objectives for “making progress” for each year in cohorts by grade
	Biennial evaluation report

Title III survey #8
	

	
	
	Annual measurable achievement objectives for achieving proficiency for each year in cohorts by grade
	
	

	
	
	New or revised annual measurable achievement objectives targets
	Title III survey #13
	

	
	
	State performance data on students making progress and achieving proficiency
	Biennial evaluation report

Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Title III survey #12
	

	
	
	Baseline data for 2002-03
	
	

	
	
	Percent of students making targets
	
	

	
	
	How five domains of listening, speaking, reading, writing and comprehension are weighted in definition of English “proficient”
	
	

	
	
	Percent of students achieving proficiency
	
	

	Identified for Improvement (not meeting targets)

	16
	What assistance are states providing to districts and schools identified for improvement?
	Names of support programs and/or support strategies (focus)
	Accountability survey #9-24 (schools)

Accountability survey #27-32 (districts)
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Focus of assistance 
	
	

	
	
	Recipient schools and districts
	
	

	
	
	Use of school support teams
	
	

	
	
	Use of distinguished principals and/or teachers
	
	

	
	
	Criteria for selection of technical assistance providers
	
	

	
	
	Training for technical assistance providers
	
	

	
	
	Format of technical assistance
	
	

	
	
	State support programs in place prior to NCLB
	
	

	
	
	Duration of technical assistance 
	
	

	
	
	Actions taken to address achievement problems in schools identified for improvement
	
	

	17
	What consequences are states implementing for districts and schools identified for improvement?
	Range of sanctions included in state plan for schools identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring
	Accountability survey #33-36

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Criteria for applying sanctions and rewards
	
	

	
	
	Proportion of eligible schools that experience sanctions or receive rewards
	
	

	
	
	Characteristics of schools and districts that experience sanctions or receive rewards
	
	

	
	
	Proportion of identified schools that appealed
	
	

	
	
	Proportion of appeals that were approved
	
	

	
	
	Alternate sanctions and rewards under the state system
	
	

	
	
	Focus of state retained funds for school improvement
	
	

	18
	How are states implementing supplemental services provisions under Title I?
	Number of students and number of Title I schools that receive supplemental services
	Accountability survey #41-46

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	19
	What technical assistance and/or professional development is the state providing to districts/schools not meeting or at risk of not meeting English language proficiency annual measurable achievement objectives under Title III?
	Targeting of assistance
	Biennial evaluation report

Title III survey #14
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Focus of technical assistance
	
	

	
	
	Source of technical assistance
	
	

	
	
	Intended recipients of technical assistance
	
	

	
	
	Intensity/duration of technical assistance
	
	

	
	
	Anticipated changes in technical assistance
	
	

	20
	What accountability measures have been developed for districts/schools not meeting or at risk of not meeting English language proficiency annual measurable achievement objectives? 

· For which districts/schools are states applying English language proficiency annual measurable achievement objectives?
	Calculations of annual measurable achievement objectives performance data 
	Title III survey #9
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Sanctions for districts/schools not meeting annual measurable achievement objectives
	Title III survey #10
	

	
	
	Reporting of annual measurable achievement objectives performance data
	Title III survey #11
	

	
	
	Sanctions for not meeting annual measurable achievement objective targets for two years
	Title III survey #15
	

	
	
	Sanctions for not meeting annual measurable achievement objective targets for four years
	
	

	Communicating and reporting

	21
	Are states providing districts and schools with timely information on state assessment results and the identification of districts and schools for improvement?
	Date state assessment results released
	State websites

Accountability survey #8, 48
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Data report cards released
	
	

	
	
	Date AYP designations first released
	
	

	
	
	Available translations/languages
	
	

	
	
	Appeals process time period
	
	

	
	
	Grounds for appeals
	
	

	
	
	Release date of appeals decision
	
	

	
	
	First day of school year
	
	

	22
	Do states’ report cards meet NCLB requirements?
	Presence of required elements for State Report Cards:

· Student achievement for each proficiency level in the aggregate, and disaggregated by race, gender, disability status, migrant status, English proficiency, and status as economically disadvantaged.

· Comparison of students’ actual achievement and the State’s annual measurable objectives for each group

· Percentage of students not tested (in aggregate and by group)

· Most recent two-year trend by subject area and grade

· Aggregate information on other indicators used by the State to determine AYP

· Graduation rates (secondary schools only)
· AYP information on the performance of districts in the State (number and names of each school identified for school improvement)

· Professional qualifications of teachers (percentage of such teachers with emergency or provisional credentials, percentage of classes not taught by highly-qualified teachers, in aggregate and disaggregated by high-poverty and low-poverty schools)
	State Report Cards

Accountability survey #47
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Available languages/translations
	
	

	
	
	Reporting format/presentation
	
	

	
	
	Mode of dissemination
	
	

	Associated Variables

	23
	What is the relationship between NCLB accountability systems and related state initiatives (identification and consequences)?
	Alternate measures of progress under state system
	Accountability survey #37-40, 51

State websites
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Designations for performance under state system
	
	

	
	
	Rewards and sanctions under state system
	
	

	
	
	Supports/technical assistance under state system
	
	

	24
	Are the new accountability requirements of NCLB related to changes in graduation requirements, teacher turnover rates, student grade retention, or graduation or dropout rates, including for key subgroups?
	State definition for graduation rate
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Graduation rate by subgroup
	State Report Cards
	

	
	
	Dropout rate by subgroup
	
	

	
	
	Teacher turnover rate
	State websites
	

	
	
	Student grade retention
	
	

	
	
	Enrollment rate
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB
	

	Inclusion

	25
	To what extent do accountability systems include students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency (including AYP, annual measurable achievement objectives, technical assistance, and reporting)?
	Policies for including students with disabilities
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Policies for including students with limited English proficiency
	
	

	
	
	Alternate assessments and accommodations for students with disabilities
	NCEO website

See evaluation question #8
	

	
	
	Alternate assessments and accommodations for limited English proficiency
	Biennial evaluation report

See evaluation questions #9-11
	

	Highly Qualified Teachers

How have states implemented NCLB provisions for highly qualified teachers, qualified paraprofessionals, and professional development?

	Definitions and targets

	26
	How have state defined the term “highly qualified teachers” as defined in NCLB?
	Subjects counted as core
	State websites
	Baseline established when state definition was released, generally 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Definition of subject areas
	
	

	
	
	State baseline data and annual measurable objectives for teacher quality
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB
	

	
	
	Establishment of district annual measurable objectives
	Teacher Quality survey #12
	

	
	
	Definitions of college major equivalence
	State website
	

	
	
	Changes in credentialing regulations
	Teacher Quality survey #10

National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC)
	

	
	
	Structure of credentialing system
	National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC)
	

	
	
	Presence of alternate routes to teaching
	Key State Policies survey

Teacher Quality survey #11
	

	
	
	Number of alternate routes to teaching
	State websites
	

	27
	What standards and assessments are states using to determine whether teachers are highly qualified?
	Source of assessment
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB 

State websites

Teacher Quality survey #1-5, 9, 11


	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Type of assessment
	
	

	
	
	Cut scores 
	
	

	
	
	Test score expiration
	
	

	
	
	Retake attempts and limits
	
	

	
	
	Number of years implemented
	
	

	
	
	Method of alignment between test and standards
	
	

	
	
	External evaluation of alignment
	
	

	
	
	Plans for new assessments
	
	

	
	
	Definition of “new to the profession”
	
	

	
	
	Type of HOUSSE system 
	
	

	
	
	Variability across subjects and grade levels
	
	

	
	
	Components of point system
	
	

	
	
	Weight of components
	
	

	
	
	Date HOUSSE policy released
	
	

	
	
	Proportion of teachers certified through alternate route programs
	
	

	
	
	State requirements for alternate route preservice and inservice training
	
	

	
	
	Date of implementation for alternate route
	
	

	
	
	Allowable time in alternate route program with Highly Qualified Teacher status
	
	

	28
	What annual measurable objectives and plans for improving teacher quality have states developed each year in accordance with Section 1119(a)(2)?
	State baseline data and annual measurable objectives for teacher quality
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB 

Teacher Quality survey #6-8, 12
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2004-05

	
	
	Establishment of district annual measurable objectives
	
	

	
	
	Formula used to determine state annual measurable objectives
	
	

	29
	To what extent are states meeting these Section 1119(a)(2) objectives?
	Percent of teachers teaching with emergency or provisional licenses
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB 

Teacher Quality survey #11

State websites
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Percent of highly qualified teachers by alternate route
	
	

	
	
	Percent of classes taught by highly qualified teachers, overall and in high poverty schools
	
	

	30
	What is the relationship between variation in reported percentages of highly qualified teachers and variations in the ways that states define highly qualified teachers?
	Analyses of variables for evaluation questions 26 and 29, comparisons between states
	
	

	31
	What guidance are States giving to districts regarding the teacher language fluency requirements under Title III, including language fluency requirements for instruction in English and language fluency requirements for instruction in language(s) other than English?
	Topics covered in language fluency guidance
	Title III survey #16
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Methods of distributing language fluency guidance
	
	

	
	
	Language fluency provisions delegated to districts
	
	

	32
	What expected teacher language fluency levels have States developed to respond to the Title III requirements, and how will fluency be measured?
	Definitions of fluency levels:

· State definition of English fluency for teachers instructing students in English

· State definition of English fluency for teachers instructing students in languages other than English

· State definition of fluency for teachers in languages other than English when used for instruction
	Biennial evaluation report

Title III survey document request

Title III survey #17-18
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Methods of demonstrating fluency:

· Methods of demonstrating English language fluency for teachers

· Methods of demonstrating language fluency for languages other than English

· Cut scores on assessments of English language fluency
	
	

	
	
	Application of fluency requirements
	
	

	33
	What are the State requirements for teachers who work in language instructional education programs specifically designed for limited English proficient students? What special certification, licensure, and/or endorsement requirements must they meet?
	Available limited English proficiency-related certifications and endorsements
	Title III survey #19
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Required limited English proficiency-related certifications and endorsements
	
	

	
	
	Criteria for meeting requirements
	
	

	34
	What policies and monitoring mechanisms are states employing to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students teaching core academic subjects are highly qualified in those core subjects including

· Mainstream teachers of core academic subjects who have limited English proficient students in their classes

· Teachers in language instruction educational program (LIEP) classes who teach core academic subjects (including language development/English as a Second Language)
	Monitoring of mainstream teachers of core subjects
	Title III survey document request

Title III survey #24
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Monitoring of teachers in language instruction education programs
	
	

	
	
	State capacity to identify mainstream teachers of limited English proficient students
	
	

	
	
	Disaggregation of teacher quality data of mainstream teachers of limited English proficient students
	
	

	
	
	Reporting of teacher quality status data (mainstream teachers of limited English proficient students, teachers in language instruction education programs)
	
	

	
	
	Definition of English as second language courses as core academic subjects
	
	

	
	
	Incentive policies and types of incentives to attract highly qualified teachers to teach limited English proficient students
	
	

	35
	What policies and monitoring mechanisms are states employing to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students have knowledge and skills regarding English language development needs, assessment and instructional strategies, and cultural backgrounds of their students, including:

· Mainstream teachers of core academic subjects who have limited English proficient students in their classes;  

· Teachers in language instruction educational program (LIEP) classes who teach core academic subjects (including language development/English as a second language)
	State capacity to track data on teachers’ English language development knowledge and skills


	Title III survey document request

Title III survey #20
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Required coursework or demonstration of teachers’ knowledge and skills to teach limited English proficient students
	
	

	
	
	Incentives for teachers to gain knowledge and skills to teach limited English proficient students
	
	

	
	
	Reporting of data on teachers’ knowledge and skills to teach limited English proficient students
	
	

	
	
	Disaggregation on highly qualified status with regard to content
	
	

	Data and reporting for highly qualified teacher provisions

	36
	How do the States collect data for these measures?  What is the quality of the data and the quality of the data systems that they use? To what extent, for how long, and why have some states been unable to report teacher quality data?
	Source of data

· State-maintained database

· Data provided by districts and schools

· Web-based access to data 
	Teacher Quality survey #13-1, #24

National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) website
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Frequency of data updates
	
	

	
	
	Date of data release
	
	

	
	
	Accessibility of data (to districts and schools)
	
	

	37
	What is the quality of the data that States are submitting on the percent of classes taught by teachers who do not meet the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law in the highest-poverty schools compared to the percent of such classes for the State as a whole?  
	Unique teacher identifier
	Teacher Quality survey #13-18

Teacher Quality survey supplement #1-5

State websites


	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Linked longitudinal student data
	
	

	
	
	Integration of certification data
	
	

	
	
	Integration of course scheduling data
	
	

	
	
	Availability of data
	
	

	
	
	Vertical integration of data
	
	

	
	
	Horizontal integration of data 
	
	

	
	
	Accuracy of data
	
	

	Accountability and technical assistance for highly qualified teacher provisions

	38
	Do the data indicate that the State is making progress in decreasing the percentage of classes in the highest-poverty schools taught by teachers who do not meet the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law compared to the percentage of such classes in the State as a whole?
	Evaluation of variables in evaluation question 29 (change over time)
	
	

	39
	How are states holding school districts accountable for meeting the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law?
	Monitoring of annual measurable objectives in teacher quality
	Teacher Quality survey #36-2006


  #37-2006


  #38-2006

Consolidated State Application for NCLB (Accountability Workbook)
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

(Covered in the fall 2006 survey only.

	
	
	Range of sanctions for districts’ failure to meet teacher quality annual measurable objectives(
	
	

	
	
	Application of sanctions for districts’ failure to meet teacher quality annual measurable objectives(
	
	

	
	
	Proportion of eligible schools and districts that experience sanctions/rewards(
	
	

	
	
	Characteristics of schools and districts that experience sanctions/rewards(
	
	

	40
	What kinds of technical assistance are states providing to districts to help them meet the provisions?
	Focus of technical assistance (curricular strategies, professional development strategies, data use)
	Teacher Quality survey #25-26


	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Targeting of technical assistance 
	
	

	
	
	Types of providers of technical assistance (mentor teachers, institutions of higher education, external support providers)
	
	

	
	
	Format of technical assistance (workshops, web-based)
	
	

	
	
	Duration of technical assistance
	
	

	41
	What specific activities are states conducting to increase the number of highly qualified teachers and ensure that all teachers are highly qualified?  
	Incentive policies to recruit and retain highly qualified teachers
	Teacher Quality survey #30-34
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Structure of incentives programs
	
	

	
	
	Induction programs for new teachers
	
	

	
	
	Alternate route programs for mid-career professionals
	
	

	
	
	Establishment of job bank for recruitment
	
	

	42
	What actions are the States taking to ensure that poor and minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by inexperienced, out-of-field teachers, or those who do not meet the highly qualified teacher provisions of the law? In states where teachers who are not highly qualified disproportionately teach low-income students and minority students, are the states taking specific steps to remedy this situation?
	Incentive policies to recruit and retain highly qualified teachers to high-poverty schools and districts
	Teacher Quality survey #27-34
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Professional development activities targeted towards high-poverty, high-minority or rural districts
	
	

	43
	What actions are states taking with districts that fail to meet their Section 1119 annual measurable objectives for more than one year?
	Policies and actions for districts that fail teacher quality annual measurable objectives and AYP(
	Teacher Quality survey #36-2006


  #37-2006


  #38-2006
	(Covered in the fall 2006 survey only.

	Qualified Paraprofessionals

	44
	What methods are states using to determine the quality of their paraprofessionals – their educational attainment or their score on an assessment? 

· What assessments are states developing and/or using to determine the quality of paraprofessionals?
	Number of credit hours equivalent to two years of study or associate’s degree
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB

Teacher Quality survey #36-39

State websites
	Baseline established when policy regarding qualified paraprofessionals was released, at the earliest, 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Definition of qualified paraprofessional
	
	

	
	
	Baseline data and targets for percentage of qualified paraprofessionals
	
	

	
	
	Source of assessment used for determination of paraprofessional qualifications
	
	

	
	
	Format of assessment used for determination of paraprofessional qualifications
	
	

	
	
	Cut scores
	
	

	
	
	Retake attempts and limits
	
	

	
	
	Test score expirations
	
	

	
	
	Number of years assessment implemented
	
	

	
	
	Plans for new assessments
	
	

	
	
	Dimensions of assessments
	
	

	
	
	Method of alignment with standards
	
	

	
	
	External evaluation of alignment
	
	

	45
	What progress are states making with regard to the quality of paraprofessionals?
	Percentage of qualified Title I paraprofessionals
	Consolidated State Application for NCLB

State Report Cards

Teacher Quality survey #41
	Baseline established when policy regarding qualified paraprofessionals was released, at the earliest, 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Percentage of paraprofessionals receiving high quality professional development
	
	

	46
	What actions are states taking to ensure the quality of paraprofessionals who provide instructional support in a program supported with Title I funds?
	Eligibility for professional development
	Teacher Quality survey #36-39
	Baseline established when policy regarding qualified paraprofessionals was released, at the earliest, 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Targeting of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Funding of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Focus of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Incentives
	
	

	
	
	Monitoring of qualified status
	
	

	Professional Development

	47
	What data are states collecting regarding professional development, and what do the data indicate?
	Unique teacher identifier
	Teacher Quality survey #19-23
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Source of data

· State-maintained database

· Data provided by districts and schools

· Web-based access to data 
	
	

	
	
	Frequency of data updates
	
	

	
	
	Date of data release
	
	

	
	
	Accessibility of data (to districts and schools)
	
	

	
	
	Availability of data
	
	

	
	
	Accuracy of data
	
	

	48
	To what extent are states developing professional development activities in conjunction with districts, teachers, and principals for those districts that have failed to meet their Section 1119 objectives and AYP for three consecutive years? What are the characteristics of these activities?
	Baseline data and targets for percentage of teachers receiving high qualify professional development
	Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLB

Teacher Quality survey #27-29


	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07



	
	
	State definition of high qualify professional development
	
	

	49
	What professional development are states providing or supporting to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students teaching core academic subjects are highly qualified in those core subjects, including 

· Mainstream teachers of core academic subjects who have limited English proficient students in their classes;

· Teachers in language instruction educational program (LIEP) classes who teach core academic subjects (including language development/English as a Second Language)
	State-supported professional development in core subjects for teachers of limited English proficient students
	Title III survey #22

Teacher Quality survey #27-29
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Types of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Targeting of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Amount of professional development provided
	
	

	
	
	State-supported professional development in core subjects for paraprofessionals and principals working with limited English proficient students
	Title III survey #23
	

	
	
	Highly qualified status demonstration of content area teachers of limited English proficient students
	Title III survey #21


	

	
	
	Teachers who must demonstrate highly qualified status
	
	

	
	
	Demonstration of content knowledge
	
	

	50
	What professional development are states providing or supporting to ensure that teachers of limited English proficient students have knowledge and skills regarding English language development needs, assessment and instructional strategies, and cultural backgrounds of their students, including:

· Mainstream teachers of core academic subjects who have limited English proficient students in their classes;  

· Teachers in language instruction educational program (LIEP) classes who teach core academic subjects (including language development/English as a Second Language)
	State-supported professional development on language development needs and instructional strategies for limited English proficient students
	Biennial evaluation report

Title III survey #22

Teacher Quality survey #27-29
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Type of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Targeting of professional development
	
	

	
	
	Amount of professional development provided
	
	

	Funding

	51
	How are states spending their Title II, Part A funds among the 18 allowable uses of funds outlined in the law?
	Presence or absence of “flex spending”
	Teacher Quality survey #35
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	18 allowable uses (see Section 2113 for complete list)
	
	

	52
	How are states using their state-level Title II, and Title III funds to support professional development activities that help teachers and paraprofessionals obtain subject matter knowledge and knowledge of academic standards and assessments in the areas they teach, as well as meet state certification and licensure requirements? How are they using funds to help principals become instructional leaders?

· To what extent and in what ways are states targeting the use of Title II and Title III funds to teachers teaching limited English proficient students in mainstream and language instruction educational programs (LIEP)?
	Use of the State-Flex provision
	Teacher Quality survey #35

Title III survey document request
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2006-07

	
	
	Percent of funds used for subject matter professional development
	
	

	
	
	Characteristics of recipients of services funded by state-retained teacher quality funds
	
	

	
	
	Percent of funds used for professional development to help teachers meet state certification and licensure requirements
	
	

	
	
	Focus of state-retained funds for teacher qualify
	
	

	
	
	Targeting of state Title II funds to teachers of limited English proficient students
	
	

	
	
	Proportion of Title III funds used for professional development


	
	

	State Context

	553
	How does the state context interact with the implementation of state NCLB-related accountability, assessment, and teacher quality policies?

(repeated from previous page)

How does the state context interact with the implementation of state NCLB-related accountability, assessment, and teacher quality policies?

(repeated from previous page)

How does the state context interact with the implementation of state NCLB-related accountability, assessment, and teacher quality policies?
	Student-level record system:

· Stage of development for statewide individual student-level record system

· Individual student achievement data, linked longitudinally

· Individual student demographic data

· Enrollment

· Courses

· Special program participation and student support services

· Individual high school transcript (high school students only)

· Individual SAT, ACT, and AP exam results (high school students only)

· Individual graduation and dropout data (high school students only)
	National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) website
Accountability survey #49
	Baseline 2002-03

Updated annually through 2005-06

	
	
	Data transfer, access, and reporting:
· Level of automation for data collection

· Paper reports

· Reports on disk or tape

· “Report card” or display on internet

· Electronic access for districts

· Web-based access to data (data may be downloaded)
	NCES website

Accountability survey #49
	

	
	
	Data Security and Reliability:
· Secure site to maintain data

· State data audit system
	NCES website

Accountability survey #49
	

	
	
	Other data elements:

· Fall enrollment and aggregate student demographic data

· Aggregate student achievement data

· Information on every student in a tested grade who did not take the main state test
	NCES website

Accountability survey #49
	

	
	
	Data systems capacity:

· Unique teacher identifier

· Integration of certification data

· Integration of scheduling data

· Vertical integration of data
· Horizontal integration of data
	NCES website

Teacher Quality survey #13-23 
	

	
	
	Pool of highly qualified teachers

· Number and qualifications of teachers within state

· Certified teachers in non-educational fields

· Overall number of certified teachers

· Pass rates for higher education teacher ed programs
	State websites

Annual Consolidated State Performance Report for NCLBs
	

	
	
	State educational structure:

· Number of districts

· Number of schools

· Number of students

· District structure
	State websites
	

	
	
	Student demographics:

· Ethnic groups

· Poverty

· Languages

· Population growth/decline
	Common Core of Data (US Department of Education)

State education indicators with a focus on Title I report
	

	
	
	Grades assessed prior to NCLB
	State websites
	

	
	
	Subjects assessed prior to NCLB
	
	

	
	
	Presence of accountability system prior to NCLB
	
	

	
	
	Definition of AYP approved prior to NCLB
	
	

	
	
	Designations for performance established prior to NCLB
	
	

	
	
	Prior achievement
	NAEP
	

	
	
	Ratio of SEA staff to students, schools, and districts
	State websites
	

	
	
	Prior policies regarding placement/instructional programs for limited English proficient students or teachers of those students
	Title III survey #25
	


D. Preliminary Analytic Approaches

General Analytic Strategies

The primary objective of the SSI-NCLB is to obtain information on the extent to which states are implementing NCLB provisions in the areas of accountability and teacher quality. We will do so by reviewing and describing state policies and practices, coding such policies along meaningful dimensions, providing descriptive statistics that facilitate an understanding of state variation, and exploring relationships among key variables.

Our analytic strategies will vary by type of both evaluation questions and data. For example, some aspects of accountability lend themselves to straightforward statistical analyses, focusing on discrete variables that constitute a state’s definition of Adequate Yearly Progress or the sanctions included in a state accountability system. Other questions and data will require qualitative analysis and coding of text. Examples of such data sources include verbatim responses to open-ended survey questions and data obtained through state education agency Web sites. For other types of data or policies, study staff will use an analytical rubric ― for example, to analyze attributes of state assessment systems or state report cards.

A cross-cutting set of analyses will measure the degree to which states are fully implementing key components of NCLB and gauge the overall level of implementation. The study will explore multiple dimensions of implementation, most notably the distance each state has covered since the enactment of NCLB, based on its “starting point” (or policies in effect prior to NCLB), and the distance yet to be covered to achieve full implementation. For example, with regard to assessments, at the time of NCLB passage, some states already administered assessments at consecutive grades, whereas others did so only within certain grade spans. Although the first set of states may reach NCLB compliance through minor modifications to their existing systems, others may require extensive assessment development. State activities in other policies areas ― assessments for students with disabilities or the specificity of state reports cards ― may be analyzed in a similar manner. Thus, through the analysis of prior state policies as well as new NCLB systems, the SSI-NCLB may report on the progress of each state. 

Finally, several evaluation questions call for estimates of the association among various strategies or between particular strategies and subsequent outcomes. For example, Evaluation Question 9 asks about the relationship between varying state definitions of AYP and the numbers and characteristics of schools identified in need of improvement. For these questions, such methods as cross tabs, analyses of variance, and regression analyses will be used as appropriate. 

Below is a discussion of the general analytical approach as a series of three stages: preparation of the data, simple descriptive statistics and displays, and analyses of associations among groups of constructs and/or variables.

Stage 1: Preparing the Data

Although some data will be gathered in a numerical form that is ready for analysis ― for example, the cell size for subgroup inclusion in AYP ― most will require at least some degree of coding, and many will need to be consolidated into broader constructs or dimensions of variation.

Coding the Data

The study will employ three types of coding processes to prepare the data for further analysis. One will take qualitative data gathered through the survey or on the state Web sites and develop categories that allow quantification of patterns in state action. For example, each state’s definition of its HOUSSE requirements for highly qualified teachers will be unique in its specifics but will cover a predictable set of characteristics. Each will need to define eligibility for HOUSSE, which at the minimum involves distinguishing between new and veteran teachers. This variable may be coded as the number of months or years of service required before a candidate may be considered veteran and thus eligible for the HOUSSE procedure. Each HOUSSE definition will also contain certain components to be considered for highly qualified status, such as years of experience in a given subject area, qualifying undergraduate or graduate majors, and relevant assessments or other methods of demonstrating subject-matter knowledge. Each will indicate a process for the determination, such as a point system or a peer evaluation. Although qualitative data on these characteristics of the HOUSSE systems may be useful in providing examples for illustrative purposes, the data must be coded in some way to identify and tabulate patterns across the 52 states and territories. To arrive at these codes, the study will combine data from documents and interviews and arrange them on a state-by-state matrix along the major categories. Displaying the data in this way will allow study staff to identify general types of state action in each area and the variation across states with regard to the relevant categories of the HOUSSE policy. From this matrix, study staff will develop a coding scheme and code each state’s HOUSSE policy with respect to each characteristic. The resulting codes can be used to describe both main patterns and variation across states on key dimensions of their HOUSSE requirements.

A second form of coding may involve collapsing ranges of values for a particular variable into a set of levels. For example, although many states may include teaching experience as a component of the HOUSSE requirements, they may differ in the weight given to that component in the final determination of a highly qualified teacher. Study staff will code the varying weights into ‘high,” “medium,” and “low” categories to simplify the analysis across states. This kind of coding may be particularly useful for analyzing relationships among variables. For example, states that weight experience very highly may have a greater proportion of veteran teachers declared highly qualified than states that rely primarily on a test score.

A third form of coding actually involves developing indices to combine several variables into a single construct. As indicated in Exhibit 2, a number of constructs draw on multiple variables. For example, the specificity/structure of the state’s student standards draws on three variables: the number of proficiency levels, the articulation of the standards by individual grade level versus broader grade span, and the breadth of the disciplinary scope in the standards (e.g., biology vs. science). States may differ along each of these dimensions, but it is the overall degree of specification that may be of greatest interest. Study staff plan, therefore, to combine the three variables into an index of specificity. Similarly, the data on AYP starting points, intermediate goals, and AMOs can be combined to determine the shape of the AYP timeline (i.e., linear vs. stair-step vs. accelerated models). Knowing what proportion of states have chosen each model not only may be helpful for descriptive purposes but may also provide insight into varying patterns of AYP failure at varying points in time.

Stage 2: Descriptive Statistics and Displays

Once the data are prepared, study staff will be able to provide descriptive statistics to address many of the evaluation questions.
 Most of the variables, once coded, will be amenable to various sorts of descriptive statistics and displays. For example, one of the key evaluation questions concerns how states are defining AYP. As indicated in Appendix G, study staff have identified several constructs within these definitions, including the methods for ensuring reliability, the determination of the relevant population, the shape and slope of the timeline for getting all students to proficiency, and the use of additional criteria beyond the state assessment. With respect to the methods of ensuring reliability, study staff expect to provide descriptive statistics on the proportion of states by using confidence intervals, multiple years of data (state uniform averaging procedure), or an index. These methods may be further coded into a combined measure (index) of stringency and variation may be described with respect to this index across states. (Note: This measure may be particularly relevant when considering the relationship between definitions of AYP and proportions of schools identified for improvement.) Similarly, with respect to cell size (minimum n size of subgroups to be included in measures of AYP), existing data indicate that some states have adopted an n size of 20 students, whereas others are as high as 50 or 100. Hence, this variable may be depicted as a continuum, indicating the placement of 52 state and territories within a given range. In addition, identifying clusters or levels may help develop analytic categories to characterize state approaches to defining n size. Finally, certain states may provide interesting examples of extreme or unusual approaches to a topic ― such as Texas and its formulation of the “50/10%/200” approach to defining n size.
 

The study will provide similar kinds of descriptions (including statistics on range, frequency, central tendency, and variation) for other variables and constructs across the domains of the study. For instance, regarding state implementation processes, the study will provide statistics on the proportion of states that focus the content of their support for school improvement on curricular changes versus professional development versus data use versus planning and management as well as the proportion of states that use school support teams or distinguished teachers and principals to deliver this support. The study will report the number and proportion of states that have adopted quality control (selection and training) and monitoring mechanisms for the individuals and organizations providing support, as well as the range and average amount of time that providers are expected to work in schools. And, because targeting of assistance ― both for school improvement and for teacher quality ― is a construct of considerable policy relevance, the study will describe and code the varieties of targeting strategies states are employing and the proportion of states using each. Finally, the study will provide descriptive statistics (range, mean, variation) on the outcomes requested in the evaluation questions and indicated in Exhibit 2. These include the number and proportions of schools that miss AYP and those that are identified for improvement, corrective action, or reconstitution; the reasons for which they failed AYP (e.g., failed because of the participation rate of students with limited English proficiency vs. insufficient gain in mathematics); and the variation across states. They also include the proportions and distributions of highly qualified teachers within and across states.

Displaying patterns 

In some cases, descriptive analyses will derive from displays of the data that show patterns in implementation. Like the state-by-state matrix of HOUSSE definitions, other matrices may prove useful for a variety of additional analyses. Examples of these include:

· State-by-state table of use of corrective actions

· State-by-state table of components of student-level record system

· State typology of approaches to school support teams

· State-by-state focus of technical assistance to districts

For instance, as part of the teacher quality analyses, the study will identify the types of policy actions that each state has undertaken to ensure that all teachers and paraprofessionals are highly qualified. For example, some states may concentrate activity in changing licensure requirements, including instituting new assessment systems for new or currently practicing teachers; others may focus on expanding alternative routes to certification to recruit highly qualified individuals from other fields. Still others may create or expand mentoring and professional development for beginning teachers. With such information, study staff will be able to construct a state-by-action matrix to examine how widely adopted each type of action is (i.e., percentage of states adopting the specific action) and whether some states are taking a wider variety of policy actions than others to ensure teacher quality. The state-by-action matrix will also allow calculations of the correlations among different types of actions and will reveal which types of policy actions tend to co- occur or whether states that adopt certain actions are also likely to adopt certain other actions. The study will conduct the analysis in each year with relevant data so that trends over time can be identified. 

As a further illustration, in response to the questions related to professional development, the study will gather information about how states use their Title II funds to support professional development activities, as well as information about the types of professional development activities that they support. Using the data collected, study staff can create two data matrices, similar to the one previously mentioned: a state-by-fund use matrix and a state-by-professional-development-activity matrix. The state-by-fund use matrix will allow examination of variation in the extent and ways in which states use Title I, II, and III funds to support professional development. A state table of professional development activities will include specific features of state-sponsored professional development for teachers who have not met the "highly qualified teacher" definition (such as content area, duration, or format) as well as the intended targets of the professional development (rural teachers, middle school teachers, math teachers, or teachers of limited English proficient students). 
Stage 3: Analyzing Associations

Although descriptive statistics and displays of the variables and constructs delineated in Exhibit 4 will address most of the evaluation questions (which are themselves descriptive in nature), several questions ask about relationships among variables and require more analytical approaches. Evaluation questions 5, 6, 7, 14, 23, 30, 38, 53, for instance, ask about the associations among variables or over time. In addition to considering basic descriptions of variables, this study will explored the relationships between the variables.

To illustrate, consider evaluation question 14, which explores the relationship between AYP definitions and the number and characteristics of schools identified for improvement under Title I. Take just one aspect of the state definition of AYP, the cell size (minimum n for subgroups). One might be tempted to simply present a straight correlation between cell size and proportion of schools identified.
 Such an analysis would be misleading, however, if it did not account in some way for the fact that states vary in the diversity and distribution of their student populations. States that have a very mixed student population are more likely to identify schools on the basis of failure of some subgroups to make AYP than are states with more homogeneous populations, cell size and other factors being equal. In this case, the study will code the states with respect to their diversity and conduct regression analyses with proportion of schools identified as the dependent variable, the cell size as the independent variable of interest, and state diversity as a control variable. 

Stage 4: Coordinating Analyses With NLS-NCLB

Perhaps the most promising means of examining the impact of variation in state policy on variation in implementation and outcomes will come from the coordination of state data and analyses with those of the National Longitudinal Study of NCLB (NLS-NCLB). By categorizing states along relevant dimensions of their policies (as indicated in the constructs in Exhibit 2), based on data collected in the SSI-NCLB, the NLS-NCLB team can examine more closely how such variations play out as policies are implemented in districts and schools. For example, it is likely that the rigor of the standards or the shape of the timeline as established by the state’s intermediate goals will influence not only the outcomes (proportion of schools identified for improvement) but also the approaches to implementation that are taken at the local level. Similarly, the state’s approach to offering technical assistance and targeting support for schools or teachers may also have ramifications for local policy and practice. One goal of the analysis of the state data will be ― in consultation with the NLS team – to develop categories of variation at the state level that may prove meaningful for understanding variations locally. Many of these dimensions will derive directly from the constructs outlined in Exhibit 2; others may be developed as the two studies progress and data patterns become apparent. 

Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act

A. Justification

1. Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-110) builds on the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-382) to mandate the development of integrated state systems of standards, assessments, accountability mechanisms, and professional development activities that should foster the improved academic performance of students in economically disadvantaged schools. The statute also requires districts and schools to make annual progress adequate to meet state student achievement standards and prescribes specific actions for failure to do so, including giving students the options to transfer to another public school or receive supplemental education services. In addition, the statute requires that districts and schools make specified annual progress toward ensuring that all teachers are highly qualified by the end of the 2005–06 school year. Other statutory requirements specify provisions to ensure that students make progress toward English language proficiency, through the implementation of standards, assessments, and achievement targets for English language proficiency.

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

The SSI-NCLB will be the principal source of state-level information on the implementation of NCLB provisions over a six-year period, from the 2001–02 through 2006–07 school years. The study will examine and describe the implementation of NCLB accountability, teacher quality, and English language proficiency provisions over time and will assess progress made. The SSI-NCLB will provide the Department of Education with information with which to evaluate the implementation of NCLB at the state level. 

Two sections in NCLB authorize national evaluations in the areas of accountability, assessment and teacher quality to be evaluated in this study:  Section 1501, which mandates a National Assessment of Title I (NATI), and Section 1503.  Title IX, Part F (Evaluations) authorizes funding for evaluations of NCLB programs, including Title II professional development/teacher quality programs.  Findings related to requirements in Title III will be used to inform the NATI as well as the report to Congress on Title III, Part A mandated in Section 3123.  In addition to providing state-level data to address questions outlined for this study, SSI also will provide state-level data for interpreting district- and school-level findings for the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind, also a part of the NATI.
2. Purposes and Uses of the Data

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

Data from the SSI-NCLB will build on earlier data collected through the Evaluation of Title I Accountability Systems and School Improvement Efforts (TASSIE) to provide a longitudinal view of the progressive implementation of state policies related to both NCLB and the previous authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. In addition, the state-level data will be coordinated with the simultaneous National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB), enabling multilevel analyses of the implementation process.

3. Use of Technology to Reduce Burden

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

During the data collection period, a toll-free number and email address will be available to permit respondents to contact interview staff with questions or requests for assistance. The toll-free number and email address will be included in all communication with respondents. In addition, interview staff will track all contacts, scheduled interviews, and response rates through an Outlook template customized specifically for this purpose. Telephone interviews will be conducted using a toll-free conference line through which the interviews may be recorded and stored in a secure server.

4. Efforts to Identify Duplication

This study and the complementary National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind are the only Department of Education studies evaluating the implementation of NCLB’s accountability, teacher quality, parental choice, and funding provisions. 

5. Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

No small businesses or entities will be involved as respondents. 

6. Consequences of Not Collecting the Data

Failure to collect this information will prevent Congress and the Department of Education from evaluating progress made in the implementation of the provisions aimed at improving the academic achievement of the disadvantaged and training and recruiting high-quality teachers and paraprofessionals. The SSI-NCLB will be collecting information on No Child Left Behind that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed to date. Moreover, data from the SSI-NCLB is necessary for full understanding of the data collected through the NLS-NCLB, another core component of the Department of Education’s efforts to understand NCLB implementation and to inform Congress.

The study will also provide more detailed information on state accountability systems and practices and more evidence-based information on the implementation of standards-based reform than have previously been available. If data were not collected through the SSI-NCLB, there will be no systematic, rigorous, and national data collection focusing on the implementation of NCLB by states. 

7. Special Circumstances

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

8. Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

A notice about this study was published in the Federal Register on April 21, 2004, to provide the opportunity for public comment. To date no public comments have been received. The 30-day Federal Register notice will be published after the 60-day comment period ends on June 21, 2004.

Throughout the course of this study, the study team will draw on the experience and expertise of a technical working group (TWG) that will provide a diverse range of perspectives. The TWG will include representatives from the district and state levels, as well as researchers with expertise in relevant methodological and content areas. The members of this group, their affiliations, and their areas of expertise are listed in Exhibit 5. To facilitate coordination of data collection and analysis with the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS), the group will serve both studies. The first meeting of the TWG was held February 5–6, 2004. 

Study staff have also consulted with the congressionally mandated Title I Independent Review Panel that was formed to advise the U.S. Department of Education on the design of studies that are part of the National Assessment of Title I. The study design and instruments were revised on the basis of the comments received from the Technical Working Group, Independent Review panel, pilot test participants, and Department reviewers, and those revised instruments are presented in this OMB package.

Exhibit 5: SSI and NLS Technical Working Group Members

	Member
	Affiliation
	Areas of Expertise

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

	Barbara Byrd-Bennett
	CEO, Cleveland Municipal School District
	Reading and reading disabilities, statistical methods

	David Francis
	University of Houston
	Statistical models for longitudinal data, psychometrics, reading acquisition

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

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

	Eric Hanushek
	University of Pennsylvania
	Teacher quality, teacher supply

	Phyllis McClure
	Independent Consultant
	Accountability, federal educational policy

	Paul Petersen
	Director of the Program of Education Policy and Governance, Harvard University
	Educational policy

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

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


9. Payment or Gifts

No payments or gifts will be used during the course of this study.

10. Assurances of Confidentiality

The respondents to the SSI-NCLB survey will be state officials in leading public positions. As such, strict confidentiality will be difficult to maintain in all circumstances. Although many of the data will be presented in a statistical format, or through the reporting of trends, other policies or activities will be presented on a state-by-state basis in tables that identify state practices. As such, a careful reader may be able to seek out the identity of respondents. However, inherent in a prominent public position is a reduced expectation of full confidentiality and anonymity, especially in cases where the data reflect public policy. The study team is nonetheless cognizant of the need to protect respondents’ identities to the greatest degree possible.

We will make it clear to respondents that some survey questions may be reported in a way that identifies the state, thus limiting expectations for confidentiality. Other questions on which respondents may prefer anonymity ― such as challenges associated with the implementation of NCLB ― will never be reported in a way that would enable the data to be linked to a particular respondent. In particular, respondents will not be referred to by name and no quotations will be attributed to them. To clarify which questions will be maintained in strict confidence, state officials who respond to the survey will be sent an interview outline with specific questions highlighted. The highlighted questions will be those for which confidentiality will be ensured (please refer to the survey instrument for specific text). 

All electronic data will be maintained in a secure, password-protected server. Hard-copy transcripts of interviews will be stored in locked file cabinets to which only study team members will have access.

11. Justification of Sensitive Questions

No questions of a sensitive nature will be included in the study.

12. Estimates of Hour Burden

The total estimated hour burden for both wave 1 (fall 2004) and wave 2 (fall 2006) of the study is 884 hours. This includes the burden associated with gaining cooperation, reviewing survey materials and assembling documents, and responding to the surveys. Burden estimates have been adjusted accordingly following the completion of the pilot-testing phase. 

Based on average hourly wages for participants, the estimated monetary cost to respondents for the hour burden of information collection is $17,680 for wave 1, $17,680 for wave 2, and $35,360 for both waves 1 and 2, as indicated in Exhibit 6. 

The surveys will be administered to administrators in the 52 states, including the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Three primary respondents (a contact for Accountability, Teacher Quality, and Title III) will be identified for each state with the assistance of CCSSO and the Department of Education. In addition, it is estimated that each state will require the participation of an additional respondent; therefore the total number of survey respondents for each wave is 208. 

Minimal time is estimated for gaining cooperation (one-half hour per respondent), which will include providing information about the study to respondents and scheduling a telephone interview. Time for gaining cooperation is included in both the first and second waves of data collection to ensure that all participants are fully informed about the study. In addition, an estimated one hour per respondent is included for survey materials review and document assembly, which includes gathering pertinent reference materials the respondent may need to fully answer the survey items and compiling requested documents (See Appendices D, E, and F for packets of survey materials that participants will receive). 

Exhibit 6: Total Respondents and Burden, by Data Collection Year

	Task
	Number of Respondents
	Hours per Respondent
	Hourly Rate
	Total Hour Burden
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	Wave 1 (Fall 2004)

	Gaining cooperation
	208
	0.5
	$40
	104
	$4,160

	Reviewing survey materials, assembling documents (primary respondents only)
	156
	1
	$40
	156
	$6,240

	Administering surveys ― Teacher Quality contact
	52
	1
	$40
	52
	$2,080

	Administering surveys ― Accountability contact
	52
	1
	$40
	52
	$2,080

	Administering surveys ― Title III office contact
	52
	1
	$40
	52
	$2,080

	Administering surveys ― Additional contact (as needed)
	52
	.5
	$40
	26
	$1,040

	Total for Wave 1
	--
	--
	--
	442
	$17,680

	Wave 2 (Fall 2006)

	Gaining cooperation
	208
	0.5
	$40
	104
	$4,160

	Reviewing survey materials, assembling documents

(primary respondents only)
	156
	1
	$40
	156
	$6,240

	Administering surveys ― Teacher Quality contact
	52
	1
	$40
	52
	$2,080

	Administering surveys ― Accountability contact
	52
	1
	$40
	52
	$2,080

	Administering surveys ― Title III office contact
	52
	1
	$40
	52
	$2,080

	Administering surveys ― Additional contact (as needed)
	52
	.5
	$40
	26
	$1,040

	Total for Wave 2
	--
	--
	--
	442
	$17,680

	TOTAL
	208
	--
	--
	884
	$35,360


13. Estimate of Cost Burden to Respondents

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

14. Estimate of Annual Cost to the Federal Government

The estimated cost for this study, including development of a detailed study design, data collection instruments, data collection, data analysis, and report preparation, is $1,147,436 for the four-year study, or about $286,859 per year.

15. Program Changes or Adjustments

The request is for a new information collection.

16. Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

Preliminary activities in support of extant data collections are already under way in preparation for survey administration. A first report, which integrates analyses of both extant and survey data, will be submitted to the U.S. Department of Education in draft form during the summer of 2005 and in final form in September 2005. The first set of reports will address questions that pertain to state implementation of accountability, assessments in English language arts and mathematics, teacher quality, professional development, and the use of state funds. The second set of reports will integrate extant data and the second survey administration, enabling analyses that address change over time. In addition to the previously noted topics to be included in the first report, the second report will include data on aspects of NCLB that will be phased in between fall 2004 and fall 2006 survey administrations, such as science standards and assessments. The second wave of reports will be submitted in draft form to the U.S. Department of Education in the spring and summer of 2007. Exhibit 7 displays the deliverable dates for the SSI-NCLB reporting activities:

Exhibit 7: Key Reporting Dates

	Deliverable
	Date Due

	Outline first-year report
	February 1, 2005

	Draft first-year report
	March 1, 2005

	Final first-year report
	July 11, 2005

	Outline final report
	February 2, 2007

	Draft final report
	March 2, 2007

	Final report
	July 13, 2007


17. Approval to Not Display OMB Expiration Date

All data collection instruments will include the OMB expiration date.

18. Explanation of Exceptions

No exceptions are requested.

B. Description of Statistical Methods

1. Sampling Design

Selection of Sample

Questionnaire data for the SSI-NCLB will be collected from all states, plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Sections of the survey will be directed to the most appropriate respondent for each state so that the burden of response is shared among the two or three respondents for each state. For example, questions that focus on state accountability policies will be addressed to the director of accountability (or in some cases, the Title I director) and questions that pertain to teacher quality issues will be posed to the state official in charge of teacher certification, licensure, or professional development. To identify appropriate state administrators, we will collect information on the names and positions of state education officials in each state and, in consultation with CCSSO, will select suitable respondents in each state.

Methods to Address Non-Cooperation

In the process of identifying state officials who would be the most appropriate respondents, we will also identify secondary respondents, in the event that the primary contact is unwilling or unable to respond to the SSI-NCLB Survey of State Education Officials. For example, if the director of accountability (primary respondent) is not available, the director of school improvement (secondary respondent) may be able to adequately address many survey questions. In some cases, two secondary respondents may together supply data that the primary respondent would have otherwise provided. Although a less efficient strategy, the compilation of secondary respondent options will enable us to ensure both a strong response rate and complete and valid data from each state.

2. Procedures for Data Collection

Schedule

This subsection outlines the methods that will be used for administering the state administrator survey. 

The timeline in Exhibit 8 lists the current tasks to be completed for the data collection phase of the study:

Exhibit 8: Summary Schedule of Data Collection Activities

	March 2004 – August 2004
	Initial collection of extant data, population of baseline database, in preparation for survey development and piloting

	July 2004 – August 2004
	Initial contacts with state administrators to acquaint them with the SSI-NCLB and upcoming survey

	Sept. 2004 – Dec. 2004
	Administration of surveys to state administrators; continued collection of extant data

	July 2005 – August 2005
	Repeated contact with state administrators to remind them of the second wave of the SSI-NCLB survey

	Sept. 2006 – Dec. 2006
	Administration of surveys to state administrators; continued collection of extant data


Institutional Review Board (IRB)

Prior to the beginning of the state recruitment process for the SSI-NCLB, the proposed study protocol will be submitted to the Department of Education and to the Institutional Review Board of the American Institutes for Research, the prime contractor. The IRB submission requires responses to questions that pertain to the characteristics of human subjects, the nature of the data to be collected, recruitment and consent procedures, potential risks and benefits, protections, and confidentiality measures. Each year of the study, staff will apply for extended IRB approval, fulfilling any necessary steps to do so.

Gaining Cooperation of States

To begin the recruitment process, the U.S. Department of Education will send a letter to selected officials in each state, emphasizing the importance of the study and inviting participation and cooperation. We will also seek to obtain letters of endorsements from relevant organizations. Clearly, the collaboration with the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) should facilitate this process, and we seek review by the Education Information Advisory Committees (EIAC) as well.

Activities Prior to Data Collection

Before contacting states to obtain and maintain their cooperation in the study, we will conduct the following planning and pre-fieldwork preparation:

Materials Development:

The following materials will be developed to facilitate data collection activities for the SSI-NCLB: 

· Pertinent materials, a toll-free number, and a study-specific e-mail account

· An advance letter and a government endorsement letter sent to each state, informing all respondents of our coordination both with the NLS-NCLB and with CCSSO to assure them that all evaluation activities are coordinated, rather than redundant and unnecessarily burdensome

· Training manuals, frequently asked questions, and scripts supplied to interviewers as training materials

Data Collection Wave One

The first of two rounds of survey data collection for the SSI-NCLB will take place in fall 2004. 

Pre-Survey Activities

Extant data collections constitute the most important presurvey activities. Collection of extant information on key SSI-NCLB variables is of utmost importance in ensuring that each interview is appropriately tailored to each respondent and that interview staff have adequate expertise in the accountability, assessment, and teacher quality policies established in each state. Because the collection of existing public information does not require OMB clearance, these activities will begin in spring 2004.

With regard to the surveys of state education officials, as noted, we will develop introduction letters and study materials that contain clear and concise statements concerning confidentiality issues and the importance of the data collections for the SSI-NCLB. Letters will be mailed to state administrators who have been identified as appropriate respondents. 

Data Collection Training for Survey Administrators

All SSI-NCLB staff are highly cognizant of the expertise required for collecting high-quality data from state-level officials through a telephone interview process. Focusing questions in a way that limits response burden while ensuring accurate and complete understanding of state-level policies requires an understanding of both the NLCB statute and existing practices. One month prior to survey administration, AIR will conduct interview training to ensure that staff are familiar with the administration procedures. The training will be led by the SSI-NCLB project director and principal investigator, with additional assistance from AIR staff with specific expertise (for example, the NLS-NCLB senior content advisor for teacher quality), and will last one half day. During the training, interview staff will review the survey instruments, discuss questions that may require further probes, and review strategies to establish rapport with the interviewee. Audio tapes of pilot interviews will provide examples of potential challenges and effective interview strategies. Although interview staff are familiar with the relevant NCLB statute, staff will review all concepts and terminology to ensure a common understanding.

Survey Administration

The survey administration process will follow a specified series of steps to ensure smooth operations and a strong response rate. The initial steps will include the introductory letter from the U.S. Department of Education, follow-up contact by email and phone to identify a window of time during which the interview may be conducted, and express delivery of the introductory materials. The introductory materials include an outline of survey topics that the state official should review to ensure that he or she is indeed the respondent with the most appropriate expertise. If necessary, the state official can redirect interview staff to alternative respondents in the state education agency. 

Following the delivery of the introductory materials, interview staff will again contact the state official to schedule an interview. Interview staff will rely primarily on telephone and email contacts to solicit the participation of all necessary respondents. Interview staff will contact each potential respondent by email within six business days of mailing the introductory letter. If there is no response within five days of sending the first email, interview staff will follow up with a second email, followed by a telephone call within two days if no response is forthcoming. Piloting procedures indicate that the first two emails are generally adequate to secure participation. However, telephone contacts will continue every two days until three weeks following the initial email contact. These calls will vary in the day of the week and the time of the day that the call is placed. Interview schedules will be managed in Outlook, which will be customized to offer a streamlined way to manage contact information, track contacts with respondents, check interviewer schedules, and send automated emails with scheduling information.

Collection of Documents

Much documentary data for the SSI-NCLB will be gathered through existing public documents, which poses no additional burden on state officials. However, it is possible that additional documentation from states may be necessary to adequately respond to SSI-NCLB evaluation questions. These may include state-specific documents on targeted policies ― such as descriptions of professional development activities for teachers who need to meet HOUSSE requirements or state guidance to districts on the assessment of paraprofessionals. The request for documents will be included in the introductory materials.

Data Collection Wave Two

The second and final round of data collection for the SSI-NCLB will take place in the fall of the 2006–07 school year. Data collection activities will include updating the systems and materials from wave one. The same processes will occur for the actual data collection from state education officials.

3. Methods to Maximize Response Rate

All surveys face challenges in ensuring a high response rate, but these are of particular note for the SSI-NCLB: in the case of the SSI Survey of State Education Officials, it will be necessary to strive for a response rate of 100% and obtain a response rate of at least 90% to ensure coverage of all 50 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Numerous factors may affect the survey response rate, including privacy concerns, the length of the questionnaire, the behavior of the interviewers, and the procedures of survey operation. We will make a diligent effort to systematically address each issue.

First, the study team is sensitive to the response burden posed by a long survey and have developed an instrument that can be administered in one hour. To ensure a strong response rate, staff will be sensitive to the concerns of respondents with regard to privacy, as previously discussed. Using trained professional staff is of utmost importance when administering a telephone survey with state officials; hence, all interviewers will be staff with detailed understanding of NCLB issues. When interviewers exhibit a strong understanding of the study, they can further eliminate the respondents’ potential concerns by explaining the purpose and importance of the survey. 
Finally, a defining characteristic of a successful survey administration is repeated contact with respondents. Because the respondents are state officials and education leaders with busy schedules, the survey may require repeated contacts. Project staff are acutely conscious of the burden that surveys pose on the respondents and will adhere to the respondent’s contact schedule, detailed earlier.

4. Expert Review and Piloting Procedures

All questionnaires will be reviewed by leading experts and will be tested through piloting procedures similar to cognitive interviews. These procedures will provide valuable data on the effectiveness of the instrument, the clarity and cognitive burden of the questions, and the ability of the survey to provide valid and reliable measures of key policy constructs. All instruments will also be reviewed after the first wave of data collection.

Expert Review

As part of the instrument development procedures, the study team asked the appropriate experts who are serving on the SSI-NCLB Technical Work Group as well as the project’s Senior Project Advisors to review the surveys. 

Piloting Activities

A crucial phase of the survey development process is that of pretesting the draft instrument. To ascertain the quality of draft survey questions, the study team conducted pilot interviews with eight states, drawing from a range of geographic regions. We also sought states that previous reports suggest have varying levels of implementation with regard to key provisions of NCLB. For each pilot interview, one person conducted the interview while at least two other study team members listened specifically for the quality of the questions and compiled detailed notes. Following each interview, the team debriefed on initial impressions; after the full piloting process, piloting feedback was compiled in a brief memorandum. Revisions to survey questions took into account data from the piloting process. 

5. Individual and Organizatio

ns Involved in the Project

AIR is the prime contractor for the SSI-NCLB; CCSSO and REDA are subcontractors. Dr. Jennifer O’Day is the principal investigator for the SSI-NCLB, and Dr. Kerstin Carlson Le Floch is the project director.

Exhibit 9: Individuals and Organizations Involved in the Project

	Responsibility
	Organization
	Contact Name

	Principal Investigator
	AIR
	Dr. Jennifer O’Day

	Project Director
	AIR
	Dr. Kerstin Carlson Le Floch

	Project Coordinator
	AIR
	Lori Nathanson

	
	
	

	
	CCSSO
	Dr. Rolf Blank

	
	CCSSO
	Cindy Prince

	
	
	

	
	REDA International
	Dr. Elham-Aid Alldredge

	
	REDA International
	Crystal Tyler
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� Preparing data and calculating descriptive statistics may in fact be an iterative process ― especially in coding levels of certain variables and developing appropriate indices.


� In calculating AYP, Texas will include subgroups if they include at least 200 students. If the subgroup includes between 50 and 199 students, it will be included in AYP calculations only if it constitutes at least 10% of the entire student body. Subgroups that include fewer than 50 students will not be counted for AYP.


� The study will use proportion because states vary so much in size that number of school identified is not comparable across states.





