Supporting Statement

Request for Clearance of Data Collection Instruments for the 

Early Reading First National Evaluation

This submission is a request for approval of data collection instruments that will be used in the national evaluation of the Early Reading First (ERF) program. ERF was authorized under Title I, Part B, Subpart 2 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as reauthorized by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Section 1226 of the authorizing legislation includes a set-aside for an independent evaluation of the effectiveness of ERF.

The evaluation will use regression discontinuity (RD) design to determine the extent to which the additional funds and technical assistance given to ERF grantees change instructional content and children’s outcomes compared to the content and outcomes in the absence of ERF. In addition, the evaluation will explore the extent to which variations in program quality and implementation are associated with differences in participant outcomes. A series of child assessment tests will be administered to study participants in fall 2004, spring 2005, and spring 2006. Data from program directors, teachers, and classroom observations will be collected in the fall of 2004 and spring of 2005. Data will be gathered from parents in fall 2004, spring 2005, and spring 2006. Administrative records data will be collected in spring 2005.

A. Justification

This section explains the reasons for data collection, uses for the data, collection instruments, impacts, confidentiality, publication plans, and project schedule.

A.1. Circumstances Necessitating Collection of Information

Early Reading First was created to address the growing concern that many of our nation’s children begin kindergarten without the necessary foundation to fully benefit from formal school instruction.  ERF is designed to transform existing early education programs into “centers of excellence” that provide high-quality early education to young children, especially those from low-income families. Specifically, the purpose of ERF is to prepare young children to enter kindergarten with the necessary language, cognitive, and early reading skills to prevent reading difficulties and ensure school success.

ERF is part of the Bush administration’s early childhood initiative—Good Start, Grow Smart.  The initiative calls attention to the need for preschool programs to enhance their instructional content in order to ensure that young children start school with the skills that will lead to continued academic success.

Early Reading First provides grants to school districts, other public, nonprofit, and private organizations and collaborations of the same entities serving 3-to-5 year olds who are primarily from low-income families. ERF grantees have included a broad range of preschool types, including Head Start, state pre-Kindergarten programs, Title I preschools, Even Start programs, and independent child care centers. The typical ERF grantee consists of 5-7 preschools.

In January 2003, the first ERF grants were awarded to 30 grantees from across the United States. An additional 30 awards were granted in October 2003.  In July 2003, the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) of the U.S. Department of Education (ED) contracted with Decision Information Resources, Inc. (DIR) and its partners—Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR) and the Center for Improving the Readiness of Children for Learning and Education (CIRCLE)—to conduct a national evaluation of ERF and measure the effectiveness and impact of the ERF component of the administration’s early childhood initiative as required by Congress.

According to Section 1226 of the ERF legislation (Title I, Part B, Subpart 2 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as reauthorized by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001), the evaluation reports submitted to Congress should include information about the following items:

· ways in which the grant recipients are improving the prereading skills of preschool children


· the effectiveness of the professional development program implemented through these grants


· how early childhood teachers are being prepared with scientifically based research about early reading development

· what activities and instructional practices are most effective


· how prereading instructional materials and literacy activities grounded in scientifically based reading research are being integrated into preschools, child care agencies and programs, programs carried out under the Head Start Act, and family literacy programs

· recommendations about strengthening or modifying this initiative

This national evaluation will meet all of the legislative requirements and will include the collection of uniform outcome and process data across 28 grantee sites and 40 comparison sites. The evaluation will include 2,244 children, of which 924 will be in the treatment group (that is, the ERF grant recipients) and 1320 will be in the comparison group.. We will use a regression discontinuity design and will collect data on children in the fall of their four-year-old year of preschool (baseline) and at two follow-up points, one in the spring of their four-year old year of preschool, one in the spring  of their kindergarten year. We will collect and analyze child, teacher, and classroom data to evaluate the effectiveness of ERF and to answer the evaluation’s research questions.

The purpose of the national evaluation is to seek answers to the following questions:

· What is the impact of ERF on the language and literacy skills of ERF participants relative to children enrolled in preschools that applied for but did not receive Early Reading First funds?

· To what extent does the quality of language and literacy instruction, practice, and materials differ between ERF preschools and preschools that applied for but did not receive ERF program funds?

· To what extent are variations in ERF program quality and implementation associated with differences in participant outcomes?

The overall conceptual model that informs the research for this evaluation is depicted in Figure 1. The evaluation will examine the relation between ERF participation and child outcomes and determine which program characteristics are related to their socio-emotional outcomes. The conceptual framework shows the importance of measuring the quality of the classroom environment as a factor in determining the impact of the ERF intervention on child outcomes.  

 A.2. How, by Whom, and for What Purpose Information Is to Be Used

The purpose of the national evaluation is to determine the overall impact of Early Reading First, including whether participants improve their skills in oral language, phonological awareness, print awareness, and alphabet knowledge compared to participants in preschools that applied for but did not receive ERF funds.  The evaluation is also designed to address whether ERF participants improve their outcomes in areas other than language and literacy relative to nonparticipants, for which children ERF is most effective, and which ERF preschool characteristics are associated with more optimal outcomes.  

Results from the national evaluation will provide early childhood program providers with the necessary information to develop programs that improve children’s early reading and literacy skills. The data will also be useful to policymakers for documenting the effectiveness of the ERF initiative and support policy decisions about continued funding and expansion of the program.  The data will also support additional research on early reading and literacy programs by academic researchers or others interested in preschool programs.  Public-use data files from the evaluation will be submitted to ED, will be disseminated appropriately, and can be used for independent studies on other topics of interest to the early reading program and policy community.
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To accurately address whether the ERF sites improve early literacy skills relative to non-ERF preschool sites, a regression discontinuity design will be implemented.  This design will obtain a sample of sites from the universe of applicants that applied for ERF grants that were awarded in 2003.  The sample will be selected using application scores that were used to determine which programs received ERF funding and which did not.  The applications were scored by peer reviewers. Before deciding which applicants to fund, ED determined that the top 30 grantees would be funded. After receiving the application scores from peer reviewers, ED determined a cutoff value of scores based on the scores of the top 30 applicants.  Applicants with scores above a cutoff value were awarded funds, whereas applicants with lower scores were not.  The treatment group will consist of 28 grantees that received ERF funds and that had scores in the interval above the cutoff value.  The comparison group will consist of the 40 applicants that did not receive ERF funds and that had scores in the interval below the cutoff value. 

A random sample of three preschool classes will be selected from each ERF grantee in the treatment group and each rejected applicant site in the comparison group.  In each class, eleven children will be randomly selected from those whose parents have given consent for them to participate in the study. Parents of children in those classrooms will be asked to sign a consent form with contact information (Parent Permission Form).  Members of the evaluation team will use the contact information on the Parent Permission Form to follow up with families over the course of the study to conduct parent surveys and collect child assessment data for study participants who leave their original preschools.  Classroom observation measures will be collected, and will be linked to child assessment and teacher survey data.

Specific data collection activities will include direct in-person assessments of children, telephone (with in-person follow-up, if needed) surveys of parents, self-administered teacher surveys and child ratings, self-administered preschool director surveys, informal grantee director in-depth interviews, classroom observations, and record extraction.  Table 1 provides a timeline of data collection activities. To measure the impact of ERF on child outcomes, we will assess participants at baseline (fall 2004) and at two follow-up points (spring 2005 and spring 2006). We will survey parents at the same time to obtain information on family background, child characteristics and the home literacy environment (see Appendix A for the parent survey baseline and follow-up instruments).  We will conduct teacher and director surveys (in Appendices B and C respectively) twice to collect information on classroom characteristics, teacher characteristics, and ERF activities. Teachers will also be asked to complete a brief socio-emotional rating on each study participant in their class.  We will conduct classroom observations at the same time as the teacher and director surveys.  We will collect program records for study participants from the preschool programs during the spring 2005 visit.  

Table 1. Data Collection Timeline

	Instrument
	Timeframe

	Child assessments
	Fall 2004, spring 2005, spring 2006

	Teacher survey and ratings
	Fall 2004, spring 2005

	Preschool director survey
	Fall 2004, spring 2005

	Grantee director in-depth interview
	Fall 2004, spring 2005

	Parent survey
	Fall 2004, spring 2005, spring 2006

	Record abstraction
	Spring 2005

	Classroom observation
	Fall 2004, spring 2005


IES is requesting processing of the Paperwork Reduction Act Submission for:

· Baseline and follow-up child assessments

· Baseline and follow-up parent surveys

· Baseline and follow-up teacher surveys and ratings

· Baseline and follow-up preschool director surveys

· Parent permission form

Spanish translations will be available for the parent surveys, the baseline child assessments, and the parent consent forms.

Table 2 provides a list of the specific instruments for the child assessments and classroom observations.  Although we have included the classroom observation measures in Appendix D—CIRCLE Teacher Observation Checklist and the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale, Revised Edition (ECERS-R)—we are not requesting OMB to process these for clearance, because they do not involve any respondents (all burden is on the evaluation contractor).  The informal grantee director in-depth interview is an open-ended protocol that will be used to guide conversations with the 25 funded ERF grantees.  Therefore, we are not considering that as a formal collection requiring clearance.  We have attached the instrument here (Appendix E) but have not included it as part of the OMB clearance request or burden calculations. 

Table 2. Child Assessment and Classroom Observation Measures

	Instrument
	Construct
	Source

	Child Assessments

	Pre-K

	Screener (fall 2004 only) – Pre-LAS


	English proficiency
	Duncan, S. and De Avila, E. (1985). CTB McGraw-Hill, Monterey, CA.

	Preschool Language Scale-IV (PLS-IV)

· Auditory Comprehension subscale
	Language
	Zimmerman, I., Steiner, V., and Pond, R. (2002).  The Psychological Corporation., San Antonio, TX.   

	Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test-III  (EOWPVT-III)
	Language
	Rick Brownell, Editor (2000); Academic Therapy Publications, Novato, CA.  

	Preschool Comprehensive Test of Phonological and Print Processing (Pre-CTOPPP)

· Elision subtest

· Print Awareness subtest


	Phonological awareness

Print and alphabet knowledge
	Lonigan, C., Wagner, J., & Rashotte, C. (2002).  Florida State University

	Social Competence and Behavior Evaluation (SCBE-30)
	Social-emotional development
	LaFreniere, P. & Dumans, J. (1995). Western Psychological Services.  Los Angeles, CA.

	Kindergarten

	Preschool Language Scale-IV (PLS-IV)

· Auditory Comprehension subscale
	Language
	Zimmerman, I., Steiner, V., and Pond, R. (2002).  The Psychological Corporation., San Antonio, TX.   

	Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test-III  (EOWPVT-III)
	Language
	Rick Brownell, Editor (2000); Academic Therapy Publications, Novato, CA.  

	Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP)

· Elision Subtest
	Phonological awareness
	Wagner, R. K., Torgesen, J. K., & Rashotte, C. A.  (1999).  Austin, TX:  Pro-Ed.  

	Woodcock-Johnson III

· Letter Word Identification subtest

· Passage Comprehension subtest

· Word Attack subtest
	Academic skills
	Woodcock, R.W., McGrew, K.S., & Mather, N. (2001) Itasca, Ill: Riverside Publishing.


	Classroom Observations

	CIRCLE Teacher Observation Checklist 

	Literacy environment
	CIRCLE, (2003).

	Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale, Revised Edition (ECERS-R) Subscales:

· 9-Greeting/departing

· 16-Encouraging children to communicate

· 17-Using language to develop reasoning skills

· 18-Informal use of language

· 29-Supervsion of gross motor activities

· 30-General supervision of children (other than gross motor)

· 31-Discipline

· 32-Staff-child interactions

· 33-Interactions among children

· 35-Free play

· 36-Group time
	Overall preschool quality
	Harms, T., Clifford, R.M., and Cryer, D., (1998), Teachers College Press; New York, N.Y.


IES is requesting clearance for the above listed instruments to ensure that the national evaluation of ERF captures uniform data across sites, measures critical areas in each of the domains, and assesses the impact of ERF funding on language and literacy development.  A brief description of the child assessments listed in Table 2 is presented here.  The child assessments are attached in Appendix F. DIR or CIRCLE staff will conduct the assessments, interviews, or observations unless otherwise noted.

Child Assessment Instruments

A total of 45 minutes is targeted for each wave of child assessments.  The critical components of successful reading as described in the ERF legislation—oral language, phonological awareness, print awareness, and alphabet knowledge—have been used to guide the selection of specific language and early literacy assessment measures.  The preschool assessment is a direct assessment of preschool children that will be administered at the child’s preschool by a trained child assessor.  These data will be collected in fall 2004 (baseline) and spring 2005 (end of preschool).  The kindergarten assessment is a direct assessment that is similar to that administered in the preschool year.  A trained child assessor will individually administer this instrument at the child’s school in spring 2006.

Pre-LAS:  An initial screening instrument will be administered to determine whether the child has sufficient English-language skills to be assessed in English.  Pre-LAS 2000 will be used for that purpose. Test results indicate proficient, limited, or non-speaking skills and high, medium, or low pre-literacy levels. Students scoring as limited or non-English speakers by virtue of failing to meet a designated threshold of correct responses (7 of 20) will be assessed during the baseline year in Spanish, if appropriate.  Children unable to be assessed in either English or Spanish will not be assessed.  Spanish versions are available for each of the assessments that will be used.  In the follow-up assessments, all children will be assessed using the Pre-LAS screener—all other assessments will be administered in English only as we are focused on evaluating ERF in relation to its goal of improving English language literacy.

According to the publisher’s literature (CTB/McGraw-Hill), the Pre-LAS 2000 is developmentally appropriate for children aged 4-6 and is psychometrically appropriate for all children.  The pre-literacy assessment focuses on receptive and expressive language skills in a creative, child-friendly game board format. The child follows the colorful game path, with the administrator testing the child's abilities in the following: 

Letter recognition (upper- and lowercase)

Number recognition and concepts

Color recognition

Shapes and spatial relationships (simple geometric forms and positional relationships such as in front of, under)

Reading (two- and three-letter sight words such as and, is, up)

Writing (name, age, and two- and three-letter sight words)

Preschool Language Scale-IV:  Because language is such a critical component of early literacy skills, it would be desirable (if not practical) to complete comprehensive language assessments on all of the children in the study sample.  However, completion of an entire language assessment (for example, the PLS-IV, TOLD-3, or CELF-3) would take approximately 35 to 40 minutes, thus severely restricting the ability to evaluate other areas of development.  For the evaluation of ERF, we propose using the Auditory Comprehension Subscale of the PLS-IV, which facilitates assessment of the more complicated forms of language (for example, structure, grammar, and syntax) and receptive vocabulary.  

The stability coefficients (test-retest reliability at a mean of 5.9-day interval between the two testing sessions) for the Auditory Comprehension Subscale for ages 4 years to 5 years and 11 months range from .83 to .91. Internal consistency reliability coefficients for the Auditory Comprehension Subscale (ages 4 years to 5 years and 11 months) range from .83 to .90. 

The PLS-IV has been shown to have convergent validity with the DENVER II.   Denver II is a monitoring instrument that is often used by professionals or trained paraprofessionals to determine if a child’s development is within the normal range.  It is primarily used as a screening tool for children between birth and 6 years of age to determine if a child is at risk for language delays, general cognitive ability, and motor skills.  Children who earned a “normal” rating on the Denver II all scored within one standard deviation of the mean on the PLS-IV (sample size = 37). The PLS-IV has also been found to discriminate between typically developing children and language-disordered children. Perhaps the most important type of validity for the PLS-IV is related to test content. The test was developed to assess communication skills identified in the literature that address language development, language disorders, and psycholinguistics. The Auditory Comprehension subscale specifically is used to assess a child’s attention to people, sounds, and objects in the environment; play behavior; and comprehension of:

· basic vocabulary

· gestures and quantitative, qualitative, and time-sequence concepts 

· morphological and syntactic structures 

· inferences, which evaluates a child’s ability to follow the logical progression of events 

· categorization of objects 

· phonological awareness skills 

These specific skill areas may be targeted in ERF interventions and, thus, are sensitive to changes caused by the intervention.

Besides having strong psychometric properties, the PLS-IV is easy to administer. The Auditory Comprehension subtest is much easier to administer and less subject to interpretation by the examiners in comparison to other comprehension language measures, especially tests of expressive language. The PLS-IV also has norms that range from infancy to 6 years and 11 months of age.  Therefore, there would be no floor effect for children with significant language delays and no ceiling effects for high-performing preschoolers.  

Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test-III: The EOWPVT-III assesses an individual’s English-speaking vocabulary that is acceptable for use from 24 months to 18 years and 11 months. The measure asks children to name objects, concepts, and actions. It is relatively easy to administer; inter-rater reliability has been assessed in multiple studies and found to be excellent. The test has a well-thought-out record form and can be administered in approximately 10 minutes.  

To select the items in the EOWPVT-III, the authors used analyses based on both the Classical Test Theory (CTT) and the Item Response Theory (IRT). They analyzed the items for potential item bias based on demographic characteristics. The measure is internally consistent: coefficient alpha based on intercorrelations among test items (median of .96) and split-half reliability (median of .98). The EOWPVT-III also has high test-retest reliability based on an average time lag of 20 days between test administrations (for ages 4 to 6 years, mean alpha = .95). Inter-rater reliability is also high (reliability of scoring = 100%; reliability of response evaluation = 99.4%).

Validity was established by comparing the EOWPVT with other measures.  Correlations range from .64 to .90 with other measures of expressive language, measures of other areas of language development, academic achievement, and general cognitive ability. 

The benefit of using the EOWPVT in conjunction with the PLS-IV is that the combination reduces administration time and the level of examiner skill necessary to administer the assessments.  The time savings results because children do not need to complete the Expressive Communication subscale of the PLS-IV, which takes 15 to 20 minutes, but rather take the EOWPVT, which measures the same constructs in approximately 10 minutes.  Since children’s language development is one of the goals of ERF, this measure of expressive language is important to include and should be sensitive to changes caused by the intervention.  Compared to the Expressive Vocabulary Test (EVT), the EOWPVT has somewhat better test-retest reliability. In addition, it does not move from a labeling test to a synonym test like the EVT. Examiners who have used the measures often report that some children struggle when the EVT moves to a synonym test. Given the EOWPVT-III’s benefits and its strong psychometric properties, we recommend it for measuring expressive language.           

Preschool Comprehensive Test of Phonological and Print Processing (Pre-CTOPPP): The Pre-CTOPPP is the only comprehensive evaluation of print awareness skills in children who are 4 years of age.  It was designed (and is currently being normed) for children as young as 3 years old.  The first author (Lonigan, personal communication) reported that the measure has been successfully used with children as young as 30 months of age, which indicates that there should be no floor effect.  The Pre-CTOPPP also includes subtests that do not directly measure phonological awareness per se but capture skills that are known to correlate with reading outcomes in children (for example, print concepts).  The measure was designed as a downward extension of the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999). Like the CTOPP, the Pre-CTOPPP provides assessment of all three areas of phonological processing: phonological sensitivity, phonological memory, and phonological access. 

In the area of phonological sensitivity, the test was constructed according to the developmental progression of phonological sensitivity (that is, from word sensitivity to phoneme sensitivity), and both recognition (multiple choice) and expressive formats are used. Phonological sensitivity is assessed by the Blending, Elision, and Initial Sound Matching subtests. Phonological memory is assessed by the Word Span and NonWord Repetition subtests. Phonological access is assessed by the Rapid Naming subtests. In addition to the phonological processing subtests, the Pre-CTOPPP includes a Print Awareness subtest and a Reading Vocabulary subtest, designed to assess children’s knowledge of words that they are most likely to encounter in text during beginning reading instruction. Initial psychometric data was reported by the author to be adequate.  We propose to use the Elision and Print Awareness subtests for the ERF evaluation. 

The Elision subtest was chosen because it is one of the few available measures of phonological awareness than can be completed with children who are 4 years of age.  The Pre-CTPOPPP is a downward extension of the “gold standard” measure of phonological processing (i.e., the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing, CTOPP).  The skills underlying the Elision subtest of the CTOPP have long been shown to be highly correlated with reading outcomes.

The Pre-CTOPPP Print Awareness subtest evaluates content that is typically considered critical in terms of children’s reading.  It was selected for this evaluation because it evaluates multiple skill areas (e.g., a child’s knowledge of the parts of a book, word discrimination, letter recognition, letter naming, and the ability to name the sound of a particular letter).  Compared to other measures (for example, the Woodcock-Johnson 3, Letter-Word Identification subtest), Pre-CTOPPP’s Print Awareness subtest does not have a floor effect and it has been used with very young children.  

Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP): We propose to use this measure to assess children in their kindergarten year.  The CTOPP produces three core composite scores of phonological awareness: Elision, Blending Words, and Sound Matching for 5- and 6-year-olds.  The measure has adequate norms reflected in a stratified sample of 1,656 individuals. The CTOPP appears to have sound technical features. Reliability estimates of internal consistency of the items are provided. The age interval alpha coefficients of the CTOPP subtests reach .80 reliability 76 percent of the time, while all the CTOPP composite scores reach the .80 reliability criterion. Reliability over time was estimated by the test-retest method on a sample of 91 subjects (ages 5 to 7, n = 32) with a 2-week period between testings. The reliabilities ranged from .70 to .92 for individual subtests and from .70 to .94 for composite scores. Criterion-related validity is reported between concurrent measures, such as the Lindamood Auditory Conception Test, and predictive measures, such as the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test – R (Word Attack and Word Identification subtests).  Correlations between these measures and the CTOPP ranged from .22 to .75.  Finally, construct validity is reported in the form of confirmatory factor analysis, which supported the underlying model. Studies of age-group differentiation are also reported and show that most of the means of CTOPP subtests become larger as subjects grow older.  

It is easy to administer the CTOPP and to train personnel to use it.  As with the Pre-CTOPPP, it is necessary to select certain subtests because of time demands. We will use the Elision subtest to measure phonological awareness.

Woodcock-Johnson-III:  Letter Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, and Word Attack Subtests:  These subtests make up the Woodcock-Johnson Reading Mastery Series, which is a widely used measure of academic skills with excellent psychometric properties.  The test provides a myriad of scores, including standard scores, age equivalent, and grade equivalents.  The reliability and validity of the WJ-III is well established.  Split-half reliabilities for all three subtests at the age of 4 to 6 years range from .93 to .99.  Test-retest reliabilities for all subtests are also good. The standardization sample is large (n = 8818) and is weighted toward the younger ages. Additionally, the revision is relatively new, and the standardization sample was based on the 2000 census.  
Socio-emotional outcomes  

An additional nonliteracy domain of interest in this evaluation is child social-emotional outcomes, which we will measure through teacher reports, timed to coincide with the teacher survey.  Child social-emotional development is an area of interest because some observers suggest that the literacy emphasis of ERF may detract from existing preschool programs’ strengths in this domain.  We will use the following instrument:

Social Competence and Behavior Evaluation (SCBE): We will assess child social-emotional development with the 30-item Social Competence and Behavior Evaluation, which was modified from the longer 80-item version of the SCBE.  The 30-item version has a 10-item social competence composite subscale (items tap constructs such as calm, cooperative, prosocial, and joyful).  The scale was designed for use with children from 2.5 years old to about 6 and has been successfully validated and used in numerous studies in a number of countries and in intervention studies. These scales have proved reliable and useful in studies of young children’s adjustment. 
A.3. Use of Automated, Electronic, Mechanical, or Other Technological Collection Techniques

All of the instruments will rely on paper and pencil collection during face-to-face or telephone interviews and assessments or self administration.  

A.4. Efforts to Identify Duplication

There are no other sources of data that can be used to evaluate this federal initiative.  No standardized assessments were mandated for grant recipients, and non-ERF preschools may not be using assessments at all.  Therefore, data collected about children’s literacy and the classroom environments will be obtained solely through this study’s data collection.

A.5. Impact on Small Businesses or Small Entities

A limited number of the program providers are small nonprofit organizations and school districts.  The sites will be asked to assist in collection of the informed consent form included with this clearance request. We have designed this form to minimize the burden on sites who will administer it and on the respondents who will complete it. These materials will be easily incorporated into the preschool operator’s normal operations so that the additional impact will be minimal.     

A.6. Consequences of Not Conducting the Data Collection

If the proposed data are not collected, it will not be possible to conduct a rigorous evaluation of ERF and its effects on participants as called for under the No Child Left Behind Act, Title I, Part B, Subpart 2, Section 1226.  As a result, ED would not know whether the program had any impacts, either positive or negative, on the participating children and their families.  Thus, federal resources would be allocated and program decisions would be made in the absence of valid evidence of the effectiveness of ERF and various program models.  

A.7. Special Circumstances

No special circumstances are involved in this data collection.  This data collection effort will be conducted in a manner that is consistent with all of the guidelines specified in 5 CFR 1320.5.

A.8. Outside Consultation

A technical working group was convened to help us refine the study design and decide upon planned instruments to use in the evaluation.  This group will also review and provide suggestions on the data analysis plans to ensure that the results presented from the evaluation are theoretically sound, credible, and supported by the data collected.

The following people are members of the technical working group:

· Margaret Burchinal

Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, University of North Carolina Chapel Hill

· Janet Currie

Department of Economics, University of California Los Angeles

· John Guthrie

Maryland Literacy Research Center, University of Maryland

· Mark Lipsey

Center for Evaluation Research & Methodology, Vanderbilt University

A.9. Justification of Compensation

The study will compensate comparison group (non-Early Reading First) preschools for their time spent arranging site visits, collecting parent permission forms, and facilitating data collection from children, parents, and teachers. The compensation will be $500 per classroom that participates (up to maximum of $1500 per preschool) for both the fall 2004 and spring 2005 rounds of data collection. Early Reading First preschools will not be compensated for their participation in the study because their grants include funds to support participation in the evaluation. We will also offer parents compensation of up to $10 for their time and transportation costs required to complete the parent surveys in fall 2004 and spring 2005, and up to $25 in spring 2006. Teachers will be compensated for their time spent completing the survey of their background and classroom experiences—up to $10 in fall 2004 and spring 2005.  Additionally, teachers will be given up to $5 for each social-emotional rating form they complete for students in the fall 2004 and spring 2005 to compensate them for the time spent completing the forms. 

A.10. Assurance of Confidentiality

All data collection activities will be conducted in full compliance with Department of Education regulations to maintain the confidentiality of data obtained about private persons and to protect the rights and welfare of human research subjects. Respondents will be informed that all of the information they provide will be kept strictly confidential and that the results of the study will be presented only in aggregate form. All data collectors and interviewers will be knowledgeable about confidentiality procedures and will be prepared to describe those procedures in full detail, if necessary, or to answer any related questions raised by respondents.

The following safeguards are routinely employed by DIR and its partners MPR and CIRCLE to carry out confidentiality assurances:

· All employees sign a pledge that emphasizes the importance of confidentiality and describes their obligations.

· Access to sample selection data is limited to those who have direct responsibility for providing the sample and maintaining the sample-locating information. At the conclusion of the research, these data are destroyed.

· Identifying information is maintained on separate forms and files, which are linked only by sample identification number.  

· Access to the file that links sample identification numbers with the respondents’ identification and contact information is limited to a small number of individuals who have a need to know this information.

· Access to the hardcopy documents is strictly limited. Documents are stored in locked files and cabinets. Discarded material is shredded.

· Computer data files are protected with passwords, and access is limited to specific users. Especially sensitive data are maintained on removable storage devices that are kept physically secure when not in use.

An Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved the data collection protocol and the procedures used to ensure confidentiality. Classroom teachers will have responsibility for obtaining informed consent (signed) from parents whose children are participating in the study. The consent form (Appendix G) will explain the goals of the evaluation and inform parents that members of the evaluation team will contact them periodically for interviews. The consent form will also indicate that the evaluation study will want to assess literacy and related skills for their child three times over the course of the next two school years through direct assessments and abstraction of records data. The form will state that information collected about the child will be kept confidential. The interviewers’ introductory comments given at the beginning of each interview will include all the information that respondents need for deciding to give informed consent (verbal) for that interview.  

In accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974 as amended ED will publish a notice of a new system of records entitled Early Reading First National Evaluation (18-13-08). ED will exercise the required and appropriate legal precautions to minimize the risk of unauthorized access to the system of records, and to protect the confidentiality of the data. 

A.11. Justification for Sensitive Questions

No sensitive questions are included on the data collection forms.   

A.12. Estimates of Hour Burden  

Table 3 provides our estimate of time burden.  We expect to enroll a total of 2,244 child respondents in the research sample.  We anticipate that 90 percent of students in the sample will complete the baseline data collection in fall 2004 (n=2,020), 81 percent will complete data collection in spring 2005 (n=1,818), and 73 percent will complete data collection in spring 2006 (n=1,636).  For purposes of estimating the total burden, we have assumed that parent consent forms will be completed for as many as 15 children per study class (since the parents of all children enrolled in the classroom will be asked to complete the form) (n=3,060), from which 11 children will be selected to form the initial study sample of 2,244.  The remaining children would be assigned to a nonresearch group and are not included in the burden estimates for subsequent child assessments.  We have also used the upper bound of 204 preschool directors, assuming that each study classroom is located in a different preschool, although we expect that several sites will have multiple study classrooms within the same preschool and the number of directors surveyed will actually be lower.  

Table 3.  Burden in Hours on Respondents

	Instrument
	Average Burden/

Response

(Minutes)
	Total Burden Hours, Fall 2004

(n=3060)
	Total Burden Hours, Spring 2005

(n=1818)
	Total Burden Hours, Spring 2006

(n=1636)

	Parent Permission Form

	10
	510
	
	

	Screener  (Pre-LAS)
	5
	168
	152
	136

	Preschool Language Scale-IV (PLS-IV)
	15
	505
	455
	409

	Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test-III  (EOWPVT-III)
	 10
	337
	303
	273

	Preschool Comprehensive Test of Phonological and Print Processing (Pre-CTOPPP)

Elision and Print Awareness subtests
	16


	539
	485
	

	Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processes (CTOPP) 
	10
	
	
	273

	Woodcock-Johnson III

Letter Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, and Word Attack subtests
	15
	
	
	409

	Parent survey
	10
	337
	303
	273

	Preschool director survey

	20
	68
	68
	

	Teacher survey

	15
	51
	51
	

	Social Competence and Behavior Evaluation (SCBE-30)
	5 per student being evaluated
	187
	168
	

	TOTAL
	
	2,702
	1,985
	1,773


Table 4 presents the estimated cost of respondents’ time.  The costs to parents, teachers, and preschool directors are based on hourly rate assumptions derived from assumptions about the wage rates of low-income parents, preschool teachers, and preschool administrators. The total estimated cost of the burden for respondents is approximately $13,400 per year.  

Table 4.  Estimated Annual Cost of Respondents’ Time

	Respondent Category
	Hourly Rate

	Total Number of Hours

	Number of Annual Respondents
	Number of Annual Responses
	Estimated Cost to Respondents

	Children (Assessments)
	$0
	1,549
	2,020
	2,020
	$0

	Parents of Children Selected for Study (Permission Forms and Surveys)
	$10
	847
	3,060
	5,080
	$8,470

	Teachers (Surveys and Socio-Emotional Ratings)
	$15
	238
	204
	2,448
	$3,570

	Directors (Survey)
	$20
	68
	204
	204
	$1,360

	Total
	
	2,702
	5,488
	9,752
	$13,400


A.13. Estimate for the Total Annual Cost Burden to Respondents or Record Keepers Resulting from the Collection of Information

Except for the value of their time, the respondents will incur no costs for participating in this survey.  All costs for contacting the respondents are borne by the federal government through the data collection contractors.

A.14. Estimates of Annualized Costs to the Federal Government

The National Center for Education Evaluation of the U.S. Department of Education issued a call for capability from institutions that hold a Multiple Award Task Order with the Department of Education to select a contractor for the ERF national evaluation.  DIR was awarded a 3-year task order contract that is being funded incrementally.

The estimated costs for the tasks involved in recruiting sites to the evaluation, notifying treatment and comparison participants, and collecting the data equals $1.18 million.  A task breakdown of annualized costs is shown below

Task



Estimated Annual Costs

Recruit sites


$223,472

Select sample and obtain

consent forms


$146,546

Train data collectors

$245,434 (annual average)

Conduct data collection
$563,130 (annual average)

Total Data Collection:
$1,178,582

A.15. Reasons for Program Change

This is a new submission.

A.16. Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Data

This section briefly describes tabulation plans and plans for publishing the data.

A.16.a Data Tabulation Plans

The data collected for this evaluation will be used for the following purposes:  

· Data on the characteristics and backgrounds of children and their families (to be collected in a first interview with parents in fall 2004) will be used to describe the children and families who participate in Early Reading First programs.  


· Data on characteristics of families and children gathered in the first interview with parents in fall 2004 will be used to assess the extent to which the children attending ERF preschools (the treatment group) are similar to the children attending non-ERF preschools (the comparison group).  


· Data on characteristics of families and children gathered in the first interview with parents in fall 2004 will be used as independent (control) variables in a regression analysis to estimate ERF impacts on child outcomes.  


· Data from observations of programs and from interviews with teachers and staff will be used to describe the ERF program classrooms and the non-ERF program classrooms and to document the extent to which the classroom experiences of the program group and the comparison group differ as intended.  An understanding of how the programs differ will be important for interpreting the results of the impact analysis and for guiding future program development.


· Data from assessments of children and surveys of their teachers will be used to create outcome measures that characterize language and literacy development and socio-emotional development.  Outcome measures taken in fall 2004 near the beginning of the school year will be used to create control variables that will be used in the regression analysis to measure impacts.  Outcome measures taken in spring 2004 (end of preschool year) and spring 2005 (end of kindergarten year) will be used to measure the impacts of the ERF classrooms relative to the non-ERF classrooms.


· Data from parents about family characteristics and from program observations will be used to form subgroups. Impacts will be examined separately for a select number of subgroups.


· Data from parents about family characteristics and baseline outcome measures will be used as explanatory variables in statistical models for measuring impacts.


A description of the regression model that will be used to estimate ERF impacts is presented in Section B.2.b “Estimation Procedures” on page 22.  

A.16.b. Publication Plans

An interim report will be submitted to Congress on October 1, 2004.  The interim report will describe the status of the implementation of the evaluation and plans for data collection and analysis.

A final report will be submitted to Congress on September 30, 2005.  The final report will present the findings about the research questions of the study and describe the study design and methodology.

A.16.c. Project Schedule

Table 5 shows the current schedule for the ERF study.

Table 5.  Project Schedule

	Selection of ERF programs and rejected applicants
	April–August 2004

	Selection of study classrooms
	August-September 2004

	Parent permission forms obtained 
	August–September 2004

	First round of child and classroom data collection
	September–October 2004

	Interim report
	September 2004

	Second round of child and classroom data collection
	April–May 2005

	Data analysis plan
	November 2005

	Third round of child data collection
	April–May 2006

	Final report
	September 2006


A.17. Request for Approval Not to Display OMB Approval Expiration Data

This submission does not request such approval. The expiration data will be displayed along with the OMB approval number.

A.18. Exceptions to the Certification Statement in Item 19 of OMB Form 83-I

No exceptions to the certification statement are requested or required.

B. Collection of Information by Employing Statistical Methods

This section describes the respondent universe, procedures for collecting information, methods for maximizing response rates, pilot tests, and personnel for sample design and data collection.

B.1. Respondent Universe  

The theoretically ideal approach for obtaining unbiased estimates of ERF impacts would be to randomly assign ERF funds among the top 68 scoring applicants, so that 34 applicants would receive ERF and serve as the treatment group and 34 applicants would not receive funds and would serve as the control group. This design would produce unbiased impact estimates that would be more precise than those from alternative designs. However, random assignment of funds was not feasible in this study. ED regulations require that ERF funds be distributed according to the ranking of applications in the peer review process. Any deviation from that practice would have required a time-consuming process to amend ED regulations.   

Because the random assignment of funds was not feasible, ED decided to employ a regression discontinuity design in which the outcomes of a sample of children attending ERF grantee preschools will be compared to the outcomes of a sample of children attending preschools that applied for, but did not receive ERF funds.  This design will yield unbiased estimates of ERF impacts, although the impacts will be less precise than those obtainable with the same sample sizes using a random assignment design.

Under this design, the respondents will be children entering preschool programs served by 68 applicants for FY 2003 ERF grants (28 of whom were awarded an ERF grant). The applicants typically consist of proposed collaborations of 5-7 preschools. The respondents will also include the children’s parents, and the center directors and teachers in the preschools served by the 68 grant applicants.  In FY2003, 126 grant applicants that had submitted pre-applications to ED were invited to submit full applications.  Each grant application was scored according to criteria specified by ED.  ED awarded ERF grants to the 30 grant applicants with the highest application scores.
  The treatment group will consist of 28 successful applicants that had application scores in the interval near the cutoff value receipt of a grant.  We chose 28 as the target assuming that up to 2 grantees might be unsuitable or unable to participate in the evaluation for some reason.    The comparison group will consist of 40 rejected applicants that had application scores in the interval below the cutoff value.

From each of the 68 ERF applicants in the treatment and comparison group samples, we will randomly select 3 classes to be part of the research sample. Eleven children from each of those classrooms will then be randomly selected. The remaining children attending  preschool in the treatment or comparison group sites will be assigned to a non-research status and will not be included in the study.

The study will include 4-year-old children applying to enter the treatment or comparison group preschools for the fall 2004, regardless of their prior experience.  The study will exclude 3-year-old children entering the preschools so that the study can focus on the impacts of ERF on child outcomes through the end of the kindergarten year.  

Data for measuring the effects of ERF will come from direct assessments of the children, surveys of the children’s teachers, classroom observations by researchers, interviews with directors of the preschool in which each child selected for the treatment group is enrolled, and records of each child in the treatment group maintained by the preschool.

Data collection will occur at three points: fall 2004 (beginning of the ERF school year, that is, the pre-kindergarten school year in which children’s preschool experiences are being systematically varied), spring 2005 (end of the ERF school year), and spring 2006 (the end of the child’s kindergarten school year). Impacts will be measured by comparing outcome measures derived from the direct assessments of children in the treatment and comparison groups at two points after exposure to the ERF and alternative curricula—spring 2005 and spring 2006.  

We estimate that 90 percent of the sample students who complete data collection at the first data collection point will also complete data collection in the second round.  Similarly, 90 percent of those who complete data collection in the second round will also complete data collection in the third round.  Accordingly, we anticipate that 90 percent of students in the sample will complete the baseline data collection in fall 2004; 81 percent will complete data collection in spring 2005, and 73 percent will complete data collection in spring 2006.

B.2. Procedures for Collection of Information

This section describes statistical methodology, estimation procedures, degree of accuracy, special circumstances and requirements, and periodicity.

B.2.a. Statistical Methodology for Stratification and Sample Selection

We will select samples for the evaluation of the ERF program in three stages. In the first stage, we will select 28 grantees and 40 rejected applicants purposively to the treatment and comparison groups on the basis of their ERF application scores.  In the second stage, we will randomly sample approximately three preschool classrooms from each site included in the study. Finally, we will randomly select 11 children per classroom. This process is described below.

Selecting applicant sites and preschools:  We will select the sample of sites purposively from the universe of applicants for ERF funding in FY2003. The treatment group will consist of 28 applicants that were awarded ERF grants and that had application scores in the interval near the cutoff value. The comparison group will consist of 40 sites that did not receive ERF funds and that had application scores in the interval below the cutoff value.  We plan to select treatment and comparison group sites with application scores that are in the interval close to the cutoff value, because we will identify program impacts under this regression discontinuity design by comparing the outcomes of preschool children served by sites with scores in the interval near the cutoff value (that is, at the point of discontinuity). We will select a smaller number of treatment group sites than comparison group sites or centers because only 30 FY2003 ERF grants were awarded.

Selecting classrooms:  In order to select classrooms for the study, we will request classroom lists from all (1) preschools in the treatment group sites that offer the ERF curriculum, and (2) preschools in the comparison group sites that would have offered the ERF curriculum had their sites been awarded ERF funds.
  We will then use these lists to randomly select 3 classrooms from each site. The classrooms will be selected with probabilities proportional to size if classroom size differs across  preschools.   In total, the sample will include 204 classrooms, including 84 in the treatment group and 120 in the comparison group.

Selecting students:  We will select samples of students from all 4-year-old students entering the selected research classrooms in fall 2004. At each of the 68 sites, the parents of all new 4-year-old students will be asked to participate in the study and to have their child participate in the study.  For all students, participation in the study will entail (1) being part of a lottery process that will place some children in the research sample and (2) providing baseline and follow-up information.

On average 11 students per classroom will be randomly selected for the research sample, and the remaining children will be selected to the nonresearch sample.  Parents of children in the research samples will be asked to participate in the main study data collection activities.  Altogether, the sample will include 2,244 children (924 in the treatment group and 1320 in the comparison group).

B.2.b. Estimation Procedures  

The study will acquire data on the background, preschool experiences, and measures of reading readiness and social-emotional development of children in the research group.  We will use these data to compare the development over time of the treatment and comparison groups. We will assess ERF impacts by using regression models to compare the outcomes of children in the two research groups. The models will include the preschool operator’s application scores as explanatory variables. This procedure will produce unbiased estimates of ERF impacts because the selection rule used to award funding among applicants is fully known. Thus, differences in the fitted regression lines directly below and above the cutoff value provide unbiased estimates of program impacts. 

Mathematically, the impact estimate on an outcome, y, will, in its simplest form, be obtained using the following equation:
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where
T
=
treatment indicator variable


Score
=
application scores


U
=
an error term


βn
=
parameters to be estimated

In this equation, the impact is identified by assuming that the relationship between y and Score (that is, β2) is the same for the treatment and comparison groups and that the functional form of the relationship between the outcome and Score is correctly specified. The intercepts of the fitted lines, however, are allowed to differ by research status. Thus, the impact estimate is β1 and represents the difference between the intercepts of the fitted lines for the treatment and comparison groups. Stated differently, the impact is the difference between the two fitted lines at the point of “discontinuity” (that is, at the threshold score value in the y-Score axis ). This procedure will produce unbiased impact estimates under two assumptions: all grants must be awarded according to a cut-point on a quantitative rating scale, and the cut-point and applicant ratings must be determined independently of each other.
 These assumptions are true of the Early Reading First grant competition process. The linear functional form of the model also means that the study assumes that the relationship between the application score and the outcome variable is approximately linear. The study sites will be selected from the intervals close to the cutoff score so that this relationship is likely to be linear. For any smooth function, the smaller the interval chosen, the more nearly linear the relationship between outcome and application score is likely to be. 
 However, the estimated impacts under this regression discontinuity design will be less precise than under a simple random assignment design (where treatment and control groups would be selected within centers).  Lower precision occurs because of the substantial correlation between T and Score in Equation 1. The application scores are distributed approximately as a uniform random variable, which results in a design effect of 3.75. The precision calculations in section B.2.c reflect that design effect

B.2.c. Degree of Accuracy Needed

For study planning purposes, we have used an assessment with an intra-class correlation of .085.  Table 6 on page 25 shows the minimum detectable effect sizes for the assessment score. The overall sample will include 68 sites, and at each site, 3 classes and 11 children per class will be randomly assigned to the research group, for a total sample of 2,244 children (924 treatment and 1,320 comparison group members). Allowing for attrition of 10 percent of the children at each data collection point, the final sample in spring 2006 is expected to include 1,640 children (675 treatment group members and 965 comparison group members) attending approximately 204 classrooms at 68 grantees or grant applicants. With this sample design, the study has an 80 percent chance of detecting a statistically significant difference in the outcomes of the program research and comparison group if the true difference is at least one-third of a standard deviation (that is, if the effect size is at least .33). The U.S. Department of Education has determined that impacts smaller than one-third of a standard deviation do not constitute a meaningful improvement and so are not relevant for planning and policy making. 

Estimates for subgroups will be less precise.  Indeed, only very large impacts will be detectable for subgroups of children, classrooms, or sites within the full sample. For example, for subgroups defined by an attribute of individual families, the minimum detectable effect size is 39 percent for a subgroup consisting of one-third of the full sample and 36 percent for a subgroup consisting of one-half of the full sample.  For subgroups of children defined at the site or classroom level, precision is somewhat lower.  For instance, for a subset children located in 12 sites (approximately one-half of all sites), the minimum detectable effect size is just under 50 percent. With a subset of children from 8 treatment and 13 control sites (slightly less than one-third of all sites), the minimum detectable effect size is nearly 60 percent. 

B.2.d. Circumstances Requiring Specialized Sampling Procedures  

There are no circumstances requiring specialized sampling procedures.  

B.2.e. Periodicity of Data Collection  

We will collect data in three rounds, as described in Section B.1.  

B.3. Methods Used to Maximize Response Rates

Tracking children of low-income parents can be an extremely daunting challenge.  However, the problems related to applying and projecting research findings from a study that has high and differential nonresponse to surveys make it critical that attrition be minimized. Research has shown that survey nonresponse is typically not randomly or evenly distributed across a population but is usually concentrated among various subgroups. In this evaluation, possible differential response rates between the treatment and comparison sample can interact importantly with the impact findings. Although statistical methods, such as postsurvey weighting, may be employed to help reduce the effects of nonresponse, these techniques weaken the statistical implications of the study findings. For that reason, it is best to attempt to maximize response rates at the data collection stage and especially to ensure that treatment groups and comparison groups are not exhibiting significantly different response rates. To achieve maximum response rates, it is important to identify possible reasons that attrition might occur for the overall sample and any specific subgroup and to put in place mechanisms to address these problems in advance.
Since the first two rounds of child assessments will be conducted in the preschool classroom, we do not anticipate any major problems locating the children and expect that response rates will be high.  Similarly, it should be easy to locate the teachers and preschool directors.  Teams of trained assessors and site observers will be sent in to each site to conduct the data collection effort over a one-week period.  

Since the parent surveys will be conducted primarily by telephone, a certain level of follow-up effort is anticipated to maintain valid contact information.  An effective method to ensure that we can find parents of participants after the baseline survey is to obtain from them as complete a list as possible of persons who will know how to contact them in the future. As part of the initial consent materials, we will collect current contact information for the parents.  At the end of each survey, we will ask parents to verify their contact information and provide the names and contact information of two other contacts (relatives or friends) who will always know how to locate the parents.  This information will become a part of the data file for each sample member and will be made available to the data collection staff for future waves of data collection.  

Several months before the follow-up waves of data collection, we will send a letter to parents of children in the sample. This letter will include a toll-free number for parents to report phone or address changes. These letters will be sent first class with a request that all address changes recorded at the post office be reported back to DIR. This information will be used to ensure that the most accurate data is available to data collection staff before cases are assigned to the field.  Contacts with the preschool or the grantee will also be a source of updated information on the whereabouts of respondents.  When the additional information obtained from the grantees or from the parents has been exhausted, DIR will perform further tracking efforts through computerized searches, including Lexis-Nexis, the National Change of Address (NCOA), and 555-1212.com databases.
Once respondents are located, we must still address the challenge of ensuring their cooperation for the assessments and surveys. Therefore, we must make sure that the experience that the parent and child have with the study is a pleasant one. For that reason, data collection staff will be trained in the appropriate ways to conduct themselves during the assessment and survey process—to be responsive to the respondent, to conduct themselves in a professional and pleasant manner at all times, and to be prepared to answer in a sensitive way questions or concerns raised by the parent or the child.

We are also making plans to compensate parents and teachers for their participation in the data collection effort.  

The third round of data collection will occur in spring 2006, almost a year after the children have left preschool.  We expect that tracking children into their kindergarten classrooms and gaining access to them for the final round of assessments will require advance planning and considerable follow-up effort.  First, as part of the spring 2005 survey, parents will be asked to identify which kindergarten their child will be attending in the fall.  This will allow us to identify early on how many different schools and districts we will need to work with to access the study participants.  Second, in fall 2005, a letter will be sent to each parent, reminding them about the study and letting them know that someone from the evaluation team will be contacting them soon by telephone to confirm their child’s kindergarten school information.  Once the children’s school information has been obtained, we will contact each district by phone to inform them about the study and find out what steps need to be taken to gain access to the children in school to conduct the final round of assessments.  Since the initial consent materials signed by parents include permission for the schools to grant us access, we anticipate few problems.  To further facilitate access, however, we will ask the Department of Education to send a formal letter to each district seeking their cooperation in our evaluation efforts.   

B.4. Pilot Tests

We will pretest the data collection instruments on fewer than 10 individuals or classrooms—the assessments, observation forms, and interviews—in preparation for the main data collection. Experienced assessors and observers from DIR and CIRCLE will conduct the pretests as the procedures and instruments are refined before full implementation.     

B.5. Personnel Involved in Sample Design and Data Collection

Mathematica Policy Research (609-799-3535)

· Peter Schochet

· John Burghardt

· Christine Ross

Decision Information Resources, Inc.  (713-650-1425)

· Russell Jackson

· Carol Pistorino

· Ann McCoy

Center for Improving the Readiness of Children for Learning and Education (713-500-3714)

· Paul Swank

· Mike Assel 

· Susan Landry

Table 6. Minimum Detectable Effect Sizes for Impacts on Assessment Scores:  Evaluation of Early Reading First

	
	Number of Grantees (Treatment/ Comparison
	Number of Classrooms per Grantee
	Number of Students per Classroom
	Total Sample
	Effect Size

	Overall Sample
	28/40
	3
	8
	1,640
	33%

	Child Subgroup (Across All Sites and Classes) 
	
	
	
	
	

	33 percent subgroup
	28/40
	3
	3
	546
	39%

	50 percent subgroup 
	28/40
	3
	4
	821
	36%

	Child Subgroup Defined at the Classroom Level 
	
	
	
	
	

	33 percent subgroup
	28/40
	1
	8
	546
	48%

	50 percent subgroup 
	28/40
	2
	8
	821
	37%

	Child Subgroup Defined at the Site Level
	
	
	
	
	

	33 percent 
	9/13
	3
	8
	546
	58%

	50 percent
	14/20
	3
	8
	821
	47%


Technical Note: Our power calculations are based on the variance expression for an estimated impact under a 3-stage clustered design, in which (1) in the first stage, grantees will be “randomly” selected for the study; (2) in the second stage, classrooms will be randomly selected within grantee preschools; and (3) children will be randomly selected within classrooms:
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where G is the number of treatment (comparison) grantees in the sample, C is the number of classrooms per grantee, N is the number of students per classroom, ( 2 is the total variance of the outcome measure, ρ1 is the between-grantee variance as a percentage of ( 2, ρ2 is the between-classroom variance as a percentage of ( 2, and the 3.75 factor is the design effect under the regression-discontinuity design because of the correlation of the application scores and research status. 

We assume a value of .07 for (1 and .16 for (2 based on findings from previous similar evaluations, and the power calculations assume a 95 percent confidence level for a one-tailed test at 80 percent level of power. We also make the following key assumptions:

· In the study, 73 percent of the initial sample is available for analysis (=.9*.9*.9, that is, assumes 90 percent of the sample retained at baseline, 90 percent of the baseline sample retained at first follow-up, and 90 percent of first follow-up sample retained at second follow-up).


· The percentage of the variation in outcome measures explained by baseline scores on the outcome and other personal and family characteristics is .5.



















� The rejected applicants will likely not be strictly those in sequential order below the cutoff lines.  For example, it is likely that rejected applicants from the FY2003 competition will be awarded FY2004 Early Reading First grants before the sample selection process is completed. Those rejected applicants who become successful grantees in FY2004 will not be included in the sample of sites.





� Assumes a sample size of 3,060 parents returning permission forms (204 classes with 15 children each) and 2,020 parents returning Fall 2004 surveys.


� Assumes a sample size of 204 preschool directors, although we anticipate that some sites will have multiple study classes within the same preschool.  Therefore, the actual number of preschool directors surveyed is likely to be lower.  


� Assumes a sample size of 204 teachers: 3 classroom teachers for each of 68 sites (28 treatment; 40 comparison)


� Hourly rates were estimated based on assumptions made regarding education, gender, and wage levels as reported in U. S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Digest of Education Statistics, 2002, NCES 2003-060.  Washington, DC:  2003.


� Based on 2004 data collection requirements; fewer hours required in 2005 and 2006.


� An additional 30 grantees received awards using FY 2002 funds, but these grantees will not be included in the study. For statistical reasons, it was preferable to use the grantees and rejected applicants from a single grant competition.


� Information on the relevant preschools in the comparison group areas will be obtained from discussions with grantee staff in these areas. 


� Howard Bloom et al, 2004.


� Linearity must be assumed because we do not have adequate statistical power to enter quadratic or higher-order terms of the application score.  It is also possible to include quadratic Score terms in Equation 1 if there appears to be a quadratic relationship between y and Score.  





Contract Number: ED-01-CO-0027/0002
30
04/08/04
PAGE  
20
Contract Number: ED-01-CO-0027/0002

06/30/04


_1142405858.doc


Teacher Characteristics















Experience and training















Qualifications















Demographics







Classroom Environment















Group Size















Child-adult ratio















Schedule















Materials, activities















Teacher-child interactions















Classroom practice







ERF Program















Activities















Intensity/ Duration















Fidelity of implementation







Child Outcomes















Oral language















Phonological







awareness















Print awareness















Alphabet knowledge



















Social skills















Emotional skills



















Child Characteristics















Disabilities















Language















Family structure















Family disadvantage







Family/ Home Environment















Family structure















Parental involvement















Home literacy environtment











Figure 1. Evaluation of Early Reading First Conceptual Framework
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