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INTRODUCTION

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS), Office of the Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for the data collection instruments for the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB).  The NLS-NCLB is being conducted under the authority of Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act (P.L. 107-110).  The study will examine and describe how key provisions of NCLB are implemented in the nation’s school districts and schools and will assess the progress made.   Clearance for the study design and sampling strategy was previously granted under OMB #1875-0227 on March 16, 2004. 

This introduction contains an overview of the study purpose, evaluation questions, and data collection instruments.  The specific instruments for which we are requesting clearance are attached as separate appendices as detailed below:

Appendix A. 
District Survey

Appendix B.
Principal Survey

Appendix C1. 
Elementary Teacher Survey

Appendix C2. 
Secondary Mathematics Teacher Survey

Appendix C3. 
Secondary English Teacher Survey

Appendix C4. 
Special Education Teacher Survey

Appendix D.  
Paraprofessional Survey

Appendix E1.
Parent Survey (Parents whose children have changed schools)

Appendix E2.
Parent Survey (Other parents)

Appendix F.
Supplemental Educational Services Provider Survey

Appendix G.
State Director of Federal Programs – Request for Documents

Appendix H.
District Director of Federal Programs – Request for Documents

Appendix I.
District Director of Fiscal Services – Request for Documents

A. Study Purpose

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) is a landmark in education reform designed to improve student achievement and change the culture of America’s schools.  It seeks to “ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiencies on challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic assessments.”  To this end, it seeks stronger accountability by requiring states to set standards and targets for improvement that districts and schools must either meet or face graduated corrective actions.  It also sets requirements for qualification of teachers and raises the expectation for paraprofessionals; provides more choices for parents of children in poorly performing schools, including the right to change schools or receive supplemental educational services; and allows for greater flexibility for states, districts, and schools in the use of federal funds.  The NCLB also places an increased emphasis on teaching methods that have been demonstrated to work; on reading, especially for young children; and on ensuring that all children learn English.

The purpose of the NLS-NCLB study and the complementary “Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions Under NCLB (SSI)”
 is to provide an integrated longitudinal evaluation of the implementation of No Child Left Behind by states, districts, and schools, focusing primarily on NCLB provisions in the following four areas:  accountability; teacher quality; parental choice and supplemental educational services; and targeting and resource allocation.

The NLS-NCLB is specifically designed to assess the implementation of No Child Left Behind in districts and schools.  The sample includes a national representation of 300 districts, in which we will sample 1,500 schools, to include a mix of elementary, middle, and high schools.  In each school, we will select six teachers: at the elementary school level, two teachers will be selected in each of grades 1, 3, and 5; at the secondary school level, we will select three English teachers and three math teachers.  Specific components of the NLS-NCLB will focus on: paraprofessionals, special education teachers, parents in Title I schools, parents who have exercised their choice to transfer their child to a non-identified school, and supplemental educational services providers.  It will also include an analysis of achievement for students who availed themselves of choice in a sub-sample of up to nine districts and an analysis of the relationship between identification of schools as in need of improvement and subsequent student achievement.  

The NLS-NCLB will collect survey information from district administrators, principals, regular and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, parents, and supplemental service providers.  The first data collection will take place in fall 2004.  The second wave will take place in fall 2006.  In addition, the NLS-NCLB will gather pertinent documents (including school improvement plans, school report cards, and parental notifications required under NCLB), as well as student achievement data in sub-samples of districts and schools.  Finally, the NLS-NCLB will coordinate data collections with the SSI-NCLB for issues related to state-level policies and programs.

Taken together, the linked dataset on state policies, district policies, school strategies, teacher qualifications, parental choice activities, provision of supplemental services, resource allocation, and student achievement that will be developed through the NLS-NCLB and the SSI-NCLB will provide a unique resource for understanding the implementation of some of the key provisions of No Child Left Behind in Title I and non-Title I schools.

B. Evaluation Questions

The study will focus primarily on the implementation of the NCLB provisions in the following areas:

· Accountability:  These provisions require states to have an accountability system based on academic standards and assessments.  States must set adequate yearly progress (AYP) targets that districts and schools must meet or face graduated corrective actions.

· Qualifications for Teachers and Paraprofessionals:  These provisions require states to set targets for districts and schools that will increase the percentage of highly qualified teachers in all core academic subjects and to take appropriate hiring, staff development, or other measures in order to meet these targets.  NCLB similarly defines the duties and qualifications required for paraprofessionals.
· Parental Choice:  These provisions require that students enrolled in schools identified for improvement be given the option to transfer into other public schools in the same district that have not been identified for improvement, or to receive supplemental educational services from providers with a demonstrated record of effectiveness.
· Targeting and Resource Allocation:  NCLB requires funds to be targeted for schools with high poverty rates.  It also affords states, districts, and schools considerable flexibility in the use of federal funds.  

In the following, the evaluation questions for the four areas of the study are outlined separately.  

Accountability Evaluation Questions 

NCLB employs accountability as a means to help all students meet high academic standards.  States are required to create single accountability systems with annual assessments based on challenging state standards in reading and mathematics in grades 3 through 8.  Results from these assessments will be publicly reported in report cards for states, districts, and schools.  This information will allow parents, educators, policymakers, and the general public to track the performance of all schools.  States will set specific, measurable objectives to ensure that all groups of students—disaggregated by race, ethnicity, poverty level, disability, limited English proficiency, and migrant status—reach proficiency in math and reading within 12 years.  Districts and schools that fail to make sufficient progress toward state goals for student proficiency will first be targeted for assistance and then will face corrective action.

We will examine the progress made by states in setting up new, unified accountability systems that identify schools needing improvement and provide assistance and intervention to help them improve.  We will track schools identified for improvement to reveal trends in the number and types of schools identified and the characteristics of schools that are successful in making progress and changing status.  We will also examine how districts and schools have used standards and student performance data to make decisions to help improve the achievement of all students.  Specific evaluation questions and data sources are provided in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1: Evaluation Questions for Accountability

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Identification for Improvement

	How many schools and districts have been identified for improvement under Title I?

· How many fail to meet their AYP targets annually?  How many fail to meet AYP for one year, for two years, for three or more years?  

· How many are classified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring?

· What are their demographic characteristics?

· How have these percentages changed since implementation of NCLB?
	· Annual state reports



	What are the specific reasons that cause districts and schools to miss AYP?

· How many miss AYP due to test participation rates, specific single subgroups such as students with disabilities or limited English proficiency, or multiple subgroups?  

· Is variation related to school demographic characteristics?
	· Annual state reports

	Over time, what proportion of districts and schools identified for improvement progress out of that status?

· Are the same schools being identified over time?

· What happens to subgroup performance after schools fail AYP?
	· Annual state reports



	Do district Title I coordinators know the status of Title I schools in their district with respect to AYP and improvement?  

· Do school principals, teachers, and parents know their school’s status?  

· Do they know what factors caused the school to be identified, and what the school must accomplish to improve its status?

· Are states providing districts and schools with timely information on their identification for improvement?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey 

· Parent survey

· Annual state reports

	Are administrators and teachers receiving mixed signals from NCLB, state, or district accountability systems?
· How do administrators and teachers respond to differences between NCLB and their state system?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey 

· Teacher survey

	What is the relationship between school identification for improvement and student achievement?
	· State or district assessment data


Exhibit 1 (cont.)

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Strategies for Improving School Performance

	What assistance do states and districts provide to improve student performance?

· What actions do districts take to turn around schools identified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring?

· What assistance do districts and schools receive from states?

· Are differences in state and district actions associated with school and district demographic characteristics?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey

· Teacher survey 

	What changes do schools and districts make in response to annual accountability reports and, in particular, in response to being identified for improvement or corrective action? 

· Do they adopt, modify, or discontinue whole school reform efforts? Modify teacher professional development?  Change textbooks and other curriculum materials?  Modify the school calendar?  Implement systematic test preparation efforts? Take steps to improve parent engagement in their child’s education?

· Do these actions vary depending on the district’s or school’s accountability status (improvement, corrective action)?  Do they vary by the number of subgroups failing to make AYP?  

· Are changes made in the teaching of social studies, music, art and other subjects not included in the determination of AYP?  
	· Principal survey

· Teacher survey

· Annual state reports

	What role do student test scores and score reports play in school decision making?

· What information on student performance do principals and teachers receive?  Are results disaggregated in ways that can inform improvement?  Are results presented clearly to highlight areas of progress and areas in need of strengthening?

· Do schools receive information in a timely manner so they can use the information to influence practice?

· To what extent do schools use student performance data to affect decisions about the use of Title I and other resources, interventions for students who are not making adequate progress, and other decisions?

· How do schools monitor the progress of different groups of students and of different classrooms within the school?
	· Principal survey

· Teacher survey


Teacher Quality Evaluation Questions

NCLB is to act as a catalyst for improving the general quality of the teaching force through several policy mechanisms.  First, it requires states to establish definitions of what constitutes a highly qualified teacher.  All new Title I teachers who teach in core academic subjects must be highly qualified by the beginning of the 2002-03 school year, and all other teachers of core academic subjects must be highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  The expectations for paraprofessionals, too, have been raised, and states must assure the quality of paraprofessionals who provide instruction to students in Title I schools.

NLS-NCLB will explore the strategies adopted by districts and schools to enable teachers to reach the requisite levels of quality and will assess change in these strategies over time.  The study will also address professional development provided to teachers who are not highly qualified.  Specific evaluation questions and data sources are listed in Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2: Evaluation Questions for Teacher Quality

	Primary Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Highly Qualified Teachers

	What proportions of teachers are identified as not “highly qualified” under the teacher quality provisions of NCLB, and how do those proportions vary by district and school characteristics and over time?

· What are the qualifications of new and experienced teachers?

· What is the association between proportions of teachers who are highly qualified and district characteristics (e.g., socio-economic status, urban/rural, etc)?

· How do teachers’ qualifications and proportions of teachers who are highly qualified vary over time?

· Are teachers who are not highly qualified, out-of-field, or inexperienced disproportionately assigned to teach low-income and minority students?

· Are new teachers who are highly qualified entering districts through traditional or alternative routes?
	· Extant State Data

· District survey

· Principal survey



	What actions and policies are districts and schools implementing to address the “highly qualified” teacher provisions of NCLB?

· Are districts informing parents of their right to request information on the professional qualifications of their children’s teachers?

· How are districts that have not met their annual Section 1119 objectives developing an improvement plan to meet those objectives?

· How are districts working to ensure that not highly qualified, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers are not disproportionately assigned to teach low-income and minority students?

· What technical assistance are districts that have not met their annual objectives receiving from the state to address teacher quality issues and develop high quality professional development activities?

· What recruitment, reassignment, induction, retention, and professional development strategies are districts implementing? 

· What is the association between these actions/policies and progress in meeting the provisions and improving teacher qualifications? 

· What are the consequences for teachers who do not meet the NCLB requirements?
	· District survey

· Principal survey

· Parent notification documents

· Parent survey

	Qualified Paraprofessionals

	What actions are districts and schools taking to address the NCLB provisions for paraprofessional qualifications?

· What are the qualifications of paraprofessionals who provide instruction in Title I schools?

· What actions are districts implementing to meet these requirements?

· Are districts developing their own local assessments of paraprofessionals?

· What roles and responsibilities do paraprofessionals perform?

· What are the consequences for paraprofessionals who do not meet the NCLB requirements?
	· District survey

· Principal survey

· Paraprofessional survey

	Professional Development

	What actions are districts and schools taking to select and provide high quality professional development?

· To what extent are teachers participating in professional development activities that are sustained, intensive, and focused on instructional content?

· What professional development are paraprofessionals experiencing?

· To what extent are schools identified as in need of improvement under Title I implementing efforts to provide teachers, paraprofessionals, and principals with high quality professional development activities?
	· District survey

· Principal survey

· Teacher survey




Parental Choice Evaluation Questions
NCLB provides parents of children in schools identified as in need of improvement with a new range of options.  Parents may transfer their children from these schools to better-performing schools within their district.  Transportation must be provided by the district, using Title I funds if necessary.  In addition, students (from low-income families) in schools that have been identified as in need of improvement for more than one year are eligible to receive supplemental education services.  These services may include tutoring, after-school services, and summer school.  Districts must notify eligible parents of their choice options in a timely manner and must provide the information needed to make informed decisions.  The choice and supplemental services provisions are designed not only to enhance the performance of individual students, but also to provide an incentive for low-performing schools to improve and avoid the loss of students and possible restructuring.

Key issues addressed will include the range of options offered to parents and the strategies used to inform parents of their options.  We will track parental choices to move students out of low-performing schools or to participate in supplemental services, and we will look for variations in participation across districts and over time.  The NLS will also look at student achievement outcomes for participating students and at how sending and receiving schools are affected by student transfers.  Specific evaluation questions and possible data sources are provided in Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3: Evaluation Questions for Choice

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Implementation of School Choice and Supplemental Services Provisions

	What strategies are districts and schools using to inform parents of their options?  

· Is the information clear and easy to understand? 

· Are parents notified before the start of the school year and how much time are they given to decide?  

· To what extent are parents aware of the performance of their child’s school and of the options available to them?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Principal survey

· Parent survey

	How extensive are the options available to parents?

· What is the number and nature of alternative schools and supplemental services providers available to choose from?

· What are the characteristics of the schools that are made available for choice?  Are they in fact higher-performing than the schools on the improvement list?  Are they located in places that are conveniently accessible to transferring students?
	· District Title I coordinator survey

· Supplemental service provider survey

· State assessment data

	What is the amount of Title I and other funds used to provide supplemental services and to provide transportation for students changing schools under the choice provision?
	· District Title I coordinator survey


Exhibit 3 (cont.)
	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)

	Usage of School Choice Options and Supplemental Services

	Who participates in choice and supplemental services?

· What are districts’ definitions of student eligibility for choice or supplemental services?

· How many students are eligible to change schools under the choice provision or to receive supplemental services and how many actually do so?

· What are the characteristics of students choosing new schools and supplemental services?  Are the choice options being utilized by low-achieving students?
	· District administrative records

· State assessment data

· District Title I coordinator survey

	Why do parents choose to participate or not participate in school choice and supplemental services?  

· What are the reasons for variation in participation rates across districts?  
· How do parents choose a specific school or provider?  
· What are the characteristics of the schools that are chosen? Are they higher-performing than the schools on the improvement list?
	· Parent survey

· District Title I coordinator survey

· District administrative records

· Supplemental service provider survey

· State assessment data

	Consequences of School Choice and Supplemental Services

	How are sending schools and receiving schools affected by student transfers?
	· Principal survey 

· District administrative records

· State assessment data

	What happens to students who have transferred if their originating schools later meet AYP?
	· District administrative records

· Principal survey

	What are student achievement outcomes for participating students, compared with similar eligible students who did not participate?
	· District administrative records

· State assessment data




Targeting and Resource Allocation Evaluation Questions

This component of the study will focus on where federal education dollars go and what the money buys.  We will examine how well NCLB resources are targeted to students who have the greatest needs, including students living in poverty and students who are classified as English language learners (ELL).  This component of the NLS will include a larger set of programs than will the rest of the study, with targeting and allocation being examined not only for Title I and Title II funds, but also for Reading First, Comprehensive School Reform, and Title III funds.  The study will explore how these funds are distributed among districts and schools and how the targeting of funds has changed since the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 2001.  It will also document the amount of funds allocated for supplemental services, transportation to support choice, extended-time programs, and other NCLB-suggested educational strategies.  The study will also measure the amount of federal funds retained at the state and district levels for administrative and other purposes, how those funds are used, and the proportion of the funds that reach the school level.  

In addition, the study will explore how states and districts utilize NCLB’s flexibility provisions.  The transferability provisions permit states and districts to transfer federal funds between certain programs, including Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, Educational Technology, Innovative Programs, and Safe and Drug-Free Schools, and the Rural Education Accountability Program (REAP) provides additional flexibility to small rural school districts.  In addition, the percentage of low-income students required for eligibility to operate a Title I schoolwide program has been reduced from 50 percent to 40 percent.  Finally, Title I, Part A, incorporates more flexibility than had previously been authorized, including the ability to use such funds for a broad set of activities, including teacher mentoring and induction programs, recruitment and retention programs, and financial incentive programs.  Specific evaluation questions and potential data sources are provided in Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4: Evaluation Questions for Resource Allocation

	Evaluation Questions
	Data Source(s)s

	Targeting

	To what extent are federal program funds targeted to the districts and schools with the greatest needs?

· How does the distribution of funds among school districts and schools vary across federal programs, by poverty and urbanicity?  

· Have funding patterns changed since the 2001 reauthorization of ESEA?

· How does the distribution of federal funds compare to the distribution of state and local funds?

· To what extent do districts target Title II funds to schools with the lowest proportion of highly qualified teachers, the largest average class sizes, or those identified for improvement under Title I?
	· State suballocations to school districts for Title I Part A, Title II Part A, Title III, Reading First, CSR

· District applications for federal programs

· School allocations for Title I, Reading First, and CSR

· District and school enrollment and demographic reports to the states

· Payroll and personnel records

· State and district accounting manuals or documentation

	Resource Allocation

	How do school districts and schools use federal education funds provided through Title I, Title II, Reading First, CSR, and Title III?

· What percent of program funds is spent on salaries and benefits for teachers, aides, tutors, administrators, and other staff; instructional supplies and materials; capital equipment, professional development, supplemental services, and choice related transportation services?

· What are the costs associated with implementing the Title I provisions concerning school choice and supplemental services? 

· What percent of program funds is spent on instruction, support, and administration?  How much is allocated to schools vs. retained at the district and state levels?  

· How much money do federal programs add to total resources available in high-poverty schools?  

· How do the uses of Title I, Reading First, and CSR funds vary among schools by characteristics such as poverty level, type of Title I program, grade level, school size, and urbanicity?

· How are states allocating school improvement funds?
	· District applications for federal programs

· Detailed program expenditure reports

· School level expenditure reports

· District and school enrollment and demographic reports to the states

· Payroll and personnel records

· District accounting manual

	Flexibility

	To what extent do districts and schools make use of NCLB provisions that allow flexibility in the uses of the federal funds?

· To what extent do school districts utilize the transferability and Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) flexibility options?

· To what extent do Title I schoolwide programs integrate funds from other sources as part of the schoolwide program?  What are the barriers to combining funds?  

· How has lowering the eligibility threshold affected the proportion of Title I schools operating schoolwide programs?
	· Fiscal records that may show how districts transfer or combine funds from various programs.

· Potential survey items on flexibility, transferability, combination of funds.


C. Summary of Data Collection Instruments

In this section, we briefly introduce the information sought in the district, principal, teacher, paraprofessional, parent and supplementary service provider surveys and the budget and expenditures information sought from the states and districts.  

District Surveys

District surveys will be administered during the fall of 2004 and 2006.  Title I and Title II coordinators will respond to questions about district AYP and teacher quality information received and provided about NCLB requirements, support and technical assistance, professional development, data use and reporting, parent involvement and choice, supplementary services and other interventions designed to increase school performance (see Appendix A for district survey).

School Principal Surveys

Principal surveys will be administered during the fall of 2004 and 2006.  The purpose of the principal survey is to collect school-level information on school plans and strategies, NCLB implementation activities, and the interventions schools have adopted.  Principals will respond to questions about AYP and teacher quality status information received and provided about NCLB requirements, support and technical assistance, professional development, data use and reporting, parent involvement and choice, supplementary services and other interventions designed to increase school performance (see Appendix B for principal survey).

Teacher Surveys

During the fall of 2004 and 2006, we will gather teacher survey information on a wide range of issues related to NCLB implementation activities and induced interventions.  Elementary, middle, and high school teachers (grades 1 through 12), and special education teachers will respond to questions about: knowledge of school status and “highly qualified” teacher requirements; use of standards and assessments; use of paraprofessionals in the classroom; professional development; parent involvement and choice; supplementary services; and their teaching background and experience.  The teacher surveys for grades 8 and 10 will have separate versions for Language Arts/English teachers and for mathematics teachers.

To minimize the length of the surveys and collect from each type of teacher only the information needed, we developed four different surveys for: (a) elementary classroom teachers, (b) secondary school math teachers, (c) secondary school English teachers, and (d) special education teachers (see Appendices C1-C4 for teacher surveys).

Paraprofessional Surveys

Teacher aides will be surveyed in the fall of 2004 and 2006.  The paraprofessional survey will focus on issues related to their qualifications, professional development, roles and responsibilities, allocation of time during the day to various tasks, and background and training (see Appendix D for paraprofessional survey). 

Parent Surveys

Parents will be surveyed in the fall of 2004 and 2006.  They will answer questions about: their knowledge of school performance status; communications received about availability of choice and supplementary services; choice options offered; choice decisions made; and supplemental services. 

Two surveys targeting two different groups of parents were developed for: (a) parents who have changed schools under the choice provisions, and (b) other parents (see Appendix E1 and E2 for parent surveys).

Supplemental Educational Services Provider Surveys

Supplemental educational services providers will be surveyed in the fall of 2004 and 2006.  They will answer questions about: state approval processes; communications with district, schools and parents; students served and participation; services provided; and staff qualifications (see Appendix F for supplemental educational services provider survey).

Collection of Documents and Files

We will collect various documents from states, districts, and schools.  From the State Director of Federal Programs, we will collect the State Consolidated Plans and Application(s) under NCLB, including funding allocations made to districts (see Appendix G1-G3).  From the District Director of Federal Programs, we will collect the District Consolidated Plans and Applications under NCLB, records of federal funds received, and transfers of funds among programs, and records on district allocation of funds for the 2004-05 school year (see Appendix H1-H4).  And from the District Director of Fiscal Services, we will seek detailed district expenditures and revenue files or report(s) for the 2004-05 school year (fiscal year 2005), and personnel or payroll reports for selected schools (see Appendix I1-I4).  Finally, for 25 schools in our sample, we will collect various documents, including copies of letters to parents, report cards, and improvement plans.
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 School 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 legislation also requires districts and schools to make yearly progress adequate to meet state student achievement standards and prescribes specific actions for failure to do so, including providing students the options to transfer to another public school or receive supplemental educational services.  In addition, the legislation requires that districts and schools make specified annual progress towards assuring that all teachers are highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  Finally, the legislation authorizes national evaluations including a national assessment of the “implementation of programs and the impact of such implementation on increasing student academic achievement” (Section 1501).  

No Child Left Behind is a far-reaching, innovative, and complex piece of legislation 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 legislation 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 solicited a set of studies aimed at filling the information gaps about the implementation of NCLB at the state, district, and school levels.

The NLS-NCLB will be the principal source of nationally representative district- and school-level information on the implementation of NCLB provisions over a three-year period, the 2004-05 through 2006-07 school years.  The study will examine and describe how the accountability, teacher and paraprofessional qualifications, parental choice, and targeting and flexibility requirements of NCLB are implemented over time and will assess the progress made.  The NLS-NCLB will also collect information on decisions made by parents about use of NCLB choice provisions and will assess the effects of identifying school as in need of improvement and of exercising choice on student achievement.  Finally, it will assess the relationship between school identification for improvement and progress in student achievement.  The NLS-NCLB will provide the Department of Education with information with which to evaluate the implementation of NCLB at the district and school levels.

A research team consisting of RAND, American Institutes of Research (AIR), and the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) will carry out the study.  

2. Purposes and Uses of the Data

The Department of Education will use the information gathered by the NLS-NCLB primarily to assess how NCLB is being implemented in districts and schools throughout the nation 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, II, III, and other programs, as well as program management and improvement efforts.  

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, district, and school levels. 

During the data collection period, a toll-free number and e-mail address will be available to permit respondents to contact the contractor with questions or requests for assistance.  The toll-free number and e-mail address will be printed on all data collection instruments.  Additionally, state-of-the-art data tracking capabilities will be used that will enable staff to avoid prompting those respondents who have already responded.

4. Efforts to Identify Duplication

This study and the complementary Study of States’ Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality under NCLB are the only Department of Education studies evaluating the implementation of NCLB’s accountability, teacher quality, parental choice, and funding provisions. Other ongoing national data collections, including SASS and CCD, do not address the implementation of NCLB. 

5. Methods to Minimize Burden on Small Entities

No small businesses or entities, with the possible exception of some supplemental services providers, will be involved as respondents.  To minimize the burden place on the responding supplemental services providers, we will limit the time required for them to answer survey questions to 30 to 45 minutes.  All other respondents will come from schools, districts, and state departments of education.

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 largest federal program aimed at improving the academic achievement of the disadvantaged, training and recruiting high-quality teachers and principals, and promoting parental choice.  The NLS-NCLB will be collecting information on NCLB that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed to date. 

The study will also provide more detailed information on state and district accountability systems and practices and more evidence-based information on the implementation of standards-based reform than has previously been available.  Finally, the study will be the first to examine the student achievement outcomes associated with the Title I choice and supplemental services provisions and overall.  

If the proposed study is not undertaken, there will be no national data collection focusing on the implementation of NCLB by districts and schools.  

7. Special Circumstances

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

8. Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

Notices about this study were published in the Federal Register on November 14, 2003 and January 21, 2004, to provide the opportunity for public comment.  A third notice seeking additional public comments on the data collection instruments will be published in the Federal Register in June 2004.

Throughout the course of this study, we 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 school, 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 Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions Under NCLB (SSI), the group will serve both studies.   The first meeting of the TWG was held on February 5-6, 2004.

We 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.  

Finally, each of the instruments was field tested in a series of cognitive labs with district staff, principals, teachers, paraprofessionals, supplemental service providers, and parents.  The purpose of the cognitive labs was to identify cases where items were unclear, confusing, or overly burdensome to respondents.  No instrument was tested with more than 9 respondents.

The instruments were revised based on the comments received from the Technical Working Group, Independent Review Panel, cognitive lab participants, and Department reviewers, and those revised instruments are presented in this OMB package.

Exhibit 5: Members of the NLS-SSI Technical Working Group

	Member
	Affiliation
	Areas of Expertise

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

	Barbara Byrd-Bennett
	CEO, Cleveland Municipal School District
	Urban schools

	David Francis 
	University of Houston, Department of Psychology


	Reading and reading disabilities, statistical methods

	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 
	Stanford University

Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution
	Research design, statistical methods, educational policy

	Richard Ingersoll
	University of Pennsylvania
	Teacher quality, teacher supply

	Phyllis McClure 
	Independent Consultant
	Accountability, federal educational policy

	Paul Petersen 
	Director of the Program on 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

Studies have shown that when used appropriately, incentives are a cost-effective means of significantly increasing response rates (e.g., Dillman, 1978).  As Groves, Cialdini, and Couper (1992) note, people feel obligated to reward positive behavior (such as being provided with an incentive) with positive behavior in return—in the current context, such positive return behavior would be defined as a completed survey.  Surveys that use incentives can actually be less expensive that those that do not.  Respondent incentives can substantially increase cooperation rates and may make the survey less expensive if they result in less need for callbacks or lower missing-data rates.

The annual incentive payments will consist of $10 payments to each individual (principal, teacher, paraprofessional, or parent) who receives a survey; these payments will be sent with the survey and will not be contingent upon response.  These incentives will be offered in each of the two waves of data collection.  The total amount of incentive payments for each wave is shown in Exhibit 6.  The total amount of incentives for both waves of data collection will be $352,500.

Exhibit 6: Estimated Annual Incentive Payments, by Respondent Type

	Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Amount of Payment
	Total Payments

	Principals
	1,500
	$10
	$9,000

	Teachers
	10,500
	$10
	$54,000

	Paraprofessionals
	1,025
	$10
	$6,000

	Parents
	3,600
	$10
	$27,000

	
Total
	16,625
	                  $10
	$166,250


10. Assurances of Confidentiality

In general, information will not be reported or published that would identify individual respondents.  Respondents will not be referenced by either name or position title.  An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to any and all respondents.

Specifically, cover letters to respondents will include the assurance that, “Responses to this data collection will be kept strictly confidential and will only be used for statistical purposes.  The results will never be presented in any way that would permit any response to be associated with a specific district, school, or individual.”

However, there is an exception to this assurance of confidentiality for resource allocation data collected from states, including state suballocations of program funds to school districts, funds transferred under the NCLB transferability authority, and other administrative records data.  These data are public records and we make no promise of confidentiality concerning them; indeed, we expect to report some of these data in state-by-state tables.

11. Justification of Sensitive Questions

No questions of a sensitive nature will be included in the study, with the exception of information on teacher salaries and on extra compensation a teacher may receive for undertaking extracurricular or additional school responsibilities.  This information (not available in district expenditures reports) will allow estimating a more comprehensive and accurate cost of professional development that includes the cost of the time teachers spend participating in professional development or other forms of training.  It will also permit updating the Teacher Cost Index (the last one was estimated in 1993-94), which can be used to adjust for geographic differences in the cost of comparable resources in the resource allocation part of the study. 

12. Estimates of Hour Burden 

The total estimated hour burden for the NLS-NCLB is 26,807 hours.  Based on average hourly wages for participants, this amounts to $722,688 (see Exhibit 7).   However, part of this burden was previously approved by OMB, that is, the burden associated with the study design, including gaining the cooperation of sample districts and schools, and providing information needed to draw the samples of teachers, paraprofessionals, supplemental services providers, and parents.  The additional burden covered in this clearance request, i.e., that associated with the actual data collection, amounts to an estimated hour burden of 21,407 hours.  Based on average hourly wages for participants, this additional burden amounts to $595,488.

Exhibit 7: Total Respondents and Burden

	Task
	Number of Respondents
	Hour Burden
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	Study Design (Previously Approved by OMB)

	Gaining cooperation and respondent sampling tasks
	1,800
	5,400
	$127,200

	Data Collection: Wave 1 (2004-05)

	Surveys
	14,514
	9,966
	$268,244

	Assembling documents
	560
	1,475
	$59,000

	Total for Wave 1
	15,074
	11,441
	$327,244

	Data Collection: Wave 2 (2006-07)

	Surveys
	14,514
	9,966
	$268,244

	Total for Wave 2
	14,514
	9,966
	$268,244

	Total for Data Collection
	29,588
	21,407
	$595,488

	STUDY TOTAL
	31,388
	26,807
	$722,688


Exhibits 8 and 9 provide more detailed information on the estimated burden associated with each individual data collection instrument.

Exhibit 8: Estimated Burden for Respondents to Surveys, Per Wave

	Task
	Total Sample

Size
	Estimated Response Rate
	Number of Respondents
	Time Estimate (in hours)
	Total Hours
	Hourly Rate
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	District
	 300
	85%
	255
	1.00
	255
	$40
	$10,200

	Principal
	1,500
	85%
	1,275
	.75
	956
	$40
	$38,240

	Teacher
	10,500
	85%
	 8,925
	.75
	6,694
	$26
	$174,037

	Paraprofessional
	1,025
	85%
	871
	.50
	435
	$8
	$3,484

	Parents
	3,600
	85%
	 3,060
	.50
	1,530
	$26
	$39,780

	Supp Serv. Prov.
	150
	85%
	128
	.75
	96
	$26
	$2,496

	TOTAL
	17,075
	85%
	 14,514
	-
	9,966
	-
	$268,244


Exhibit 9: Estimated Burden for Assembling Documents

	Task
	Total Sample

Size
	Estimated Response Rate
	Number of Respondents
	Time Estimate (in hours)
	Total Hours
	Hourly Rate
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	State
	50
	100%
	50
	4
	200
	$40
	$8,000

	District Program Director
	300
	85%
	255
	2
	510
	$40
	$20,400

	District Fiscal Director
	300
	85%
	255
	3
	765
	$40
	$30,600

	TOTAL
	650
	-
	560
	-
	1,475
	-
	$59,000


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, justification package, data collection, data analysis, and report preparation, is $15.46 million for the five-year study, or about $3.1 million per year.

15. Program Changes or Adjustments

This request is for a revision of a collection that was previously approved by OMB on March 16, 2004 (OMB #1875-0227).   The previous clearance request included 5,400 burden hours that were associated with the study design, including gaining cooperation and providing information needed to draw the sample.  This new request adds 21,407 burden hours associated with the actual collection of data through surveys and other instruments.  Combining these two burden estimates together, the study as a whole has a total of 26,807 burden hours.

16. Plans for Tabulation and Publication of Results

After each year of data collection, the study team will produce an annual report based on analysis of the NLS-NCLB data.  The first wave of data analysis will consist primarily of descriptive analyses of the survey data.  In addition, state-, district-, and school-level documents will be reviewed and analyzed for completeness, consistency, and quality, and a summary of findings will be produced.  Baseline data on district and school performance will be analyzed to provide information on where these districts and schools are relative to their states.   

Analyses of the second wave of data will include cross-tabulations, construction of summary indices of implementation of key provisions of NCLB, trend analyses of school performance and qualified teacher gains over time, and modeling of implementation.  Achievement data for students availing themselves of choice will also be analyzed.  

These reports will provide critical information about the implementation of NCLB in districts and schools, whether and how implementation deepens over time, the factors that affect implementation, and whether the strategies adopted by districts and schools identified for improvement are coherent and effective in improving school performance.  In addition, summary reports will be prepared for secondary schools and for schools that received funds from the Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) program.

The timeline for the dissemination of these findings is detailed in Exhibit 10.   

Exhibit 10: Schedule for Dissemination of Study Results
	Activity/Deliverable
	Due Date

	First-wave data: Interim Report
	

	Preliminary data tabulations
	2/14/05

	Draft outline
	2/25/05

	Revised outline
	3/25/05

	First draft of report
	4/22/05

	Second draft of report
	5/20/05

	Third draft of report
	7/15/05

	Final report
	9/16/05

	Second-wave data: Report
	

	Preliminary data tabulations
	1/31/07

	Draft outline
	2/23/07

	Revised outline
	3/23/07

	First draft of report
	4/20/07

	Second draft of report
	5/15/07

	Third draft of report
	7/13/07

	Final report
	9/14/07


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

The statistical methods to be used in this study were approved by OMB on March 16, 2004 (OMB #1875-0227).

�   The Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Provisions Under NCLB (SSI) will assess the implementation of policies and activities being conducted by states in response to the standards, assessments, accountability, and teacher quality provisions of NCLB.






