Pre-Elementary Education Longitudinal Study (PEELS)

OVERVIEW

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) of the U.S. Department of Education is requesting extension of clearance for the Pre-Elementary Education Longitudinal Study (PEELS). PEELS is following a nationally representative sample of children ages 3 through 5 with disabilities who were receiving special education services in 2003-2004, when the study began. The study focuses on the children’s preschool experiences and outcomes, their transition to kindergarten, and their kindergarten and early elementary education experiences and outcomes. The design calls for information about the children, their families, and their school programs to be collected repeatedly over several years. Wave 1 was conducted in 2003-2004. This package requests clearance for waves 2, 3 and 4.  Beyond the term of the requested 3-year clearance, OSEP expects to conduct a final data collection to profile the PEELS cohorts in their late elementary years.

PEELS is an integral part of a comprehensive OSEP program of longitudinal, child-based studies related to the 1997 amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). PEELS is one of four studies that address the continuum of services and experiences of children, youth, and young adults with disabilities: NEILS—a study that explores early intervention for infants and toddlers, PEELS—a study that focuses on preschool and kindergarten experiences, SEELS—a study of the elementary and early middle school years, and NLTS2—the second 10-year study of youth in secondary schools as they transition to adulthood. Together, these studies provide a comprehensive, rich picture of the education, social needs, and experiences of children and youth receiving special education services. 

Though each study is unique, they have many research questions and features in common. Because of the intimate relationships among these studies, the other studies’ design features (i.e., research questions, timeframe, conceptual framework, recruitment and sampling strategies, instrumentation and direct assessment, and data collection procedures) were considered in the design for PEELS. In addition, we will use the SEELS direct and alternate assessments beginning in wave 4 for the children who are 8.

PEELS will provide invaluable information to many audiences. However, its primary purpose is to provide credible, national information regarding early childhood special education and related services to support future policy development. An in-depth understanding of the children served by early childhood special education, what they experience as they move from the early childhood environment through kindergarten and elementary school, and what their preschool experiences contribute to later school achievement is the essential base from which to make informed public policy.

Research Questions

PEELS is based on a conceptual framework (Exhibit 1) that identifies the study’s key focal areas and their interrelationships. At the center of the framework are child outcomes, which are influenced by child and household characteristics, early childhood and school programs and experiences, and school characteristics and policies, all within the local education agency (LEA), state, and national contexts. Programs, experiences, and achievement during the pre-elementary school years, in turn, contribute to later school achievement, as do special education and related services.

The framework highlights the importance of child outcomes as a critical area of study. It reflects that both short-term and longer term outcomes are critical areas of interest. Arrows indicate possible relationships or influences. Also important to the study are the factors that influence those outcomes. These include factors related to the child (e.g., gender, primary language, disability), the family (e.g., mother’s education level, income), and, especially, factors related to programs and services (e.g., type of service, intensity of service). Outcomes, background factors, and service factors do not exist in a vacuum. Services are provided by LEAs. These agencies have policies and procedures that are likely to influence service provision. Other contextual factors that can influence services and outcomes are state and national policies and practices. 

[image: image1.jpg]EARLY
CHILDHOOD
PROGRAMS

o O
¥

EARLY
INTERVENTION ’

Exhibit1 PEELS CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK




Exhibit 1.  PEELS Conceptual Framework

The research questions posed for the study are descriptive, explanatory, and comparative and are embedded in the following five primary questions.

· Who are the children receiving preschool special education?  

· What services do they receive? In what settings? Who provides those services?

· What are these children’s transitions like—from early intervention to preschool and from preschool to elementary school?

· What short- and long-term outcomes do these children experience?

· What child, family, community, and system factors are related to the services received and to the outcomes realized? 

These questions provide the overall focus of the study. One objective of the study is to provide descriptive information about the children receiving preschool special education. What are their characteristics with regard to functional skills and limitations, diagnosed conditions, gender, race, ethnicity, and primary language? What are the characteristics of their families? A second objective is to describe the services these children receive. What is the nature of preschool special education? The third study question refers to the transition planning policies and strategies that are in place. What preparation or support for the transition from early intervention to preschool and/or from preschool to kindergarten do children and their families receive? The fourth objective refers to the outcomes children realize as preschoolers and later as elementary school students. These four areas correspond to the central components of the conceptual framework. The final question is about relationships, most notably those among child and family characteristics, services received, and short- and long-term outcomes. The fifth study question is represented in the framework by the arrows that connect the various components. The arrows indicate that the study will answer questions about the nature of the relationships among components.

Design Overview

A major objective of the data collection is to obtain a comprehensive picture of children participating in preschool special education and their experiences over time. Both longitudinal, descriptive questions about preschool (e.g., to what extent do preschool children show gains in communication skills? How do services change as children progress through preschool?) and longitudinal explanatory questions (e.g., how do nature and type of services provided relate to the amount of growth shown by children as they exit preschool special education services?) require repeated measures during the preschool years. The current design calls for four annual data collections (2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006, and 2006-2007) and one additional data collection in the year children turn 8 through 10 (2008-2009).

The questions posed for PEELS have important implications for key features of the study design. The descriptive research questions focus on the national picture of children served by special education and the programs and services provided to them. The study must support descriptions of children, programs, services, and results that are nationally generalizable. Further, the sample must be sufficiently large to yield estimates that have acceptable precision. In addition, the breadth of the questions suggests that multiple sources of data must be accessed to obtain accurate information on the various aspects of children and their experiences.

PEELS also must follow children long enough to allow key results to be demonstrated. The PEELS Technical Work Group (TWG) considered the issue of study length carefully and recommended that the final data collection for the PEELS sample occur when the children are about 8 or 9 years old to adequately address the associations of early childhood special education and results in elementary school.

Research questions also highlight the importance of going beyond an understanding of children receiving early childhood special education services as a whole, to understanding the widely varying characteristics, experiences, and achievements of children with different kinds of disabilities and of different ages. The sample of children in each age cohort must be large enough to yield estimates of characteristics and achievements that have acceptable precision. PEELS’ longitudinal focus also fits OSEP’s interest in understanding the dynamic quality of children’s achievement and experiences as they change over time, particularly at the key transition points between preschool to kindergarten and from kindergarten to elementary school. 

The explanatory purpose of PEELS is also addressed by the research questions. Not only must the study describe children and their achievements and experiences, but it must illuminate the relationships among individual and household characteristics, schools and school programs, and early childhood results and then the relationships among early childhood program results and experiences, special education services, and elementary school achievement. For example, it must explore the influence of child and household characteristics and school policies and resources on the kinds of programs and placements provided to children. In turn, understanding the relationship among variations in school programs and variations in results is crucial to developing policies regarding practices and programs that are effective in supporting improvements in educational performance, school progress, and other child achievements. 

The PEELS data analysis strategy involves both descriptive statistics and multivariate analyses to examine the characteristics of children receiving special education, the school programs and other services they receive, their transitions from early intervention to preschool and from preschool programs/services to elementary school, the preschool and elementary school results, and the relationships among child and household characteristics, programs and services, and outcomes in a variety of domains.

Data Collection Summary

PEELS will involve multiple and repeated measures. The selection and development of the parent telephone interview, school-based and policy questionnaires, and direct assessment instruments were completed by SRI International under a design contract with OSEP. They were guided by the conceptual framework and research questions with input from an advisory panel comprising interested stakeholders (including parents, teachers, service providers, administrators, policymakers, and researchers), a technical work group (TWG) comprising researchers and practitioners in early childhood and special education, and four consultants, nationally recognized for their expertise in early childhood special education. Whenever possible, items from instruments used in other studies (e.g., SEELS, NEILS, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study- Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K), National Impact Study) were used to maximize the extent to which PEELS data can be compared with other national databases.

The data collection instruments for PEELS are summarized in Exhibit 2. Unless otherwise noted, the instruments were used in the first wave of data collection and are scheduled to be used for the subsequent waves of PEELS. The materials for which clearance is requested include:

1. Family/Parent Interview. Parents or guardians will be contacted for telephone interviews about the child’s experiences and outcomes. Areas covered in the interview include family demographics; family’s perspective on services and the service system; child’s functioning, behavior, disability, and previous services; use of child care; and other family issues (such as need for information, support systems, etc.). Data collection through the parent interview was conducted in wave 1 and is planned for waves 2, 3 and 4 as well. It is important to note that some items in the interview are asked only the first time the family completes it; others are specific to preschoolers or children already in kindergarten. The time reference for each interview question is indicated in a box located adjacent to the question. The indicators are noted as: 
· EP- questions asked on the first interview in wave 1 for parents of children entering the study in preschool (i.e., those not yet in kindergarten); 

· ES- questions asked on the first interview in wave 1 for parents of children entering the study in kindergarten; 

· P- questions asked in interviews for children enrolled in preschool; 

· S- questions asked in interviews for children in kindergarten or beyond.

2.
Direct One-on-One Assessment. Children’s school readiness and achievement will be assessed. The areas being assessed include language, mathematics, literacy, and attention. The assessment includes the following subtests:

· preLAS 2000 Simon Says,

· preLAS 2000 Art Show,

· Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test,

· Woodcock-Johnson III: Letter Word Identification,

· Woodcock-Johnson III: Applied Problems,

· Woodcock-Johnson III: Quantitative Concepts,

· Leiter-R Attention Sustained Scale,

· Individual Growth and Development Indicators: Picture Naming,

· Individual Growth and Development Indicators: Rhyming,

· Individual Growth and Development Indicators: Alliteration,

· Individual Growth and Development Indicators: Segment Blending, and

· Test of Early Math Skills.

PEELS assessments were selected with input from an advisory group. In addition to addressing knowledge and skills deemed important for future school success, the subtests were also selected to maximize overlap with other national studies of preschoolers. This overlap will facilitate comparisons across populations, for example, of Head Start Children and children with disabilities (see Table 1).


 Children not participating in a direct assessment will have an alternate assessment completed for them.


Beginning in wave 4, children who are 8 will be administered the SEELS direct and alternate assessments.  The direct assessment is a series of subtests in the areas of math, reading and a student interview.  The alternate assessment is a rating scale of students’ ability to perform tasks related to motor skills, speaking, language skills, social interactions, etc.

Table 1.  Extant Data Sources for Contextualizing PEELS Results

	Source of Data
	Description
	Relevance to PEELS

	ECLS-K
	Longitudinal study of a nationally representative sample of kindergarteners.
	Common assessment tools: preLAS Simon Says, preLAS Art Show, Academic Rating Scale (Literacy and Mathematics)

	Head Start Impact Study
	National study of the impact of Head Start using random assignment of children to experimental and control groups.
	Common assessment tools: Leiter-R, PPVT

	Head Start NRS
	National database on the progress and achievement of 4- and 5-year-olds in Head Start.
	Common assessment tools: preLAS Simon Says, preLAS Art Show, PPVT, Early Math Skills

	CLIO
	National study of children ages birth to 7 in Early Head Start
	Common assessment tools: IGDI: Picture Naming

	SEELS
	National longitudinal study of children ages 6 through 12 with disabilities.
	Common assessment tools: Woodcock-Johnson III: Letter Word Identification 




3.
Early Childhood Teacher Questionnaire. The early childhood teacher questionnarie provides data on the child’s functioning, behavior, classroom performance, motor skills, disability-related characteristics, environment, and special services, as well as demographic and preparation and training information about the teacher. For children who do not have an early childhood teacher, a special education service provider is askedto complete the entire questionnaire. For children whose early childhood teacher is not knowledgeable about the special services the child receives, a special education service provider is asked to complete one portion of the questionnaire, which asks about the child’s special services (type and model of service delivery). 

4. Kindergarten Teacher Questionnaire. The kindergarten teacher questionnaire focuses on the child’s overall functioning and behavior; pre-academic performance in the classroom; social skills in the classroom; motor skills, functioning, and expectations relative to classmates; types of services, accommodations, materials, and curricula; and participation in the general program. If the child’s kindergarten teacher is not knowledgeable about the special services the child receives, a special education service provider is asked to complete this portion of the questionnaire, which asks about the child’s special services (type and model of service delivery). 

5. Elementary School Teacher Questionnaire. The questionnaire for the child’s primary elementary school teacher asks about the child’s overall functioning and behavior; academic performance in the classroom; social skills in the classroom; functioning and expectations relative to classmates; types of services, accommodations, materials, and curricula; and participation in the general education curriculum. If the child’s teacher is not knowledgeable about the special services the child receives, a special education teacher or service provider is asked to complete this portion of the questionnaire, which asks about the child’s special services (type and model of service delivery). 
6. Early Childhood Program Director Questionnaire. For each child attending a special or general early childhood program, data are collected from the program director about the program; its practices, philosophies, and characteristics; and the children served. 

7. Elementary School Principal Questionnaire. Elementary school principals are asked to provide information on the characteristics of their school, including inclusion practices and data on aggregate measures of school performance. This information is collected for children attending programs in elementary schools and any time children transfer into new schools for which the information was not previously collected.

8. Child Status Report. Just prior to each wave of data collection, starting with wave 2, school staff will be asked to confirm that the participating child is still enrolled at the school, provide the name of the child’s current teacher, and/or to identify the school where the child has transferred.

Wave 1 data collection included an LEA Policies and Practices Questionnaire and a State Education Agency (SEA) Policy and Practices Questionnaire. These were one-time data collections and will not be repeated in subsequent years. As such, we are not seeking clearance for these forms and did not include them in the package.

The data collection plan recognizes the variety of settings in which preschool children spend their day. Not all children will have data collected on the same set of instruments. For example, if the child is in an early childhood classroom as a 3-, 4-, or 5-year-old, data will be collected from the child’s teacher. Some children may enter the study at age 5 already enrolled in kindergarten and, therefore, never have preschool information collected through the preschool questionnaires. In addition, though all the children recruited into PEELS had an IEP at the start of the study, some children will move out of special education and no longer need services or have an IEP. For these children, information regarding special services will not be needed. Exhibit 2 shows the data collection schedule by wave, age cohort, and school level.

	Exhibit 2.  PEELS Child-Based Data Collection Schedule by Wave, Age Cohort, & School Level

	Preschool Year (P#)

 in study

or Grade –

K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
	Wave 1

2003-2004
	Wave 2

2004-2005
	Wave 3

2005-2006
	Wave 4

2006-2007
	Wave 5

2008-2009

	
	P1
	K
	P2
	K
	1
	P3
	K
	1
	2
	P4
	K
	1
	2
	3
	K
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cohort
	A
	3
	
	4
	
	
	5
	5
	
	
	6
	6
	6
	
	
	
	8
	8
	8
	
	

	
	B
	4
	
	5
	5
	
	6
	6
	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	9
	9
	

	
	C
	5
	5
	6
	6
	6
	
	7
	7
	7
	
	
	8
	8
	8
	
	
	
	10
	10
	10


Notes:     

Beginning in Wave 4 cohort C, the PEELS direct assessment instruments will be replaced with the child assessment instruments 
previously administered to students in OSEP’s national study of elementary school-aged special education (SEELS). 

A. JUSTIFICATION

1.
Purpose and Authority


The mission of OSEP is to use its leadership, knowledge-generation, and funding roles to support the improvement of results for children and youth with disabilities. Its knowledge-generation capacity is authorized through Section 674a of Part B of IDEA, which allows for the collection of data and the conducting of studies to measure and evaluate the impact of IDEA and the effectiveness of state efforts to provide a free appropriate public education to all children with disabilities. In accordance with this, Westat is completing wave 1 of data collection and analysis for PEELS under contract to OSEP. This package is being submitted for clearance for waves 2 through 4. 

OSEP’s mission is more likely to be achieved by generating knowledge that (1) paints a clear picture of the current achievements of children receiving special education in multiple domains, (2) allows the systematic tracking of achievement over time to assess changes, (3) provides for routine assessment of the educational and other experiences of children over time, and (4) supports analyses that relate variations in those experiences to achievement, thereby identifying factors that contribute to and hinder improved achievement for children and youth. 

OSEP’s first commitment to longitudinal research that fulfilled these functions was the NLTS, a study of students in secondary special education that followed the youth until they were ages 18 through 26. The value of NLTS to OSEP and to the special education and disability communities made a compelling case for initiating a more comprehensive program of longitudinal research. In 1994, OSEP developed options for such a program. Establishing a Research Agenda for Reauthorization of IDEA (MSPD Evaluation Support Center, 1995) laid out a plan for longitudinal research that called for establishing several cohorts of children and youth with disabilities that, if followed for a long enough period of time, would create a picture of the experiences and achievements of children and youth with disabilities, potentially from birth to young adulthood.

In 1996, OSEP commissioned a longitudinal study of infants and toddlers with disabilities who were receiving early intervention to answer key questions about the children and families served under Part C of IDEA, the services provided, and their achievements. In spring of 2000, OSEP commissioned SEELS to provide information on the characteristics, experiences, and achievements of 6- to 12-year-olds receiving special education as they transition from elementary to middle and middle to high school. And at the beginning of 2001, OSEP commissioned the second National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS2), taking the baton from SEELS to provide data on youth as they move through middle school and high school, to transition to the adult world. The only gap on this longitudinal spectrum were the early childhood years; that is, children ages 3 through 5, no longer toddlers, but not yet considered primary school age. This stage is especially complex for children receiving special education services, not just developmentally, but in regard to the formal and informal structure of the education and social service delivery systems. It is important to examine the influence of these services on a child’s later academic, social, and vocational success. PEELS fulfills this need by completing OSEP’s longitudinal knowledge base about children and youth with disabilities across the age range.

2. Use of Information

OSEP has a variety of ongoing needs for information about the implementation and outcomes of special education for children ages 3-5 with disabilities across the nation. These include:

· Data that serve as indicators of OSEP’s Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) objectives. In particular, PEELS addresses IDEA, Part B, Indicator 1.2, which states, “The percentage of preschool children receiving special education and related services who have readiness skills when they reach kindergarten will increase.”  The primary data source on children’s early literacy and early numeric skills is the direct assessment. Direct assessments of (pre-)reading and (early) mathematics skills are conducted in each wave of PEELS. The final preschool assessment can be used to gauge academic readiness for kindergarten a few months later. 

· Information requested by Congress in regular reauthorizations of IDEA.

· Information to respond to the many questions about children with disabilities, their families, and the programs that serve them that are raised by policymakers, advocates, practitioners, parents, and researchers.

Data collected from PEELS will supply much-needed information for all of these purposes. Specifically, the following groups of individuals are likely to benefit from collection of the information:

· Federal policymakers, who make decisions about special education and related services for young children with disabilities and the critical interfaces among these programs and other federally funded services and systems that affect children with disabilities and their families.

· State early childhood special education policymakers (e.g., 619 coordinators) who make decisions regarding state implementation of special education, state funding levels for special education, and other issues about programs and services for children with disabilities.

· LEA and school administrators, who are responsible for implementing programs and services at the local level.

· Practitioners and administrators in early childhood special education and related service systems, who will better understand the participation of young children with disabilities in those systems and the contribution of services to achievement.

· Parents of children with disabilities who can use information on special education and related services and achievement to increase their own capacity to advocate effectively for their children.

· Higher education faculty who conduct preservice training of special education teachers and related service personnel, who can use information on service and program characteristics that facilitate positive outcomes for children to improve the capabilities of future educators and practitioners.

· Researchers who have access to this rich data source to conduct a variety of secondary analyses, develop comparable local or statewide follow-up studies, review the technical methods, or use the data for publication.

OSEP is still collecting wave 1 data, so is not yet in a position to make use of information received from the current collection.

3. 
Method of Collection 

The parent interview is the only instrument that involves the use of technological collection techniques. These interviews are conducted by using computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) technology. Since the parent interview is the most significant data collection instrument in terms of respondent burden, this technology helps reduce burden to respondents in a number of ways. First, respondents are asked only questions that are appropriate for them, based on their prior responses. This is accomplished through a computerized skip logic that is embedded in the questionnaires presented in the appendices. Second, the CATI system greatly speeds the transitions in the interview, which results in a substantially smaller time burden being placed on the respondents relative to the time required if the interviews were administered from a printed questionnaire. Third, the instrument is programmed to accept only logical responses to items, so interviewers are prompted to clarify misunderstandings as they occur.

All other data collection is accomplished through mailed questionnaires or on-site direct assessments. Basic demographics and general intake information associated with the sample recruitment phase were collected through the enrollment forms. The recruitment process, which utilized these forms, occurred only in study wave 1. Information about the sampled children’s enrollment status will be updated prior to data collection each fall through mailed paper forms (child status report). Burden estimates are reported in Section 12.

4. 
Avoidance of Duplication

No national data currently exist on the characteristics, experiences, or outcomes of children ages 3 through 5 receiving early childhood special education services—data that ultimately will be provided by PEELS. The only national data are state-reported counts of the number of children served at a point in time each year, described by their age, and the settings where the special education and related services are received. None of the data collection instruments for PEELS duplicates any existing national data that describe preschool special education programs or the children receiving services in these programs. Although some states and local programs may collect information on samples of their own schools or children, state and local data are too diverse in content and quality to be comparable and are an inappropriate base from which to extrapolate to the nation as a whole.

5. 
Small Business Impact

No small businesses will be involved as respondents in this data collection. Therefore, there will be no small business impacts.

6. 
Consequences of Not Collecting Information

In the absence of the data collection for PEELS, Federal policy regarding early childhood special education and related services will continue to be made without a solid base of information from which to address such fundamental questions as the nature of the children served, the instructional programs and services they receive, and the achievements of children receiving early childhood special education and related services. Questions raised in the context of recent Federal reauthorizations for which data were unavailable will continue to be raised, again without satisfactory responses. 

The timing and frequency of data collection for PEELS are rooted in the nature of both the PEELS population and the nature of the early childhood programs they attend. Developmentally, the children in PEELS change at a more rapid rate than the children in SEELS or NLTS2. Because preschool is not governed by traditional American compulsory education, the early childhood programs that the children in PEELS attend differ dramatically from each other and from the more standard formal school system that characterizes elementary and secondary schools. As a result, it is necessary to conduct data collections immediately and repeatedly to capture these vast differences and rapid changes. The schedule of data collection is considered the minimum number and maximum spacing to obtain accurate information on children’s outcomes. Data collection on school-based programs is timed to permit appropriate analytic linkages to children’s elementary school outcomes.

7. 
Special Circumstances

The proposed data collection is consistent with 5CFR 1320.6 and therefore involves no special circumstances.

8. 
Consultation Outside the Agency

Study design work was conducted by SRI International, and Westat was contracted to conduct wave 1 data collection, data cleaning, analysis, and reporting. The design phase involved extensive input from experts in the content areas and methods used by PEELS. First, a stakeholder advisory panel was used that included representatives from many of the audiences that will be keenly interested in PEELS. The panel helped develop the conceptual framework and define and prioritize the research questions. The group met once in person for a day-long meeting and engaged in a priority-setting exercise for the research questions through an exchange of materials and a voting process.

Second, a technical work group (TWG) of researchers experienced in child-based and longitudinal studies, early childhood education, and special education advised on multiple aspects of the design, including the child sampling approach and data collection procedures. TWG members also received all the data collection instruments. The TWG held six phone conferences, and members reviewed all materials produced in the design process. Each member supplied PEELS staff with written comments and notes and provided verbal feedback through telephone conferences. 

In addition, four nationally recognized experts in early childhood special education served as consultants to the PEELS process. They provided advice in all areas, with particular attention to the data collection instruments and administration timeframe.  Four additional consultants provided advice on the selection of assessment instruments.

Finally, experienced researchers from SRI International and RTI guided the development and completion of the PEELS design. Senior Westat staff led the wave 1 data collection, analysis, and reporting effort. Members of the TWG, advisory panel, the eight consultants, and senior Westat staff are listed in Exhibit 3. 

	Exhibit 3.  Stakeholder Panel, Consultants, and Contractor Staff Members

	Name
	Affiliation

	Technical Work Group

	Lizanne DeStefano
	University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign

	Marsha Brauen
	Westat

	Elvira Hausken
	National Center for Education Statistics

	Mary McEvoy
	CEED-University of Minnesota

	Mabel Rice
	University of Kansas

	Carol Trivette
	Orelena Hawkes, Puckett Institute

	Mark Wolery
	Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center

	Consultants

	Donald Bailey
	University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

	Michelle deFosset
	NECTAS

	Robin Williams
	University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

	Rune Simmeonsson
	University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

	Sally Atkins Burnette
	University of Toledo

	Lynn Fuchs
	Vanderbilt University

	Sam Meisels
	University of Michigan

	Scott McConnell
	University of Minnesota

	Stakeholder Group

	Catherine Burzio
	Parent Representative

	Jo Ann Edelin
	Alexandria City Public Schools, Office of Student Services

	Armineh Hacobian
	Parent Representative

	Debra Jervay-Pendergrass
	Kennedy Institute-Stories Project

	Luzanne Pierce
	National Association of State Directors of Special Education

	Elizabeth Schaefer
	MA 619 Coordinator

	Lou McIntosh
	Merrywing Corporation

	Merle McPherson
	Maternal and Child Health Program

	Jim O'Brien
	Administration for Children, Youth and Families

	Mary Simmons
	Simpson County, RTC

	Gail Solit
	Gallaudet University Child Development Center

	Sharon Walsh
	Advisory Panel

	Pete Weilenmann
	Advisory Panel

	Terris Willis
	Advisory Panel

	Samara Goodman
	U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs

	Nancy Treusch
	U.S. Department of Education/OSERS, Office of Special Education

	Design Contractor Staff

	SRI International and Research Triangle Institute

	Data Collection, Analysis, and Reporting Staff at Westat

	Elaine Carlson, Project Director

	Bill Frey, Assessment Director

	Ron Hirschhorn, Senior Systems Designer


	Linda LeBlanc, Data Collection Manager

	Hyunshik Lee, Senior Sampling Statistician


9. 
Reimbursement of Respondents
OSEP believes that the use of participant incentives improves response rates, reduces bias, and reduces costs. Incentives enhance the quality of the data by ensuring that nonresponse is kept to a minimum. Recruiting reluctant participants and converting refusals are time-consuming and expensive endeavors, and research suggests that arm-twisting can introduce bias into survey results. 

In the first wave, OSEP provided incentives for each of the following data collections: the parent interview, early childhood teacher/kindergarten teacher/elementary school teacher questionnaires, the program director/principal questionnaires, the LEA policy and practices questionnaires, and the direct child assessments. Parents were offered incentives at the time of recruitment. Recruitment materials for the parents outlined the following package of incentives: 

· $15 check mailed within 30 days of enrollment;

· $20 check included in the letter that confirms the date and time for the parent interview; and

· An age-appropriate gift (valued at approximately $1) given to the child at the time of the direct assessment.

· In addition, a $15 gift certificate to Target or Wal-Mart was sent to families that allowed assessments to be conducted in their homes or to families who transported their children to another location for the assessment (see Table 2).

For all three teacher questionnaires, OSEP included $10 with the questionnaire when it was distributed to potential respondents. For the early childhood program director/principal questionnaire and the LEA policy and practices questionnaire, OSEP included a $20 gift certificate to Amazon.com, which the respondents could use to purchase books or other materials for their preschool programs (see Table 2). 

Table 2.  Incentive Structure for PEELS Participants—Wave 1

	Data collection
	Incentive
	Administration procedures

	Parent recruitment
	$15 check
	Mailed within 30 days of recruitment

	Parent CATI
	$20 check
	Enclosed with advance letter

	Early childhood teacher/kindergarten teacher/elementary school teacher questionnaire
	$10 cash
	Included with questionnaire

	Program director/principal questionnaire
	$20 gift certificate
	Included with questionnaire

	LEA policy and procedure questionnaire
	$20 gift certificate
	Included with questionnaire

	Direct child assessment
	$1 toy
	Provided at time of assessment

	Direct child assessment
	$15 gift certificate
	Given at the time of assessment to families who allowed assessments to be conducted in their homes or who transported children to another location for assessment


OSEP proposes implementing the same incentive structure for the subsequent waves of data collection. The only changes would be that no incentives would be given to the families for enrolling in the study, and incentives would not be included with the LEA policy questionnaire, since it is only conducted in the first wave of the study. 

10. 
Assurances of Confidentiality

In the first wave, OSEP executed a plan for ensuring that all data collected as part of this study remained confidential. OSEP intends to follow this plan in all subsequent waves of the study. Respondents were assured that confidentiality would be maintained, except as required by law. Specific steps to guarantee confidentiality include the following:

· Identifying information about the families and respondents (e.g., respondent name, address, and telephone number) was not entered into the analysis data file, but was kept separate from other data and was password protected. A unique identification number for each participating child and school district was used for building raw data and analysis files.

· In emails, participating children were referred to by first name, last initial and unique identification number. School districts were referred to by PEELS identification number. Files containing more information were password protected.

· A fax machine used to send or receive documents containing confidential information was kept in a locked field room, only accessible to study team members. When sending faxes, study staff called ahead to make sure the authorized recipient was waiting for the fax. 

· Confidential materials were printed on a printer located in a limited access field room. If printing documents containing confidential information from shared network printers, authorized study staff were present and retrieved the documents as soon as printing was complete.

· In public reports, findings will be presented in aggregate by type of respondent (e.g., parents’ perceptions of service delivery) or for subgroups of interest (e.g., social functioning of children who begin receiving early childhood special education at age 3, compared to age 5). No reports will identify individual respondents, local programs, or schools. 

· Access to the child sample files is limited to authorized study staff only; no others are authorized such access.

· All members of the study team were briefed regarding confidentiality of the data. Each person involved in the study signed and had notarized an affidavit of nondisclosure attesting to his/her understanding of the significance of the confidentiality requirement (Exhibit 4).

· A control system was in place, beginning at sample selection, to monitor the status and whereabouts of all data collection instruments during transfer, processing, coding, and data entry. This included sign in/sign out sheets and the hand-carrying of documents by authorized project staff only.

· All data were stored in secure areas accessible only to authorized staff members. Computer-generated output containing identifiable information was maintained under the same conditions.

· When any hard copies containing confidential information were no longer needed, they were shredded. 

Exhibit 4.  Affidavit of Nondisclosure

	
	

	(Job Title)
	(Date of Assignment to PEELS Project)

	Westat

(Organizations, State or Local Agency, or Instrumentality)
	PEELS

(Database or File Containing Individually Identifiable Information)

	1650 Research Blvd.

Rockville, MD  2085-0

(Address)
	


I, 

do solemnly swear (or affirm) that when given access to the subject data base or file, I will not

(i) use or reveal any individually identifiable information furnished, acquired retrieved or assembled by me or others, under the provisions of Section 406 of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1221e-1) for any purpose other than statistical purposes specified in the PEELS surveys, project or contract;

(ii) make any disclosure or publication whereby a sample unit or survey respondent could be identified or the data furnished by or related to any particular person under this section can be identified; or
(iii) permit anyone other than the individuals authorized by the Department of Education to examine the individual reports.





(Signature)

(The penalty for unlawful disclosure is a fine of not more than $250,000 (under 18 U.S.C. 3559 and 3571) or imprisonment for not more than 5 years, or both.  The word “swear” should be stricken out wherever it appears when a person elects to affirm the affidavit rather than to swear to it.)

	State of 

	County of

	

	

	Sworn and subscribed to me before a Notary Public in and for the aforementioned County and State this ________ day of ___________2003.

	

	

	(Notary Public)

	My Commission Expires 


11. 
Sensitive Items

There are no questions of a sensitive nature included in any of the data collections. Parents/guardians were asked to respond concerning their experiences with special education and other education programs and special services, nonschool experiences, their demographic characteristics, and the abilities of their children. Parents/guardians were informed that they could decline to answer any item during the telephone interview. Administrators and teachers were asked to report on specific activities, programs, and services for sample children, children’s classroom experiences, and their own demographic characteristics.

12. 
Estimates of Burden

Estimates of respondent burden for each instrument are provided in Exhibit 5. The total burden for these instruments is estimated to be 13,459 hours over waves 2 through 4, an average of 4,486 hours per wave. These estimates are based on several factors: 

· the length of the instrument,

· number of target respondents,

· frequency of administration, and

· average time for completion in wave 1 data collection.

Each data collection instrument has a schedule of administration based on the children’s school level for each year (preschool, kindergarten, elementary school). Burden estimates have accounted for the schedule variation over the next three waves, as follows:

· The family interview, direct and alternate assessments, and all teacher and program director/principal questionnaires will be administered each wave of the study. 

· The number of early childhood teachers of PEELS children will gradually decline in waves 2 through 4 (beyond expected attrition), as the children age out of preschool; in accordance, the number of kindergarten and elementary school teachers (which will be relatively small in wave 1), will increase by the wave 3 data collection. 

· If more than one child attended a given center or school, only one principal/program director questionnaire was required. The number of early childhood program director questionnaires will decline as the children move out of preschool.

· The bulk of elementary school principal questionnaires will be introduced by wave 3, as children move from preschool (in wave 1) into kindergarten and elementary school. The principal questionnaire was administered in wave 1 for the small number of children who entered the study in kindergarten and in cases where an early childhood center was located in an elementary school. 

· The principal/program director questionnaire is only completed once for each school/program. So, if a PEELS child is in the same school/program in wave 2 as in wave 1, the principal/program director questionnaire would not be administered again.  Likewise, if a PEELS child moves from one PEELS school/program to another between waves, the principal/program director questionnaire would not be administered again, and the child would be linked to the new school.  

· A child status report, indicating the grade level and location on file for PEELS children, will be completed annually starting in wave 2 by site coordinators. 

· Cohort B will not be included in wave 4 data collection.

· In wave 4, cohort C will be administered the SEELS direct and alternate assessments.

Exhibit 5. Estimates of Respondent Burden

	Instrument
	Respondent
	Actual Number Completed in Wave 1 
	Anticipated Number Completed in Wave 2
	Anticipated Number Completed in Wave 3
	Anticipated Number Completed in Wave 4
	Minutes
per Completion
	Total Burden in Minutes

	
	
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)
	(d)
	(e)
	(b+c+d) x e

	Family/Parent Interview
	Parents and guardians
	2,802
	2,662
	2,529
	1,602
	54
	366,822

	Teacher Q (Early Childhood, Kindergarten, and Elementary)
	Teachers
	2,180
	2,071
	1,967
	1,245
	30
	158,490

	School Administrator Q (Program Director and Principal)
	School administrators
	519* 
	260
	130
	43
	20
	8,660

	Child Status Report
	Site coordinators
	----
	215
	215
	215
	30
	19,350

	PEELS Direct Assessment
	Participating children
	2,437
	2,315
	2,199
	697
	40
	208,440

	PEELS Alternate Assessment
	Teachers
	355
	337
	320
	101
	15
	11,370

	SEELS Direct Assessment
	Participating children
	----
	----
	----
	697
	45
	31,365

	SEELS Alternate Assessment
	Teachers
	----
	----
	----
	101
	30
	3,030

	TOTAL  BURDEN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	807,527


Notes: To calculate the annual reporting and record keeping burden on the 83-I form we used an average of the anticipated numbers for waves 2-4.

* The number of complete school administrator questionnaires is interim as we plan on following up with nonrespondents in wave 2.


13. 
Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Respondents

Respondent costs result from the investment of time in completing questionnaires, (e.g., school staff completing mail questionnaires, families responding to telephone interviews). Estimates of response time for each data collection instrument are presented in Exhibit 5 in response to item 12 above. No dollar costs have been associated with the time estimates because salaries of school personnel vary widely, and no standard valuation of parent time is available.

14. 
Estimated Annual Cost Burden to Federal Government

The cost for wave 1 was $5,591,563. This included costs for all aspects of data collection (parent interviews, direct assessments, and questionnaires); data cleaning, coding, and processing; descriptive, explanatory, and longitudinal analyses; preparation of various project reports; and general project management and coordination with the government project officer. OSEP estimates that costs for wave 2 will be $1,304,450. Costs for wave 3 and 4 will be similar to those for wave 2.

15. 
Program Changes in Burden/Cost Estimates 


The previous clearance covered wave 1 and the preliminary analysis. We are submitting this package for waves 2 through 4. Consequently, there were several adjustments to the burden estimates.

· The enrollment forms and SEA and LEA questionnaires were removed because they were only administered in wave 1.

· The child status report was added because it will only be used beginning in wave 2 to track the children.

· Based on the wave 1 data collection experience, it was found that the original time estimate to complete the teacher questionnaires was low and needed to be adjusted. 

16. 
Plans/Schedules for Tabulation and Publication

OSEP is still collecting the first wave of data and is finalizing the analysis plans. The PEELS sample, research agenda, and data collection schedule make PEELS an especially ambitious study. The study must be equally ambitious with regard to analysis so that the generated information will be of maximum use to its many audiences. 

Plans for Data Analysis 

Descriptive Statistics 

Once the data from the mail questionnaires, CATI, and assessment have been coded, edited, and weighted, OSEP will generate descriptive statistics that summarize and describe the raw data. Descriptive statistics will include measures of central tendency (i.e., means and medians,) and variance estimates as well as percentages that describe the distribution of categorical data. Appropriate descriptive statistics will be selected for each item from the CATI and mail questionnaires, calculated, and presented in a series of data tables. These data will be used to address the first three study questions:

· What are the characteristics of children receiving preschool special education?

· What preschool programs and services do they receive?

· What are their transitions like (from early intervention to preschool, and from preschool programs/services to elementary school)

Data from the direct student assessments also will be summarized in descriptive statistics and presented in data tables which will primarily address the fourth research question—What results do they achieve in preschool, kindergarten, and early elementary school? These statistics will include raw scores, standardized scores, and proficiency levels. Standardized scores provide norm-referenced measures of achievement using publisher’s norms or using the scores of the other children in the study. They estimate a child’s achievement level relative to the population. Proficiency scores are dichotomous variables that indicate whether a child did or did not meet some threshold of performance on the subtest. OSEP proposes using one standard deviation below the mean for the norm population as the performance criterion on each normed subtest. 

Table 3 presents proposed analyses for data from each of the subtests in the assessment, including teacher rating scales included in the questionnaires. Because some subtests, such as the Individual Growth and Development Indicators, do not have norms, only raw scores will be calculated. 

Table 3.  Analysis of Wave 1 Assessment Data

	Test
	Variable Type
	Score Type
	Categories
	Statistics

	preLas – Simon Says
	Independent/covariate
	Raw score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	preLas – Art Show
	Independent/covariate
	Raw score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	PPVT III-R
	Independent/covariate
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	Attention Sustained
	Independent/Covariate
	Raw score 

Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	IGDI Picture Naming
	Dependent/Outcome
	Raw score

Scaled score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	IGDI Alliteration
	Dependent/Outcome
	Raw score

Scaled score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	IGDI Rhyming
	Dependent/Outcome
	Raw score 

Scaled score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	IGDI Segment Blending
	Dependent/Outcome
	Raw score

Scaled score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	W-J Letter Word
	Dependent/Outcome
	Raw score

Scaled score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	W-J Quantitative Concepts – Num Series
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	W-J Quantitative Concepts – Concepts
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	W-J Applied Problems
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	Early Math Skills
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	Vineland – G/F Motor
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	PKBS – Social Skills
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	PKBS – Problem Behaviors
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	ABAS Functional Academics
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	ABAS Community Use
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	ABAS Self-Direction
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	ARS Language and Literacy
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency

	ARS Mathematical Thinking
	Dependent/Outcome
	Norm score
	Cohort

Disability
	Central Tendency


Data tables for each item in the parent interview, some of the mail questionnaires, and each subtest in the English direct assessment will present information in cross-tabulations with one table for each of six independent variables, including: 

· age cohort,

· race/ethnicity,

· service setting

· district size,

· family income, and 

· disability type.

For the SEA and LEA policy and practices questionnaires, some cross-tabulated data will be presented, though at a less detailed level, as this information is to be used largely for contextual purposes.

Each data table will include standard errors of the estimates. All the data in the descriptive tables will be weighted to represent national estimates, and analysts will generate inferential statistics to test for differences across groups defined by age cohort, race/ethnicity, etc. 

Results of the alternate assessment will be reported in cross-tabulation if the data will support it. OSEP does not expect to run cross-tabulations using the results of the Spanish assessment because we expect too few children will complete a Spanish assessment to adequately populate the cells of the tables without concern for disclosure issues. Rather, OSEP will prepare general descriptive statistics for the Spanish assessment (raw scores and standardized scores). 

In preparation for conducting the more complex analyses required to answer the fifth research question (i.e., which factors contribute to better results), OSEP will explore strategies for reducing the outcomes data to more meaningful (and manageable) scores. PEELS has collected a very large number of performance measures between the direct assessments and teacher ratings of performance. We believe that many of these measures comprise overlapping and interrelated constructs. It will be important to identify a reduced set of scores that are more stable and meaningful. 


OSEP will use exploratory factor analysis to assess the interrelationship between and among variables in the study.  Using rather general assumptions, we believe that factor analysis will assist in uncovering a latent variable structure in the data that will account for the intercorrelations. For example, there are four raw scores associated with the Individual Growth and Development Indicators (IGDIs). We assume that these measures are intercorrelated.  Factor analysis will allow us to assess the interrelatedness among these scores to determine whether we can reduce the scores to a single derived (latent) variable.  Once a stable set of measures is identified from the data, we will attempt to construct profiles of scores comprising the reduced set of variables. Where possible, we will present these scores by age cohort, race, and disability group. 

In order to determine which factors contribute to better results, OSEP will build a series of multivariate regression models using the child assessment scores as the outcome variables. These models will be built based on the results of the cross-tabulations and findings from previous research. Possible independent variables include disability type, number of disabilities, race/ethnicity, family income, parents’ education, teachers’ years of experience, teachers’ credentials, class size, class composition, classroom staffing, material resources, school size, school student characteristics, school staffing, school material resources, intensity of special education and related services, type of services, age services started, and service setting. 

PEELS data have a hierarchical structure, where children with disabilities is the lowest level, nested within districts. This data structure must be taken into account not only in variance estimation but also in regressions. Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) is considered particularly useful in analysis of educational assessment data when school or district effects are important.
 For PEELS data, we plan to conduct two-level hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) for cross-section analysis, where children are at the first level and districts are at the second level. 

When data are available for three or more waves, the longitudinal data will be analyzed using a three-level model with longitudinal data points at the lowest level (i.e., the children). HLM will allow us to address growth change within children and between children simultaneously.
 The child’s growth curve is estimated as an individual growth trajectory over the waves. Exploratory data analysis will be performed to explain differences among students in growth rates. The adequacy of linear modeling as opposed to the more difficult and time consuming nonlinear modeling will be examined at that time.

OSEP recommends stepwise regression to identify significant predictors in the models and maximize the amount of explained variance. In subsequent waves of data collection, OSEP recommends using differences in achievement scores (after wave 2) and growth curve analysis (after wave 3) to more reliably explore the relationship between predictors and outcomes for children with disabilities. 

Analyses for waves 2 through 4 will build on previous research and analyses completed in wave 1. OSEP plans to develop cross-sectional as well as longitudinal weights for each wave and generate descriptive statistics after each wave as well as support higher level analysis, such as the growth curve analysis described above. 

Extant Data Sources for Comparisons

As analysts generate and report descriptive statistics for PEELS, we will make every effort to contextualize those statistics by reporting results of similar analyses from extant data sources. This will help analysts and readers alike to interpret results. A number of ongoing studies share overlapping populations and/or assessment instruments with PEELS, including ECLS-K; Head Start Impact Study; Head Start National Reporting System (NRS); Classroom Literacy Interventions and Outcomes (CLIO); and SEELS. Table 1 on page 7 includes a brief description of each study and its relevance to PEELS.

Some PEELS data will be compared with similar data for the general population where such analyses would be relevant to policy discussions. For example, ECLS-K and FACES (a study of children in Head Start) contain similar or identical items to PEELS and contain nationally representative samples of children in similar age ranges. Such comparisons will allow us to discuss differences between preschoolers with and without disabilities in their academic achievement, demographic characteristics, and educational services. Care will be taken in making such comparisons to account for or explain differences in child age.

Reporting Mechanisms 

Descriptive data tables for PEELS will be produced in paper version and loaded onto the PEELS web site in pdf format. Web tables will be organized by the following topics:

· Child/Family Characteristics,

· School and Program Characteristics,

· Classroom Characteristics,

· Special Education Services,

· Teacher Characteristics,

· State and Local Policies, and

· Children’s Outcomes.

There will be menus for users to select the data type of their interest. The user will be prompted to select one of several independent variables available for each table, for example, district size or service setting. Table 4 describes the reports that will be generated for wave 1.

Table 4.  Schedule of Wave 1 Reporting Activities

	Task
	Estimated Completion Date
	Comments/Outlines

	Final Wave 1 Methods Report
	12/15/04
	Proposed Title: Study Methods from PEELS Wave 1

Including the following chapters:

· Study Design

· Sampling

· Instrumentation

· Data Collection

· Data Preparation (including weighting and imputation)

· Data Analysis

Appendices including:

· Instruments

· Sampling Allocation

· Nonresponse Study

	Submission for the Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (ARC)
	2/20/05
	Westat will prepare statistics, tables, and/or graphics to meet OSEP’s need for PEELS data in the ARC. Westat will propose a number of topics for OSEP’s consideration. Questions might include, What knowledge and skills do preschoolers with disabilities have?  What special education services do preschoolers with disabilities receive? 

	Wave 1 Overview Report
	4/1/05
	Proposed Title: Overview of Results from PEELS Wave 1 Data Collection

Including the following chapters:

· Methods

· The Characteristics of Children Receiving Preschool Special Education Services

· The Services Preschoolers with Disabilities Receive

· The Knowledge and Skills Preschools with Disabilities Demonstrate

· Exploring Differences in Knowledge and Skills Among Preschoolers with Disabilities


Table 4.  Schedule of Wave 1 Reporting Activities (continued)

	Final Report of CATI Data
	4/1/05
	Proposed Title: Parents’ Perspectives on their Preschoolers with Disabilities and the Services They Receive

Including the following chapters:

· Background Characteristics

· Health and Disability

· Child Behavior

·  (Pre)School Programs and Services

· Special Education Services

· Child Care

· Out-of-School Activities

· Summary and Implications

	Final Report of Questionnaire Data
	4/1/05
	Proposed Title: Teachers’ and Administrators’ Perspectives on Preschoolers with Disabilities and the Services They Receive

Including the following chapters:

· Child/Family Characteristics

· School and Program Characteristics

· Classroom Characteristics

· Special Education Services

· Teacher Characteristics

· State and Local Policies

· Children’s Outcomes

Summary and Implications

	Final Report of Assessment Data
	4/1/05
	Proposed Title: Assessment Results for Preschoolers with Disabilities

The report will be organized by subtest or scale. Results from the indirect assessments will also be included.

	Briefing Booklet/Slides
	4/15/05
	Including a sample of slides used in various conference presentations for OSEP to use on an as-needed basis.


17. 
Expiration Date Omission Approval

Not applicable. 

18. 
Exceptions

No exceptions are taken.

B.  COLLECTIONS OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS

1. 
Sampling Methods 

PEELS must meet the information needs of a wide variety of audiences using a variety of data collection and analytic approaches. PEELS data must provide accurate estimates about the characteristics, programs, and results of children receiving preschool special education services. However, no universe list of children receiving special education existed from which to draw the PEELS sample. Thus, a sample of LEAs was drawn first from the Quality Education Data (QED) so the sample children could be identified. Out of 7,818 LEAs in the sampling frame, which was stratified by size, region, and wealth, 709 were sampled and 224 agreed to participate (main and nonresponse samples).  Roughly 200 LEAs were projected as necessary to yield the desired child sample size. The sample of LEAs was only a vehicle for obtaining a sample of children; it is too small to make highly precise national estimates about LEA practices. 

LEA Stratification 


The PEELS LEA sample was stratified for four principal reasons: 

· To reduce the number of LEAs required by ensuring that enough of the less numerous but larger LEAs (e.g., large urban districts) were selected. 

· To increase the precision of estimates by eliminating between-strata variance. 

· To increase comparability with the findings of other research.

· To make PEELS responsive to policy concerns (e.g., differential effects of Federal policies in particular regions, differential outcomes, or services in LEAs of different sizes). 

The first of these reasons is especially important because of the great diversity in the sizes of LEAs. Three stratifying variables are used:

· A measure of child enrollment, 

· Geographic region, and

· A measure of district/community wealth.

These variables were selected on the basis of conceptual soundness and the likelihood of providing a gain in precision over simple random sampling. These variables and their sources are described below.

District size. LEAs vary considerably in size, the most useful available measure of which is pupil enrollment. A host of organizational and contextual variables with considerable potential influence over the operations and effects of special education and related programs are associated with size. These include the extent of district administrative/supportive capacity, the degree of specialization in administrative structure, the nature of citizen and interest group activity in education, and the characteristic relationship with state and Federal governance systems.

We divided the PEELS universe into four size strata (very large, large, medium, and small), each accounting for 25 percent of the 560,000 children ages 3 to 5 in special education. We then removed from the “small” stratum those LEAs with fewer than 10 expected preschool special education children and used these LEAs to form a “very small” stratum. The results are shown in Exhibit 6.

	Exhibit 6.  Distribution of LEAs, by Size Stratum

	Size Stratum
	Range of Number of Special Education Children Ages 3 to 5
	Number of LEAs

in Stratum
	Average Number of Special Education Children Ages 3 to 5

	Very large
	391 to 18,368
	140
	990

	Large
	118 to 390
	718
	193

	Medium
	42 to 117
	2,053
	68

	Small
	10 to 41
	5,212
	22

	Very small
	<10
	5,370
	4


Although there are many LEAs in the very small stratum, cumulatively they account for only 4.3 percent of all children ages 3 to 5 receiving special education services. In addition, there are many very small LEAs without any eligible children. For these reasons it is impractical to cover this stratum. However, if no adjustment is made to correct for the overcoverage, the bias could be serious. Therefore, an appropriate adjustment is desirable. A simple and effective adjustment is ratio adjustment, which will be done in a form of post-stratification, where post-strata for the small stratum cover the very small stratum simultaneously. Such adjustment will be free of undercoverage bias if the small and very small strata are similar in terms of study variables. The magnitude of the bias will depend on the extent of dissimilarity between very small and small LEAs. It is expected that for most of the variables, the undercoverage bias will be negligible.

Region. This variable captures essential political differences, as well as subtle differences in the organization of schools, the economic conditions under which they operate, and the character of public concerns. Regions differ, for example, in the changes in school enrollment over time. For PEELS, the regional classification variable selected is used by the Department of Commerce, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (see Exhibit 7).

	Exhibit 7.  Distribution of States, by Region

	Northeast (N = 12)

	Connecticut
	Maryland
	New York

	Delaware
	Massachusetts
	Pennsylvania

	District of Columbia
	New Hampshire
	Rhode Island

	Maine
	New Jersey
	Vermont

	Southeast (N = 12)

	Alabama
	Kentucky
	South Carolina

	Arkansas
	Louisiana
	Tennessee

	Florida
	Mississippi
	Virginia

	Georgia
	North Carolina
	West Virginia

	Central (N = 12)

	Illinois
	Michigan
	North Dakota

	Indiana
	Minnesota
	Ohio

	Iowa
	Missouri
	South Dakota

	Kansas
	Nebraska
	Wisconsin

	West/Southwest (N = 15)

	Alaska
	Idaho
	Oregon

	Arizona
	Montana
	Texas

	California
	Nevada
	Washington

	Colorado
	New Mexico
	Wyoming

	Hawaii
	Oklahoma
	Utah


By assigning each LEA to a region based on its state, we obtain the allocation of LEAs and proportions of total estimated preschool special education population among regions indicated in Exhibit 8. 

	Exhibit 8.  Distribution of LEAs and Child Population, by Region

	Geographic Stratum
	Number of LEAs

in Stratum
	Proportion of All Special

Education Children

Ages 3 to 5

	Northeast
	2,766
	23.6%

	Southeast
	1,613
	26.0%

	Central
	5,286
	23.4%

	West/Southwest
	4,084
	27.0%


District/community wealth. LEAs differ greatly in the resources they have available and in the demands placed on those resources by low-income children, who often bring a variety of risk factors to their school experiences. Policies and programs may differ in LEAs that face these differential demands from disadvantaged children. High-poverty districts may also have a high proportion of children in special education. As a measure of district wealth, the Orshansky index (the ratio of the number of children receiving Title 1 services to the total child population in the LEA) is a well-accepted measure. The distribution of Orshansky index scores was organized into four categories, each containing approximately 25 percent of the child population:  

· High wealth (0% to 12% Orshansky),  

· Medium wealth (13% to 34% Orshansky), 

· Low wealth (35% to 40% Orshansky), and

· Very low wealth (over 40% Orshansky).

LEA Sample Size

There were 7,818 LEAs in the sampling frame, excluding the over 5,000 very small-sized LEAs. A sample much larger than the targeted 210 LEAs was randomly selected following stratified simple random sampling. There are three main stratification variables (four district sizes, four geographic regions, and four wealth categories), resulting in 64 stratum cells. 

The entire sample was divided into 15 sets of randomized priority lists. The randomization was done within each stratum, and therefore, any number of priority lists with a stratum is a random sample for the stratum. These 15 sets were categorized into three sample streams, the 1st and 2nd priority lists into the primary sample, the 3rd through 10th priority lists into the back-up sample, and the 11th through 15th into the reserve sample. The primary sample was first used and part of the back-up sample was used as needed. When more LEAs were needed in a given stratum cell to achieve the pre-set target cell sample size, the next available priority list was used. Therefore, the number of priority lists used varies from stratum cell to stratum cell. Nevertheless, the sample used at any given time constitutes a nationally representative sample. 

Altogether 709 LEAs were contacted by sending an invitation letter to them to participate in the study. Telephone follow-up was also used to achieve the target stratum cell sample sizes. In only five stratum cells, the target sample sizes were not met. The most serious case is where both of two LEAs in the cell were contacted, but neither agreed to participate. This case is somewhat serious because there is no LEA to represent the cell. Therefore, this cell will be collapsed with other cells later when weighting is done. For the other four cells for which the target sample sizes were unmet, there are some LEAs to represent the cells. 

Besides those cells with deficient numbers of respondents, there was an additional problem.  One large state in region 1 did not allow us to contact its LEAs.  This necessitated use of a large number of priority lists (up to 10) for some of the stratum cells in the region.  The ban was subsequently lifted during the data collection period, and we recruited one LEA from the state to participate in wave 1.

One hundred ninety-nine LEAs originally agreed to participate, for a 28 percent agreement rate. The 158 LEAs that declined account for only 22.3 percent of the total sample of 709. The remaining 352, or 49.7 percent, are nonrespondents. 

Because of the low agreement rate, we are conducting a nonresponse study. For this, 32 LEAs from the 709 that had originally declined participation or did not respond were sampled. Of the 32, 25 agreed for a 78 percent agreement rate. The entire study is being replicated for these 25 nonresponse districts. Since we achieved a high response rate for this sample, the combined sample with appropriate weights will be nearly unbiased. By the end of the recruitment process, 224 LEAs from the main and nonresponse samples agreed to participate. 

Children who were already enrolled in preschool or kindergarten at the beginning of the wave 1 data collection (as of March 1, 2003) were selected from an Established Enrollment List, 3/1/03 provided by site coordinators working in the LEAs. The site coordinators then provided “ongoing” lists of children with newly signed IEPs each month for a year (March 2003-February 2004). This process of selecting children ended in May 2004. LEA site coordinators were responsible for determining eligibility of sampled children and recruiting families into the study. Of 5,330 children selected for both the main and nonresponse samples, we received enrollment forms for 4,308 children. Of those, 3,623 children were eligible, and 685 were ineligible. 

There were three eligibility criteria:

1. There must be an English- or Spanish-speaking adult or an adult who uses sign language in the household to respond to a phone interview.

2. The child must be the only child in the family who had been sampled for PEELS.

3. The child must still reside in the participating school district.

In all, 2,907 families agreed to participate, for a 63 percent participation rate. We are treating the 1,022 children for whom we did not receive enrollment forms as refusals although, in fact many of them were likely ineligible (about 184 or 18%) or were never asked to participate by their local site coordinator. 

2. 
Sample Design Procedures

PEELS enrollees belong to one of three cohorts. The start date for enrollment was March 2003:

· Cohort A children had a birthdate between 3/1/00 and 2/28/01. 

· Cohort B children had a birthdate between 3/1/99 and 2/29/00.

· Cohort C children had a birthdate between 3/1/98 and 2/28/99.

The children in the three respective age cohorts will be referred to as the 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old cohorts because in the first wave of the study (Spring 2003-Spring 2004) the age of enrollees in these cohorts averaged approximately 3, 4, and 5 years, for cohorts A, B, and C, respectively.

To ensure a representative sample for each age cohort and because children begin preschool special education services throughout the year and throughout the preschool time period,

· Cohort A was made up entirely of children who began preschool special education services during the first year of the study,
 

· Cohort B was made of children who began preschool special education services during the first year of the study as well as children who began services in the prior year, and

· Cohort C was composed of children who began preschool special education services during the first year of the study as well as children who began services during the previous 2 years.

In the design phase of PEELS, SRI conservatively sized the various cohorts so that in the last year of the study, each cohort would have approximately 510 children with both a direct assessment and parental interview. The expected design effect for proportions is 2, and it was incorporated into the calculation for the anticipated precision of 3.6 percent standard error for proportions. 

To build the child sampling frame, each participating LEA was required to name a site coordinator who is a school district employee such as a special education teacher, social worker, etc. with access to the children’s records. The site coordinators were responsible for submitting lists of eligible children, which became the sampling frame. We received 95 percent of the expected lists of children from the LEAs. 

Children on the Established Enrollment Lists, 3/1/03 included those in Cohorts B and C.  Samples from those lists were drawn shortly after they were submitted by the participating districts.  The sampling rates for each cohort on a district’s Established Enrollment List, 3/1/03 were predetermined. 

Children on the ongoing lists included those in Cohorts A, B, and C.  Samples from those lists were also drawn shortly after they were submitted by participating districts, typically once a month. Each district had predetermined sampling rates for each cohort on the ongoing lists, which were applied to each of the 12 lists, with some exceptions where the sampling rates were recalculated using improved information about the district’s preschool special education enrollment. 

The sampling rates for the Established Enrollment List, 3/1/03 were generally lower than those for the ongoing lists, within a cohort. Both rates were determined to achieve the target sample sizes for the five combinations (i.e., ongoing list, cohorts A, B, and C; Established Enrollment List, 3/1/03 cohorts B and C), while trying to equalize weights within the list/cohort combinations. One of the constraints in achieving that goal was a cap of 80 children for each district, which was imposed to avoid overloading individual districts and their respective Site Coordinators. Although this was taken into consideration in determining the sampling rates, some large districts exceeded the cap. In those cases, the sample was trimmed to an acceptable size before being released to the district.

Each time a site coordinator sent in a list, we selected the children from that list and sent back a recruitment log for the site coordinators to identify which children had been selected and as a tool for them to keep track of the selected children. Also, the site coordinators received a PEELS Enrollment Form for each selected child. Site coordinators were to complete Part 1 of the enrollment form with basic demographic information and whether the child met eligibility criteria for participation. Then, the site coordinators contacted the families of the children who were eligible, presented information about the study, and asked parents to participate. On Part 2 of the enrollment form, the site coordinator indicated whether the family agreed to participate and, if the family agreed, the contact information for the child, parent, and child’s teacher. Part 2 of the enrollment form included the consent form, which the parent signed. For each family enrolled, the site coordinator received $30. 

Wave 1 Response Rates 

Family eligibility rates and agreement rates were very close to projections. However, the sampling plan assumed that every district would submit its Established Enrollment List, 3/1/03 (1) and ongoing lists (12) and that they would actively recruit all their families. That was not the case. By the end of the recruitment period, we had received signed consent forms from 2,678 families in the main sample and 229 in the nonresponse sample, agreeing to participate in PEELS (910 in cohort A, 1,046 in cohort B and 951 in cohort C). For the main sample, that is roughly 84 percent of the number anticipated. The lower than expected participation rate is not a function of high ineligibility or refusals but of districts that simply did not return all their enrollment forms. In order to increase participation rates, OSEP extended the family recruitment period from April to June 2004. 

Overall, the demographic characteristics of families that agreed to participate in the study are similar to those for families selected but not participating. Exhibits 9 through 11 describe the characteristics of those two groups, by cohort. These data reflect some weakness in cohort B, region 1, and cohorts A, B, and C, size 1. These issues will be addressed largely through weighting.

Exhibit 9.  Participation Rate, by Region

	
	Participation Rate

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Cohort A
	.53
	.53
	.58
	.61

	Cohort B
	.47
	.56
	.56
	.60

	Cohort C
	.44
	.53
	.55
	.55

	Total
	.48
	.54
	.56
	.58


Note:  Participation rate is the number agreed divided 
by the number selected.

Exhibit 10.  Participation Rate, by District Size

	
	Participation Rate

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Cohort A
	.47
	.61
	.56
	.63

	Cohort B
	.50
	.62
	.54
	.55

	Cohort C
	.44
	.55
	.50
	.58

	Total
	.47
	.59
	.53
	.59


Note:  Participation rate is the number agreed divided by 
the number selected.

Exhibit 11.  Participation Rate, by District Poverty Level 

	
	Participation Rate

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Cohort A
	.57
	.60
	.59
	.48

	Cohort B
	.54
	.54
	.58
	.54

	Cohort C
	.51
	.52
	.56
	.47

	Total
	.54
	.55
	.58
	.50


Note:  Participation rate is the number agreed divided by the 
number selected.

CATI

The response rate on the parent interview portion of the study is exceptionally high. By the end of data collection, 2,802 interviews were complete (96%).  

Assessments

The completion rate on the assessments was very good. We received 2,181 completed direct assessments and 325 alternate assessments for a final response rate of 96 percent. 

SEA and LEA Policy and Practices Questionnaires


We received 50 of 51 SEA policy and practices questionnaires for a 98 percent response rate.  At the end of data collection, we had received 196 completed LEA policy and practices questionnaires, for a response rate of 88 percent.  By design, these questionnaires are only completed once and, as such, we are not seeking clearance for them.

Early Childhood Program Director and Elementary School Principal Questionnaire

Since principals and program directors complete only one questionnaire, regardless of how many children in their school or program participate in PEELS, the number of completed questionnaires to the number of children in the study is not a one-to-one relationship. By the end of wave 1, we received 274 completed principal questionnaires, which was 40 percent of those mailed and 53 percent of the eligible children. We received 245 completed program director questionnaires (of 503 sent) for an interim response rate of 49 percent of those mailed and 66 percent of eligible children. We plan on following up with nonrespondents in wave 2.

Teacher Questionnaires

Teachers received a questionnaire for each sampled child they teach. We received 2,180 questionnaires for a final response rate of 76 percent. 

Estimating Response Rates for Waves 2 through 4

On the basis of NEILS, we expect the yearly attrition rate to be 5 percent. We plan to follow families as they move within districts or from one district to another. However, we will attempt to conduct direct assessments only with families that move out of a PEELS district but live within 50 miles of another PEELS district.

Applying these assumptions to the PEELS sample, we expect the results that are shown in Exhibit 12. 

	Exhibit 12.  Number of Study Participants, Interviews, and Assessments by Wave

	Number participating in wave 1 
	2,908

	Yearly attrition rate
	5%

	Number of parent interviews in wave 1 
	2,802

	Number of parent interviews in wave 2
	2,662

	Number of parent interviews in wave 3
	2,529

	Number of parent interviews in wave 4
	1,602

	Number of Assessments in wave 1 
	2,792

	Number of Assessments in wave 2
	2,652

	Number of Assessments in wave 3
	2,519

	Number of Assessments in wave 4
	1,596


Note: Cohort B will not be included in wave 4 data collection.

3.
Maximizing Response Rates

There are two key aspects to maximizing the number of sample members for whom data are collected:  minimizing the number of sample members lost through attrition and completing data collection with the maximum number of sample members who are retained in the sample. 

To minimize sample attrition over the waves of data collection, OSEP plans to use aggressive tracking mechanisms to maintain accurate and up-to-date contact information for sample members. Prior to each wave of data collection, the districts will be asked to complete a child status report to indicate whether the children in the district participating in PEELS are attending the same school or program. If children are not attending the same school or program the districts will be asked to provide as much information as they have about where the children transferred. In addition, the parent interviews include information that will facilitate tracking of parents/guardians, such as additional work and home telephone numbers for the respondents, location information for one or more friends or relatives who would know where the family had moved, and e-mail addresses. 

Maximizing the number of sample members for whom data are collected can be achieved in several ways. Regarding the parent interview, which is administered through CATI, the following procedures are used to maximize the completion rate:

· Provide a toll-free number for respondents to call to verify the study’s legitimacy or to ask other questions about the study. Those without phones in their homes also can call this number from any location and have the interview conducted at that time.

· Require many unsuccessful call attempts to a number without reaching someone before considering whether to treat the case as “unable to contact.”

· Draw a core of interviewers with experience working on telephone surveys of households, particularly interviewers who have proven their ability to obtain cooperation from a high proportion of sample members.

· Require all interviewers to successfully complete training specific to this study, including discussions of how to avoid inviting a refusal, approaches that will help in addressing questions respondents are likely to ask, and how to counter objections.

· Use call scheduling procedures that are designed to call numbers at different times of the day and week, to improve the chances of finding a respondent at home.

· Make every reasonable effort to obtain an interview at the initial contact, but allow respondents flexibility in scheduling appointments to be interviewed.

· Closely supervise interviewers during data collection.

· Implement refusal conversion efforts for first-time refusals and use interviewers who are skilled at refusal conversion.

· Conduct silent monitoring of interviews to identify and promptly correct behaviors that could be inviting refusals or otherwise contributing to low cooperation rates.

· Leave a message on answering machines when such machines have been repeatedly encountered in order to let the respondent know the call was not a marketing effort but a research study.

To increase response rates for questionnaires, we sent reminder postcards, remailed questionnaires, and called to follow up with nonrespondents on a fixed schedule that was tied to the date the initial questionnaire was mailed. In addition, postage-paid pre-addressed envelopes were included with all mailings to facilitate return of completed forms. Incentives for teachers, principals, program directors, and district officials (see Section A, item 9), were also used to contribute to improved response rates.

We are in the process of conducting an extensive nonresponse study, in which we recruited a sample of 25 LEAs that initially refused to participate. Within those LEAs, we selected a child sample approximating 10 percent of the sample size for the main sample. All data collection activities for the nonresponse sample and main sample will be identical in wave 1. Data from the nonresponse study will be compared with data from the main sample to assess nonresponse bias. If no bias is detected, data collection for the nonresponse sample will end after wave 1. If bias is identified, data collection will continue for later waves, and the data from the two samples will be combined to generate unbiased estimates. It is also important to note that the combined sample will have much larger variance, roughly by a factor of 2, because the increased sample size does not compensate for the increased variability of the sampling weights. Therefore, unbiased estimates from the combined sample are obtained with a considerable cost in terms of not only the sample size increase but also increase of the variance.

4.
Testing of Instrumentation

The only instrument that is new to wave 2 is the child status report. The instruments worked well in wave 1, but we recommend a few changes, as indicated in the attached instruments.

5.
Individuals Consulted on Statistical Issues

Persons involved in statistical aspects of the design include staff of the government’s design contractors, SRI International, Research Triangle Institute, and Westat. Those consulted at these organizations are listed below.

SRI:

Dr. Harold Javitz, Senior Statistician


Westat
Dr. Hyunshik Lee

Dr. Jiaquan Fan

Dr. Annie Lo

In addition, all aspects of the design, sampling plan, and instrumentation were reviewed by the PEELS TWG and Consultants listed in Exhibit 3 of Section A, Justification.
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