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Request for Clearance of Proposed Study

Flexing Federal Dollars Study (FFDS) Data Collection
I. 
Introduction to the Supporting Statement

The Policy and Program Studies Service (PPSS), Office of the Deputy Secretary, U.S. Department of Education (ED), requests clearance for the design of the Flexing Federal Dollars Study (FFDS).  This study will examine and describe the ways in which school districts are employing several key forms of enhanced flexibility over the utilization of federal education funding authorized under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB):  Transferability, the Rural Education Achievement Program’s Alternative Uses of Funds authority for small rural districts (REAP-Flex), and the State-Flex and Local-Flex demonstration programs.  

This document supports the information provided in Form OMB-83-I. The first section introduces the flexibility provisions to be evaluated and describes the study design. The Supporting Statement that follows provides justification for the study and a description of statistical and other methods undertaken to complete study activities.

I.A.
Flexibility and the No Child Left Behind Act

Flexibility and accountability are two levers for change that occupy an increasingly prominent place in federal strategies for educational improvement.  Although they are often implemented in complex ways, the basic logic underlying each approach can be summarized quite succinctly.  Flexibility proposes that local actors are in the best position to identify the most serious problems facing schools and students.  Consequently, these actors should be given greater decision-making authority to allocate resources (including federal funds) to the places where they will do the most good.  Accountability, on the other hand, calls for establishing challenging standards of performance, developing rigorous and scientifically-based systems for monitoring progress towards attaining these standards, and introducing meaningful consequences for those who consistently fail to make satisfactory progress.  

These twin levers of flexibility and accountability have been important elements of educational policy for at least the past decade.  The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) under No Child Left Behind, however, marks an important milestone in the evolution of these improvement strategies.  On the one hand, current law not only maintains but strengthens federal commitment to each approach as an important driver of reform.  More significantly, however, flexibility and accountability have been more clearly linked together as a coordinated and integrated strategy for educational improvement.  

In exchange for requiring greater accountability over results, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) provides states and school districts with unprecedented flexibility in how they can use federal education funds. The intent is to reduce federal red tape and put greater decision-making powers at the local and state levels where educators are most in touch with students’ needs.  A variety of flexibility options have been authorized as new or continuing provisions under the new law. 

· Transferability.  A broad provision that allows states and districts to transfer funds among a set of eligible federal programs

· Rural Education Initiatives.  Allows eligible small rural school districts the opportunity to consolidate funding from certain federal sources 
· State Flex and Local Flex.  New demonstration programs extending funding flexibility available respectively to state education agencies (SEAs) and school districts.

· Waivers and Ed-Flex.  Authority for the Secretary and approved “Ed-Flex” states to grant waivers of certain requirements (for ESEA)

· Consolidation.  Authority to consolidate administrative funds and submit consolidated applications

· Title I Schoolwide Programs.  Expanded authority for high-poverty schools to integrate Title I with other funds to support comprehensive school improvement efforts  

This study engages in an investigation of the first three of these flexibility authorities:  Transferability, REAP-Flex, and the State- and Local-Flex demonstration programs.  These provisions extend additional local authority over the use of federal dollars for a similar set of funding categories.  However, there are important differences among these programs with respect to the degrees of flexibility afforded, the particular set of federal programs applicable for transfer or consolidation, and the types of educational agencies targeted by these initiatives.  

I.A.1.
Transferability 

One of the broadest forms of flexibility introduced in NCLB is the Transferability authority.  Authorized under Sections 6121 through 6123 of ESEA, this provision allows state and local educational agencies to transfer up to 50 percent of the funds allocated to certain federal programs to other federal programs in order to address unique local priorities.  A list of federal program funds eligible under the Transferability provisions appears in the first and second columns of Exhibit 1.  There are, however, some limitations placed on this authority.  Funds can be transferred into but not out of Title I (Part A) programs.  State education agencies (SEAs) may transfer only non-administrative funds associated with state-level activities (although flexibility over administrative funds is authorized under Title IX of ESEA).  Districts, on the other hand, may transfer only federal funds allocated on a formula basis.  Local education agencies (LEAs) identified as in need of improvement for failure to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) under the accountability provisions of NCLB may transfer no more than 30 percent of funds from eligible programs.  These funds are to be used in support of LEA improvement efforts.  School districts identified for corrective action may not exercise the Transferability option.  In general, however, the Transferability authority has the potential to offer rather extensive flexibility to local systems and currently makes minimal demands with regard to administrative requirements.  

	Exhibit 1:  

Flexibility Authorities under ESEA - Transferability, REAP-Flex, and State- and Local-Flex




	
	Flexibility Authorities under ESEA

	
	Transferability
	
	REAP-Flex
	
	State-Flex
	
	Local-Flex

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Federal Program Affected by Flexibility Provisions
	SEA
	LEA
	
	LEA
	
	SEA
	LEA
	
	LEA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improving the Academic Achievement of Disadvantaged Children (Title I, Part A)
	X*
	X*
	
	X**
	
	X
	
	
	

	Reading First (Title I, Part B)
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Teacher and Principal Training and Recruitment (II, A)
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	Enhanced Education Through Technology (II, D)
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students (Title III)
	
	
	
	X**
	
	
	
	
	

	Safe and Drug-Free Schools (Governor’s Funds)  (IV, A)
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Safe and Drug-Free Schools (SEA Funds) (IV, A)
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	21st Century Community Learning Centers  (IV, B)
	X
	
	
	X**
	
	X
	
	
	

	Innovative Programs  (V, A)
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*  Districts may transfer funds into, but not out of, Part A of Title I.

**  Districts eligible for the REAP-Flex authority may use “applicable funding” (i.e., funds received by formula under Title II Part A, Title II Part D, Title IV Part A, and Title V Part A) for activities authorized under these programs.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


I.A.2.
REAP-Flex

Small rural school districts often face particular challenges in effectively utilizing their federal funding.  These local education agencies, for example, may lack personnel or other resources necessary to successfully obtain competitive federal grants.  In addition, formula-based grant allocations may be received in amounts too small to effectively serve their intended purposes.  The No Child Left Behind Act contains several initiatives intended to help meet the needs of these small districts.  

Small districts serving rural communities are eligible to receive additional funding under the Small Rural School Achievement Grant Program (SRSA).  Whether or not these districts actually receive SRSA funding, however, all SRSA-eligible districts have the opportunity to exercise enhanced flexibility over several federal funding categories.  This flexibility provision – the Alternative Uses of Funds authority of REAP (or REAP-Flex) – is authorized under Section 6211 of ESEA.  

Categories from which districts exercising REAP-Flex may consolidate funds cover the same set of federal programs as Transferability.  REAP-Flex districts, however, enjoy a greater amount of latitude in the way the applicable funds can be used.  For instance, REAP-Flex districts may consolidate all funds in applicable categories whereas LEAs exercising Transferability are limited to 50 percent of program funds eligible for transfer.  In addition, REAP-Flex allows participating districts to apply consolidated funds to a wider variety of local activities.  This enhanced flexibility may be especially important for small rural districts since the amount of formula-based funds within a particular category may be insufficient to support significant school improvement efforts by itself.  After the third year of REAP-Flex participation, the terms of continued involvement in the program depend on the district’s performance on state assessments administered under Title I of NCLB.

I.A.3.
The State-Flex and Local-Flex Demonstrations

One of the most ambitious examples of the way in which flexibility and accountability have been brought together can be found in the newly-authorized State-Flex and Local-Flex demonstration programs.  Like Transferability and REAP-Flex, no additional funding is provided to participating states and districts.  However, the enhanced flexibility granted under State-Flex and Local-Flex authorizes participating agencies to consolidate a potentially-large body of existing federal dollars and to use those funds for any educational purpose consistent with the broad goals of ESEA.  In particular, these consolidated funds are intended to support activities that will help participants to make AYP.  

On a demonstration basis, participants in the State-Flex and Local-Flex programs will be afforded the opportunity to exercise even more extensive flexibility over a set of funding categories similar to those eligible under Transferability.  Participants are required to develop a clear, detailed five-year plan of action that delineates a concrete strategy for the consolidation and utilization of affected federal resources and also articulates the process by which these actions will facilitate the attainment of educational performance goals.  

Several distinct forms of flexibility authority are incorporated into these demonstration programs as levers to address local educational needs.  State Flexibility Authority (Sections 6141 through 6144 of NCLB) authorizes the Secretary to grant flexibility authority to up to seven state educational agencies.  State-Flex participants may exercise flexibility over federal funding through three main mechanisms. 

· Consolidate and use all federal funds reserved for state administration and state-level activities (from the eligible set of programs) for any educational purpose authorized under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

· Specify how all school districts in their state may use Innovative Program funds under Part A of Title V 

· Enter into performance agreements with four to ten school districts (at least half of which must be high-poverty districts) permitting them to consolidate all federal funds from a set of eligible federal programs and use them for any ESEA purpose that is consistent with the state’s State-Flex plan

By comparison the Local Flexibility Demonstration Program (Sections 6151 through 6156) authorizes the Secretary to enter into local flexibility demonstration agreements with up to 80 school districts in states that do not have State-Flex authority.  These districts will establish performance agreements with the Secretary permitting them to consolidate and use certain federal funds for any educational purpose authorized under ESEA.  The design of the Local-Flex performance agreements is generally comparable to those described above for the State-Flex demonstration.

One important feature of the authority granted by the Flex demonstrations is the increased flexibility that the programs afford participants over the ways in which eligible funds can be utilized.  State-Flex states and Local-Flex districts may use consolidated funds for any purpose or activity consistent with ESEA.  These consolidated funds are no longer bound by the specific requirements of the program(s) from which they were originally derived.  By contrast, Transferability and REAP-Flex a portion of applicable funds to be shifted from one eligible program to another.  These transferred or consolidated funds, however, must still be used in a manner consistent with the purposes and requirements of the receiving program.  

I.B.
Overview of Study

The U.S. Department of Education’s  Program and Policy Studies Service (PPSS) has contracted the Urban Institute to conduct an investigation of three principal forms of funding flexibility authorized under NCLB:  Transferability, REAP-Flex, and State-Flex and Local-Flex.  The Flexing Federal Dollars Study (FFDS) will employ a mixed-methods design to provide a combination of breadth and depth to this examination of federal funding flexibility authorities.  

Surveys will be administered to nationally representative samples of districts eligible to exercise the Transferability and REAP-Flex authorities.  These surveys will address a similar range of issues, including:  identified needs for flexibility; barriers encountered in pursuing the use of Transferability or REAP-Flex; strategies for using flexibility; amounts and categories of funding involved in transfer or consolidation; and efficacy of the flexibility in supporting programmatic activities and student learning.  

The qualitative portion of this study will involve conducting case studies of small numbers of districts (less than 10) that are, respectively, exercising the three forms of flexibility described above.  These case studies will provide an in-depth examination of several of key issues, such as:  details of the local fiscal environment (including federal and non-federal funding streams, as well as state and local policy); perceived needs for additional flexibility; connections between flexibility and accountability; strategies for the use of the flexibility authority; categories and amounts of federal funding affected; uses of transferred or consolidated funds; and the efficacy of the flexibility for achieving desired goals.  

I.B.1.
Research Questions

The following set of central research questions guides the proposed study.  It should be noted that many of the same issues will be addressed for each form of flexibility investigated in this study – Transferability, REAP-Flex, and State- and Local-Flex.  

Question 1:
Use of Flexibility and Characteristics of Users

To what extent do states and districts make use of the various flexibility provisions in NCLB, including State-Flex, Local-Flex, REAP-Flex and Transferability?  What are the characteristics of school districts that exercise each type of flexibility authority?

Question 2:
Patterns of Exercising Flexibility

Which program funds do states and districts consolidate under the State-Flex and Local-Flex authority?  How do they use the consolidated funds, and how does this differ from the uses that would have occurred in the absence of this flexibility?  In districts exercising the REAP-Flex or Transferability authorities, how are they using this flexibility and which programs are affected?

Question 3:
Strategic Planning for Flexibility

To what extent do states and districts plans contain goals that are clearly specified and measurable?  Do they describe a coherent, sustained approach for reaching their educational goals?  Do they focus on particular subgroups of students or particular educational strategies?

Question 4:
State-Flex Title V Authority 

To what extent do participating states make use of the State-Flex authority to specify how school districts may use Innovative Program funds?  What programs or objectives do states choose to focus on with these funds?

Question 5:
State-Flex Local Performance Agreements

How do states participating in State-Flex select the school districts that will receive the flexibility to consolidate funds in exchange for entering into performance agreements?  What criteria do they use?  To what extent do participating states provide additional technical assistance and support to these districts after granting them this flexibility?

Question 6:
State-Flex and Local-Flex Performance Targets

What performance targets do states and districts set in the performance agreements developed as a condition of State-Flex or Local-Flex participation?  Do they meet these targets?  To what extent do participating districts make adequate yearly progress?  Do they show greater achievement gains than non-flex districts?

Question 7:  REAP-Flex and Transferability Progress

Do districts who exercise the REAP-Flex or Transferability authorities make progress in the areas or priorities toward which they targeted eligible funds?  

Question 8:  Overview of Multiple Flexibility Authorities

How well do the main forms of flexibility available under No Child Left Behind meet the needs of school systems to effectively use federally-derived educational funding?

I.B.2.
Alignment of Research Questions and Data Collection Activities

As illustrated in Exhibit 2, the data collection activities of this study have been carefully designed and coordinated to address the core research questions guiding this investigation.  

	Exhibit 2:  

FFDS Study Design – Research Questions and Data Collections

	Research Question:


	  Transferability Survey
	  Transferability Case Studies
	  REAP Survey
	  REAP Case Studies
	State-Flex and Local-Flex     Case Studies 

	1.  Flexibility Use or Characteristics 
	(
	
	(
	
	(

	2.  Patterns of Exercising Flexibility
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	3.  Strategic Planning
	
	(
	
	(
	(

	4.  State-Flex Title V
	
	
	
	
	(

	5.  SF and LF Performance Agreements
	
	
	
	
	(

	6.  SF and LF Performance Targets
	
	
	
	
	(

	7.  REAP and Transferability  Progress
	
	(
	
	(
	

	8.  Flexibility Synthesis
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


I.B.3.
Data Collection Instruments to be Reviewed

Two data collection activities associated with this study will be subject to review and clearance by OMB – the Transferability and REAP-Flex district surveys.  These surveys have been designed in a way that effectively and efficiently addresses the study’s key research questions while at the same time minimizing respondent burden, avoiding duplication with other data collection efforts, and concentrating specifically on the items most essential for satisfying the goals of this study.  The instruments for the Transferability and REAP-Flex surveys appear in Appendices A and B respectively.  

The sets of case studies involved in this study will be conducted in a small number of school districts (less than ten).  As such, data collection activities associated with these study components will not require OMB clearance.

II.
Supporting Statement

II.A.
Justification

II.A.1.
Circumstances Requiring the Collection of Data

The No Child Left Behind Act has introduced or significantly expanded authorities that allow school districts and states to exercise a greater amount of flexibility in the way they utilize certain categories of federal educational funding.  The Flexing Federal Dollars Study (FFDS) will provide the first systematic examination of three key NCLB flexibility provisions:  Transferability, REAP-Flex, and State-Flex and Local-Flex.  This study will address three main issues:  the extent to which local education agencies are utilizing these flexibility provisions; the strategies used to transfer or consolidate applicable funds in more effective ways; and the degree to which districts using these flexibility authorities are successful in meeting goals in targeted areas.  

II.A.2.
Purposes and Uses of the Data

The primary purpose for this data collection is program evaluation.  This study is designed to describe the extent to which eligible educational agencies are adopting key forms of funding flexibility authorized under NCLB and the ways in which these provisions are being used.  This study will provide the first systematic analysis of the Transferability, REAP-Flex, and State-Flex and Local-Flex provisions of NCLB.  Findings from this study will provide ED with information on the implementation of these flexibility authorities and the ways in which these programs may promote progress in educational areas targeted by participating districts and states.  The knowledge generated by this study will assist ED in making policy and program decisions related to the effective utilization of localized funding flexibility mechanisms available under the law.  

II.A.3.
Use of Information Technology to Reduce Burden

The study will use a variety of information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this study and to minimize the burden placed on respondents.  

In compliance with OMB directives under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, electronic versions of the Transferability and REAP-Flex district surveys will be made available to respondents.  In fact, districts will be encouraged to participate in a web-based version survey as the preferred mode of response.  Those being surveyed will be sent a package in the mail that includes instructions for accessing and responding to the web-based survey on the Internet.  Some respondents, however, may prefer to submit their responses on hard copy.  To accommodate this preference, we will also include a paper-and-pencil version of the survey with the information package.  All survey respondents will also have the option to respond by regular mail and will be provided with the materials necessary to do so.  A third option for mode of response will also be offered as part of our procedures to minimize non-participation.  The study’s design calls for non-respondents to be contacted via telephone, at which time they will be offered the opportunity to complete the survey over the phone.

The major advantages of multiple response methods are to increase convenience for respondents, to reduce the overall time burden associated with completing the surveys, to avoid time-consuming and frustrating scheduling, and to provide higher levels of standardization in the collected data.  Web-based surveys, in particular, offer the facility to streamline data-entry processes and thoroughly edit all submitted data for completeness, validity, and consistency.  For example, electronic instruments can be designed so that invalid data cannot enter the system and questionable or incomplete entries can be called to the respondent’s attention. 

II.A.4.
Efforts to Avoid Duplication

The Flexing Federal Dollars Study (FFDS) will not duplicate other data collection efforts.  The particular funding flexibility authorities upon which FFDS focuses have not been the focus of systematic study owing, in part, to their recent authorization under NCLB in 2002.  The National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB) devotes minor attention to the use of the Transferability and REAP-Flex provisions in its district-level data collection.  However, owing to its sampling design, it is unlikely that NLS-NCLB will survey a sufficient number of Transferability and REAP-Flex districts to support meaningful analysis of these provisions. The NLS-NCLB data collection, scheduled to be in the field during the fall of 2004, intends to survey a total of 300 districts nationwide. 

We have reviewed the major extant census- and sample-based data collections currently administered to local education agencies (i.e., public school districts) that might be relevant to the proposed study.  The National Center for Education Statistic’s Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) periodically administers a questionnaire to a large sample of school district nationwide.  This survey, however, does not collect financial data (e.g., revenues from federal sources) or information about district participation in flexibility programs or authorities offered under NCLB.  The Common Core of Data (CCD) system, also maintained by the National Center for Education Statistics, includes a Local Education Agency Universe Survey.  This data collection covers all public school districts in the nation but does not include fiscal information.  Finally, the Census of Governments Survey of Local Government Finances School Systems (F-33) data collection does obtain information about public school districts finances.  The categories according to which revenue and expenditure data are collected, however, do not align with the categories of applicable funding for the Transferability and REAP-Flex authorities of NCLB.  In addition, the F-33 survey does not obtain information regarding school district utilization of funding flexibility provisions of NCLB.

Although extant data collections do not contain information directly pertinent to the study’s research questions, the study design will make use of extant sources wherever possible in order to minimize overall response burden.  Data on school district organization, demographics, and basic finances that are available on a census basis from the CCD and F-33 surveys will be particularly valuable in this regard.  Access to such data will enhance the efficiency of the study and reduce respondent burden by allowing FFDS data collection instruments to focus specifically on obtaining information about flexibility-related issues that is not available elsewhere.

II.A.5.
Small Entities

No information will be collected from small businesses in this study.  However, one major component of the FFDS – the study of REAP-Flex – does explicitly focus on small rural school districts.  District size and rural location are the main criteria determining eligibility for this form of flexibility.  Specifically, a local education agency is eligible for REAP-Flex if it meets the following two conditions:   

· The total number of students in average daily attendance (ADA) at all of the schools served by the LEA is fewer than 600; or each county in which a school served by the LEA is located has a total population density of fewer than 10 persons per square mile.

· All of the schools served by the LEA are designated by the Department's National Center for Education Statistics as a rural district (which may be inside or outside an MSA); or the Secretary has determined, based on a demonstration by the LEA and concurrence of the SEA, that the LEA is located in an area defined as rural by a governmental agency of the State.

Collecting data from small school districts is necessary in order to address the research questions guiding FFDS.  This study does, however, minimize burden on these respondents to the extent possible by administering an efficiently-designed survey instrument focusing specifically on essential information unique to this study and by offering multiple modes of response (web-based, paper-and-pencil, and telephone) to better accommodate the needs of individual respondents.  

II.A.6.
Consequences of Not Collecting the Information

This study will collect data that have not been systematically acquired by other data collection efforts.  Extending greater local flexibility over the use of federal educational funding represents a major principle guiding the No Child Left Behind Act and a potentially valuable strategy for educational improvement that may help districts and schools better meet the performance-based accountability goals of NCLB.  Failure to collect information through the this study would leave ED uninformed regarding:  the extent to which local education agencies are using available flexibility authorities; the barriers (if any) that prevent agencies from adopting flexibility or using these provisions effectively; prominent strategies for transferring and consolidating funds across applicable categories; and the degree to which utilization of Transferability, REAP-Flex, and State-Flex and Local-Flex are associated with progress towards locally-identified priorities.  

II.A.7.
Special Circumstances Justifying Inconsistencies with Guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.6

Not applicable.  Data collections will comply with 5 CFR 1320.6.  

II.A.8.
Consultation Outside the Agency

A notice to the public soliciting comments on this information collection prior to OMB submission was published in the Federal Register in November 2004.  

II.A.9.
Payment or Gifts to Respondents

Not applicable.  No payment or gifts will be provided to respondents. 

II.A.10.
Assurance of Confidentiality

No information will be reported or published that would identify individual respondents participating in this study.  Respondents will not be referenced by name, affiliated school district, or any other distinguishing characteristic.  Participants will be informed that their participation is voluntary.  An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to all respondents via both introductory cover letters and survey instruments. 

The contractor, the Urban Institute, has extensive experience collecting information and maintaining confidentiality, security, and integrity of interview and survey data. In accordance with the contractor’s institutional policies, confidentiality and data protection procedures will be in place. These are summarized below.

· Project team members will be educated about the confidentiality assurances given to respondents.  Each staff member assigned to the study will be cautioned not to discuss confidential data and will be required to sign a written statement attesting to his or her understanding of the significance of this requirement. 

· Participants will be informed of the purposes of the data collection and the uses that may be made of the information obtained.

· It will be necessary to maintain records containing data to be used for sampling and tracking purposes (e.g., school district and respondent names, addresses, phone numbers, and other contact information).  This information will be maintained in a secure database that will be disassociated from the original data collected from study participants.  

· A randomly-generated pseudo-ID will be assigned to each potential respondents.  This pseudo-identifier will be employed for instrument identification purposes and for database maintenance (rather than using identifying information such as respondent name or school district).  For instance, this pseudo-ID will appear on hard copy surveys and will be also used by respondents to log into the web-based survey interface.  Any merging of study databases and extant data sources will be performed by generating a temporary crosswalk that links the study’s pseudo-ID to an external identifier (e.g., NCES school district code).  External identifiers will then be purged from the combined database, in which the study pseudo-ID will serve as the unique case identifier.

· All listings, forms, and completed questionnaires or surveys containing identifiable data will be destroyed as soon as the need for this hard copy no longer exists.

· All basic computer files will be duplicated on magnetic tape or backup disks to allow for file restoration in the event of unrecoverable loss of the original data. These backup files will be stored under secure conditions in an area separate from the location of the original data. 

· The electronic data files used for analyses will employ the study’s randomly assigned pseudo-ID to identify cases (rather than an external identifier).  Access to electronic databases will be limited to authorized project members only and will be password protected.  

· Reports produced by this study (including those submitted to ED) will present results in the aggregate only.  In addition, any data files that might be transmitted to ED will be purged of all identifying information.  No individual or institutional identifiers will be included in these reports or data files. 

II.A.11.
Questions of a Sensitive Nature

Not applicable.  There are no questions of a sensitive nature.

II.A.12.
Estimate of Respondent Burden

The total estimated respondent burden for this study is 300 person-hours.  This estimate includes both the Transferability and REAP-Flex district surveys.  These instruments will each be administered to 300 respondents and are of comparable length and complexity.  A summary of respondent burden hours appears in Exhibit 3.  Because the surveys will be administered one time only, the total estimated annual response burden for the study is also 300 person-hours.

	Exhibit 3:  Estimated Burden Hours for Survey Instruments



	Form Type
	Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Burden Hours per Respondent
	Total Person Hours
	Number of Collections
	Total Annual Person Hours

	Transferability Survey
	District Administrator
	300
	0.5
	150
	1
	150

	REAP-Flex Survey
	District Administrator
	300
	0.5
	150
	1
	150

	Total
	
	600
	0.5
	300
	1
	300


Exhibit 4 presents estimates of the costs to respondents for the participation in the study, in the aggregate and separately for the Transferability and REAP-Flex surveys.  The total annualized costs to respondents for this study is estimated to be $11,700.  The estimate of average hourly salary for school district administrators is based on information found in the Occupational Outlook Handbook 2004-05 Edition, published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.

	Exhibit 4:  Estimated Annualized Costs to Respondents



	Form Type
	Respondent
	Hourly Salary Estimate
	Burden Hours per Respondent
	Total Number of Respondents Across Sites
	Total Burden Hours Across Sites
	Estimated Annualized Costs

	Transferability Survey
	District Administrator
	$39 
	0.5
	300
	150
	$5,850 

	REAP-Flex Survey
	District Administrator
	$39 
	0.5
	300
	150
	$5,850 

	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	$11,700 


II.A.13.
Estimates of Annualized Respondent Capital and Maintenance Costs

There are no respondent capital and start-up costs, nor operation and maintenance costs.

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

The estimated costs to the government for all data collection, analysis, and reporting activities for this study is $381,850.  Details of expenses by category are presented in Exhibit 5.  The  work associated with this study is being conducted over a two-year period, making the annualized costs to the government approximately $190,925.  This estimate is based on the project budget approved for ED Contract ED-01-CO-00800.

II.A.15.
Program Changes or Adjustments

This request is for a new information collection.

II.A.16.
Study Schedule and Publication Plans

Exhibit 5 displays the major data collection and reporting activities of the FFDS project.  

Exhibit 5:  Schedule for FFDS Project
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The proposed study design calls for the production of three reports over the course of the FFDS project.  The first report will be quantitative in nature and will present results from the REAP-Flex district survey.  Analyses will include general descriptive statistics, cross-tabulations, and the use of inferential methods as warranted to address study research questions.  These summary analyses will be accompanied by a narrative description of results.  The second project report, based on results of the Transferability survey, will follow a comparable format.  Both of these interim reports are scheduled to be submitted to ED in November 2005 and will be used by ED staff for internal planning and decision-making purposes.  The final study report, intended for public release, will involve a broad synthetic analysis that encompasses the findings from the individual components of FFDS.  The objective of this report will be to summarize conceptual analyses, empirical results, and identify cross-cutting patterns in the adoption, use, and effectiveness of the individual forms of flexibility examined in this project.  This synthesis report will combine quantitative analysis of data from FFDS surveys and extant sources with qualitative analysis of results from a set of small scale case studies conducted for this project.  The anticipated completion data for the final project report is May 2006.

II.A.17.
Approval to Not Display Expiration Date

Not applicable.  Permission to not display expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection is not being requested.  

II.A.18.
Exceptions to Item 19 of OMB Form 83-I

Not applicable.  No exceptions to referenced certification statement are requested.

II.B.
Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

II.B.1.
Respondent Universe

Data collection activities for this study involve administering two separate survey instruments to representative samples of school districts – one for REAP-Flex and one for Transferability.  The individual respondents in both cases will be school district administrators (e.g., district superintendent or director of federal programs).  The universes for these two surveys, however, will consist of mutually exclusive sets of local education agencies in the 50 states.  Exhibit 6 shows the estimated size of the respective respondent universes to be sampled for these two surveys.  For each data collection, approximately 300 school districts will be surveyed.

	Exhibit 6:  Size of Universe to be Sampled



	Data Collection
	Population
	Universe Size
	Sample Size
	Sample as 

Percent of Universe

	REAP-Flex Survey
	School Districts
	4,821
	300
	6.2%

	Transferability Survey    
	School Districts
	9,655
	300
	3.1%


II.B.1.1.
REAP-Flex Survey

The target respondent universe for the REAP-Flex survey will consist of all school districts eligible to exercise this form of flexibility under NCLB.  Specifically, this would include all public local education agencies categorized as both small and rural according to the terms of the Small Rural School Achievement Grant Program (SRSA).  See Sections I.A.2 and II.A.5 above for additional details on eligibility for REAP-Flex authority.  

The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of School Support and Technology Programs (which administers SRSA), provides publicly accessible lists of REAP-Flex eligible districts by state.  Data from fiscal year 2004 (the 2004-05 school year) indicates that a total of 4,821 school districts are eligible to exercise this form of flexibility.  This constitutes the respondent universe for the REAP-Flex survey.  Based on data from the Consolidated State Performance Reports, we estimate that approximately 50 percent of eligible districts are currently exercising REAP-Flex authority.  

In order to minimize response burden for this group of small school districts, the sample will exclude any LEA that has been surveyed as part of the National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left Behind (NLS-NCLB), a contemporary study that contains intensive district-level data collections.  The proposed study’s final sampling design will be revised to account for these exclusions once the necessary information from NLS-NCLB becomes available.

II.B.1.2.
Transferability Survey

The target respondent universe for the Transferability survey will consist of school districts eligible to exercise this form of flexibility under the provisions of NCLB.  In general all local education agencies are able to take advantage of Transferability.  As noted above, however, some conditions are placed on participation related to a district’s AYP status.  While small rural school districts, like other LEAs, are eligible to exercise Transferability under the law, they may not utilize both Transferability and REAP-Flex.  The rural program offers a larger number of applicable federal funding categories and greater freedom in the use of the those funds.  Since LEAs eligible to exercise REAP-Flex would presumably choose that form of flexibility, it would be appropriate to exclude those districts from the Transferability respondent universe.  

The most recent data available from the U.S. Department of Education’s Common Core of Data indicates that there were 14,476 regular public school districts in operation in the United States during the 2002-03 school year.  Excluding those districts eligible to employ REAP-Flex, this leaves a total of 9,655 local education agencies in the respondent universe for Transferability.  Data from the Consolidated State Performance Reports indicates that approximately 25 percent of eligible districts have notified their respective SEAs of their intent to exercise Transferability authority.  For FDSS sampling purposes, a list of these notification districts will be obtained from NLS-NCLB.  

II.B.2.
Procedures for the Collection of Information

II.B.2.1.
Statistical Methodology for Stratification and Sample Selection

Exhibit 7 summarizes the sampling plans for the two respective FFDS data collections – the REAP-Flex and Transferability surveys.  Each survey will be administered once.  We anticipate a response rate of 80 percent for each data collection.  Sample sizes presented in Exhibit 7 represent counts of expected respondents.  The actual size of the sample drawn from the frame will be larger in order to account for non-response.  Assuming a response rate of 80 percent, we would need to draw a sample of 375 potential respondents in order to obtain 300 completed surveys. 

	Exhibit 7:  Sampling Plan for FFDS – REAP-Flex and Transferability Surveys

	Data Collection
	Sampling Design
	Sampling Unit
	Universe
	Sample

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	REAP-Flex
	Simple Random Sample
	LEA

(eligible districts)
	4,821
	300

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Transferability
	Simple Random Sample
	LEA

(eligible districts)
	9,655
	300

	
	
	
	
	


REAP-Flex Survey

To select a set of districts to participate in the REAP-Flex data collection, we will employ a simple random sampling (SRS) design.  As described above, the universe from which cases will be drawn consists of the 4,821 local education agencies (LEAs) eligible to exercise this form of flexibility.  We anticipate that approximately half of these districts have adopted REAP-Flex.  In this context, “adoption” refers to district notification to the state education agency of the intent to exercise REAP-Flex (as described above).  This sampling design will assure that adequate numbers of REAP-Flex adopters and non-adopters will be sampled to allow for meaningful analyses of differences between these two groups of interest.  

Transferability Survey

The procedures developed for the Transferability survey will utilize a simple random sampling design.  The universe from which cases will be drawn consists of the 9,655 school districts eligible to exercise this form of flexibility.  We anticipate that approximately one-quarter of these districts have adopted Transferability.  In this context, “adoption” refers to district notification to its SEA of the intent to exercise Transferability (as described above).  This sampling design will assure that adequate numbers of adopters and non-adopters will be sampled to allow for meaningful analyses of differences between these two groups of interest.  

II.B.2.2.
Estimation Procedures

Both the REAP-Flex and Transferability surveys will be administered to samples of eligible school districts.  As such, confidence intervals around estimated means will be provided in reported analyses.  When performing cross-tabulations, the standard errors and statistical significance levels of the group differences will be presented.  The Transferability survey data collection will use a stratified sampling design.  As a result, analyses of these data will employ case weights in order to generation results representative of the universe.  Because the REAP-Flex data collection samples all cases with equal probability, statistical weighting will not be necessary for analyses of these data.   

II.B.2.3.
Degree of Precision

The precision of statistical analyses of survey data depend on the size of the group of interest and the mean level of the outcome.  With binary outcomes, for example, precision will be poorest when the group of interest is divided evenly among outcome statuses (i.e., a proportion of 0.50).  Taking the total expected sample of 300 respondents for either FFDS survey, we anticipate being able to detect significant differences in binary outcome variables of at 5.8 percentage points or less.  This is the expected precision with an outcome proportion of 0.50 (greater precision would be obtained for binary variables with non-even distributions)  

For both the REAP-Flex and Transferability surveys, there will be two subgroups of particular interest – adopters and non-adopters of the provision.  Based on available information, we expect that for the REAP-Flex survey these subgroups will be of approximately equal size.  Using the calculation assumptions described above, within each of these subgroups we anticipate being able to detect significant differences in a binary outcome variables of at 8.2 percentage points or less.  For the Transferability survey, the expected sample will consist of 75 non-adopters and 225 non-respondents.  Given these subgroup sizes, we anticipate a obtaining margins of error of 11.5 and 6.7 percentage points or less for analyses of binary outcomes within the non-adopter and adopter subgroups respectively.  This range of precision is estimated to be sufficient to meet the needs of the study.

	Exhibit 8:  Expected Precision for Analytic Subgroups in FFDS Surveys

	Data Collection
	Subgroup of Interest
	Expected Sample Size
	Expected Sampling Error 

(for Proportion of 0.50)

	
	
	
	

	REAP-Flex 
	
	300
	0.058

	
	
	
	

	
	Adopters
	150
	0.082

	
	Non-Adopters
	150
	0.082

	
	
	
	

	Transferability  
	
	300
	0.058

	
	
	
	

	
	Adopters
	75
	0.116

	
	Non-Adopters
	225
	0.067

	
	
	
	


II.B.3.
Methods to Maximize Response Rates and Deal with Issues of Non-response

In an effort to increase the overall response rates for this study, the Transferability and REAP-Flex surveys will be multi-modal.  Three separate response options will be available to participants over the course of the data collection – internet, mail, and telephone.  The initial mailing to potential respondents will contain a hard copy of the survey instrument as well as instructions for accessing and completing the web-based version of the survey.  A business reply envelope will be provided for those choosing to respond by mail.  The survey package will also contain a personalized letter of introduction explaining the purpose of the study and a letter of endorsement from ED highlighting the importance of the survey and encouraging participation.  

To reduce non-participation, two weeks after the initial mailing of the survey package, a reminder postcard will be sent to all non-respondents requesting them to complete and return the survey using either the web-based or paper-and-pencil format.  If no response is received after four weeks of the initial mailing, a replacement survey package will be sent.  Six weeks after the initial mailing, all remaining non-respondents will be contacted by telephone.  These individuals will be reminded to complete and return the survey and will also be offered the option of responding to the survey through that telephone call.

II.B.4.
Test of Procedures or Methods

To the extent possible the FFDS survey items have been drawn from existing instruments.  These include NLS-NCLB and surveys of state and district administrators conducted by the Urban Institute in an earlier study examining adoption patterns for the State- and Local-Flex demonstration programs.  By using items from existing instruments, the evaluator has taken advantage of pre-tested items.  Further, FFDS survey forms were pre-tested in October 2004 in order to verify the utility of the instruments and to decrease burden on respondents.    

The Transferability and REAP-Flex surveys were field tested with two individuals each – one educational researcher and one school district administrator.  The wording or format of several questions have been modified to improve clarity, to better reflect terminology used by district personnel, and to align more closely with accepted categories for the reporting of fiscal data.

II.B.5.
Names and Telephone Numbers of Individuals Consulted

The Urban Institute, under the direction of Dr. Christopher B. Swanson, developed the study design and instrumentation.  Dr. Swanson, a Research Associate at the Urban Institute’s Education Policy Center, can be reached by phone at 202-261-5880.  

Appendix A:  Transferability District Survey

Appendix B:  REAP-Flex District Survey
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