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Part A. Justification

This package is the first of two for the Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives study. This package requests approval for an initial round of recruitment and data collection that will include surveys of all states and nationally representative samples of school districts, schools, and Kindergarten through 12th grade teachers in spring 2013. The second package will request approval for the spring 2015 follow-up survey, which will survey the same states, districts, and schools as well as a new nationally representative sample of teachers within the sampled schools. 

[bookmark: _Toc328375754][bookmark: _Toc328396636]Introduction

Title I is one of the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED) largest elementary and secondary education programs. Historically, Title I provides financial assistance to schools and districts with a high percentage of students from low-income families to help these students increase achievement. Title I also includes requirements that states hold schools and districts accountable for improvements in student achievement. During the 2009-2010 school year, more than 56,000 public schools used Title I funds, and the program served 21 million children (U.S. Department of Education, 2012a). Title II provides funds to increase academic achievement by improving teacher and principal quality including educator preparation and professional development, as well as providing funds for class size reduction. An estimated 95 percent of districts received Title II, Part A funding for the 2011-12 school year (U.S. Department of Education, 2012b). 

The last national assessment of the Title I program concluded in 2006. Since that time, there have been changes in Title I provisions such as allowing states to incorporate growth models into school adequate yearly progress (AYP) determinations and providing more resources to the lowest performing schools through the expansion of eligibility and funding for School Improvement Grants (SIG). Title II guidance allows more flexibility for certain teachers (e.g., special education teachers) to meet the standards to become highly qualified teachers (HQT). 

The most recent change related to Title I and Title II was the introduction of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility waivers in 2011 that allow states to waive a number of provisions in exchange for a commitment to key reform principles. Forty-two states have received, applied for, or intend to apply for ESEA Flexibility in 2012. ED also is considering allowing districts to apply for ESEA Flexibility. In addition, Congress is currently working on bills to reauthorize ESEA, which may bring additional changes to the Title I and Title II programs. The Title I/II study will provide policy makers with timely, detailed information on how these initiatives are playing out in states, districts, schools, and classrooms. 

[bookmark: _Toc328396637]Overview of the Study

The Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives study is being conducted by the Institute of Education Sciences (IES), ED’s independent research and evaluation arm. The Title I/II study will examine the implementation of policies promoted through ESEA at the state, district and school levels, in four core areas: state content standards, aligned assessments, accountability and school turnaround, and developing effective teachers and leaders. Surveys of states, districts, schools, and teachers will be conducted in spring 2013 and spring 2015.[footnoteRef:1] This timing should correspond to the year before and the year after the expected reauthorization of ESEA. The spring 2013 survey also will provide insight into the implementation of the ESEA Flexibility waivers.  [1:  If additional resources are available, IES may consider an additional round of data collection in 2017 to collect more information on the implementation of Title I and Title II post ESEA reauthorization. ] 


The study will reflect changes in Title I and Title II provisions since the last national assessment of the Title I program concluded in 2006 (including ESEA Flexibility provided to states with approved waiver applications), and the provisions of other federal initiatives with complementary goals, such as the RTT program. These initiatives are intended to address the limitations and unintended consequences of the last reauthorization of ESEA (the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)) as well as build on the successes of the current law. Together, the initiatives in these core areas are meant to improve the quality of instruction, which in turn will lead to higher levels of student achievement. 

The underlying theories of action related to these core policy areas are described below. The extent to which ESEA policies lead to improvements in instruction and achievement depend on their implementation at the state, district, and school level. Through surveys at each level and selected extant data on state policies, the study will measure the extent of implementation of policies in the core areas as well as the outcomes anticipated in the theory of action. The theories of action will guide the study’s research questions and inform survey items. 

[bookmark: _Toc328392848]State content standards

State content standards have been a foundational element of ESEA since the 1994 reauthorization of the Act, which required states to: (1) establish common, statewide standards in reading and mathematics in the 3 through 5, 6 through 8, and high school grade ranges; (2) implement statewide reading and mathematics assessments aligned to these standards in at least one grade in each of those grade ranges; and (3) implement a statewide accountability system for evaluating school-level performance. NCLB, the subsequent reauthorization of ESEA, extended and strengthened these concepts, requiring standards and assessments for grades 3 through 8 in reading and mathematics and in at least three grades for science, as well as establishing more prescriptive rules for state accountability systems. In addition, NCLB applied standards-based education principles for the first time to English language proficiency (Forte & Faulkner-Bond, 2010). States, however, were responsible for creating their own content standards, assessments, and academic achievement levels. The resulting expectations for students differed considerably across states (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011) and did not necessarily represent what students need to know and be able to do to succeed in college and today’s workplace. In addition, states set targets for grade-level achievement without an explicit requirement for these expectations to be articulated across grade levels or to post-secondary opportunities. 

Recent federal policies (e.g., the assurances of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), Race to the Top (RTT), ESEA Flexibility waivers) require participating states to establish rigorous content standards that focus on college- and career-readiness. These policies provide incentives for states to adopt the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in reading/language arts and mathematics, developed by the National Governors’ Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and other national organizations. Most states (46) have adopted the CCSS for one or both subjects, which provide grade-by-grade standards intended to: (1) set the same rigorous standards for all students, regardless of where they live; (2) align standards to the expectations of higher education and the 21st century workplace; (3) enable parents, educators and policymakers to track the progress of students toward meeting college- and career-ready standards at each grade through elementary and secondary school; (4) provide guidance for instructional practice, the design of curricula and instructional materials, professional development, and the content of teacher education programs; and (5) provide the basis for evaluating and holding students, teachers, schools and school districts accountable for student learning. With common standards, states can jointly develop assessments and periodically update the standards, saving them time and money and reducing redundancy across states. In addition, curriculum developers can produce materials for educators across the country.

The CCSS represent a significant change in standards for most states. The scope and sequence of mathematics content and skills may need to change as well as the types of reading material teachers and students work with in language arts and other classes. Thus, states not only need to adopt the standards, but also to provide support to districts and schools to revise curriculum and for professional development on teaching strategies to align with the new standards. Assistance might also come from the private sector, as education consultants and publishers adapt their services to the CCSS.

States may also collaborate with their institutions of higher education and the business community to better understand what is required of students at the post-secondary level and for career readiness. States may also exchange information on how well students are prepared for college work as successive cohorts of students reach college. Information on the proportion of students able to skip introductory courses, the proportion needing remedial work, and 4- and 6-year college completion rates will assist these discussions. In addition, discussions with employers about how well graduates are prepared for employment and any perceived gaps in that preparation can also help in modifying standards. If states do not continue sharing information beyond the common core/common assessment development period, this could lead to divergence in state standards over time.

[bookmark: _Toc328392849]Assessments

Both the 1994 and 2001 ESEA reauthorizations required states to administer annual academic assessments aligned to states’ content standards in reading and mathematics. NCLB extended this requirement from three grades to seven (grades 3-8 and at least once in high school) and added a requirement for science assessments in each of the 3-5, 6-8, and high school grade ranges. 

These assessments are meant to provide information on whether students have acquired the knowledge and skills identified by the standards and, if not, the areas where students fall short and may require additional instruction and assistance. Annual assessment data are also used to hold schools and districts, and increasingly teachers, accountable for student performance. As with standards, the content and rigor of these assessments vary across states; in most cases, the assessments were not designed to measure whether students are on track to be college and career ready.

Recent federal policies (RTT, ESEA waivers) call for states to develop higher-quality assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics that address shortcomings of the current system: assessments that will (1) be aligned with college- and career-ready standards; (2) be designed to measure complex knowledge and skills; (3) measure student achievement across the full performance continuum; (4) provide an accurate measure of student growth; and (5) determine whether individual students have met or on track to being college and career ready.[footnoteRef:2] These assessments are meant to provide better information to students and their families about their achievement of and progression toward the new standards; to help teachers adjust and focus their teaching; to evaluate educators and identify their professional development needs; and to better measure how schools and districts are educating their students. In addition to new assessments in reading and mathematics, it is likely that states and districts will need to create measures of student performance and growth in other subject areas as they continue to develop teacher and leader evaluation systems.  [2: See Federal Register /Vol. 75, No. 68 / Friday, April 9, 2010 /Notices, p. 18171, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-04-09/pdf/2010-8176.pdf; and http://www.ed.gov/esea/flexibility/documents/esea-flexibility.doc.
 ] 


States’ adoption of the CCSS has facilitated the development of common assessments for states’ use. Under ARRA, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) funded two multi-state consortia, the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARRC) and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC), to design this next generation of K-12 assessments for the general student population. More than 40 states and territories have joined one or both of these consortia. In addition, the Office of Special Education Programs at ED funded two consortia to build alternate assessments for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities. ED has also funded a consortium to develop the next generation of English proficiency assessments (Assessment Services Supporting English Learners through Technology Systems). The consortia were created to pool resources and expertise in the development of the new assessments, and to produce common measures of student growth and performance across states. The consortium-developed tests are supposed to be in place in the 2014-15 or 2015-16 school years.

In the past, some states sought to raise their student proficiency rates by making tests easier or lowering thresholds for proficiency. The common assessments are likely to be very different from current state assessments and many students may be poorly prepared for them. Some states are trying to ease the transition by introducing some items that align to elements of the CCSS on the state assessments before 2014-15 and requiring districts to revise curriculum quickly to begin preparing students to master the new standards earlier. Nevertheless, significant declines in the proportion of students proficient in 2014-15 could undermine public support for high standards—potentially weakening the assessments and reducing cross-state comparability—or could reinvigorate curriculum planning and student preparation. Even the prospect of significant change in the proportion of students proficient in 2014-15 could lead some states to postpone using the common assessments.

Some states and school districts are using interim assessments to provide early feedback about students’ progress toward standards so that teachers can remediate difficulties before the high-stakes assessment. The SBAC and PARCC assessment consortia are developing interim assessments, and some states are also creating them, along with model curricula, to provide districts an earlier start in teaching to the new standards. Because the common assessments will be administered by computer, some states and districts are providing students with earlier practice on computer-based assessments and upgrading bandwidth and hardware to accommodate the new tests. 


[bookmark: _Toc328392850]Accountability and school turnaround

NCLB standardized state accountability policies by requiring states to establish annual goals and objectives for student proficiency on assessments of mathematics and reading in grades 3-8 and in high school (Adequate Yearly Progress--AYP) so that by 2014, all students would be proficient. Schools and school districts are held accountable for achieving rates of student proficiency in reading and mathematics that meet the annual objectives, as well as for the proficiency rates of specific subgroups of students. Schools that failed to meet AYP for either all students or a subgroup of students over successive years were subject to an increasingly aggressive set of interventions spelled out in the law, beginning with parental choice and culminating with school closing or state takeover.

While this policy was intended to focus states and educators on achievement gaps and historically disadvantaged students, some unintended consequences emerged. First, the attention to proficiency rates led educators to focus on students who were closest to the proficiency threshold (in the subgroups at risk of falling short of the AYP standard), potentially leading to neglect of the needs of students at the high and low ends of the achievement spectrum. Second, focusing on the absolute level of proficiency, without accounting for students’ starting points, prevented states from distinguishing between genuinely low-performing schools and schools that were producing substantial achievement gains in highly-disadvantaged student populations. Third, by focusing accountability on reading and mathematics, low-performing schools had an incentive to narrow their curriculum to these two subjects and to teach to the content of these two state assessments. Fourth, a standardized accountability and assistance system was not sensitive to the differential academic needs of different schools. Finally, as states raised their AYP goals to meet the 2014 deadline, the number of schools identified as needing improvement grew, straining the capacity of states and districts to provide meaningful and intensive assistance, particularly to the lowest-performing schools, as resources were spread over a larger number of schools.

The federal government has taken several steps to address these concerns. The Growth Model Pilot Project, initiated in 2005, permitted states to include student achievement growth as an additional measure in their accountability systems. Nine states used growth models under the pilot in 2007-08, and when the approach was written into regulations in 2008, 15 states participated. The ESEA Flexibility regulations introduced in 2011 allow states to develop more flexible systems of school accountability that incorporate measures of student growth, broaden achievement measures beyond mathematics and reading, and include graduation rates. States that adopt these policies are expected to encourage educators to focus on growth for students along all points of the achievement continuum, not just those near the proficiency threshold, and across more subject areas than just mathematics and reading. 

Recent policy changes have led to more intensive focus on the lowest-performing schools and differentiated support for schools depending on their performance levels. Including student growth as well as achievement levels in measures of school and educator performance enables states to target technical assistance and interventions to the specific educational needs of students and the professional development needs of teachers in the school. In 2010, ED expanded funding for the Title I School Improvement Grant (SIG) program and required states to target the funds to intervene in the lowest-performing schools that also agreed to use one of four improvement models. The ESEA Flexibility provisions enable states to target specified interventions and resources on schools with the lowest performance and/or greatest achievement gaps, while providing incentives (such as public reporting and rewards based on student growth) and less intensive supports to ensure continuous improvement in other schools. The Flexibility provisions also allow states and districts to opt out of NCLB’s requirements of offering school choice and supplemental educational services (SES) in schools chronically failing to meet AYP; districts are allowed to employ those resources for other means of improving school performance.

In sum, the various changes to federal policies over the last decade can be viewed as aiming to broaden the scope of state accountability systems while remedying some of the weaknesses of NCLB. Growth models aim to better identify schools that are truly low performing, in the sense that they are not succeeding at raising the achievement of the students they serve. The SIG and ESEA Flexibility programs provide additional incentives for states to focus attention on their lowest-performing schools. Growth models also encourage schools and districts to consider the achievement of all students, rather than only “bubble students” who are near the proficiency cut point. Including additional academic subjects beyond mathematics and reading should better recognize the full range of schools’ efforts and reduce the incentive to narrow the curriculum excessively. Including graduation rate among the accountability metrics—while enforcing a consistent definition of the rate—should incentivize schools not to push out low-scoring students. And increasing flexibility in resource use (e.g., by eliminating the SES requirement) is intended to give states and districts greater ability to devise their own solutions.

The new policies could have other, unintended consequences. First, states are still required to calculate proficiency rates for subgroups of students as before, but they may combine subgroups into broader groups of educationally disadvantaged students for school accountability. This could lead to less focus on the proficiency gains of individual subgroups such as special needs students. Second, raising academic standards in high schools in the context of high-stakes high-school completion tests could reduce high school graduation rates, creating political pressure (from parents as well as educators) to relax requirements for graduation.

[bookmark: _Toc328392851]Teachers and leaders 

Improving and supporting the effectiveness of teachers and school leaders is a key part of any strategy for improving student achievement and college and career readiness. Research has shown that teachers (e.g., Rowan, Correnti, & Miller, 2002; Rockoff, 2004; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005) and to a lesser extent school administrators (e.g., Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003), have measurable effects on student achievement.
 
Title I and Title II incorporate a number of requirements and incentives for states and districts to implement policies that better prepare educators, support them during all phases of their careers, hold them accountable for contributing to student achievement, and ensure their equitable distribution—all based on the premise that improvement in student achievement requires improving educator quality. However, there has been substantial development in the national discourse about teacher quality since the passage of the NCLB and the initiation of the last Title I study.

Most importantly, thinking about educator quality has shifted away from educator inputs (e.g., degrees and certifications) toward educator performance, defined in terms of practice and especially in terms of contribution to growth in student achievement. This shift has been facilitated by the improvements in educator practice assessments (Porter, Youngs, & Odden, 2001; Milanowski, Heneman & Kimball, 2011) and in “value added” methods to measure school and teacher contributions to student achievement (Meyer, 1997; Harris, 2009; Glazerman et al., 2010). This shift is exemplified in Federal initiatives including the RTT competition and SIG, as well as the recent ESEA Flexibility waivers granted to states, which require better measurement of educator effectiveness. This redefinition of educator quality sets the stage for developing, implementing, and evaluating more promising interventions to meet Title I and Title II goals.

Performance-based measures of educator quality can provide the basis for targeted interventions to improve educator effectiveness. Traditionally, evaluation practices rated nearly all teachers as ‘satisfactory’ (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern & Keeling, 2009), providing little if any information to guide personnel decisions or to promote effective professional development. The greater differentiation allowed by performance measures based on practice and student growth could allow states and districts to design and implement human capital management programs to reward and retain effective educators, better identify those in need of improvement, provide useful performance feedback, and do a better job of hiring, promoting, and retaining effective educators. Better human capital management programs (including those funded by Title II), in turn, are likely to improve the capacity of the educator workforce to facilitate student learning toward Title I accountability goals. Human capital management programs that are based on measures of practice and student growth also reinforce Title I school accountability by making student progress toward standards the clear focus of teaching and promoting a shared culture of evidence-based practice.

In response to Title I and Title II requirements and incentives, states are expected to adopt more rigorous measures of educator effectiveness, which include student growth and encourage or require districts and schools to use such measures. In turn, districts and schools would measure educator effectiveness in terms of student growth and focus of instruction on student learning standards, make personnel decisions based on effectiveness to hire and retain effective educators and improve or remove less effective educators. They would also implement differentiated supports (e.g., professional development) to raise effectiveness of all educators and identify, recognize, and reward effective educators from whom others can learn. Educators would thus receive guidance and incentives to focus practice on student learning standards, use feedback from effectiveness evaluations to improve practice, make professional development choices based on goal of improving effectiveness, use evidence of student growth toward learning standards to improve practice, and make decisions to enter, stay or leave schools, districts, or the profession influenced by information and incentives reflecting effectiveness. These responses would be expected to improve the effectiveness of instruction, eventually contributing to more students graduating college- and career-ready. 

Implementing teacher and leader evaluations that are based on classroom performance and student growth represent significant change from previous practices because of the new (unfamiliar) measures used and the high-stakes decisions that often accompany these evaluations. For these reasons, the evaluations require time to design with input from stakeholders, and as a result, are not implemented quickly. At any point in time during this study, states, districts, and schools are likely to be in different places in the process of implementing the new systems.

Current Federal requirements that states track educator quality distributions can highlight inequities and supports for programs and policies to improve equity can induce states and districts to take a variety of actions (e.g., incentives, targeted professional development, layoff and assignment reforms) to influence educator assignment to schools and classroom, and educator job choice decisions. Better measures of educator effectiveness have the potential to improve the efficacy of these interventions to improve access to effective teaching by incorporating factors that are more indicative of such teaching than used in by most states to track “highly qualified” teachers. Equitable distribution of effective educators would then be more likely to help ensure poor and at-risk students have equitable access to effective instruction, which in turn contributes to college and career readiness for all students. 

Title II also provides funding and guidance for educator preparation programs, and encouragement for states to implement ways to attract strong candidates to teaching and reduce barriers to their certification, and to measure and report on the quality of preparation programs. If states require preparation programs to align program content with student learning standards and provide more opportunities for strong candidates, the supply of educators with the skills to help students achieve learning standards should increase. This in turn could help districts equalize the distribution of teacher quality. If states use advances in measuring educator effectiveness to evaluate the quality of educator preparation programs, and share that information with districts, schools, and educators, districts and schools can make better hiring choices so that the new educators hired are more likely to provide effective instruction and students have more equitable access to such instruction. Educators and potential educators can also use information on program quality to decide where to enroll, making their preparation or professional time more productive, using market forces to diminish poor quality programs, and increasing the supply of potentially effective educators. 

The analyses planned for the study will focus on describing the evolution of specific strands of policies related to several core areas for states, districts, schools, and teachers nationwide. However, the study will not attempt to separate the influence of Title I and Title II from that of other Federal and state initiatives. The descriptive analyses will describe variation in policy implementation by state, district, and school characteristics such as ESEA Flexibility status, district poverty level and school Title I status.


[bookmark: _Toc328396638]A.1.	Explanation of Circumstances That Make Collection of Data Necessary	

The purpose of this new data collection is to provide policy makers with detailed information on the progress being made on the core policies promoted by Title I and Title II, and the recent granting of ESEA Flexibility waivers to states, as drivers of education reform. Historically, Congress has mandated a national study of the Title I program. Title I, Part E, Section 1501 of the ESEA, as reauthorized by the No Child Left Behind Act, mandated the most recent National Assessment of the implementation and impact of Title I, which concluded in 2006 (see http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg12.html). This Title I study is planned in anticipation of the next reauthorization of ESEA. The Title II study is authorized under Part F, Section 9601 of ESEA, which permits program funds to be used to evaluate activities authorized under the act (see http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/pg113.html). The timing of the study’s data collection is critical to provide baseline data prior to the reauthorization of ESEA as well as follow-up data, and provide policy makers with information on the implementation of ESEA Flexibility waivers.

Although there are other ongoing research studies that cover some similar topics of recent federal education policy (see section A.4), the breadth of research questions and the depth of responses from all SEAs and three levels of nationally representative samples, sets the Title I/II study apart from other studies. The research questions for the Title I/II study are as follows:

1. Are states modifying content standards, and if so, what measures are districts and schools taking to cover the content standards?
· How have states changed their student learning standards since 2005-06, what changes are they planning, and for what reasons?
· If states are planning or implementing new standards, how are they transitioning to the new standards in terms of timeline and key supports for local educators? How do states vary in terms of key standards implementation features?
· How are districts supporting teachers’ use of state standards? How do districts vary in terms of key standards implementation features?
· How are standards being used to guide instruction in schools? How do schools vary in terms of key standards implementation features?
· How does standards implementation differ across high-poverty and low-poverty schools and between previously low-performing districts/schools and higher performing districts/schools?

2. Are states changing their assessments to align with standards, and are districts, schools, and teachers using assessment results to improve and target instruction?
· How do state assessments vary in terms of content coverage and format? Are state assessments becoming increasingly similar in terms of content coverage or format?
· How are states revising their statewide assessment systems in relation to changes in student learning standards, expanded uses of assessment scores, or to enhance assessment quality?
· If states are planning or implementing new assessments, how are they transitioning to the new assessments in terms of timeline and key supports for local educators?
· How has performance on state assessments changed since 2006? How do performance patterns on state assessments compare with performance patterns on the state National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)?
· To what extent will consortium-built and other statewide assessments yield scores that are comparable across states and consortia?
· Beyond the annual assessments for accountability, to what extent and for what purposes are states or districts using other assessments?
· How are districts, schools, and teachers using student-, classroom-, school-, and district-level assessment results?

3. How have state accountability systems changed since 2006?
· To what extent have states adopted “growth models” that examine the progress of individual students toward proficiency?
· To what extent are states broadening their accountability systems to incorporate additional student outcomes, such as achievement in subjects other than reading and math, achievement in multiple high-school grades and/or Kindergarten through grade 2, and graduation rates? 
· What forms of flexibility have states taken advantage of in the waiver process (e.g., subgroup requirements, mandate of school choice and supplemental educational services, 100-percent proficiency by 2014)?
· How are states identifying and rewarding their highest-performing schools?
· How are states identifying their lowest-performing schools, and what types of assistance and interventions are states and districts using to turn around their performance? 

4. What are states, districts, and schools doing to ensure that all students experience effective teaching?
· How are states, districts, and schools evaluating teacher and principal effectiveness?
· How are states and districts tracking whether students have equitable access to effective teachers and principals?
· What are states, districts, and schools doing to address the equitable access goal?
· What are states, districts, and schools doing to improve educator effectiveness by strengthening the pathways to teaching, supporting the development of effective teachers and principals, and retaining effective teachers and principals?


[bookmark: _Toc328396639]A.2.	How the Information Will Be Collected, by Whom, and For What Purpose	

This study will rely on information collected from existing sources, for which there are no respondents or burden, and on a new set of surveys in order to address the research questions described above. See Tables A-1 – A-4 for the linkages between the research questions and the sources of information to answer the questions. We then discuss the extant data sources and the new data collections.
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[bookmark: _Toc328401086]Table A - 1. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 1: Are states modifying content standards, and if so, what measures are districts and schools taking to cover the content standards?
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	1. How have states changed their student learning standards since 2005-06, what changes are they planning, and for what reasons? 
	State education agency web sites and documents describing current state standards; ESEA waiver applications; RTT applications 
	S
	Current plans to revise standards; subjects/ grades covered by modifications; reasons for modifications
	S

	2. If states are planning or implementing new standards, how are they transitioning to the new standards in terms of timeline and key supports for local educators? How do states vary in terms of key standards implementation features?
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state standards; and ESEA waiver applications; RTT applications
	S
	Timeframes for implementation of changes; plans for transitioning to new standards; supports provided (e.g., curriculum frameworks, text adoption guidelines, professional development for educators) 
	S

	3. How are districts supporting teachers’ use of state standards? How do districts vary in terms of key standards implementation features?11

	Not Applicable (NA)
	
	When district adopted new state standards; supports provided to educators for implementing standards (e.g., curriculum materials, professional development); methods for holding educators accountable for implementing standards; perceived barriers to effective implementation
	D

	4. How are standards being used to guide instruction in schools? How do schools vary in terms of key standards implementation features?
	NA
	
	School actions to support teachers and hold them accountable for implementing standards 
	Sch, T 

	
	
	
	Teacher actions to implement state standards
	T

	
	
	
	Perceived barriers to effective implementation
	Sch, T

	5. How does standards implementation differ across high-poverty and low-poverty schools and between previously low-performing districts/schools and higher performing districts/schools?
	NA
	
	(Comparison of measures derived from survey content described above.)
	


*Level refers to the level of the organizational unit for which data are available (e.g., state, district, school, teacher). Relevant survey data may come from one or more of the surveys to be conducted in this study.
Key:  S=State; D=District; Sch=School; and T=Teacher


[bookmark: _Toc328401087]Table A - 2. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 2: Are states changing their assessments to align with standards, and are districts, schools, and teachers using assessment results to improve and target instruction?
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	1. How do state assessments vary in terms of content coverage and format? Are state assessments becoming increasingly similar in terms of content coverage or format?
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state assessments; ESEA waiver applications; RTT applications
	S
	Changes made in state assessments since 2006
	S

	2. 
	
	
	Reasons for changes
	

	3. How are states revising their statewide assessment systems in relation to changes in student learning standards, expanded uses of assessment scores, or to enhance assessment quality?
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state assessments; ESEA waiver applications; RTT applications
	S
	Plans to change current assessments; reasons for planned changes
	S 

	4. 
	
	
	Plans to use consortia-developed or other assessments common across states
	

	5. If states are planning or implementing new assessments, how are they transitioning to the new assessments in terms of timeline and key supports for local educators?12

	State education agency web sites and documents describing state plans for implementing new/revised assessments; ESEA waiver applications
	S
	Plans for transitioning to new or revised standards
	S

	6. 
	
	
	Timeframe for implementing new/revised assessments; supports provided (e.g., assessment frameworks, released items, professional development for educators)
	

	7. How has performance on state assessments changed since 2006? How do performance patterns on state assessments compare with performance patterns on state NAEP?
	National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) state data on reading, math assessments grades 4, 8, and 12 from 2007 – 2011.
EdFacts data or state administrative data on student proficiency on state reading, math assessments grades 4, 8, and high school from 2007 - 2011
	S
	NA
	

	8. To what extent will consortium-built and other statewide assessments yield scores that are comparable across states and consortia?
	State education agency web sites and documents describing new/ revised state assessments’ descriptions of assessments developed by consortia and vendors
	S
	NA
	

	9. Beyond the annual assessments for accountability, to what extent and for what purposes are states or districts using other assessments?


	State education agency web sites and documents describing state assessment systems 
	S
	Development/provision of other assessments, including benchmark or interim assessments
	S, D

	10. 
	
	
	Purposes for additional assessments
	

	
	
	
	Timeframes for implementing additional assessments
	




Table A - 2. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 2: Are states changing their assessments to align with standards, and are districts, schools, and teachers using assessment results to improve and target instruction? (continued)
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	11. How are districts, schools, and teachers using student-, classroom-, school-, and district-level assessment results?
	NA
	
	Requirements for districts/schools/ teachers to use additional assessments
	S, D

	
	
	
	Use of additional assessments beyond those required or provided by state or district
	S, T

	
	
	
	Purposes of assessments
	

	
	
	
	Supports provided for using assessment information 
	S, D, Sch

	
	
	
	How schools & teachers use assessments and assessment results
	Sch, T


*Level refers to the level of the organizational unit for which data are available (e.g., state, district, school, teacher). Relevant survey data may come from one or more of the surveys to be conducted in this study.
Key:  S=State; D=District; Sch=School; and T=Teacher
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[bookmark: _Toc328401088]Table A - 3. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 3: How have state accountability systems changed since 2006?
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	1. To what extent have states adopted “growth models” that examine the progress of individual students toward proficiency? 
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state accountability models; approved ESEA waiver applications
	S 
	Whether growth is part of the state’s school accountability measures;
Whether student growth models are used at elementary/middle/HS levels
	S

	
	
	
	Whether the district has seen estimates of student growth for its schools;
What the district is doing to help schools improve student growth in 2012-13
	D

	
	
	
	Whether the school has seen estimates of student growth by grade level;
What the school is doing to improve student growth in the 2012-13 school year
	Sch, T

	2. To what extent are states broadening their accountability systems to incorporate additional student outcomes, such as achievement in subjects other than reading and math, achievement in multiple high-school grades and/or K-2, and graduation rates? 14

	State education agency web sites and documents describing state accountability models; approved ESEA waiver applications
	S
	Criteria used in the state’s school accountability system; modifications made since 2006;
Subjects and grade level proficiency and growth included in school accountability systems; other measures used for school accountability, including graduation and attendance rates
	S

	
	
	
	Which student achievement measures are used for school accountability;
Which measures require the most attention from schools in the district
	D

	
	
	
	Which student achievement measures are used for school accountability;
Which measures require the most attention from the school
	Sch

	3. What forms of flexibility have states taken advantage of in the waiver process (e.g., subgroup requirements, mandate of school choice and supplemental educational services, 100-percent proficiency by 2014)
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state accountability models; approved ESEA waiver applications
	S
	Which subgroups and outcomes are used for school accountability;
Which subgroups and outcomes are reported publicly;
Whether the state mandates school choice and SES for low-performing schools;
Whether the state set a target other than 100 percent proficiency by 2014, and if so what targets were set
	S

	
	
	
	Whether the district has received information on subgroup performance in its schools;
Where choice and SES are mandated for low-performing schools, how parents are notified;
Where choice and SES are still mandated, the number/proportion of eligible students participating
	D

	
	
	
	Whether the school has received information on the performance of subgroups
	Sch, T





Table A - 3. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 3: How have state accountability systems changed since 2006? (continued)
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	4.  How are states identifying and rewarding their highest-performing schools?
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state accountability models; approved ESEA waiver applications
	S
	Criteria for identifying high performing schools;
Rewards, flexibility, or other consequences provided to high performing schools
	S

	
	
	
	Whether the district has high-performing or reward schools; school characteristics; 
What consequences are associated with high-performing designation;
Whether district officials know criteria for high-performing school designation; 
What it would require for their schools to meet those criteria
	D

	
	
	
	Whether principal knows criteria for high-performing school designation; 
What it would require for the school to meet those criteria;
Whether the school is high-performing, and if so, what consequences are associated with that;
What principals and teachers are doing to maintain that designation
	Sch,T

	5. How are states identifying their lowest-performing schools, and what types of assistance and interventions are states and districts using to turn around their performance? 15

	State education agency web sites and documents describing state accountability models; ESEA waiver applications
	S
	Criteria for identifying low-performing schools; 
Turnaround strategies, oversight, additional funding, or other consequences provided to low performing schools
	S

	
	
	
	Whether district officials know criteria for low-performing school designation and consequences;
Whether any schools in the district are rated low-performing under state-specific accountability systems;
Whether the rating is the same for AYP/AMO accountability; 
Turnaround models or strategies being implemented in SIG schools or other low-performing schools in the district;
Additional consequences provided by districts to low performing schools 
	D

	
	
	
	If SIG or low-performing: Interventions and support in schools that are SIG or low-performing;
Principal and teacher awareness of state criteria for low-performing schools and consequences for low-performing designation.
	Sch,T


*Level refers to the level of the organizational unit for which data are available (e.g., state, district, school, teacher). Relevant survey data may come from one or more of the surveys to be conducted in this study. 
Key:  S=State; D=District; Sch=School; and T=Teacher



[bookmark: _Toc328401089]Table A - 4. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 4: What are states, districts, and schools doing to ensure that all students experience effective teaching?
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	1.  How are states, districts, and schools defining and evaluating teacher and principal effectiveness?
	State education agency web sites and documents describing state regulations related to teacher and principal evaluation
	S 
	Characteristics of state and district teacher and principal performance evaluation systems;
Principal practice in evaluating teachers
	S, D

Sch 

	
	
	
	Uses made/consequences of principal performance evaluation information
	D, Sch, T

	
	
	
	Educator understanding of evaluation systems & definitions of effectiveness
	Sch, T

	2. How are states and districts tracking whether students have equitable access to effective teachers and principals? 16

	State education agency web sites and documents describing state systems for tracking the distribution of effective teachers and principals
	S
	Practices related to tracking the distribution of effective teachers and principals
	S, D, Sch

	
	State reports on the distribution of effective teachers and principals
	S
	District perceptions of trends in distribution of effective educators
	D

	3. What are states, districts, and schools doing to address the equitable access goal?





	
	
	Use of strategies to influence distribution of effective educators:
1. Financial incentives
1. Non-financial incentives
1. Professional development
1. Recruitment /staffing policies
1. Transfer & layoff policies
	S, D, Sch

	
	
	
	Challenges perceived at state, district, & school level in improving equity of distribution
	S, D, Sch

	
	
	
	Educator awareness of incentives to influence equity of distribution
	Sch, T 





Table A - 4. Overview of Data Collection for Research Question 4: What are states, districts, and schools doing to ensure that all students experience effective teaching? (continued)
	Sub-Research Questions
	Extant Data
	Surveys

	
	Source, description
	Level*
	Description
	Level*

	4. What are states, districts, and schools doing to improve educator effectiveness by strengthening the pathways to teaching, supporting the development of effective teachers and principals, and retaining effective teachers and principals?
	Grant applications (RTT, TIF, i3,SIG)
ESEA Flexibility waiver applications
	S
	Changes in state regulations governing educator preparation programs and licensure/certification
	S

	
	
	
	Promotion/oversight of alternative pathways /partnership/use to educator certification
	S, D

	
	State education agency web sites and documents describing educator licensing , alternative certification, and educator induction requirements
	S
	State, district, school induction practices:
· Content
· Mentors
· Length
· Participation requirements
Probationary periods
	S, D, Sch

	
	
	
	State, district, & school professional development policies & programs 
	S, D, Sch

	
	Grant applications (RTT, TIF, i3,SIG)
ESEA Flexibility waiver applications
	S
	State, district, & school policies & programs to recognize, reward, & retain effective educators
	S, D, Sch

	
	
	
	Targeting of programs & funding to Title I schools
	S, D

	
	
	
	Educator awareness of reward/retention programs
	Sch, T


*Level refers to the level of the organizational unit for which data are available (e.g., state, district, school, teacher). Relevant survey data may come from one or more of the surveys to be conducted in this study. 
Key:  S=State; D=District; Sch=School; and T=Teacher
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[bookmark: _Toc328396640]A.2.1. Extant Data Sources

U.S. Department of Education (ED) Data and Reports

Information from ED reports and data collections will provide important data on state policies and student achievement since the previous Title I Implementation Study report in 2006. Using these sources will help reduce burden on respondents.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a nationally representative assessment of students in mathematics, reading, and other subjects that provides a common measure of achievement across states. Mathematics and reading assessments are given every other year. We will use NAEP data from 2007 to the most current year to analyze cross-state trends in student proficiency levels since the previous Title I Implementation Study report.

EDFacts data are consolidated from annual state reports and include school-level performance on state assessments and adequate yearly progress (AYP) status for all schools in the state. We will use student proficiency on state assessments since 2007 to examine how well students are meeting their own state’s standards for reading and mathematics since the previous Title I Implementation Study report. We will use the data on school accountability to describe changes in the proportion of schools in each state classified as high and low-performing based on state accountability standards over the same period.

NCES compares state proficiency standards in reading and mathematics by comparing each state’s proficiency threshold to NAEP scores. The relationship between each state’s proficiency threshold and NAEP scores supports comparisons of state standards across states and directly to the NAEP scale, with its threshold for “basic,” and “proficient” performance over time. As states change the rigor of their assessments and the thresholds for proficiency, the relationship between their proficiency threshold and NAEP scores change. Many states have changed assessments and thresholds since the last Title I Implementation study in 2006, and the transition to common assessments will present another change in thresholds for many states. The analysis is currently available for 2003 – 2009; the 2011 analysis is expected to be available in 2013.

ED also collects data from states on elements of state teacher preparation programs and state requirements for initial teacher certification or licensure. Information about teacher preparation and certification programs and policies, as well as the number of people entering and completing programs, are available from 2008 through 2010. Information through 2012 is expected to be available in 2013. Thus, the data will provide information on changes in state policies, such as increases in the rigor of teacher preparation or reductions in the barriers to alternative certification routes, from 2008 through 2012. 

The Evaluation of RTT-SIG is collecting data on policies from state officials from all 50 states. The topics include (1) standards and assessments; (2) data systems; (3) effective teachers and school leaders; and (4) turning around persistently low-performing schools. Although topics 1, 3, and 4 are similar to topics for this study, the RTT-SIG evaluation focuses on the RTT-SIG reform activities, rather than the many policies states might pursue that are not in line with these reforms, as this study does. In addition to asking about a broader set of activities in our four topic areas, we will also ensure that our data collection efforts do not duplicate the RTT-SIG state interviews, and we will make use of the data from those interviews where appropriate. The study team for the Title I/Title II study has compared data collection instruments to those from RTT-SIG and has deleted any duplicative questions from the study instruments.

IES is concluding the final data collection for the Integrated Evaluation of ARRA Funding, Implementation and Outcomes (i.e., the ARRA Evaluation). The ARRA Evaluation seeks to understand how states, districts, and schools are working to implement the reforms promoted by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and to examine the supports provided to guide and stimulate ongoing efforts. The evaluation surveyed SEAs and a nationally representative sample of 1,700 districts and 3,800 schools in Spring 2011 and Spring 2012. The Title I/II study will draw on SEA data from the ARRA Evaluation to capture information on changes in state education reform policies for 2009 to 2012. 

State Documents

To minimize burden and avoid highly complex survey questionnaires, state education agency web sites will be searched for pages and documents describing state policies and programs related to content standards, assessments, school accountability systems, strategies for turning around low-performing schools, and teacher and leader performance measurement, licensing, professional development, induction, and incentives. It is expected that many questions related to the details of state policy (e.g., state accountability system definitions of high- and low-performing schools, high school graduation requirements) can be answered from web pages or documents available on the web and then checked for accuracy with the states. In addition, when completing the web-based survey, state education agency respondents will have the opportunity to upload documents describing state programs and policies. This will avoid having them respond to a lengthy list of questions about details of state programs or requirements. Other state documents in the public domain will also be collected and reviewed, including RTT, SIG, and approved state ESEA waiver applications. The latter are expected to be especially useful in providing information on topics such as how states are modifying accountability systems. 

[bookmark: _Toc328396641]A.2.2. New Data Collections

Because there is currently no reliable and uniform source of detailed information on most of the topics the study seeks to cover, we will administer a set of surveys to obtain this information. The data collection instruments are described below. The content for each survey is described in Tables A-1 to A-4. 

State Surveys

The state surveys will be administered using a web-based instrument divided into modules corresponding to major topic areas. While chief state school officers or their deputies will be the initial officials contacted about the survey, we will ask them to assign the appropriate module to staff with the expertise in the topic area. In addition to the instrument, SEA-level respondents will also be provided access to a SharePoint site that can be used to upload documents on state policies and guidelines that would clarify responses to the main instrument. After survey responses and supplementary documents are reviewed by study staff, respondents responsible for particular modules will be called back to clarify responses, if needed. This will ensure that responses correctly represent state activities in these complex areas, where there is likely to be considerable variation in terminology and design details across states. The survey will be sent to the chief school officer in each of the 50 states and the District of Columbia in spring 2013. The state survey is in Appendix A.

District Surveys

A notification packet will be sent to district superintendents and deputy superintendents who will be asked to name a district liaison for the study. The liaison will be responsible for identifying and distributing the survey to the appropriate respondents. The liaison will be responsible for follow up to ensure the survey is complete. 

Like the state survey, the district survey will be web based and modularized to allow for completion by one or multiple respondents. The initial survey will be administered to the sample of districts in spring 2013. The district survey is in Appendix B.

School Surveys

Each sampled school principal will be asked to complete a web-based survey. We anticipate that the principal will be the sole respondent, as he/she will be in a position to answer all the questions. The survey will be administered to the sample of schools in spring 2013. The school survey is in Appendix C.

Teacher Surveys 

The short web-based survey will be sent to a sample of teachers in each sampled school. The survey will be administered to the sample of teachers in spring 2013. The teacher survey is in Appendix D.

Teacher Rosters

We will ask the principals of sampled schools to provide a comprehensive list of teachers in their schools, which will be used as the sampling frame for the teacher sample. The principal mailings will inform principals of their school’s selection and also will include directions for completing the teacher roster via the web. Schools will be asked to identify their current grade span and list all teachers; their email address; main grade; subjects taught, e.g., Reading/English/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science and Other; and in grades 9-12, whether the teacher teaches a class in which students are tested for accountability requirements under ESEA. Mockups of web pages that will be used to collect this information are shown in Appendix E. 


[bookmark: _Toc328396642]A.3.	Use of Improved Information Technology to Reduce Burden

The data collection plan is designed to obtain information in an efficient way that minimizes respondent burden. When feasible, we will gather information from existing data sources, using the most efficient methods available. For state-level data, whenever possible we will first attempt to gather data from websites and other public sources of data to minimize burden. For existing data not available from public sources, we will work with state personnel to determine the most efficient and least burdensome procedures, and will capitalize on any electronic systems in place. Each state will be given access to a secure SharePoint site which will allow state personnel to easily upload any spreadsheets, files or other electronic data requested from states to supplement the publicly available extant data sources. Regardless of the form in which it is received, these data will be converted into a consistent format so that they can be combined with data submitted by other states or districts and are suitable for analysis.

For the survey of state administrators, the instrument will be in an electronic format and available on the same secure SharePoint site. The survey instrument will be separated into topical modules so that different people within the administration can easily access and complete the sections depending on their areas of expertise. This not only lessens an individual’s burden, but also ensures that the most knowledgeable person completes the survey. Furthermore, we offer flexibility in how and when respondents complete the survey, allowing staff to complete the instrument electronically, on hard-copy, or through telephone follow up calls. All of these formats allow respondents to complete the survey at their convenience

A web-based survey will be the primary mode of data collection for the district, school and teacher surveys. This will not only save money in postage, coding, keying and cleaning the survey data but also, we have found, is a preferred method for survey completion among many respondents. Burden will be reduced with the use of skip patterns and prefilled information based on responses to previous items when appropriate. The web-based survey will allow respondents to complete the survey at a location and time of their choice, and built-in edits will reduce response errors. Notification of participation and log in credentials will be sent via email, whenever possible. 

The web-based surveys will also facilitate the completion of the surveys by multiple respondents, so that the most appropriate individual will be able to access and provide the data in their area of expertise. This approach will reduce burden for respondents as (a) each individual will have fewer questions to answer themselves and (b) respondents will be asked questions concerning topics in which they are well versed and answers should be readily available. This will be especially useful for the district survey.

For respondents that choose not to use the web-based survey, we will offer the option of completion of an electronic version of the survey or a paper-and-pencil instrument. A phone survey option will be offered to respondents as part of the nonresponse follow-up effort. 

Principals can also use the web to enter data for the teacher rosters. Online edits in the web roster will ensure that all data items required for teacher sampling are entered. The principal mailing will include a hardcopy roster listing all of these items and a fax number and business reply envelope, should school staff prefer to submit hardcopy. We will also make available, via website download or at the school’s request, an electronic form (fillable.pdf) they can use to enter teacher information. We will also accept roster output from the school’s database, either electronically or on hardcopy. We will work with the principal or his/her designee to be sure all fields required for teacher sampling are captured. 
[bookmark: _Toc328396643]A.4.	Efforts to Identify and Avoid Duplication

There are several ongoing ED studies that collect information on similar topics as those included in the Title I/II study. The RTT-SIG Evaluation is collecting information from all states, and a non-representative sample of 134 districts and 1,200 schools. The reform areas covered in the RTT-SIG Evaluation are college- and career-ready standards, effective teachers and leaders, progress on raising student achievement, and supporting low-performing schools. The data collection time table for RTT-SIG will overlap with the 2013 data collection period for the Title I/II study. 

ED is also conducting case studies of SIG school turnaround models. The study involves six states, 25 districts, and 60 schools (and teachers within those schools). The surveys collect information on topics such as effective teachers and leaders and turning around low-performing schools. The study involves a 2012 and 2013 data collection. The ED sponsored Evaluation of the Teacher Incentive Fund includes 15 districts and 250 schools and will collect information in 2012 through 2015 on effective teachers. There is also a teacher quality distribution and measurement study that involves finding out about effective teachers and educators and support for low-performing schools. This study will collect data in 2013. 

Some overlap among respondents in another ED study and the Title I/II study is inevitable, since the RTT-SIG evaluation is collecting data from state officials from all 50 states. The Title I/II evaluation addresses similar topics, but addresses the full range of policy decisions states could be making under Title I and Title II, going beyond the specific policies of RTT and SIG. In addition, the study team for the Title I/Title II study has compared data collection instruments to those from RTT-SIG and has deleted any duplicative questions from the study instruments. 

[bookmark: _Toc328396644]A.5.	Efforts to Minimize Burden on Small Business or Other Entities

No small businesses will be involved as respondents. Every effort will be made to minimize the burden on respondents. Section A.3 describes how the use of technology will reduce respondent burden.

[bookmark: _Toc328396645]A.6.	Consequences of Less-Frequent Data Collection

Title I has not been studied with a nationally representative sample of states, school districts, schools, and teachers since the National Assessment of the Implementation of Title I was completed in 2006. Since that time, a number of policy initiatives have been implemented. Similarly, Title II expanded the number of policy initiatives applicable to most school districts and schools and has not been studied using a nationally representative sample. This data will provide policy makers with timely, detailed information on how these initiatives are playing out in states, school districts, schools and classroom.

[bookmark: _Toc328396646]A.7.	Special Circumstances Requiring Collection of Information in a Manner Inconsistent with Section 1320.5(d)(2) of the Code of Federal Regulations

There are no special circumstances involved with this data collection.

[bookmark: _Toc328396647]A.8.	Federal Register Comments and Persons Consulted Outside the Agency

The 60-day notice to solicit public comments has not been published in the Federal Register.

A Technical Working Group (TWG) has been assembled for this study. The current TWG members are listed below. Additional consultation may be sought during later phases of the study (e.g., data analysis).

· Christopher Cross, Chairman, Cross & Joftus
· Daria Hall, Director of K-12 Policy Development, The Education Trust
· David Heistad, Executive Director of Research, Evaluation, and Assessment, Minneapolis Public Schools
· Eugenia Kemble, Executive Director, Albert Shanker Institute
· Sharon Lewis, Director of Research, Council of the Great City Schools
· Thomas Payzant, Professor of Practice, Harvard Graduate School of Education
· Sean Reardon, Associate Professor, Administration & Policy Studies, Stanford University
· Judy Wurtzel, Consultant, Education Policy
· Grover Russ Whitehurst, Chair and Director of the Brown Center on Education Policy, Brookings Institution

[bookmark: _Toc328396648]A.9.	Payments to Respondents

In recognition of the fact that district and school administrators have many demands on their time, and typically, these administrators receive numerous requests to participate in studies and complete surveys for federal and state governments, district offices, and independent researchers, we plan to identify a district liaison. For most districts, completion of the district survey will require input from multiple respondents, and the district liaison’s role will be pivotal in positively impacting participation, collecting high quality data, and achieving an 85 percent response rate. 

We propose to provide teachers with a $20 incentive for completing the teacher survey. We are recommending this incentive because an 85% response rate has been specified as the target and teacher participation in the study is voluntary. We recognize that teachers have many demands on their time, and we expect that the incentive will have the positive impact of reducing the scale of the non-response follow-up necessary to achieve the desired response rate. In addition, we expect the incentive to have positive impacts on increasing teacher interest and encouraging teachers to prioritize participation over other activities that do not provide a monetary reward; improving the quality of the teacher data; and partially compensating teachers’ time and effort, in acknowledgment of the 30 minutes required to complete the survey. 

Recent research indicates positive effects for the use of cash incentives. For example, researchers looked at the use of incentives to reduce nonresponse in random digit dial telephone surveys and reported that for extended interviews (as opposed to screeners), “A number of studies have found that promised incentives of $15 – $35 increase response rates” (Cantor, O’Hare & O’Connor, 2007). In another study, researchers found positive effects for those who had earlier refused, “Providing incentives to respondents, who previously refused to participate in the last survey round, significantly boosted response rates, and resulted in longer interviews and more items answered” (Zagorsky & Rhoton, 2008). In addition, in an experiment, respondents at one wave of a longitudinal study were randomly assigned to receive the same $20 incentive they had received in earlier waves or a $30 incentive or a $50 incentive. “Those offered $50 had a higher response rate than those offered $20, and this positive impact persisted for at least the next four waves of biennial data collections” (Rodgers, 2011). In a recent review of the use of incentives in longitudinal surveys, Laurie and Lynn (2009) concluded a positive effect for awarding incentives, “Overall, it seems clear that the use of respondent incentives is an important element of the strategy to minimize attrition for many longitudinal surveys. The evidence suggests consistently that attrition rates would be higher in the absence of incentives”.
 
Currently, we are considering either providing the incentives in the form of a gift card, check or money order. Westat has extensive experience with awarding incentives in the form of checks, and if respondents are unable to cash checks, then money orders instead. However, given advances in technology, we are exploring the option of awarding a gift card (in lieu of a check or money order) online immediately after the teacher completes the survey. This method offers a number of advantages including (1) reduced administrative costs, e.g., time and effort to request and secure checks, prepare mailings, etc.; (2) no postage costs; and (3) immediate award. Immediate award is a very important consideration and advantage, particularly when data collection occurs near the end of the school year when teachers leave for vacation and/or may change schools and assignments. We plan to develop an online gift card award system that will efficiently award the incentive and also allow for exceptions as necessary to comply with those few districts that do not permit their teachers to accept incentives.

[bookmark: _Toc328396649]A.10.	Assurance of Confidentiality

Other than the names and contact information for the survey respondents and teachers that will make up the teacher sampling frame, which is information typically already available in the public domain (i.e., state, district, and school websites) no data collected for surveys will contain personally identifiable information. No names and contact information will be released. 

Responses will be used for research or statistical purposes. States, districts, and schools receiving Title I and Title II funds have an obligation to participate in Department evaluations (Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) (34 C.F.R. § 76.591)). Participation is voluntary for the teacher survey. 

The following language will be included on the cover sheet of district, school, and teacher survey and the teacher roster under the Notice of Confidentiality: Information collected for this study comes under the confidentiality and data protection requirements of the Institute of Education Sciences (The Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Title I, Part E, Section 183). Information that could identify an individual or institution will be separated from the survey responses submitted, kept in secured locations, and be destroyed as soon as they are no longer required. Survey responses will be used only for research purposes. The reports prepared for the study will summarize findings across individuals and institutions and will not associate responses with a specific district, school, or person. We will not provide information that identifies district or school respondents to anyone outside the study team, except as required by law.

On the state survey, we will add the following statement to the Notice of Confidentiality text specified above: States may be identified but only in reporting composite measures of education practices.

The Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002. Title I, Part E, Section 183 of this Act requires, “All collection, maintenance, use, and wise dissemination of data by the Institute” to “conform with the requirements of section 552 of title 5, United States Code, the confidentiality standards of subsection (c) of this section, and sections 444 and 445 of the General Education Provision Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, 1232h).” Respondents will be assured that confidentiality will be maintained, except as required by law. Specific steps to guarantee confidentiality include the following:

· Identifying information about respondents (e.g., respondent name, address, and telephone number) will not be entered into the analysis data file, but will be kept separate from other data and will be password protected. A unique identification number for each respondent will be used for building raw data and analysis files.
· A fax machine used to send or receive documents that contain confidential information will be kept in a locked field room, accessible only to study team members. 
· Confidential materials will be printed on a printer located in a limited access field room. When printing documents that contain confidential information from shared network printers, authorized study staff will be present and retrieve the documents as soon as printing is complete.
· In public reports, findings will be presented in aggregate by type of respondent or for subgroups of interest. No reports will identify individual respondents or local agencies. 
· Access to the sample files will be limited to authorized study staff only; no others will be authorized such access.
· All members of the study team will be briefed regarding confidentiality of the data. 
· We expect that most data will be entered via the web systems. However, we will establish a control system to monitor the status and whereabouts of any hard copy data collection instruments during data entry. 
· All data will be stored in secure areas accessible only to authorized staff members. Computer-generated output containing identifiable information will be maintained under the same conditions.
· When any hard copies containing confidential information are no longer needed, they will be shredded. 

[bookmark: _Toc328396650]A.11.	Questions of a Sensitive Nature

There are no questions of a sensitive nature asked in any of the surveys.



[bookmark: _Toc328396651]A.12.	Estimates of Respondent Burden	

We will administer the 2013 surveys to respondents in:

· The 50 states and the District of Columbia,
· 570 sampled school districts,
· 1,300 sampled schools (within the sampled school districts), and
· 9,100 sampled teachers (within the sampled districts and schools).

We also will ask all 1,300 sampled school to complete a teacher roster. 

In all, responses will be required in spring 2013 from 12,321 respondents (51 state officials; 570 district officials; 1,300 school officials for the school survey; 1,300 school officials for the teacher roster; and 9,100 teachers). Although we expect that at the state and district levels, there may be more than one respondent completing the survey, we are estimating the burden to complete the total survey as one respondent per state/district times the number of minutes for the total survey. 

We estimate that it will take (1) state respondents an average of 180 minutes for the survey and follow-up, (2) district respondents an average of 60 minutes for the survey, (3) school respondents an average of 30 minutes for the survey, (4) school respondents an average of 30 minutes to complete the teacher roster, and (5) teacher respondents an average of 30 minutes to complete the teacher survey, so total burden for the spring 2013 data collection is 394,380 minutes or 6,573 hours (see Table A-5 below). 


[bookmark: _Toc328401090]Table A - 5. Estimates of respondent burden
	Informant/Data Collection Activity
	# of Respondents
	Minutes per completion 
	Number of administrations
	Burden in minutes
	Total Burden Hours
	Total Costs

	State

	SEA survey and Follow-up
	51
	180
	1
	9,180
	153
	$6,646.32

	District

	District survey
	570
	60
	1
	34,200
	570
	$24,760.80

	School

	School survey
	1,300
	30
	1
	39,000
	650
	$28,236.00

	Teacher roster
	1,300
	30
	1
	39,000
	650
	$28,236.00

	Teacher survey
	9,100
	30
	1
	273,000
	4,550
	$122,395.00

	Total
	12,321
	330
	1
	394,380
	6,573
	$210,274.12


NOTE: Assumes an hourly rate of $43.44 per hour for educational administrators and an hourly rate of $26.90 (derived from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Occupational Employment and Wages for educational administrators and teachers, May 2011). 
[bookmark: _Toc328396652]A.13.	Estimates of the Cost Burden to Respondents

There are no annualized capital/startup or ongoing operation and maintenance costs associated with collecting the information.

[bookmark: _Toc328396653]A.14.	Estimates of Annualized Government Costs

The amount for the design, conduct of two rounds of surveys and analysis, and reporting for the base contract for this study is $9,341,945. The annualized cost is $1,868,389.

[bookmark: _Toc328396654]A.15.	Changes in Hour Burden

This is a new collection. Therefore, no changes apply.

[bookmark: _Toc328396655]A.16.	Time Schedule, Publication, and Analysis Plan	

We will produce a study report for policy makers and practitioners. In writing the report, we will follow the principals of the Federal Plain Language Action and Information Network and adhere to the requirements of the NCES Statistical Standards (2002), IES Style Guide (2005) and other IES guidance and requirements for public reporting.

The focus of the report will be on the progress being made on the core policies promoted by Titles I and II, and the recent granting of waivers from ESEA requirements to states, as drivers of education reform in the context of the multi-level U.S. policy making and policy implementation system. It will not address Title I/II funding or administrative issues. Rather than trying to separate the influence of Titles I and II from that of other Federal and state reform initiatives that have arisen since the previous National Assessment of Title I, the report will describe the evolution and status of specific strands of reform related to the four policy areas: student standards, assessment, accountability systems, and teachers and leaders.

The baseline study report will answer a clearly established set of questions using both extant sources of data and information from the state, district, principal, and teacher surveys. The report will start with an outline of highlights. The body of the report will contain four chapters, each addressing one of the major themes of the study and the corresponding research questions. Each chapter would have a brief context section summarizing the provisions of Titles I and II that embody reform priorities in each area, and how these priorities have evolved since the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). Specific attention would be paid to outlining the reforms states must adopt to secure ESEA Flexibility waivers. This would be followed by a presentation of findings at the state level. The evolution of selected state-level reforms would be described. The second section would examine evidence for reform implementation at the district, school, and classroom levels at the points in time corresponding to the district, school, and teacher surveys. A third section would describe how district- or school-level implementation of reforms differs by state characteristics, and when appropriate, by district and school characteristics. In addition, this section will examine teacher responses by certain subgroups (e.g., teachers in tested subjects vs. teachers in not tested subjects). Appendices will provide more detailed information about, for example, the purpose of the evaluation and its design, the approaches to data collection, sampling methodology, and survey response rates. Table A-6 displays the anticipated timetable for the first round of data collection and report. Subsequent OMB packages, requesting clearance for follow-up surveys, will further detail plans for longitudinal data analyses.


[bookmark: _Toc328401091]Table A - 6. Timetable for first round of data collection and reporting
	Activity
	Date

	Baseline Surveys

	SEA survey
	Spring 2013

	District survey
	Spring 2013

	School survey
	Spring 2013

	Teacher rosters
	Spring 2013

	Teacher survey
	Spring 2013

	Report

	Baseline report
	Summer 2014



The report described above will be supported by analyses that will have three main objectives: (1) describing the extent to which policy and program initiatives related to the objectives of Title I and Title II are being implemented at the state, district, and school levels, including how implementation varies by selected state, district, school, and teacher characteristics; (2) describing patterns of cross-level implementation; and (3) describing trends in student achievement using data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress since the last Title I report. Each set of planned analyses is described below. The plans focus on the initial round of state, district, school, and teacher data collections.

[bookmark: _Toc328396656]A.16.1.	State, District, and School Level Implementation

The primary goal of the study is to describe the implementation of policy and program initiatives related to the objectives of Title I and Title II. To achieve this goal, extensive descriptive analyses will be done using survey data and data derived from the review of state documents. We anticipate that relatively straightforward descriptive statistics (e.g., means, frequencies, percentages) and simple statistical tests (e.g., tests for differences of proportions) will typically be used to answer the research questions detailed in section A.1 above.

While simple descriptive statistics such as means and percentages will provide answers to many of our questions, cross-tabulations will be important to answering questions about variation across state, district, schools, and teacher characteristics. The primary characteristics of interest are:

· Whether a state has received an ESEA Flexibility waiver from the U.S. Department of Education. This is of interest because waivers are expected to influence the design of state accountability systems and educator quality measurement approaches, and because what states do with the flexibility that waivers provide will likely interest policy makers. 
· District poverty level, size, urbanicity, and concentration of English language learners. We include poverty because of the Federal Government’s traditional focus on helping to mediate the effects of poverty on local funding constraints and educational opportunity. We include urbanicity because of the relationships between educational opportunity and rural isolation and the concentration of poverty in urban schools. Size is included because it may be related to district capacity to develop and implement programs. Concentration of English language learners is included because of the increased emphasis on ensuring that this group of students also meets student standards and recognition that modifications in testing as well as instruction will be needed to facilitate progress of these students. 
· School Title I status, grade span (high school, middle, and elementary grades), poverty level, and cross classifications of Title I status and poverty level. We include grade span because implementation of standards and assessments as well as responses to accountability likely differ by grade level. Title I status is included because of the focus of this study on the use of Title I funding and requirements to influence state and district policy and school effectiveness. We plan to cross-classify Title I status with school poverty because there may be substantial differences between what happens in high-poverty Title I schools in comparison with Title I schools with low/medium-poverty levels, which may be more similar to schools which do not receive Title I funding. 
· Teacher grade span taught, and whether the teacher teaches a grade or subject in which state testing is required by the ESEA. (Note that for elementary teachers, the distinction will be between tested and non-tested grades, for middle grades teachers, between ESEA tested subjects and non-tested subjects, and for high school teachers, between ESEA tested and non-tested classes.) These characteristics are included because teacher responses to standards, assessment, and accountability policies, as well as teacher evaluation based on student growth, may vary by grade span, and by whether they teach tested subjects or grades.

The use of stratification (and oversampling when necessary) in our sample design was introduced to ensure reasonable power for specific subgroup comparisons, and our samples are expected to include units that vary on other characteristics (e.g., urbanicity) to allow the comparisons described above. 

Because of the use of a statistical sample, survey data presented for districts, schools, and teachers will be weighted to national totals (tabulations will, therefore, provide standard errors for the reported estimated statistics). In addition, the descriptive tables will indicate where differences between subgroups are statistically significant. We will use Chi-Square tests to test for significant differences among distributions and t-tests for differences in means. Tabulations will be included in the reports where appropriate.

The types of data tabulations that we will prepare and report based on the survey data are illustrated in Tables A-7 to A-18, provided at the end of this section. Examples of table shells using the state data are provided in Tables A-7 to A-9; using the district data are provided in Tables A-10 to A-12; using the school data are provided in Tables A-13 to A-15; and using the teacher data are provided in Tables A-16 to A-18. 
[bookmark: _Toc328396657]A.16.2.	Cross-Level Analysis

The cross level analyses planned involve looking at responses of districts, schools, or teachers by categories of responses from units at the level above. There are two purposes for looking across levels. The first is to examine whether some of the key requirements for state and district policies to actually influence educators are present. For example:

· Whether in states that are adopting new or revised standards aimed at college and career readiness, teachers received professional development on the standards and supporting materials to facilitate teaching to the standards; 
· Whether in districts that administer formative (benchmark or interim) assessments to allow schools to plan remediation for students not on track to reach desired proficiency levels, principals and teachers use assessment results to plan instruction;
· Whether in states that reward educators in schools designated as high performing, principals and teachers are aware of the rewards and understand what is required for a school to achieve the high performing designation; and
· Whether in districts that use student growth to evaluate teachers, teachers have professional development opportunities that would help them improve student growth.

The second goal of cross-level analysis is to examine the relationship between policies and programs originating at the state or district level and implementation “on the ground” in schools and classrooms. Though the analyses planned cannot support causal conclusions about the effects of state and district actions on school and classroom implementation, they can provide evidence on the extent to which school and classroom practices are consistent with higher-level policies. 

Conceptually, these analyses posit that certain state and district policy choices influence what happens at the school and classroom level. Examples of potential cross-level analyses include:

· Whether teachers in states that provide more extensive support for teachers to use standards are more likely to report using the standards in their classrooms; 
· Whether districts in states that have been granted ESEA Flexibility waivers are less likely to offer supplemental educational services to students in low-performing schools;
· Whether districts in states that collect and provide information on the quality of educator preparation programs are more likely to consider program quality when making hiring decisions about new educators;
· Whether principals in districts that report using student growth to evaluate teachers consider growth results when planning professional development for teachers; and
· Whether teachers are more likely to report using standards to guide instruction when their evaluation ratings consider implementation of state standards in the classroom.
These cross-level analyses will be largely based on cross-tabulations. For the most part, a straightforward set of descriptive tables will show the relationships between survey responses at one level and the means of responses at the lower level or percents of lower-level units (e.g., schools or teachers) responding in a certain way. Breakdowns by the previously discussed state, district or school characteristics will further sharpen the interpretation of these relationships.

[bookmark: _Toc328396658]A.16.3.	Student Achievement Trends

We will conduct a descriptive analysis of cross-state trends in student proficiency levels, using state-level NAEP results and statewide results on state assessments. This analysis will address the research questions of whether students are making progress on meeting state academic achievement standards within states and how this progress varies across states. The analysis will be entirely descriptive and will not attempt to derive any causal inferences. The analysis will utilize two data sources:

State-by-state NAEP proficiency rates since 2007, math, reading, and science, grades 4, 8, and 12 (from NAEP)
State-level proficiency rates since 2007, math and reading, grades 4, 8, and 9-12 (from EDFacts)
The results of this analysis will consist of a comparison of changes in student proficiency levels across states. For each state, and for the nationwide average, we will present the following information:

Percent proficient on NAEP, in 2007 and most recent year, and the difference between the two years
Percent proficient on state assessments, in 2007 and the most recent year, and the difference between the two years
The difference between the percent proficient on NAEP and the percent proficient on the state assessment, in 2007 and the most recent year, and the difference between the two years
For each of these items we will report results separately for math and reading, and for grades 4, 8, and 12, as well as aggregated across both subjects and grades. NAEP assessments are given in grade 12, but the tested high-school grade(s) on state assessments vary across states, and we will report results for the tested high-school grade(s) for each state. Additionally, we will report the percentage of states that are improving, declining, or remaining the same in their proficiency rates since 2007, for both NAEP and the state assessments.
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[bookmark: _Toc328401092]Table A - 7. Number of states with graduation requirements for the class of 2013 that are different, in selected ways, from the graduation requirements for the class of 2006, by state ESEA waiver status, 2013
	
	Number of states with such differences in graduation requirements

	
	All states
	Among waiver states
	Among non-waiver states

	More years of English
	
	
	

	Fewer years of English
	
	
	

	More years of math
	
	
	

	Fewer years of math
	
	
	

	More years of science
	
	
	

	Fewer years of science
	
	
	

	More years of social studies
	
	
	

	Fewer years of social studies
	
	
	

	Other course requirements
	
	
	

	Standardized statewide end of course exams32

	
	
	

	Exit exam
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	


NOTE: Waiver states are those states with an approved waiver application as of August 15, 2012.  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 State Survey and state documents


[bookmark: _Toc328401093]Table A - 8. Number of states adopting a “growth model” of accountability to examine improvements in student achievement over time, by state ESEA waiver status, 2013
	
	All states
	Among waiver states
	Among non-waiver states

	Number of states that have adopted a growth model
	
	
	

	Number of states that use original NCLB proficiency attainment model
	
	
	


NOTE: Waiver states are those states with an approved waiver application as of August 15, 2012.  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 State Survey




[bookmark: _Toc328401094]Table A - 9. Number of states requiring districts to use student achievement growth as a component of teacher evaluation, for different types of teachers, by state ESEA waiver status, 2013
	
	Number of states that require this of their districts, for different types of teachers

	
	All states
	Among waiver states
	Among non-waiver states

	All teachers
	
	
	

	Teachers in math and/or reading (English/language arts) in grades K-3
	
	
	

	Teachers in math and/or reading (English/language arts) in grades 4-8
	
	
	

	Teachers in math and/or reading (English/language arts) in grades 9-12
	
	
	

	Teachers in science in any grades
	
	
	

	Teachers in social studies in any grades
	
	
	

	Teachers in subjects other than reading, math, science, or social studies
	
	
	

	No teachers
	
	
	


NOTE: Waiver states are those states with an approved waiver application as of August 15, 2012.  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 State Survey
33



[bookmark: _Toc328401095]Table A - 10. Percentage of districts promoting implementation of state content standards, through selected strategies, by district size, urbanicity, and percent of students who are English Learners (EL), 2013
	
	Percentage of districts undertaking such changes

	
	Among all districts
	By district size
	By urbanicity
	By percent EL

	
	
	Large districts
	Medium districts
	Small districts
	Urban districts
	Suburban districts
	Rural districts
	Percent EL ≥ X
	Percent EL < X

	Developed and implemented a plan to communicate the importance of the current state content standards to staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Communicated the importance of implementing the current state content standards during principals’ meetings or one-on-one interactions with principals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Used walk-throughs or school visits by central office staff to monitor alignment of instruction with the current state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Required school leaders to monitor alignment of instruction to the current state content standards34

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Included teaching the current state content standards as part of the teacher  performance evaluation systems
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gave public recognition to schools that are making progress in implementing the current state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Included progress in implementing the current state content standards in principal performance evaluation or performance pay criteria
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: District size, urbanicity, and percent EL are based on the Common Core of Data (CCD).  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 District Survey



[bookmark: _Toc328401096]Table A - 11. Percentage of districts helping principals and teachers use assessment results to improve teaching and learning, though selected types of assistance, by district size, urbanicity, and percent of students who are English Learners (EL), 2013
	
	Percentage of districts providing such assistance

	
	Among all districts
	By district size
	By urbanicity
	By percent EL

	
	
	Large districts
	Medium districts
	Small districts
	Urban districts
	Suburban districts
	Rural districts
	Percent EL ≥ X
	Percent EL < X

	Electronic access to individual results from prior-year state assessments for this year’s students
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Electronic access to individual student results from interim, benchmark, or short cycle assessments that predict successes on later summative assessments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Data meetings for principals or other school staff to explain assessment results and demonstrate how to use them
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Professional development on using assessment results to plan whole-class instruction35

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Professional development on using assessment results to differentiate instruction for individual students
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Information on the growth or gain of last year’s students
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: District size, urbanicity, and percent EL are based on the Common Core of Data (CCD).  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 District Survey


[bookmark: _Toc328401097]Table A - 12. Percentage of districts providing financial rewards to educators in schools identified as high achieving by the state, by district size, urbanicity, and percent of students who are English Learners (EL), 2013
	
	Among all districts
	By district size
	By urbanicity
	By percent EL

	
	
	Large districts
	Medium districts
	Small districts
	Urban districts
	Suburban districts
	Rural districts
	Percent EL ≥ X
	Percent EL < X

	Percentage of districts providing financial rewards to educators in high achieving schools

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: District size, urbanicity, and percent EL are based on the Common Core of Data (CCD).  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 District Survey


[bookmark: _Toc328401098]Table A - 13. Percentage of schools providing selected supports for implementing student standards, by Title I status, school grade span, and school poverty level, 2013
	
	Percentage of schools providing such supports

	
	All schools
	By school grade span
	By school poverty level

	
	
	Elementary schools
	Middle schools
	High schools
	Other grade spans
	High-poverty schools
	Low- and medium-poverty schools

	All schools

	School-based professional development on teaching strategies aimed at helping English language learners meet standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to district or state curriculum frameworks, pacing guides, or similar documents showing how instruction can be aligned to the standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Common planning time for work on aligning instruction to standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Requiring teachers to map the alignment of their curriculum to the standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Only Title I schools36

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School-based professional development on teaching strategies aimed at helping English language learners meet standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to district or state curriculum frameworks, pacing guides, or similar documents showing how instruction can be aligned to the standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Common planning time for work on aligning instruction to standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Requiring teachers to map the alignment of their curriculum to the standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Only Non-Title I schools
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School-based professional development on teaching strategies aimed at helping English language learners meet standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Access to district or state curriculum frameworks, pacing guides, or similar documents showing how instruction can be aligned to the standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Common planning time for work on aligning instruction to standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Requiring teachers to map the alignment of their curriculum to the standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: School poverty level is determined by the percentage of students in the school eligible for the Free or Reduced-Price Lunch program.
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 School Survey

[bookmark: _Toc328401099]Table A - 14. Percentage of schools reporting selected factors as barriers to implementing state standards in their school, by Title I status, 2013
	
	Percent of schools citing such factors as great or moderate barriers

	
	All schools
	By school grade span
	By school poverty level

	
	
	Elementary schools
	Middle schools
	High schools
	Other grade spans
	High-poverty schools
	Low- and medium-poverty schools

	All schools

	Insufficient resources to train educators on state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Insufficient resources to acquire texts and other curriculum materials aligned to state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State content standards encompass too many topics to cover in the available time
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lack of alignment between the state content standards and state assessments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers lack the skills to teach to the  state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Only Title I schools37


	Insufficient resources to train educators on state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Insufficient resources to acquire texts and other curriculum materials aligned to state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State content standards encompass too many topics to cover in the available time
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lack of alignment between the state content standards and state assessments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers lack the skills to teach to the  state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Only Non-Title I schools

	Insufficient resources to train educators on state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Insufficient resources to acquire texts and other curriculum materials aligned to  state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State content standards encompass too many topics to cover in the available time
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lack of alignment between the state content standards and state assessments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers lack the skills to teach to the  state content standards
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: School poverty level is determined by the percentage of students in the school eligible for the Free or Reduced-Price Lunch program.
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 School Survey


[bookmark: _Toc328401100]Table A - 15. Percentage of schools using assessment results for selected purposes, by Title I status, school grade span, and school poverty level, 2013
	
	Percent of schools using results for such purposes

	
	All schools
	By school grade span
	By school poverty level

	
	
	Elementary schools
	Middle schools
	High schools
	Other grade spans
	High-poverty schools
	Low- and medium-poverty schools

	All schools

	Set goals for teachers’ performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate instructional interventions or initiatives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plan school-wide professional development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate school professional development efforts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assign students to teachers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Identify teachers for additional support or oversight
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Set school goals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Only Title I schools38


	Set goals for teachers’ performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate instructional interventions or initiatives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plan school-wide professional development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate school professional development efforts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assign students to teachers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Identify teachers for additional support or oversight
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Set school goals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Only Non-Title I schools

	Set goals for teachers’ performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate instructional interventions or initiatives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plan school-wide professional development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluate school professional development efforts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assign students to teachers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Identify teachers for additional support or oversight
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Set school goals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: School poverty level is determined by the percentage of students in the school eligible for the Free or Reduced-Price Lunch program.
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 School Survey

[bookmark: _Toc328401101]Table A - 16. Percentage of teachers implementing current state content standards through selected actions, by students’ testing status, 2013
	
	Percentage of teachers taking such actions

	
	All teachers
	Teachers of tested grades/ subjects
	Teachers of non-tested grades/ subjects

	Discussing how to implement the current state content standards at faculty, department, or grade-level meetings
	
	
	

	Reviewing scope and sequence documents, curriculum maps, curriculum frameworks, assessment frameworks, model lesson plans, or other guidance provided by the state or district
	
	
	

	Reviewing other guidance materials provided by the state or district, such as student work, performance tasks, or rubrics or scoring guides illustrating the standards
	
	
	

	Setting student learning goals or objectives using the state content standards
	
	
	

	Working with other teachers to articulate coverage of the state content standards across grades or courses
	
	
	

	Referring to the state content standards when developing unit or lesson plans
	
	
	

	Dropping material from lesson or unit plans that does not align strongly with the state content standards39

	
	
	

	Working with other teachers to develop common assessments aligned with the state content standards or with state assessment frameworks based on the standards
	
	
	

	Administering interim, benchmark, or short cycle assessments to measure students’ progress toward meeting the state content standards
	
	
	

	Using results from interim or benchmark assessments aligned to the state content standards to plan instruction
	
	
	

	Developing assignments, projects, tests, or performance tasks aimed at assessing student progress toward the state content standards
	
	
	

	Providing feedback to students in terms of the state content standards
	
	
	

	Reviewing the alignment of your curriculum to the state content standards applicable to the subjects you teach
	
	
	

	Including implementation of the state content standards as part of your professional development plan
	
	
	

	Discussing teaching to the state content standards with school administrators as part of the performance evaluation process
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	


NOTE: Tested teachers are defined differently based on the grade span taught.  In elementary schools, tested teachers are those teaching grades with end-of-year state assessments.  In middle schools, tested teachers are those teaching subjects with end-of-year state assessments.  In high schools, tested teachers are those teaching classes with end-of-year state assessments. 
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 Teacher Survey



[bookmark: _Toc328401102]Table A - 17. Percentage of teachers using information on student growth to assist with selected tasks, by Title I status and students’ testing status, 2013
	
	Percentage of teachers using student growth information to do such tasks

	
	Title I schools
	Non-Title I schools

	
	All teachers
	Teachers of tested grades/ subjects
	Teachers of non-tested grades/ subjects
	All teachers
	Teachers of tested grades/ subjects
	Teachers of non-tested grades/ subjects

	Evaluate the overall effectiveness of last year’s instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assess the effectiveness of instruction provided to subgroups of students
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plan future professional development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: Tested teachers are defined differently based on the grade span taught.  In elementary schools, tested teachers are those teaching grades with end-of-year state assessments.  In middle schools, tested teachers are those teaching subjects with end-of-year state assessments.  In high schools, tested teachers are those teaching classes with end-of-year state assessments.  
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 Teacher Survey40





[bookmark: _Toc328401103]Table A - 18. Percentage of teachers receiving each of the following types of rewards based on performance, by Title I status and students’ testing status, 2013
	
	Percentage of teachers receiving each of the following types of recognition 
for their performance

	
	Title I schools
	Non-Title I schools

	
	All teachers
	Teachers of tested grades/ subjects
	Teachers of non-tested grades/ subjects
	All teachers
	Teachers of tested grades/ subjects
	Teachers of non-tested grades/ subjects

	A bonus or pay increase based on the growth in achievement of the students you taught last year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A bonus or pay increase based on the growth in achievement of all the students in your school last year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A bonus or pay increase based on your last year’s performance evaluation rating
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advancement on a career ladder based on your performance
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Thanks or recognition from your school leaders for your performance last year41

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recognition from your district or state for your performance last year
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None of these
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTE: Tested teachers are defined differently based on the grade span taught.  In elementary schools, tested teachers are those teaching grades with end-of-year state assessments.  In middle schools, tested teachers are those teaching subjects with end-of-year state assessments.  In high schools, tested teachers are those teaching classes with end-of-year state assessments.
SOURCE: Implementation of Title I/II Program Initiatives, Spring 2013 Teacher Survey
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[bookmark: _Toc328396659]A.17.	Display of Expiration Date for OMB Approval

The Institute of Education Sciences is not requesting a waiver for the display of the OMB approval number and expiration date. The recruitment letters will display the expiration date for OMB approval.

[bookmark: _Toc328396660]A.18.	Exceptions to Certification Statement

This submission does not require an exception to the Certificate for Paperwork Reduction Act (5 CFR 1320.9).
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