THE LONGITUDINAL EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SCHOOL INTERVENTIONS  

I. BACKGROUND
The purpose of this contract will be to examine the effects of instructional interventions in high- poverty elementary schools.  The Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School Interventions (LEESI) will examine schoolwide instructional reforms supported through Title I funds and whole school reform models that focus on instructional improvement and are supported through the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program. These sets of interventions are intended to stimulate reform and improve educational achievement in high-poverty schools. 

Legislation and Related Evaluations
The Title I program is intended to help address the greater educational challenges facing high-poverty communities by targeting extra resources to school districts and schools with the highest concentrations of poverty, where academic performance tends to be low.  Title I funds are most often used for instruction and instructional support in reading and mathematics. The program accounts for less than 3 percent of total funding for elementary and secondary education, but it plays a significant role in supporting local education improvement efforts
.  It provides flexible funding that can be used for supplementary instruction, professional development, new computers, after-school or other extended-time programs, and other strategies for raising student achievement. There are two basic types of Title I programs -- schoolwide and targeted assistance.  In schoolwide programs (schools with poverty levels of at least 50 percent), Title I funds are used to improve the education program of the entire school.  In Title I targeted assistance programs, on the other hand, Title I funds are used to serve students identified as most at risk of educational failure.  

As authorized in Public Law 105-78, the FY 1998 Department of Education Appropriations Act, the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) Program is intended to support the comprehensive school improvement through the adoption of research-based school reform models.  CSRD provides financial incentives for schools, particularly Title I schools, to implement comprehensive school reform programs that are based on reliable research and effective practices, and include an emphasis on basic academics and parental involvement.  Similar to schoolwides under Title I, CSRD is intended to stimulate schoolwide change covering

virtually all aspects of school operations, rather than a piecemeal, fragmented approach to reform.  Both Title I schoolwides and CSRD are efforts to leverage school resources in comprehensive approaches to enabling all children to meet challenging state content and student

performance standards.

This evaluation is being designed in anticipation of the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in late 2000. The authorizing legislation for the LEESI is Public Law 103-382, section 1501 and Public Law 105-78 (see appendices).  ED expects that the reauthorized ESEA will also include a mandated National Assessment of Title I (NATI).  Under the Administration’s proposed legislation (the Educational Excellence for All Children Act of 1999), the U.S. Department of Education (ED) will be responsible for conducting another National Assessment of Title I, which includes a requirement to assess the impact of the Title I program on students’ academic performance, particularly in high-poverty schools (sec.151).   The LEESI, in focusing on the local school level, is being designed as part of a package of complementary Title I studies that will comprise the National Assessment of Title I.  These studies are intended to provide information on outcomes, implementation, and effectiveness of school-wide interventions.   

The upcoming reauthorization will most likely build on the standards-based reform approach enacted as part of the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA.  This approach held the clear expectation that all children can and should reach high standards, and was based on the principle that students and schools rise to the expectations and standards set for them. Such a theory of action holds that enacting standards-based reform at the state or district level can prompt schools to create the conditions in which teachers’ curriculum and instruction will equip at-risk students to attain standards. In addition to challenging content and performance standards, standards-based reform relies on several other policy instruments, including: accountability for performance and professional development to equip teachers to teach to the standards.  Standards-based reform also calls for alignment among these policy instruments.

Virtually all states have developed content standards for students, but not all have developed  performance standards and aligned statewide assessment systems.  The Title I program requires that such systems be in place by the school year 2000-01, which is the year before the LEESI will be in the field.  The previous National Assessment of Title I (a set of Title I studies conducted over several years, following Title I’s reauthorization in 1994) found strong evidence that where states have implemented standards-based reform over a period of time, along with accountability mechanisms linked to the standards, students have improved their achievement.  North Carolina and Texas are examples of states in which students made greater gains in mathematics and reading on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) than any other state between 1992 and 1996.  Texas also showed progress in closing the achievement gap between minority and white students.
 However, on the whole, the last National Assessment of Title I (NATI) found that states and school districts had not fully implemented standards in their classrooms.
  

The previous NATI also analyzed NAEP data on high-poverty schools, which were likely to have received Title I funds.  The NAEP data showed that, overall, reading and math performance among nine-year-olds in high-poverty public schools and among the lowest-achieving fourth-graders has improved significantly in recent years.
 Three-year trends reported by states and districts also show progress in the percentage of students in the highest-poverty schools who meet state standards for proficiency in mathematics and reading. Yet the data also showed a continuation of the substantial achievement gap between students in the highest-poverty schools and their peers in low-poverty schools. 

Recent studies of effective high-poverty schools have found that standards were used extensively to design curriculum and instruction, assess student work and evaluate teachers.  Other characteristics of these schools included increased instructional time in reading and mathematics; greater investment in professional development; comprehensive systems for monitoring student performance; attention to accountability; and a focus on the role of parents in helping students meet standards.
  The requirements for Title I schoolwide programs and for CSRD build on these characteristics.  The LEESI will examine the extent to which schoolwides and CSRD schools possess such characteristics.

Related research has identified the following factors as influential in the success of high-poverty urban schools that turned themselves around: a collective sense of responsibility among school staff for school improvement; an increase in the quantity and quality of instructional time; alignment of standards and assessments required by the state or district; opportunities for teachers to work, plan, and learn together around instructional issues; and strong partnerships with parents in support of student achievement.
  The LEESI shall build on these findings as well.

The Longitudinal Evaluation of School Change and Performance (LESCP), begun in 1996, conducted data collections in school years 1996-97, 1997-98 and 1998-99, and will issue a final report in January 2001.  The LESCP is the study most closely related to the new LEESI and it is expected that the LEESI will build on both the study design and findings of the LESCP. The LESCP is using data from students, classrooms, schools, and school districts to build a multivariate model in which the ultimate outcome is student performance.  It was designed to address a range of questions about student achievement, classroom curriculum and instruction, and programmatic choices made by schools and school districts. The LESCP is currently conducting complex analyses of the relationships among student achievement, teachers’ practices and beliefs, and school policies and contexts—as they evolve over a full two-year period (which includes 3 school year data collection points). 

The LEESI will differ in several important ways from the LESCP.  The LEESI will be conducting more in-depth classroom observations, going into schools 3 times each school year and videotaping classroom instruction.  It will also be analyzing the effectiveness of instructional interventions supported through the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) activities. The LEESI will also be testing teachers to assess their content and pedagogical knowledge, in an effort to more empirically analyze the relationship between teachers’ qualifications and student outcomes.  The LEESI will also be assessing instructional practices based on research findings on effective practices in reading and mathematics instruction.

The LEESI will focus on schoolwide programs.  The study will attempt to identify which interventions contribute to improved educational attainment for students living in poverty and to closing the achievement gap between students in low and high-poverty schools. The number of schoolwide programs has increased dramatically since the 1994 reauthorization when the poverty threshold for schoolwide eligibility was lowered from 75 to 50 percent (after a transition year at the 60 percent eligibility level).  Schoolwide programs have the flexibility to use a wide variety of approaches to improving education, including approaches identical to those supported under  CSRD.  It will therefore be interesting to see whether the CSRD funds and program requirements make a difference in implementation and student outcomes.

The CSRD program is intended to boost student achievement by providing schools with additional support specifically focused on research-based approaches to improving student achievement. CSRD supports a variety of whole school reform models in both elementary and secondary schools.  The vast majority of schools receiving CSRD funds also receive Title I funds and most of the schools are schoolwide programs.   As of March 2000, there are 1750 schools receiving CSRD funds.  Of these, 86 percent receive Title I funds and 65 percent operate schoolwide programs.

There are several CSRD studies underway that are supported by the Planning and Evaluation Service (PES) in ED. The National Longitudinal Survey of Schools (NLSS) is examining implementation of CSRD in a representative sample of CSRD schools over 3 school years (1998-99, 1999-2000, and 2000-2001).  Data are being collected from principals and teachers on standards and assessments, professional development, continuous improvement processes in the school, Title I services, accountability procedures, family-school partnerships, and uses of technology.  In addition, more focused questions are being asked about the externally developed reform models in use. Field-focused studies of CSRD are also being conducted to collect more in-depth information on implementation of the components of CSRD, including the use of research-based models. Another related study, Instructional Improvement and Disadvantaged Students (not funded through PES), is collecting longitudinal data on several of the most widely used school reform models, in approximately 120 schools, along with longitudinal data on a comparison group of about 30 schools not implementing school reform models.  The study began in the 1999-2000 school year and will continue for 6 years.  The LEESI will build on and, to the extent possible, coordinate its efforts with these related evaluations.  

The LEESI will also need to coordinate closely with several new, large-scale, related studies supported by the Planning and Evaluation Service (PES) in ED. They include: a new, large representative study of Title I schools, a representative study of Reading Excellence Act schools, and an upcoming representative study of CSRD schools.  The representative study of Title I schools is scheduled to be awarded at the end of fiscal year 2000, and the new CSRD study will most likely be contracted in fiscal year 2001.  The contractors for these studies will need to work together, as ED anticipates using some common instrumentation across studies.  There will be modules of survey items, some of which will be used by all 3 studies, with additional in-depth modules used by individual studies.  ED believes the use of common instruments across studies will maximize the uses of the collective study data, to provide a more complete picture of these programs.  The LEESI is unique in that it will administer independent assessments (for both students and teachers) as well as conduct more in-depth classroom observations, including videotaping of classroom instruction.  The LEESI shall develop instruments including focus group guides, interview guides for principals and district administrators, videotaping protocols, and school document collection forms. 

Conceptual Framework
As with previous evaluations under the last National Assessment of Title I, this evaluation does not focus solely on the Title I or CSRD programs in isolation.  These programs and the activities they support in schools operate in the context of school, district, and state reforms.  Student outcome results are related to a number of factors, but this study will attempt to determine whether the aforementioned programs served as catalysts to the reforms and to improving student achievement, while recognizing that the relationships are not causal. 

The LEESI, in coordination with the larger Title I, REA and CSRD representative studies, shall develop and use a conceptual framework that describes the K-12 education system within the context of standards-driven reform. The model shall include core components of the education system and contextual characteristics that affect teaching and learning.  School-level components include, but are not limited to: instructional capacity; capacity-building; teachers’ and other professionals’ opportunities to learn; intervention designs and their relationship to instructional capacity. 

Research and Policy Questions
The LEESI will track changes in schools and classrooms over 3 school years in an effort to identify what types of instructional interventions appear to make a difference in students’ academic achievement. It will examine these changes in the context of standards-based reform. The LEESI will address the following key research questions:

· Comprehensive planning:  have school staff planned adequately for the instructional intervention?  Were interventions selected based on student needs? To what extent were school staff involved in decisions on the interventions/models? Is the use of comprehensive planning associated with effectiveness? 
· Teacher quality:  how do instructional changes supported through the interventions vary based on other dimensions of teaching, such as teachers’ knowledge of subject matter, sense of preparedness to teach to the state standards, and teachers' expectations for students? Are teachers aware of best practices in teaching reading and mathematics and does their instruction reflect these?  Do the interventions help teachers use instructional time more effectively and help them adapt teaching strategies to address the diverse needs of students, engage students, and motivate them to attain high standards? 
· Professional Development/Technical Assistance: what types of professional development do the interventions support and how intensive is such training?  Who was involved in the decision-making regarding types and frequency of staff development to be provided? Is the professional development aligned to state standards? To what extent is support provided to the schools by external technical assistance providers such as model developers? Is there a relationship between the nature and frequency of the technical assistance and improved student performance?
· Curriculum content and alignment: how do the interventions operate in the context of state standards and assessments and district curriculum frameworks?    

· Instruction:  to what extent do the interventions reflect what is currently known about best practices in teaching reading and mathematics?  

·  Parental Support and Community Involvement: to what extent do the interventions focus on improving parent and community involvement?  Has such involvement increased since the interventions were first implemented?

· Learning Environment: what environments do the interventions require in order to be effective?

· Effects of Interventions:  is student achievement improving?  How do school-level changes and student outcomes vary among and across Title I schoolwide programs with and without CSRD funds? Are certain components of the interventions linked to improved outcomes?  What is the quality of the implementation for each of these types of interventions? Is the quality of implementation related to the status of standards-based reform in the districts and states in which the schools are located? 

II.  GENERAL APPROACH TO EVALUATION
The LEESI will be a 5-year study, with data collected over the course of 3 school years.  ED intends to track the progress of a sample of schools beginning in the 2001-2002 school year and ending with the 2003-2004 school year.  As stated previously, the sample will consist of Title I schoolwide programs both with and without CSRD funding. The selection of the sample is one among several design issues the contractor shall address.  The final design for LEESI has not been established and the first months of this contract shall focus on the development of a final design  for the study.  

The contractor shall build on issues and options prepared in the spring and summer of 2000 under an ED-supported task order focusing on study design and instrumentation for the LEESI and several implementation studies.  The design task order will be awarded in the spring of 2000.  ED expects that the REA study contractor will have primary responsibility for finalizing instrumentation to assess the provision of reading instruction, while the Title I implementation study contractor shall finalize the Title I implementation-related instruments.  However, the contractor shall prepare additional data collection instruments not developed by the other contractors.  Such additional instruments shall include focus group guides for parents, interview guides for principals and Title I and CSRD coordinators, document review forms to analyze the policy context in which schools operate, classroom observation forms and teacher logs, and/or videotaping specifications for videotaping classroom instruction.    

Multiple data sources and compatibility with large scale educational assessments.  Analysis and report preparation will involve considerable effort to integrate results from the other ED studies focusing on topics relevant to Title I and CSRD.  In addition, ED's major repeated cross-sectional studies such as the Schools and Staffing Surveys and the National Assessment of Educational Progress provide national level, and to some extent state level, data on key educational issues.  ED's longitudinal studies, such as the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study and the National Education Longitudinal Study, provide important information on students over time.  The Teacher Quality survey, first administered in the 1998-99 school year and scheduled to be administered again in 2000-2001, also provides relevant information on teacher preparation and background.  Finally, the Regional Educational Laboratories and Research Centers also conduct research projects related to teaching and learning in high-poverty schools, reading and mathematics instruction, and whole school reform.  It is critical that the contractor coordinate with the labs and centers and use results of their related research.

Information feedback and reports--The LEESI will have a strong emphasis on the use of short-term and intermediate results to inform policy-makers, program administrators, and school staff and to focus technical assistance and accountability efforts more effectively.  Part of this feedback will involve linking promising schools from this study with other lower-performing schools to allow for information sharing and networking.  

Design Elements
ED will be awarding design tasks through a separate contract to assist in the development of study design options for Title I evaluations, including the LEESI.  This task will include an analysis of various instruments to examine reading and mathematics instruction, the selection of appropriate student and teacher assessments, and identification of empirical uses of classroom observations.  The contractor shall build on this work in developing a final study design for the LEESI.  

School Sample

The school sample shall be comprised of Title I elementary school schoolwide programs, about half of which also receive CSRD funds.  The number of schools is currently estimated at 75.  The contractor shall develop a strategy for selecting the schools. Another issue is selection of the districts and states from which schools are to be sampled. It is important to consider whether to select states and districts that vary on dimensions such as the rigor of their standards, the extent of alignment of their assessments with the standards, and their accountability systems in terms of rewards and sanctions related to student achievement, or to select states and districts that are well-along in implementing these systems. 

Data Collections
Data collection will be conducted annually, in school years 2001-02, 2002-03, and 2003-04.  The contractor shall visit schools 3 times each school year.  In addition, the contractor shall prepare a major interim report suitable for transmission to Congress that provides full documentation and technical analysis of all study procedures and results of the first year of data collection, due in January 2003.  A year two report shall be prepared by January 2004, with a final report due in January 2005.  

The data shall be collected for a longitudinal sample of kindergarten or first graders in 2001-2002, following them through the 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 school years .  In addition, data shall be collected for a cross-sectional cohort of 2nd or 3rd graders each year.  (If the sample includes kindergartners, then the cross-sectional sample would be 2nd graders.  Otherwise, the cross-sectional cohort must be 3rd graders.)

Longitudinal Sample Starting with Kindergartners

Cohort


2001-2002

2002-2003

2003-2004

Cross-sectional
2nd grade
2nd grade
2nd grade

Longitudinal
Kindergarten
1st grade
2nd grade

Longitudinal Sample Starting with First Graders

Cohort


2001-2002

2002-2003

2003-2004

Cross-sectional
3rd grade
3rd grade
3rd grade

Longitudinal
1st grade
2nd grade
3rd grade

The core data collection will include, at a minimum:  (1) data from school records such as student attendance and grades and staff development; (2) a series of linked surveys and interviews, and focus groups of school principals, all grade K-5 teachers in the schools, and students, and parents; (3) tests of student achievement for a sample of students in the fall and spring of the 2001-2002 school year and in the spring of the 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 school years; (4) tests of teacher subject and pedagogical knowledge; and (5) classroom observations/videotaping.

Tests of Student Achievement

Test-based data on student achievement is a key element in this evaluation's multiple measurement strategy for evaluating student and school improvement.  Data on a common assessment instrument is essential to allow assessment of student achievement levels and trends at the national level and to allow comparisons across schools and classrooms.  If at all possible, a test shall be selected that has at least a minimal level of alignment with state and local standards and curricula.  

In addition, data will be collected on the performance of students, schools, and school districts on the states' assessments and results will be compared (to the extent possible) with those from the independently administered assessment.  It will be difficult to do adequate comparisons of state assessment data, as states use different tests, test students at different times of the year, use different monitoring procedures, use different exclusion criteria as well as different accommodations.  They also report in terms of proficiency levels, which may not be very precise measures.  The contractor shall propose the most effective ways to use such data.  

Tests of Teacher Knowledge

A recent summary of research on teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge found some evidence that teachers’ content knowledge does affect students’ achievement.
  Researchers are currently developing survey batteries to measure subject-matter knowledge, knowledge of common learning problems students face in understanding certain subject matter domains, and knowledge of appropriate pedagogical steps to take to address such problems.
  In assessing teacher knowledge, it is important for the contractor to go beyond a teacher's knowledge of subject matter, to examine how the teacher uses that knowledge in a way that is responsive to students in the classroom.  The contractor shall, in coordination with ED staff, identify appropriate instruments for testing teachers on content and pedagogy.  The contractor shall also propose which teachers should be selected for testing and the frequency of the testing.

III. PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE

The period of performance is 60 months.

 SCOPE OF WORK
TASK 1:
MEETINGS WITH U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (ED) AND OTHER RELEVANT GROUPS

Subtask 1.1  Meet with the Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR) and Other Appropriate ED Staff
The contractor shall meet with the Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR), the Contract Specialist (CS) and Title I, REA, and CSRD program staff in Washington, D.C. within 2 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  The purpose of the meeting shall be to discuss study design issues, selection of a standardized test of student achievement, selection of a test or test items to measure teachers’ content and pedagogical knowledge, and scheduling of meetings with other contractors and COTRs to discuss in further depth the links between the studies. 

The contractor shall prepare a draft summary of the meeting, including a list of next steps, within one week after the meeting.  After a one-week ED review, the contractor shall submit a revised, final summary to ED 5 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  After approval by ED, the contractor shall incorporate the minutes of this meeting and all subsequent meetings as an element of regular project reports and into the on-line library described in subtask 2.1 below.

Subtask 1.2
Meet with Other Contractors
The contractor shall meet, when requested by ED, with ED staff and other contractors conducting related work for ED in order to coordinate studies.  Coordination topics shall include, but not be limited to: each study's research and policy questions, information products, the conceptual framework, study instruments, preliminary and final analyses and findings. The contractor shall develop a coordination plan 1 month after the effective date of the contract. These meetings will be scheduled by ED twice a year for each year of the contract.  The meetings shall last one day, may be coordinated with the technical work group meetings, and shall be held in Washington, D.C.  The contractor shall prepare minutes of each meeting 1 week after each meeting is held.  

Subtask 1.3
Establish Technical Work Group

The contractor shall form a Technical Work Group of 6-8 people to provide the contractor with outside expertise on the conduct of the study including refinements of the study design; data collection and instrumentation; analysis plans, and the quality, content, and format of study reports.  The work group members shall be selected based on their expertise in one or more of the following areas: sampling and longitudinal survey methodology, knowledge of Federal programs, standards-based reform processes and the policy context for implementing education reforms, reading or mathematics instruction.

The contractor shall submit a final list of proposed work group members for approval by ED 

2 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  The list is to be based on names submitted to ED in the proposal. The list shall discuss the strengths of each potential advisor and explain the role each will play in helping achieve the objectives of the evaluation. After a 1-week ED approval, the contractor shall contact each member and formally invite him or her to serve on the work group within 4 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall finalize the group membership 6 weeks after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 1.4
Convene Technical Work Group (TWG)
The contractor shall convene the first meeting of the technical work group within 10 weeks after the effective date of the contract.  The purpose of the meeting will be to discuss study design issues. The contractor and COTR shall jointly decide on the timing and purposes of the subsequent meetings after the first meeting.  During the course of the contract, the contractor shall convene the work group for approximately 10 meetings of one to one and one-half days each.  ED staff will attend and participate, as appropriate, in these meetings.   The contractor shall convene all meetings in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.

The contractor shall develop a schedule for succeeding meetings after the first work group meetings.  Three weeks prior to each meeting, the contractor shall submit a draft agenda for review by ED.  After a 3-day review by ED, the contractor shall revise the agenda as required and include it in the briefing materials described below.  

The contractor shall prepare briefing materials to be sent to the work group 1-week prior to each meeting.  The contractor shall include the following in the briefing materials: the agenda, status reports, background information on issues to be discussed, and any draft reports to be discussed at the meeting.  The contractor shall submit the draft briefing book to ED 3 weeks prior to each meeting.  After a 3-day review by ED, the contractor shall revise the briefing materials, as necessary, and send them to all participants so that they receive it 1-week before each scheduled meeting.  

The contractor shall prepare and submit to ED summary minutes of the workgroup meetings

1-week after each meeting.  After a 1-week review by ED, the contractor shall revise the minutes based on ED comments and submit a final copy to ED and send the minutes to the TWG  2 weeks after the TWG meetings.  

TASK 2
DEVELOP COMMUNICATION PLAN

Subtask 2.1
Establish and Operate On-Line Library for the Evaluation
The contractor shall establish an on-line library 1 month after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall maintain copies of all minutes, reports, survey instruments, administrative reports, performance measurement system information, Technical Work Group meeting minutes, and other contract-related documentation in a secure on-line library that is accessible only to the COTR and key project staff.  The contractor shall put all documents approved by ED on the on-line library 1-week after approval by ED.  

Subtask 2.2
Develop a Dissemination Plan

The contractor shall develop a dissemination plan that is designed to answer the research and policy questions identified earlier in this work statement.  The contractor shall develop a series of information products for each set of questions.  These products shall use plain, non-technical language to maximize their use.  Identifying the appropriate audiences early, the contractor shall ensure the study products and reports are put to effective use  (see sample communication plan in appendices).  It is also critical that the contractor coordinate the development of information products with the products that are being developed around the research and policy questions in the representative Title I, REA and CSRD studies. Coordinating the products across studies ensures that each study builds on the others, contributing to the knowledge base on whole school reform, in addition to having an array of information products that complement one another as part of the National Assessment of Title I.  The contractor shall address for each research and policy question the following points in the dissemination plan:   

· identification of key messages and appropriate audiences,

· types of media needed to get the information out to the appropriate audiences (print, video, CD ROM, Internet, satellite),

· cost-effectiveness of each type of media proposed,

· estimated cost of developing and disseminating the information products which best meet the needs for this contract.  Such products may include:  sets of study brochures geared to different audiences, interim reports, final report, journal articles, stand-alone products that provide information on a particular research question, alternate formats, Internet, listservs, satellite technology, electronic teleconferences for schools, video and audio news releases in coordination with ED's Office of Public Affairs, video highlights for parents, classroom materials for teachers, such as posters),


· suggested ways to evaluate product(s) effectiveness (surveys, response cards),

· tentative timetable for the optimal release of products (the COTR will provide information on  Department initiatives, reauthorization timelines and ED “Calendar of Events” that may have implications for selecting a release date).  Timelines shall be coordinated with the release of products from the related National Assessment studies, 

· review and comment on ED’s distribution plan for effectiveness (ED’s mailing lists).

The contractor shall include, in addition to required study reports, satellite technology and/or electronic teleconferences during years 3, 4, and 5, to allow high-performing schools (identified through the first year of data collection) to link with either lower-performing schools or districts interested in learning more about effective practices in high-poverty elementary schools.  The effective practices shall be ones related to the research and policy questions, such as effective learning environments, effective parent involvement, aligned curriculum, and effective professional development.  The contractor shall propose criteria for the selection of high-performing schools as part of the draft dissemination plan and shall subsequently select schools based on study findings after the first year of data collection.   

The contractor shall submit to the COTR an initial dissemination plan 6 months after the effective date of the contract.  After the first year data are analyzed, the contractor shall submit a final plan based on preliminary study findings, 30 months after the effective date of the contract. 

TASK 3
REFINE THE BASELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN       
The contractor shall refine the baseline management plan submitted in the proposal to reflect topics discussed in the initial meeting with ED and items raised during negotiations with ED 1 month after the effective date of the contract. The contractor shall include in the refined plan critical path diagrams, GANTT or PERT charts, including person-loading charts by task.  The contractor shall refine and update the plan for subsequent years to incorporate refinements as needed. 

TASK 4
DEVELOP STUDY PLAN

Subtask 4.1  Finalize study design

The contractor shall finalize a comprehensive study plan for the LEESI 2 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall confer with Office of Elementary and Secondary Education and PES staff during the first 2 months of the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall refine the key research and policy questions and provide detailed information on the following:

· the conceptual framework – to include core components of the K-12 education system and contextual characteristics that affect teaching and learning,

· the sampling strategy -- to include sample size, criteria for sample selection, relationship to representative samples for the larger Title I study as well as the REA and CSRD implementation studies, and a discussion of the potential information such a purposive sample will yield, and for which audiences,

· the data collection strategy -- to include information to be collected and approaches for gathering the data, review of draft instruments developed in the design task order, plans for at least 3 sets of classroom observations and/or videotaping of classroom instruction each school year,
· program-specific issues to be addressed -- to include key policy questions for Title I schoolwide and CSRD programs, 
· curriculum analysis -- to include a discussion of extent of alignment between curriculum and standards and assessments (both state/local and the independently-administered assessment),
· strategy for analyzing student achievement data -- to include state/local and independent assessments, 
· overall data analysis strategy -- to include conceptual framework, statistical models to be used, hypotheses to be tested, tests of statistical significance, potential survey item indices, multivariate analyses.
The contractor shall include in the study plan a description of all data to be collected, methodology to be employed, and activities for each data collection.  The plan shall also describe how this study links with other NATI studies.  The contractor shall include a matrix or chart showing all data collection activities, when they will occur, the number of schools to be surveyed, the number of schools and survey respondents to be selected for the sample, and the rationale for the sample size.  The contractor shall include another matrix that shows sources for each survey item, i.e. previous surveys. The contractor shall include in the plan a discussion of the procedures to be used to reduce participant burden and to obtain a response rate of 85 percent on all surveys, student test instruments and other data collection instruments used in the study.

The contractor shall include in the plan a description of how the data collection instruments, standardized and developed, will be stored and maintained before, during and after school administration.  The contractor shall include a description of the procedures to be used for compliance with the Privacy Act for all individual and institutional data collected in this study. 

The contractor shall also include in the plan a description of the data processing, coordination of studies and any other relevant issues, including information regarding expected costs, time, burden, and options. The contractor shall specify the procedures that must be used to ensure client confidentiality.  The contractor shall maintain information that identifies persons or institutions in files that are separate from other research data and that are accessible only to authorized agency and contractor personnel.

After a 2-week review by ED, the contractor shall submit the final study plan 3 months after the effective date of the contract.  
TASK 5
PREPARE AND REVIEW DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
Subtask 5.1 
Prepare and Review of Data Collection Instruments and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Package

The contractor shall prepare data collection instruments and refine those drafted by the design task order contractor and the implementation study contractors.  These shall include:

· an observation protocol to be used in examining instructional content and practices.  This protocol shall focus on gathering a narrative description of classroom instruction that can be used to verify and expand the survey data.  This protocol focuses on the content of what is being taught and the instructional strategies that are used, the roles and functions of students and teachers, and the resources in evidence.

· a classroom log which teachers use to fill out self-report questionnaires on a regular basis, at the end of the school day.  The log would describe instructional practices.  Teachers would need to be extensively trained in how to use the log, to improve the accuracy of the self-reported data.  
· a videotaping plan to be used in taping classroom sessions for later analysis and dissemination as appropriate.

· a focus group guide for teachers and teacher aides to be used to examine other aspects of instructional interventions with a group of teachers and teacher aides from multiple grades within the school, as well as other school-based staff such as counselors.  This guide will examine issues related to understanding of schoolwide reforms undertaken in Title I schools,  and whole school reforms adopted under CSRD.  The guide shall also examine program coordination within and across grades, technical assistance and support for capacity building, use of data for school improvement, and the role of parents.
· a focus group guide and/or survey for parents to explore the involvement of parents in their child's school, opportunities and/or barriers to participation, information-sharing between the school and the home including school-parent compacts, understanding of the Title I and CSRD-supported reforms underway in the school, and resources available to parents through the school. 
· an interview guide for the principal to examine how the school is changing as a result of instructional interventions implemented under Title I and CSRD, and the roles of the district and state in shaping the implementation of the reforms.
· a district Title I administrator interview guide to capture the larger context in which the selected schools operate as they implement the new law. 

· a student documentation/description form which includes demographic information to be collected on each student in the sample.  The form shall provide for the collection of student's grades, race/ethnicity, parents' level of education, mobility, disabling condition (if any), English proficiency, and eligibility for and/or participation in special programs such as free/

reduced price lunch, special education, migrant education, bilingual education, or a gifted and talented program, attendance, and disciplinary actions.

· a document collection and review guide to describe the type of documentation and review of documents to be collected on site -- such as the Title I schoolwide plan, the CSRD plan, newsletters, school-parent compacts, school profiles, examples of student work with teacher corrections, and examples of textbook selections – and from states and districts.  The state and district documents shall include policy documents relating to state standards and assessments, special initiatives, and other reforms that are underway in districts and states.   

The contractor shall also carefully review the instruments that were developed in the design task orders for the purpose of clearly understanding what data were intended for each collection, why each particular data element was determined to be important and how each data element will answer one or more of the policy and research questions identified early in this work statement.

The contractor shall conduct a pilot test of the data collection instruments. This pilot test shall comply with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requirements not to ask the same questions of more than nine individuals.  The contractor shall select pilot test entities based on discussions with the COTR.  The contractor shall administer the pilot test 5 months after the effective date of the contract.

Based on feedback from the pilot test, the contractor shall make appropriate revisions, finalize the data collection instruments, and submit them, with an accompanying Office of Management and Budget (OMB) clearance package, to the COTR 6 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit a revised OMB package to ED 7 months after the effective date of the contract. 

The data collection for this study places a significant burden on respondents.  The contractor shall propose several incentives for participating schools as well as a rationale for each and include these in the draft OMB clearance package.

ED will submit the OMB package to ED’s Information Management Team for a 1-month review prior to submission to OMB.  The contractor shall revise the instruments and OMB package in response to comments received as part of the ED review process and shall continue revisions during the OMB review process over the course of approximately 4 months.  ED expects OMB clearance by September 2001.

Subtask 5.2
Review Data Collection Instruments
The contractor shall review all data collection instruments after each round of data collections in contract years 2, 3, and 4, to determine the extent to which the instruments adequately addressed the research questions and to determine which items within instruments need revision.  The contractor shall recommend to ED what items or instruments, if any need revisions.  The contractor shall provide a written rationale for each suggested revision 2 months after each data collection cycle.  

The contractor shall submit a rationale along with the revisions for submission to OMB for approval for the second data collection 22 months after the effective date of the contract. 

The contractor shall submit a rationale along with the revisions for submission to OMB for approval for the third data collection 34 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 5.3
Reproduce data collection instruments
Upon approval by OMB, ED will notify the contractor and the contractor shall reproduce sufficient data collection instruments for each respondent in each school in each category for each data collection.  During the first year of the contract, the contractor shall submit to ED, prior to the reproduction, a mock-up of each instrument 1-week after OMB approval. 
TASK 6
SELECT AND NOTIFY CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS, STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY STAFF AND SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

Subtask 6.1
Prepare notification materials for sample

The contractor shall prepare notification letters and information packets for the participating Chief State School Officers (with a copy to all identified state contacts for Title I, REA, and CSRD programs, and Education Informational Advisory Council (EIAC) state coordinators), and school superintendents and school principals in the local educational agencies and schools included in the sample. The contractor shall include in the letters and information packets general information on the study as well as specific information on the data collection schedule and plans, a discussion of the importance of the study, its purposes, products, scheduled data collection and sample, provisions for maintaining anonymity of survey participants, data security, the organizations and persons involved in the study, and the benefits to be derived from the study.  The contractor shall submit the draft letter to the Chief State School Officers 9 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week review by ED, the contractor shall revise the information packets as needed and submit the final version 10 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit the draft letters to superintendents and appropriate school personnel in the local educational agencies and schools included in the sample 11 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall revise the materials and submit the final versions 12 months after the effective date of the contract.

The contractor shall prepare two non-technical tri-fold brochures describing the study.  One shall be suitable for distribution to a broad audience of policy makers, educators and managers of education programs and shall be included in the notification packet.  The other shall be suitable for distribution to teachers and parents.  The contractor shall submit the draft brochures to ED 9 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 2-week review by ED, the contractor shall revise the brochures, as needed, and have 250 of each printed, 10 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall provide 50 copies of each brochure to ED and include 200 of the remainder of the brochure for policy makers in the dissemination packets. 

Subtask 6.2
Schedule site visits with participating schools
One week after the superintendent receives the notification letter, the contractor shall send ED-approved letters and related materials to school principals reminding them of their participation and that the letter will be followed by a phone call to schedule the site visits.  The contractor shall call each principal and schedule site visits 3 times each school year for a period of 5 days (see schedule in subtask 7.1).  The contractor shall also schedule the rest of the data collection (administration of surveys, tests, focus groups, interviews) for each school year (see schedule in subtask 7.1). During the phone call to each principal, the contractor shall establish the individuals who need to be interviewed at each site.  The contractor shall complete phone calls to the principals’ 3 weeks prior to the scheduled site visit.

TASK 7
COLLECT DATA
Subtask 7.1
Administration of surveys, interviews, and focus groups
Mail surveys: The contractor shall send out mail surveys to teachers 1 month prior to the spring site visits each year. The contractor shall collect the mail surveys during the scheduled on-site work at the schools.

On-site work: The contractor shall spend 1 week at each of the schools 3 times each school year for classroom observations/videotaping.  The last site visits shall coincide with the rest of the data collection that takes place in the spring of each school year.  During this annual site visit, the contractor shall conduct interviews, focus groups, classroom observations and videotaping, complete document reviews, and collect information on the student record forms, as described in the data collection plan.  In cases where school policy does not permit the contractor to extract information from student files, the contractor shall pay an individual identified by the principal to collect such information and provide it to the contractor.  

School/student outcome data:  The contractor shall collect for each student (a) the results of the state's own assessment, as available; (b) attendance rates; and (c) grades. 

The following chart displays the data collection methods and timelines:

Data Collection Timeline

School Year
Classroom Observations
Teacher Surveys  
On-site Interviews and Focus Groups, Student Testing

2001-2002
Oct-Nov 2001

(contract months 13-14)

Jan-Feb 2002

(contract months 16-17)

April-May 2002

(contract months 19-20)
Mar 2002

(contract month 18)
Student testing only: Oct-Nov 2001

(contract months 13-14)

Apr-May 2002

(contract months 19-20)

2002-2003
Oct-Nov 2002

(contract months 25-26)

Jan-Feb 2003

(contract months 28-29)

Apr-May 2003

(contract months 31-32)
Mar 2003

(contract month 30)
Apr-May 2003

(contract months 31-32)

2003-2004
Oct-Nov 2003

(contract months 37-38)

Jan-Feb 2004

(contract months 40-41)

Apr-May 2004

(contract months 43-44)
Mar 2004

(contract month 42)
Apr-May 2004

(contract months 43-44)

Subtask 7.2
Student standardized test administration
Second or 3rd grade students shall be tested in the fall of 2001 and the spring of 2002, followed by annual tests in the spring of 2003 and 2004, while a cohort of students beginning as either kindergartners or 1st graders in the first year, shall be tested across three grade levels, following the same schedule.  This model permits an analysis of school change by assessing the fourth grade over a three-year period and provides for a longitudinal analysis on a cohort of students beginning in the first grade through the third grade.  

The contractor shall purchase a standardized test, to be identified by ED at the initial meeting (see Task 1), to be administered to students in the sample and shall arrange with participating schools (during site visits) to have the classroom teachers of the students administer the test.  The contractor shall provide training to the participating teachers on the administration of the test during the site visit.  The contractor shall organize the conduct of the testing as follows:

The contractor shall distribute the fall 2001 standardized test to the teachers in the school, along with a self-addressed mailer, 13 months after the effective date of the contract.  The teachers will administer the test to their students during the end of October and early November.  They will send the completed test back to the contractor immediately upon completion and the contractor shall send the tests to the test company for scoring 17 months after the effective date of the contract.  For the spring test administration, the contractor shall send the  standardized test to the teachers in the school, along with a self-addressed mailer, 15 months after the effective date of the contract.  The teachers will administer the test to their students during the end of April and early May 2002.  They will send the completed test back to the contractor immediately upon completion and the contractor shall send the tests to the test company for scoring 19 months after the effective date of the contract.

The contractor shall subsequently coordinate the administration of the test one and two years after the first administration.  The contractor shall not follow students in the original sample that moved to new schools.  Each year the tests shall begin by April and be completed by the end of  May.  

Subtask 7.3
Teacher test administration
As described in the study plan, teachers shall be tested once, during the first year of data collection. The contractor shall administer the test approximately 1-month before administration of the spring student test in the first year of data collection (17 months after the effective date of the contract).

TASK 8
REFINE ANALYSIS PLAN

The contractor shall refine the preliminary analysis plan submitted with its proposal.  The contractor shall include in the refined analysis plan a detailed description of how the data gathered will be treated, specifying the manner in which the data are to be analyzed over the course of the study including the techniques to analyze the quantitative and qualitative data elements for each data collection activity/instrument in the study.  The contractor shall describe how the data analysis addresses the study questions and furthers ED’s knowledge of school improvement and its relationship to specific interventions.  

The contractor shall include in the plan a description of how focus group data and student assignments collected during the site visits will be analyzed and integrated with other data analyses.  The contractor shall also include a description of all key variables to be analyzed and a discussion of the level of variation within each, as well as the types of descriptive and inferential statistics to be used in the analyses in each report, along with illustrative table shells.  The contractor shall describe how the analyses shall integrate data from various sources and how it will be analyzed over time.

The contractor shall submit the first draft of the refined analysis plan to the TWG and ED for review and comment 8 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 1-month review by ED and the TWG, the contractor shall submit a final plan 10 months after the effective date of the contract.  The analysis plan shall be included in the OMB clearance package (Task 5).

The contractor shall refine and update the plan after the first data collection, by 16 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall then annually update the plan to incorporate revisions needed to conduct a comprehensive and thorough evaluation of the effectiveness of school interventions.  The contractor shall submit annual updates to ED by months 28 and 40 after the effective date of the contract.

TASK 9
PROCESS AND ANALYZE DATA

The contractor shall develop coding materials for entering and preparing for analysis the data collected as it is received.  The contractor shall develop a system to efficiently and accurately obtain the needed data from the files and then put the data in a form that can be accessed by IBM compatible computer.  The contractor shall place the abstracted data in a computer-accessible format.  To ensure accuracy, the contractor shall verify all key data entered, conduct edit and consistency checks and include response rates.  The contractor shall resolve problems identified in this process through phone calls to the respondents.  The contractor shall include information on the status of this task in each monthly progress report.

Subtask 9.1
Analyze Data
The contractor shall analyze the data in the manner described in the approved analysis plan (Task 8). The contractor shall submit preliminary tabulations, with tables displaying cross-tabulations, 25 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall complete and turn in a summary of the full data analysis, including all multivariate analyses for the first year of data collection 26 months after the effective date of the contract.  For each successive contract year, the contractor shall complete the analysis by November of each year.   The contractor shall submit the summary analysis by 38 and 50 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 9.2
Prepare Special Tabulations

The contractor shall provide special tabulations to be specified by ED in addition to tabulations required for reports in Task 11.  ED will request no more than 100 special tabulations.  ED will use these tabulations to complete policy relevant documents and to use in the National Assessment of Title I reports. 

TASK 10
PREPARE REPORTS AND RELATED INFORMATION PRODUCTS

Subtask 10.1
Prepare Interim Study Reports and Information Products
The contractor shall prepare the reports and other agreed-upon information products (see subtask 2.2, dissemination plan), in a format suitable for dissemination to Congress, participating schools, LEAs and SEAs and others identified in the dissemination plan. Products other than the study reports shall be submitted in accordance with timelines set in the dissemination plan.  

The contractor shall submit 2 interim reports and 1 final report for the evaluation.  The final report shall include longitudinal analyses, while the interim reports shall focus on the 1st year and 2nd year data, respectively.  Emerging longitudinal findings may be included in the 2nd year report but will not be the main focus of the report. The contractor shall write each report for a non-technical audience, include an executive summary of the key findings, and include illustrative charts and tables. The contractor shall submit an outline of the first year (contract year 2) data collection 25 months after the effective date of the contract, and after a two-week review by ED, the contractor shall submit a revised outline 26 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit the first draft of the year 1 data collection report 27 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 1-month review by ED, the contractor shall submit a second draft 29 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 2-week review by ED, the contractor shall prepare a final report and submit to ED 10 copies 30 months after the effective date of the contract. 

The second year report outline shall be submitted 37 months after the effective date of the contract, followed by a revised outline 38 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit a first draft report on year 2 findings 39 months after the effective date of the contract, followed by a second draft 41 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit the final version 43 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 10.2
Prepare Final Report and Executive Summary and Related Information Products

The contractor shall prepare a final report, not to exceed 100 pages and an executive summary not to exceed 20 pages, summarizing the findings of the study over the 3 years of data collection.  The contractor shall also submit information products that can be released following the release of the final report.  These shall include journal articles and other products as described in the dissemination plan. The contractor shall include in the final report descriptive and analytic information that answers the policy and research questions identified earlier in the work statement.  The contractor shall write the final report and the executive summary in a manner suitable for distribution to a broad audience of policy makers, educators, administrators of educational programs and parents, as outlined in the dissemination plan. The contractor shall submit a descriptive outline for the final report 51 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 2-week review by ED, the contractor shall submit a revised outline 52 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall submit a first draft of the final report 54 months after the effective date of the contract.   After a 1-month ED review, the contractor shall submit a second draft 56 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit a third draft 58 months after the effective date of the contract.  After a final 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit 10 copies of the final report 59 months after the effective date of the contract.

TASK 11
FEEDBACK TO PARTICIPANTS AND POLICY AUDIENCES

Subtask 11.1
Provide briefings

The contractor shall provide 2 briefings per year to a variety of groups, including the Independent Review Panel for the National Assessment of Title I, Department staff, Congressional staff, and other education organizations and associations in order to inform policy makers and administrators at different levels of government as well as the public about the progress of the study.  The contractor shall develop briefing material that is non-technical and appropriate for the general public. These briefings will be held in the Washington, DC area and scheduled by the Department.

Subtask 11.2
Disseminate reports and executive summary 

The contractor shall disseminate the documents described in Task 10 to all SEA, LEA, school personnel, and parents of students that participate in the study as they are released by ED, as described in the dissemination plan.

Subtask 11.3
Make presentations at professional and practitioner conferences
The contractor shall submit proposals for 4 staff to conduct presentations, at approximately 6 professional and/or practitioner conferences during the third, fourth and fifth years of the contract.  The contractor shall obtain the information on proposal requirements and deadlines from each professional and/or practitioner organization.  The contractor shall submit to ED a list of conferences they would like to attend and a draft of the proposal for each conference and receive approval by ED before the submission.  For each presentation the contractor shall submit the material for presentation to ED for approval.  ED will provide comments within 2 weeks of receipt of the materials.  The contractor shall not present study findings from reports or tabulations that have not been reviewed by ED and transmitted to Congress.  The contractor shall present only methodology for those studies that have not been reviewed by ED and transmitted to Congress.

TASK 12
ARCHIVE DATA 

Subtask 12.1
Prepare Public Use CD-ROMs
The contractor shall prepare annually (beginning with the end of year 2) data CD-ROMs that can be formatted to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Electronic Codebook (ECB).  The contractor shall discuss with NCES at the beginning of the contract and prior to developing codebooks, the most efficient way of recording information so that additional costs do not need to be incurred in order to fit the specifications of the ECB. The contractor shall schedule the meeting with NCES 7 weeks after the effective date of the contract.   

Subtask 12.2
Transmit the Data to ED
The contractor shall provide hard copy and electronic medium copies of the data set, codebooks, technical reports and other study materials to an archival site to be approved by ED for public dissemination 60 months after the effective date of the contract.  The contractor shall ensure that the archived materials are in compliance with the Privacy Act. 

TASK 13
FOLLOW STANDARDS FOR EDUCATION DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING 

The contractor shall conduct all data collection and reporting in accordance with the Standards for Education Data Collection and Reporting developed for the National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education unless otherwise approved by ED.

TASK 14
ESTABLISH CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE AND MEASUREMENT SYSTEM (PMS) 

The contractor shall establish an internal Performance Measurement System (PMS) with the capacity to:

•
Identify problem areas by order of importance;

•
Identify anticipated schedule slippage and cost overruns; and

•
Provide means of determining where project managers and resources are deployed to assist more critical tasks.  This information shall be included in the monthly progress reports.  The progress report shall include both yearly and cumulative contract costs by task and for the full study.

The contractor shall provide an operating PMS within 1 week of the effective date of the award. 


Timelines and Activities/Deliverables
The contractor shall meet the following schedule (due dates are calculated from the effective date of the contract).  Except when specified, all deliverables should be sent through e-mail, with one hard copy submitted to the COTR and 1 FINAL hard copy to the Contracting Officer.


Schedule of Deliverables
Tasks 
Deliverable
Due Date
Copies

Task 1 Meetings with ED and other relevant groups

1.1   Meet with ED


Draft meeting minutes

Revised minutes
1 week after meeting

5 weeks


1.2  Meet with contractors 
Meeting minutes

Coordination plan
1 week after meeting

1 month


1.3 Establish technical workgroup 
List of proposed workgroup members
2 weeks


1.4  Convene technical work group
Draft agenda for workgroup meetings

Revised agenda

Draft briefing materials

Revised briefing materials

Draft summary

Revised summary 
3 weeks before each meeting

1 week before each meeting

3 weeks before each meeting

1 weeks before each meeting

1 week after each meeting

2 weeks after each meeting
5

Task 2 Develop communication plan

Subtask 2.1 On-line library

Subtask 2.2 Dissemination 

plan


Creation of library

Documents on-line

Draft plan

Final plan
1 month

1 week after ED approval

6 months

30 months


Task 3  Refine baseline management plan 
Refined plan 


1 month




Task 4 Develop study plan


Draft study plan

Final study plan
4 months

6 months


5

10

Task 5 Prepare/review data collection instruments

Subtask 5.1 Prepare and review instruments

Subtask 5.2 Annual review of instruments

Subtask 5.3  Reproduce data collection instruments
Draft OMB package

Revised OMB package

Revised OMB package (Year 2)

Revised OMB package (Year 3)

Mock-up of data collection instruments
6 months

7 months

22 months

34 months

1 week after OMB approval


5

5

5

5

2



Task 6 Select and notify sample

Subtask 6.1 Prepare notification materials

Subtask 6.1 Prepare notification materials

Subtask 6.1  Prepare notification materials 
Draft materials for Chief State School Officers

Final materials for Chief State School Officers

Draft materials for superintendents and school principals

Final materials for superintendents and school principals

Draft brochures

Final brochures
9 months

10 months

11 months

12 months

9 months

10 months
10

50

Task 7 Collect data

Subtask 7.1 Administer surveys, interviews, focus groups – Year 1 data collection

Year 2 data collection

Year 3 data collection

Classroom observations
Teacher surveys

Interviews, focus groups

Classroom observations

Teacher surveys

Interviews, focus groups

Classroom observations

Teacher surveys

Interviews, focus groups

Classroom observations
18 months

19-20 months

13-14, 16-17, 19-20 months

30 months

31-32 months 25-26, 28-29, 31-32 months

42 months

43-44 months

37-38, 40-41, 43-44 months


Subtask 7.2 Administer student test

Year 1:  fall

Year 1: spring 

Year 2

Year 3

Subtask 7.3 Administer teacher test
Mail to school

Send to test company

Mail to school

Send to test company

Mail to school

Send to test company   

Mail to school

Send to test company


13 months

17 months

15 months

19 months

27 months

31 months

39 months

43 months

18 months


Task 8  Refine analysis plan
Draft plan

Revised plan

Annual update

Annual update
8 months

10 months

28 months

40 months
5

10

10

10

Task 9  Process and analyze data


Preliminary tabulations

Analysis summary – Year 1

Analysis summary – Year 2

Analysis summary – Year 3
25 months

26 months

38 months

50 months


Subtask 9.2  Prepare special tabs

Ongoing, as-needed basis


Task 10  Prepare reports

Subtask 10.1  Prepare interim report and study products
First year report outline

First year revised outline

First year report draft 1

First year report draft 2

First year final report
25 months

26 months

27 months

29 months

30 months


5

30

10



Subtask 10.1 Prepare interim report and study products
Second year draft outline

Second year revised outline

Second year report draft 1

Second year report draft 2

Second year final report
37 months

38 months

39 months

41 months

43 months
5

30

10

Subtask 10.2  Prepare final report and executive summary
Final report draft outline

Final report revised outline

Final report draft 1

Final report draft 2

Final report draft 3

Final report
51 months

52 months

54 months

56 months

58 months

60 months
5

30

30

10

Task 11  Feedback to participants and policy audiences

Subtask 11.1 Provide briefings

Subtask 11.2 Disseminate report
2 per year

Per dissemination plan
Upon release of report


Task 12  Archive data

Subtask 12.1 Public use CD-ROMs:  meeting with NCES

Subtask 12.2 Transmit data to ED
Meeting

CD-ROMs

Data set, code books, technical reports, study materials
5 weeks

Annually

End of contract


Task 13  Follow standards




Task 14  Establish performance and measurement system

1 week
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� U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress, NAEP main reading and mathematics, unpublished tabulations, (Washington, DC:  U.S. Department of Education, 1999).


� Education Trust, in collaboration with the Council of Chief State School Officers, Dispelling the Myth: High Poverty Schools Exceeding Expectations, (Washington, DC: 1999).


� U.S. Department of Education, Hope for Urban Education: A Study of Nine High-Performing, High-Poverty, Urban Elementary Schools, (Washington, DC: 1999) 2-3.


� Brian Rowan, Assessing Teaching Quality: Insights from School Effectiveness Research, 8.


� Rowan, Assessing Teaching Quality: Insights from School Effectiveness Research, 8.











PAGE  
1
04/20/00

