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Introduction and overview

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effects of comprehensive reading strategies covering the six dimensions of reading identified in the Reading Excellence Act (REA). These strategies are based on scientifically based reading research. The contractor shall assess the effect of well-implemented REA approaches on children and classrooms in grades K-3 and shall determine how the basic underlying framework or "model" for the Reading Excellence Act can best be implemented by states, districts, and schools. To the extent feasible, the contractor shall identify effective practices in reading instruction, professional development for teachers, and tutoring approaches for children having reading difficulty.

In their evaluation of the REA, the contractor shall focus on examining what conditions result in effective change. This focus should provide useful information for federal, state, district, and school program designers.

Background

The Reading Excellence Act was authorized in October 1998 to carry out the following purposes:

· Teach every child to read by the end of third grade.

· Provide children in early childhood with the readiness skills and support they need to learn to read once they enter school.

· Expand the number of high quality family literacy programs.

· Provide early intervention to children who are at risk of being identified for special education inappropriately.

· Base instruction, including tutoring, on scientifically-based reading research. 

The Act was passed for two major reasons. First, in recent years, findings from scientifically based reading research have provided compelling guidance for improving reading practice. Second, national assessments have continued to illustrate the pressing need for improved reading instruction in many schools, especially high poverty schools. The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) shows serious deficiencies in children's ability to read. Even in wealthier schools, almost a quarter of fourth-graders are unable to reach NAEP's basic level. More than two-thirds of fourth-graders in high poverty schools are unable to reach the basic level.

How the Reading Excellence Act operates

The Reading Excellence Act (REA) is an innovative and different approach to changing children's reading achievement in high-poverty and/or low-performing schools. Unlike most recent federal education legislation, REA is directive, mandating specific program components and content based on scientific research. It also uses competition and peer review to encourage thoughtful development of implementation strategies by states and school districts.

Through competitive grants to states, which in turn hold competitions among specific types of districts for subgrants, this program is aimed at effecting change in teacher practice in grade K-3 classrooms in participating schools. There are two types of subgrants – Local Reading Improvement (LRI) subgrants (at least 80 percent of the state funds) and Tutorial Assistance subgrants (no more than 15 percent of the funds). The contractor shall focus on activities funded under the Local Reading Improvement subgrants, which fund comprehensive programs to improve reading in K-3 and family literacy. 

The types of districts and schools that may participate in an LRI subgrant are very specifically defined in the REA legislation. Participating schools in particular are very high poverty and likely to be failing to provide adequate instruction to their children. 

· Subgrants may go to the two school districts with the largest number of poor children (usually the two largest cities in the state), the two school districts with the highest proportion of poor children (usually two extremely small districts with 80-100 percent poverty), and any district that has one or more schools in Title I School Improvement status (i.e. failing schools). These categories are not mutually exclusive – a district can be in more than one of them.

· Eligible schools within the eligible districts follow the same rules – the two elementary schools with the largest number of poor children, the two elementary schools with the highest percentage of poor children, and any school that is in Title I School Improvement. It’s quite possible for a school to be in more than one of these categories. 

· Notes:  Once the subgrants are made, if a school works its way out of Title I School Improvement or improves its poverty status, it still remains in the REA program. Also, districts are not expected to serve all of their eligible schools – especially larger districts. Some states provided a maximum number of schools that a district could serve.

The local LRI subgrants must be sufficient for at least two years of operation. The overall grant to the state is a three-year grant. The U.S. Department of Education provided the full three-year grant at the time of the grant award in August 1999. That is, the states with FY 1999 awards do not come in for continuation funding; their grant is fully funded from the FY 1999 funds. 

The 17 states that received grants have taken considerable time this first year to make the subgrant awards. They have been very thoughtful about the assistance and training they’ve provided to potential applicants as well as in setting up expert panels and review procedures. One of the common features of the successful states in FY 1999 was their plans to provide in-depth training and assistance in reading research and effective professional development to applicant districts and, in many cases, schools. We’ve received anecdotal reports that local districts found this substantive training very helpful and some have made plans to improve their reading instruction whether or not they receive a subgrant.

This means that implementation in classrooms for the FY 1999 state cohort will start for most in fall 2000. Some districts will hold summer programs for children. Most will hold professional development for teachers and, hopefully, principals in the spring or summer of 2000 plus provide ongoing professional development during the entire subgrant period.

The second state cohort that will be funded in July 2000 with FY 2000 funds is not expected to complete the implementation process much faster than the original cohort. We expect them to spend the fall 2000/winter 2001 period in the subgrant process with awards in winter/spring 2001 and full classroom implementation in fall 2001. At the federal level, we expect to make slightly fewer awards with FY 2000 funds – maybe 13 new states. (A number of large states did not receive an award in FY 1999 and have been working hard since then on their REA application.) 

Right now, states are allowed only one REA grant. In the ESEA reauthorization proposal, the Administration has proposed extending the REA to permit states to compete for a new grant that would start in its fourth year.


School Years


1999-00
2000-01
2001-02
2002-03
2003-04

FY 1999 grantees
Subgrant process
In schools/ classrooms
In schools/ classrooms



FY 2000 grantees

Subgrant process
In schools/ classrooms
In schools/ classrooms


FY 2001 grantees


Subgrant process
In schools/ classrooms
In schools/ classrooms

Note:  The detail in this section has been provided to illustrate the decision processes of states and districts as well as the time periods for local implementation. These may provide opportunities for selecting sites for this study. Some districts and states may be willing to work with a contractor to build new knowledge about effective practice through use of experimental design. For example, the contractor may be able to persuade districts from the second cohort to select schools on a random basis from the eligible pool (at least in larger districts). 

Finally, the REA federal program intends to propose a universe performance reporting system that provides some implementation data on all participating schools. Depending on timing, the performance data could be used to screen sites for this study.

What are typical local program activities and strategies?

Both state grantees and district subgrantees must carry out a variety of specific activities. Districts and schools must provide:

· Professional development activities designed to improve the reading instruction practice of teachers and other instructional staff.

· Early literacy intervention to children experiencing reading difficulties, including tutoring and other extended learning opportunities and kindergarten transition programs. 

· Family literacy services (e.g., parent and child interactive activities, early childhood education, adult literacy training, and parent education).

The LRI subgrant recipients must provide for the following activities in participating schools:  

· Research-based reading instruction in grades K-3

· Reading instruction to children with reading difficulties 

· High quality professional development for classroom teachers and other instructional staff

· Curriculum and supportive materials

· Tutoring and other reading support services during non-instructional time

· Training for tutors 

· Kindergarten transition

· Family literacy services (parent and child interactive activities, early childhood education, adult literacy, and parenting education)

· Parent training to help their children with reading

· Technical assistance 

· Promotion of reading and library programs that provide access to engaging reading materials

· Coordination of local reading, library, and literacy programs and others supported by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

· Administrative costs

Also, the LEA must form a partnership with one or more community-based organizations that have demonstrated effectiveness in improving early childhood literacy and reading readiness, reading instruction, and reading achievement in carrying out the project’s activities, unless a partnership is not feasible.

Unlike the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program (CSRD), none of the REA states that received an award in FY 1999 proposed to select particular program models for implementation by districts. States that did propose particular models did not get selected by our expert panel. (In all cases, states that proposed to identify a list of specific models for districts to select from either did not provide satisfactory information about the models or included in their list models that the expert panel did not believe were based on scientific research. Also, some states included programs that only addressed one or two of the six dimensions of reading and did not make it clear that districts would have to provide for comprehensive programs in their participating schools.) 

Successful states identified specific strategies that all districts would be required to use and provided boundaries/parameters and frameworks but not lists of specific programs. This means that, for the most part, the contractor shall be assessing implementation of reading research and an underlying overall program model in this study, but not specific model programs. It is possible that participating districts or schools could adopt a model program and this study could assess it along with the local strategies. The U.S. Department of Education will collect this information in the State/District/School Performance Data project described below and make the information available in spring 2001.

What is the underlying theory of reading in REA?

A central premise of the REA is that scientifically based research findings in recent years have indicated ways to prevent reading failure. Early reading acquisition is a field in which there has been extensive research, both quantitative and qualitative. These studies have ranged from in-depth observations of single teachers to experimental designs involving the comparison of multiple treatments across thousands of young students. The overall conclusion from these studies is that reading instruction must be “balanced.” It must cover the six dimensions of reading in the Act's definition of reading:

The term 'reading' means a complex system of deriving meaning from print that requires all of the following:

A.
The skills and knowledge to understand how phonemes, or speech sounds, are connected to print.

B.
The ability to decode unfamiliar words.

C.
The ability to read fluently.

D.
Sufficient background information and vocabulary to foster reading comprehension.

E.
The development of appropriate active strategies to construct meaning from print.

F.
The development and maintenance of a motivation to read. 

Section 2252 (4), Reading Excellence Act.

While there is some sequentiality among the dimensions (for example, phonemic awareness is a precursor to decoding and comprehension depends on effective decoding, background information/

vocabulary, and fluency), it is important that teachers (and parents) instruct children in all of these dimensions in kindergarten and first grade. Kindergarten teachers can teach their children:

· phonemic awareness (ability to distinguish and manipulate sounds, relation to letters), 

· initial decoding (connecting sounds to letters, reading words and simple sentences, starting to write using phonetic spelling)

· fluency (through modeling fluent reading)

· background knowledge and vocabulary (through conversation, informational texts, and theme explorations)

· comprehension strategies (e.g. asking questions and making predictions during narrative readings)

· motivation (making it clear that reading is important and fun, helping children to begin reading)

As children become better decoders, continued work on background information/vocabulary development as well as explicit comprehension strategies become even more important. Ongoing work on fluency and motivation are critical as well. In second and third grade, instruction in phonemic awareness should drop off in the regular classroom, although second and third grade teachers must know how to teach it since not all children will have caught on, especially in high poverty schools. Children who lack good phonemic awareness after kindergarten are strong candidates for special interventions – including one-on-one tutoring with a reading specialist or volunteer closely supervised by a reading specialist – in addition to continued good classroom instruction.

These findings have not yet been widely adopted by most states, districts, schools, and teachers, although some states have made balanced reading a state priority (e.g., Texas, California, Ohio) and others are starting initiatives that are receiving good support from state legislatures. While research has clearly demonstrated that particular instructional practices can be effective in ensuring children’s early reading success, what is less clear is how to effect broad change in reading instruction at the classroom level. T he reasons for lack of implementation are diverse, and range from philosophical differences about the proposed instructional practices to lack of knowledge on the part of teachers on how to implement them. 

The contractor may have a brief window of only a couple of years before the research becomes so widely known that control groups will be difficult to form. While it will take many years for all teachers to develop the knowledge and skills needed, superficial levels of adoption may become widespread in the near future – with deeper levels in an increasing number of states. High poverty schools may be among the last to adopt these practices, although if REA shows promise early, it will provide additional support for redirecting federal programs aimed at high poverty schools such as Title I.

What is the REA program “model”?

Research has identified a number of key factors that are needed to provide good reading instruction in grades K-3. These include school leadership, the form and content of teacher professional development, teacher's knowledge of reading and reading acquisition, the use of appropriate materials, early intervention when reading difficulties are identified, and the use of a balanced approach to reading instruction, as described above. Parental involvement is especially important in preschool years, when parents are their children’s first teacher. Shown below is a graphic that identifies these activities.
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Ideally these elements should be found in every school participating in a Local Reading Improvement subgrant. The REA performance data system and the School Implementation and Impact Study will collect information on the extent to which this is true. 

REA critical elements:  

· Professional development. Professional development, including formal inservice training and supervision/coaching from a reading specialist, is probably the core element in the REA model. In order for a school to provide balanced reading instruction based on the latest research, it will probably need to provide intensive professional development for all the teachers in K-3. There is a lot for teachers to know – both knowledge and skills.

Many researchers and teacher educators have proposed that, in order to be able to provide balanced reading instruction, well-trained early elementary school teachers need to know the structure of the English language, children’s development in reading, effective instructional practice, and assessment techniques to diagnose children’s status and measure progress. One area of disagreement regarding teacher training content among the scientifically based reading researchers is on how much instruction is needed in the structure of the English language – a matter of degree, not whether it’s needed at all. A good description of possible content knowledge for teacher development is found in the American Federation of Teachers’ Teaching is Rocket Science, a report prepared by Louisa Moats, a researcher for the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD).

Comparatively few elementary teachers, especially in high poverty schools, have comprehensive knowledge of how to teach reading, although this is changing in states such as Texas and California, which have initiated large scale teacher training to develop teachers’ knowledge about effective reading instruction. 

Current thinking about the process of effective professional development holds that it should be strongly focused on content. Supporting elements include offering training for a significant amount of time – both in hours and over time; training for an entire “team” – e.g., all teachers in a particular grade; opportunities for active participation and learning; and consistency with standards and assessments. (Source:  American Institutes for Research:  Designing Effective Professional Development:  Lessons From The Eisenhower Program – Executive Summary, October 1999) 

· Early intervention (especially tutoring). In addition to changing classroom instruction, research supports the need for early identification of children who are having difficulty learning to read. Some children will have difficulty in spite of excellent classroom instruction. These students need more intensive instruction to enable them to catch up to their peers.

Instead of waiting until third or fourth grade to identify children struggling with reading, researchers strongly recommend identifying children very early and providing early intervention in late kindergarten or first grade to get the child on the track to being a good reader. Children do not “grow out of” early reading difficulties. They need specific and direct help. 

Typically this help would be one-on-one tutoring. No definitive study has been done comparing various tutoring methods (especially professional one-on-one versus group) although there has been excellent work showing benefits for one-on-one. Research has not found strong effects for use of unsupervised paraprofessionals or volunteers.

· Materials. Books and supportive curriculum materials are essential to good reading instruction. Kindergarten and first grade teachers as well as teachers of older grades need a wide variety of “little books” for children to use when they are building their reading skills in addition to the “big books” used by the teacher in shared group or classroom reading. Teachers in older grades also need a variety of books at different levels so that children have books at their independent level to build fluency and comprehension strategies and books at their instructional level to increase their skills with the teacher’s help. To the extent that urban schools do not have enough story and informational books for children and teachers, the REA subgrant can be used to provide them.

· Family literacy. Many REA States have proposed to implement high quality, Even Start-like activities in coordination with state and local Even Start programs. At the local level, REA programs are authorized to work in feeder preschools but also may limit family literacy activities to working with parents of children in K-3.

A. Resources

Program information and resources links

Documents that may provide helpful background include:

U.S. Department of Education, Reading Excellence Program Overview, March 6, 2000. URL:  http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/REA/
U.S. Department of Education, Reading Excellence Program, Non-Regulatory Guidance for FY 1999 Grant Applications, March 1999. URL:  http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/REA/
National Reading Panel, Teaching Children to Read – An Evidence-Based Assessment of the Scientific Research Literature on Reading and Its Implications for Reading Instruction, April 13, 2000. URL:  http://www.nichd.nih.gov/publications/nrppubskey.cfm
American Institutes for Research:  Abstracts of FY 1999 State Applications for the Reading Excellence Program, March 8, 2000. URL:  http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/REA/
National Academy of Sciences (National Research Council). Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, edited by Catherine E. Snow, M. Susan Burns, and Peg Griffin. Washington, D.C.:  National Academy Press, 1998. URL:  http://www.nas.edu/

National Academy of Sciences. Starting Out Right:  A Guide to Promoting Children's Reading Success, edited by Catherine E. Snow, M. Susan Burns, and Peg Griffin. (Washington, D.C.:  National Academy Press, 1999. URL:  http://www.nas.edu/

American Federation of Teachers (AFT). Teaching Reading Is Rocket Science:  What Expert Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do. Washington, D.C.:  American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO, June 1999. URL:  http://www.aft.org/index.html
American Institutes for Research. Designing Effective Professional Development:  Lessons From The Eisenhower Program – Executive Summary, October 1999. 

URL:  http://www.ed.gov/inits/teachers/eisenhower/

National Association for the Education of Young Children and the International Reading Association. Learning to Read and Write:  Developmentally Appropriate Practices for Young Children:  A Joint Position Statement of the International Reading Association and the National Association for the Education of Young Children. Washington, D.C., July 1998. URL:  http://www.naeyc.org/about/about_index.htm
Two design projects

When developing the evaluation plan for the REA evaluation funding, the U.S Department of Education felt it needed additional information on two key design areas – causal analysis and evaluation strategy and school and classroom implementation measures. It was our intention to let two task orders to collect examples and develop design alternatives for the U.S. Department of Education and outside organizations’ consideration and use. Both reports would have been useful not only to inform REA studies but also Title I studies that evaluate early reading instruction. However, neither task was awarded in time to permit development of products that could be shared widely. 

To prevent interference with this procurement, the U.S. Department of Education will defer work on those tasks, including any substantive discussions with the two contractors involved, until the possibility of interference is past. Offerers may assume that products will be available during fall 2000 to winter 2001 and can be used to help in refining the design of this study. 

The first project “Evaluation design and analysis for assessing children's reading growth” will be completed by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.(MPR). MPR will investigate key technical issues in designing experimental design studies that assess a developmental process like reading. 

· Structural modeling, especially growth curve analysis, is a technique increasingly used by reading researchers and others to assess development. It requires multiple data points – probably four in a school year – for reading, since children basically learn to read (or don't) in about 18 months. MPR will describe appropriate uses of growth curve analysis and other advanced statistical techniques in reading evaluations.

· Use of experimental design, the premier evaluation strategy used in many NICHD studies, continues to be controversial in early elementary education, but is likely to be the appropriate strategy for confirming the Reading Excellence logic model. Time series designs may also have much to offer -- especially for support areas such as professional development. MPR will lay out alternative designs that could be used, discuss strengths and weaknesses, and highlight issues and technical concerns that our evaluations studies will need to address. 

· This project will involve consultation with national experts in structural modeling, including convening a meeting for discussion and review, as well as a few site visits to increase the contractor's familiarity with specific Reading Excellence strategies and elements. 

RMC Research Corporation will conduct the second project – “Framework and protocols for school and classroom implementation measures.”

· In order to assess children's reading gains, information is needed on the characteristics of the schools and classrooms which are implementing new reading approaches. RMC is identifying elements of practice associated with schools and classrooms that are implementing research-based reading approaches, including resources available, use of assessments, approach to providing tutoring support, organizational strategies, professional development and support, etc.; developing frameworks for description and analysis of approaches/measures for technical and general reports; consulting with researchers who have developed implementation measures, including convening a meeting for discussion and review; developing profiles and recommendations for use of different measures and types of measures; and preparing a report.

As soon as products are available from these projects, the U.S. Department of Education will share them with the contractor for the Reading Growth study. 

B. Relation to Reading Excellence evaluations 

There are two closely related evaluations relevant to this study. 

Reading Excellence State, District, and School Performance Data project. This study is underway and is being carried out by American Institutes for Research, Inc. (AIR) This project involves telephone and Internet surveys of states and school districts as they carry out their Reading Excellence grants. In addition, it will survey the universe of REA schools, primarily by Internet survey, with two questionnaires – one for Local Reading Improvement subgrants and a second for the Tutorial Assistance subgrants. The questionnaires will be filled out by the principal or project coordinator. This project will not collect data from teachers or students.

The universe of the first cohort of REA schools starting in school year 2000-01 is currently estimated at 1,200. The probable range is from 1,100 to 1,600.

The school questionnaire for Local Reading Improvement subgrants will provide basic descriptive data on students; teachers, principals, the project coordinator and other REA staff, and other school staff; the plan for REA funds; whether outside program models are being used; curriculum materials currently used and what is bought with REA; information on professional development and other key REA processes being implemented, such as the number of hours of professional development, providers, and topics being covered; tests/assessments currently used, by grade level; tests/assessments added for REA; programs offered to parents; content and approach to early intervention (such as tutoring, summer programs, or kindergarten transition); coordination with Title I, bilingual education, and other programs; Title I School Improvement status and what activities have been undertaken/resources received outside of REA; benefits seen from REA to date; barriers to implementation; and other topics. 

To develop a profile of each school, AIR will also match the schools to NCES’ Common Core of Data and other surveys and is collecting state data books. 

Current plans are to collect the data in January 2001 and every six months for two years thereafter, moving to an annual shorter questionnaire form for schools that participate in REA for more than two years (this will depend on the final reauthorization legislation approved by Congress). Note:  some data items will be collected only annually. This depends on OMB approval. 

AIR will analyze the data as soon as possible and make it available to the U.S. Department of Education and to contractors conducting the other Reading Excellence evaluations, including the Children Reading Growth study, for use as a sampling frame and to provide descriptive information about the program.

Reading Excellence School and Classroom Implementation and Impact study. The SCII study will assess the overall impacts and implementation of the Reading Excellence Act. It will survey an estimated 400 REA schools in a representative study of implementation. It will study outcomes in a sub-sample of schools with fully implemented projects (about 75 schools currently estimated). While the SCII study will collect and attempt to use currently available assessment data on the schools surveyed, it will also collect an independent assessment of student outcomes in grades K, 1, 2, and 3 annually (cross-sectional, no longitudinal follow-up). In addition, the SCII study will conduct some in-depth site visits to obtain descriptive information on the schools.

The contractor for the Children’s Reading Growth study shall study 20 of the 75 sites. The contractor for the Reading Growth study must plan to collaborate closely with the SCII contractor on selection of sites and data collection. While the Children’s Reading Growth study may use additional tests, and definitely will collect more data points, contractors for both studies shall collaborate to identify a basic set of common outcome measures. 

C. Relation to other evaluations

Title I Studies. The contractor shall collaborate with contractors conducting the studies of school-level implementation of Title I, including the Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School Interventions (LEESI), the National Study of Title I Schools:  Implementation of Standards-Based Reform, and Title I Supports for School Improvement. If timing permits, this study will also use instruments developed in other Title I studies that assess other dimensions of effective schools. This will permit comparison of reading instruction and other dimensions of school quality in REA schools to Title I schools.

In particular, this study will be closely linked to the Longitudinal Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School Interventions (LEESI). The LEESI study will examine the effects of educational interventions in Title I Schoolwide programs in elementary schools. The LEESI study will also compare the quality of instruction in schoolwide programs, schools implementing scientifically-based reading approaches supported through REA, and whole-school reform schools supported through the Comprehensive Reform Demonstration Program. 

National Early Childhood Education Study. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) has underway a longitudinal study of children from kindergarten through fourth grade. NCES developed its own outcomes assessment instruments, in consultation with NICHD, as well as teacher and parent questionnaires. Information on this study is available at URL:  http://nces.ed.gov/ecls/

NICHD research studies. Most NICHD-funded studies use a common set of outcome measures. While many of the studies are too small for use as reference groups, some use of NICHD data may be feasible in parts of this study, and review of their instrumentation is appropriate. A list of the NICHD common measures is available from the Reading Excellence program office.

D. Objectives and design

Objectives

The objectives of this study are to:

A. Confirm that effective reading instruction can improve reading gains and reduce the need for special education services for children in high poverty schools.

B. Evaluate the ability of the Reading Excellence “model” to turn around reading instruction in high poverty and/or low performing schools. The model involves both a set of core processes and activities (school leadership, extended professional development, early intervention, family literacy, and key supports such as materials) and critical content for reading instruction based on scientifically based reading research.

C. Examine program elements and processes to determine which are key for highly disadvantaged but non-disabled children.

D. Evaluate approaches for turning around low performing schools, based on both the reading research literature as well as the effective schools literature.

E. Compare the effectiveness of the REA approach to those of other programs, including Title I Schoolwide and Targeted Assistance approaches and to schools in Title I School Improvement status.

This study will provide empirical data on children’s outcomes related to key processes such as professional development and comparisons to “typical” Title I and related programs as well as qualitative data on the implementation/change process funded by REA and how it played out in the participating schools.

Research questions

1. Does the reading achievement of children in schools using the REA framework or "model" improve? For which students is the REA intervention most effective?
2. Are special education referrals reduced? Retention in grade?

3. Are performance improvements similar for students across different ranges of initial performance?

4. Are particular instructional and support strategies differentially effective depending on initial reading level? 

5. What are appropriate benchmarks of achievement for children with different learning patterns? For English language learners?

6. Can effective or highly promising practices be identified in the REA sites in reading dimensions that currently lack convergent research on effective teaching practice, such as vocabulary or comprehension strategy?

7. What are appropriate benchmarks for professional development that changes reading instruction and results in improved reading gains? 

8. How critical is small group instruction in initial reading instruction? 

9. How important is tutoring to school and classroom achievement? Small group instruction outside the classroom?

10. What is the value added by REA to regular school activities and outcomes?
11. Do students in the REA schools achieve higher reading performance than students in typical Title I School Improvement schools? In comparable (poverty rate, etc.) “regular” Title I Schoolwides (not necessarily in School Improvement status)? How does reading instruction differ among these? 

12. Do achievement gains warrant the expenditure of additional funds through REA grants or can current Title I funds be reconfigured to produce similar reading gains? 

13. If current Title I funds were reconfigured what, if any, additional funds will be necessary to enable ninety-five percent of students in Title I School Improvement schools to learn to read?
Evaluation design 

This study shall involve intensive, longitudinal evaluation with multiple measures of individual student performance, experimental design or very high quality quasi-experiments, and analysis of individual student reading growth. The design, measurements, and analytic techniques of the REA evaluation shall capitalize on the extensive knowledge base available from the reading research and on underutilized analysis methods such as multilevel modeling.
Study in a typical site will involve working with REA-funded schools as they improve reading instruction for K-3 – following children (including control groups) from beginning kindergarten through grade 3; employing multiple measures of reading; and collecting extensive information on principals and teachers, instructional programs, out-of-school activities, special kindergarten transition services, special education identification and referral, and family support for learning. 

The study is envisioned as one that would collect quantitative outcome data on one cohort of students four times a year from kindergarten through third grade; quantitative data on teacher knowledge – both at the start of the study and as influenced by professional development and other sources; descriptive data on the key processes for improving reading, especially professional development; descriptive data on reading instruction in participating schools, including control schools; and qualitative and cost data on the change process in these districts and schools supported by REA or other sources through case studies and other methods. It is very important that this not be a “black box” study – good description of implementation and services for treatment and controls is essential. This study must collect outcome data that can be related to program inputs in causal analysis.

The contractor may propose alternatives considered to respond better to the study objectives and research questions.

Treatment group 

The design outlined in this statement of work assumes longitudinal study of one cohort of kindergartners followed through third grade. The contractor shall assume the treatment group consists of a sample of kindergarten students entering 20 schools in the fall of 2001 and followed through third grade. For the purposes of cost estimation, the contractor shall assume 100 children per school in 20 treatment schools and four waves of data collection on students per year. The contractor may propose and justify alternatives.

The students will be nested within classes within schools within districts. The contractor shall collect data at the school, teacher, classroom, and student levels. The contractor shall obtain context information on states and districts by review of currently available data, including data from the State/District/School Performance Data project. The contractor shall collect reading achievement data four times during the school year each year along with detailed information on reading instruction and supporting programs and services.  

Note that the SCII study will collect outcome data annually on K-3 children at the same schools but not on the Children’s Reading Growth cohort. Thus there will be cross-sectional data on children in grades 1-3 in the same schools in the same year that this study collects four waves of kindergarten data. Contractors shall collaborate to ensure that no testing of the same children is performed by both studies.

Treatment sites shall have implemented an REA or REA-like program in the previous year or earlier, to reduce confounding effects from partial implementation.

Reference groups

This study design assumes 20 control/contrast/comparison sites (schools that contain grades K-3) as well, with samples of 100 children per school and four waves of data collection each year. The contractor may propose alternatives to this design. 

The contractor shall discuss the nature of the reference group(s) that are needed to address the research questions. Two key reference groups to be considered are Title I high poverty schools (both Schoolwides and Targeted Assistance schools) and Title I schools in School Improvement status – i.e. schools that are failing to make adequate progress in educating their children according to state standards. There will be overlap but the two groups (high poverty and low performing) are not synonymous. 

A key issue is how to implement the most rigorous evaluation design possible. Given the nature of the program model – full implementation in all classrooms in grades K-3 for participating schools – the unit of analysis for experimental design ideally would be the school. As noted earlier, it may be possible to identify districts which can only fund a few schools and would be willing to randomly assign the REA program to eligible schools. Quasi-experimental designs – matched comparison group with hopefully some time series data may be more feasible – especially in states or districts that collect reading achievement data from kindergarten through elementary school. Regression-discontinuity design might be feasible in states with very small districts (one or two elementary schools) – using the state competition itself to provide the cut-off. 

Some of these designs might conflict with the importance of finding schools that have experienced at least one year of implementation. Also, if the contractor is able to identify sites that will work to implement experimental design, this may require adding schools to the SCII samples. The contractor shall resolve these issues once both studies are underway and negotiations with states and districts are undertaken.

If comparison groups are used, a key issue will be whether to seek typical Title I schools that are definitely not implementing an REA-like approach (reading instruction and early intervention based on scientifically-based reading research and intensive reform strategies such as intensive professional development and support for materials purchase). In theory, the contrast in instruction would provide the best opportunity to find robust results in the REA schools. It is important to reflect standard practice in the comparison groups, however, for a fair comparison.

We are open to suggestions about experimental design within schools, but the great likelihood of control group contamination, not to mention interference with the program’s synergy (involvement of the whole school is part of the program’s goal), make this a doubtful design. 

Measures
The contractor shall measure student reading achievement throughout the course of the study multiple times along a number of dimensions of reading each school year. The Reading Excellence program is based on implementing the “six dimensions of reading” listed in the Reading Excellence Act. (The six dimensions are listed earlier in the Section A section – “What is the underlying theory of reading in REA?”) The contractor shall assess children’s progress on those dimensions, although not at every test administration. Tests appropriate for kindergartners are not usually appropriate for third graders.

Other key student measures include grade retention and referral to special education. The contractor shall propose specific measures in their proposal, with the understanding that there may need to be adjustments as other studies come on board. The Planning and Evaluation Service and Reading Excellence Program will coordinate several studies starting at approximately the same time focused on early reading instruction and will align measures among the studies. It may be, however, that this study, one of the most intense, may use additional measures not needed in other studies.

In addition to student assessments collected under this study, the contractor shall collect available data from state or district assessments on the performance of students, schools, and school districts and compare results (to the extent possible) with those from the independently administered assessment. Even if not close in domains covered, state assessment data may provide useful context information.

Reading measures shall cover the six dimensions of reading as appropriate to the grade level. For example, in kindergarten, phonemic awareness and vocabulary are two critical areas for measurement (contractors may propose others). By third grade at least, an overall comprehension measure is needed, although phonemic awareness may remain an issue and require measurement because of the target population of at-risk children. Reading rate may be a useful indicator measure that, in addition to assessing reading fluency, signals overall progress or lack of it.

Over the past two decades the U.S. government, either through NICHD or the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), has conducted a number of studies of the effectiveness of reading interventions. In some cases these studies of been formal random assignment experimental designs, in other cases schools and teachers have been purposefully selected based on unexpectedly high student performance. These studies have shown that there are certain key variables that contribute to student reading acquisition. The use of a balanced approach to reading instruction, school leadership, the form and content of teacher professional development, teacher's knowledge of reading and reading development, the use of appropriate materials, school organization and staffing, and student's socioeconomic status – all impact student achievement. These are the key independent variables that the contractor shall measure in this study. The contractor shall use variations in these independent variables to explain differences in reading achievement, grade retention, and special education referral as well as any other outcomes proposed for study by the contractor.

In measuring these key processes, the most controversial one will be testing of teacher knowledge of effective reading instruction. The contractor shall locate or develop an instrument for this purpose and field test it. Other measures may, of course, involve questionnaires and interviews, classroom observation, teacher/principal journals, parent interviews, videotaping, or administrative records. If there is a need to check either instrument design or data analysis results, focus groups may be appropriate.

Likely respondents include children, district staff, principals, teachers, reading specialists/instructional coordinators, paraprofessionals, volunteer tutors, professional development providers, and any other staff with responsibility for reading instruction in K-3 at the site, as well as parents, representatives of the community-based organization partners, and, if feasible, any experts consulted by the district or school with respect to specific outside programs adopted. 

Period of performance

This study is planned as a five-year (60 months) study that will assess children’s reading gains from kindergarten through third grade, including identification/development, testing, and clearance of evaluation instruments and longitudinal assessment of the children as they progress in reading.

E. Scope of work

Task 1. Implement oversight and performance measurement activities. 

The contractor shall not modify nor alter the contract, but shall further refine the general procedures included in the proposal.

Subtask 1.1.  Revise baseline management plan. 

The contractor's project director and key project staff shall meet with the U.S. Department of Education's (ED) Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR), Contracting Specialist (CS), and other appropriate ED staff within five working days after the contract award in Washington, D.C. to discuss details regarding the tasks outlined in the baseline management plan. The requirements shall not alter the contract or the proposed design of the contract, but are to provide better management information for use by both the contractor and ED in monitoring the work to be performed, the time of performance, and the resources to be utilized.

The contractor shall revise the proposed baseline management plan submitted with the proposal for accomplishment of all tasks, subtasks, key events, milestones, deliverables, and delivery of their associated products. One copy of the baseline management plan shall be submitted to U.S. Department of Education Contracting Specialist (CS) and two copies to the Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR) within two weeks after the beginning date of this contract.

Subtask 1.2.  Establish contractor performance and measurement system.

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

· Identify problem areas by order of importance;

· Identify anticipated schedule delays 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 2 weeks of the effective date of the award.

Subtask 1.3.  Submit monthly progress reports on key project activities.

In addition to the reports that are required for each task, the contractor shall submit one copy of the following reports to the contracting officer, with one copy to the COTR:

· Monthly Progress Report/Exception Reports. The contractor shall prepare monthly progress reports due within ten working days of the end of each month. The report shall summarize the major activities and accomplishments for the reporting period and provide information for each project task regarding significant findings and events, problems encountered, and staff used. The report shall also specify the extent to which the project is on schedule, briefly describe the activities planned for the next month, identify and discuss significant deviations from the substantive work in the management plan, and identify and discuss decisions which may be needed from ED. If there are no exceptions, the report shall state this fact. If there are exceptions to the management plan, the contractor shall describe the proposal for resolving the problems.

· Monthly Manpower/Expenditure Reports. The contractor shall prepare monthly expenditure reports due within ten working days of the end of each month. These reports shall be prepared and signed by the project director, and shall summarize the actual personnel assignments for the month just completed, showing the hours charged by task for each staff member. The report shall project similar assignment information for the upcoming month. The reports shall also show expenditures, disaggregating project costs by individual and by task, and specifying for all travel the locations, duration, and personnel for each trip.

Subtask 1.4.  Meet with other contractors.

The U.S. Department of Education is starting a number of related studies in REA and Title I that will attempt to assess reading instruction in early grades or family literacy. To help coordinate these studies, the contractor shall meet, when requested by ED, with ED staff and other contractors conducting related work for ED. These meetings will be scheduled by ED once a year for one day and held in Washington, D.C. Contractors shall communicate regularly in other ways (phone, e-mail, etc.) and shall share key products as appropriate to coordinate the different studies involved in assessing the Reading Excellence program.

Subtask 1.5.  Meet with outside Reading Excellence advisory group.

Note:  An advisory group is not needed within the contract.

The REA program office will establish, in collaboration with the Planning and Evaluation Service, an advisory group of experts in reading, professional development, evaluation methodology, and multilevel modeling that will advise ED and contractors on the REA-funded evaluation studies and other studies assessing early reading instruction. If the contractor wishes additional help on design, reading instruction, or other issues, the contractor may propose hiring consultants, but shall not establish a full-fledged advisory group for this study.

The contractor shall plan to attend two one-day meetings in year one with the REA advisory group in Washington, D.C. and one one-day meeting a year for the remaining four years.

Subtask 1.6.  Hold management meetings on study progress

The contractor shall plan to meet to discuss progress on the study with the COTR and other ED staff in Washington, D.C:

· quarterly (every three months) in years one and two and

· every four months in years three through five. 

Task 2. Develop and implement a communication plan.

Subtask 2.1.  Develop a study overview booklet on this project. 

The contractor shall prepare and submit to the COTR a booklet of no more than 25 pages on this project that will serve as a resource for the COTR and the contractor when responding to inquiries about its purpose and methodology. The booklet shall describe the project, its purposes and main activities, time schedule, types of data that will be collected, research questions for the project, and the study design, including measures. The booklet shall contain contractor and ED staff contact names, addresses, and telephone numbers, and other information useful in describing the project. The contractor shall update the booklet as needed during the project to reflect changes in timelines, design items, etc.

The contractor shall submit this booklet in draft 1 month after the beginning date of this contract to the CO and COTR. The COTR will review and comment within 2 weeks. The contractor shall submit 50 copies of the final overview booklet within 2 months after the beginning date of this contract. The contractor shall model this booklet on one prepared by Robert St. Pierre and Janet Swartz, Abt Associates, Inc. – National Even Start Evaluation:  Overview, February 1992 (available from the COTR)
 and the REA program’s Program Overview booklet cited in the Resources section earlier.

If significant changes occur in the study, the contractor shall submit 50 copies of a revised study overview booklet to reflect those changes. 

Subtask 2.2.  Establish and operate an on-line library for the evaluation.

The contractor shall establish an on-line library no later than 1 month after the effective date of the award. The contractor shall maintain copies of all minutes, study overview booklet, reports, study instruments, administrative reports, the contractor Performance and Measurement System information, 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 no later than one week after their approval by ED. 

Subtask 2.3.  Develop a dissemination plan.

The contractor shall develop a dissemination plan that reflects the legislative mandate and the purpose of information products that need to be developed and disseminated to the appropriate audiences. These products shall use plain, non-technical language to maximize their use. Identifying audiences early on in the contract shall ensure that the study products and reports are put to effective use. The contractor shall address 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 (brochures, interim reports, final report, related publications, alternate formats, Internet, listservs, satellite technology, electronic teleconferences, video and audio news releases in coordination with ED's Office of Public Affairs) 


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

· Tentative timetable for the optimal release of products (the COTR will provide information on U.S. Department of Education initiatives, reauthorization timelines and ED “Calendar of Events” that may have implications for selecting a release date)

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

The contractor shall submit to the COTR an initial dissemination plan 1 month after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall prepare a final plan 2 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 2.4.  Provide briefings.

The contractor shall provide two briefings per year to a variety of groups to inform policy makers and administrators at different levels of government as well as the public about the progress of the study. These may include REA and Title I state directors, the Independent Review Panel for the National Assessment of Title I, Department, OMB, and Congressional staff, or other education organizations and associations. The contractor shall develop briefing material that is non-technical and appropriate for the general public. Assume one briefing will require travel and one will be in the Washington, D.C. area.

Subtask 2.5.  Disseminate reports to study participants.

The contractor shall disseminate each executive summary and full report to all SEAs, LEAs, schools, and others who participated in the study as the reports are released by ED.

Subtask 2.6.  Implement dissemination plan.

The contractor shall carry out other activities (in addition to disseminating reports to study participants) as described in the dissemination plan. The frequency of the activities shall be based on specifications in the dissemination plan.

Task 3. Refine evaluation plan.

Building on the work conducted under the design task orders conducted by REA and PES, which will produce some products by fall 2000, and based on the contractor’s initial evaluation plan in their proposal for this study, the contractor shall refine and complete a comprehensive evaluation plan covering at least the following topics:

· Conceptual framework that covers the content and key processes for improving elementary reading instruction in high poverty and/or low-performing schools. 

· Study research questions.

· Determination of reference group(s) for the study.

· Process and criteria for selection of sites (schools), including the treatment group of schools and the control/contrast/comparison group.

· Sampling information on respondents, including children, district staff, principals, teachers, reading specialists/instructional coordinators, paraprofessionals, volunteer tutors, professional development providers, and any other staff with responsibility for reading instruction in K-3 at the site, as well as parents. 

· Tests and other measures.

· Matrix of data topics to be covered by what instrument/measure, when, and how compares to other studies.

· Data analysis plan.

· Data collection plan and concerns, including use of Internet-based reporting where feasible and appropriate and the role of incentives.

· Description of how this study relates to the other related studies.

The contractor shall include in the plan a description of how the data collection instruments 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 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. 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.

In preparing this plan, the contractor shall plan to visit up to four local REA schools to obtain information on how the local programs work and to get feedback on possible data collection instruments.

The contractor shall submit a draft of the revised study plan no later than 2 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week review by ED, the contractor shall submit the final study plan no later than 3 months after the effective date of the contract.

Task 4. Prepare data collection instruments.

Subtask 4.1.  Develop data collection instruments.

The contractor shall develop or acquire data collection instruments for use in evaluating participating sites. The data collection forms shall include forms to collect data on students (descriptive and outcome data), staff, parents, instructional practices and curriculum, support services, collaborations, and costs. The contractor shall submit draft instruments to the COTR by 4 months after the effective date of the contract.

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 and report on the results within 5 months after the effective date of the contract. To report, the contractor shall submit a memo to the COTR describing the results of the pilot test. Based on feedback from the pilot test and consultation with the COTR, the contractor shall make appropriate revisions, finalize the data collection instruments, and submit them to the COTR no later than 6 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit revised instruments to the COTR.

Subtask 4.2.  Prepare and support OMB clearance package.

The contractor shall submit an Office of Management and Budget (OMB) clearance package to ED no later than 7 months after the effective date of the contract. 

ED will submit the OMB package to ED’s Information Management Team for a one-month review prior to submission to OMB. During the clearance process, it shall be necessary for an appropriate staff member to be available to respond to questions raised in the federal review, and clarify and revise the forms clearance package. The contractor shall make a key staff member available during the clearance process and shall plan to meet with OMB once in Washington. The contractor shall also plan to prepare two sets of revisions in order to obtain forms clearance.

Subtask 4.3.  Reproduce data collection instruments.

Upon approval by OMB, the contractor shall reproduce sufficient data collection instruments for each respondent in each school in each category for each data collection. The contractor shall submit to ED, prior to the reproduction, 3 copies of a mock-up of each instrument no later than 1 week after OMB approval. 

Task 5. Select and notify participating districts and schools.

The contractor shall implement the site selection plan refined under Task 3, submitting a proposed list of sites to the COTR for review and approval within 8 months after the effective date. This process may involve conducting site visits to potential districts and schools. The list shall be in matrix form, highlighting key characteristics of the schools – commonalties and differences. 

The contractor shall collaborate with two other contractors in this process. The American Institutes for Research project – State/District/School Performance Data project – will provide the sampling frame of universe data on participating schools from which the School and Classroom Implementation and Impact Study (SCII) will select two samples – the representative sample of REA schools for implementation assessment and the subsample for outcomes assessment. The contractor for this study, the Children Reading Growth study, shall select participating schools from the SCII outcomes assessment sample. However, if opportunities arise supporting experimental design, the contractor may propose to select sites outside the SCII sample. 

The contractor shall send the final notification materials to the school principals, district superintendents, and Chief State School Officers within one week of receiving OMB clearance. 

Task 6. Collect, analyze, and report data for school year 2001-02.

The contractor shall conduct all data collection and reporting in accord 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.

Subtask 6.1.  Collect data.

The contractor shall collect data in all sites (including assessment of professional development activities in the summer preceding the school year of data collection). The contractor shall administer the surveys (questionnaires and/or interviews), reading achievement tests, teacher knowledge tests; ask schools to provide copies of school planning documents, student achievement data, and other administrative records; and conduct site visits to the schools selected for case studies and classroom observations, in accordance with the methodology and instruments approved by OMB. The contractor may collect written data items through Internet-based reporting. The contractor shall complete the school year 2001-02 data collection no later than 22 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 6.2.   Process and analyze data.

The contractor shall develop coding materials for entering and preparing the data collected for analysis 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 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. The contractor shall analyze the data in the manner described in the approved data analysis plan. 

Subtask 6.3.  Prepare interim report.

The contractor shall prepare a report and a non-technical executive summary summarizing study findings after each year of data collection. The contractor shall submit an outline for approval before beginning work on the report. The contractor shall include descriptive and analytic information that addresses the research questions contained in the contract and as agreed upon by the COTR in any subsequent meetings or correspondence. The contractor shall write the report and executive summary in a manner suitable for distribution to a broad audience of policymakers and educators.

The contractor shall submit the first draft of the interim report and executive summary to the COTR no later than 23 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit a second draft to the COTR no later than 24 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 3-week ED review, the contractor shall submit the final version of the report to the COTR no later than 26 months after the effective date of the contract. The contractor shall also send the report to the Government Printing Office and have 200 copies sent to the COTR.

Subtask 6.4.  Review data collection instruments.

The contractor shall review all data collection instruments annually 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 no later than 1 month after the draft interim report is submitted. After a two-week review by ED, if approved by ED, the contractor shall prepare a copy of the revisions for submission to OMB for approval no later than 1 month later.

Task 7. Collect and analyze data, school year 2002-03.

The contractor shall conduct all data collection and reporting in accord 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.

Subtask 7.1.  Collect data.

The contractor shall collect data in all sites (including assessment of professional development activities in the summer preceding the school year of data collection). The contractor shall administer the surveys (questionnaires and interviews), reading achievement tests, teacher knowledge tests; ask schools to provide copies of school planning documents and student achievement data; and conduct site visits to the schools selected for case studies and classroom observations, in accordance with the methodology and instruments approved by OMB. The contractor may collect written data items through Internet-based reporting. The contractor shall complete the school year 2002-03 data collection no later than 34 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 7.2.   Process and analyze data.

The contractor shall develop coding materials for entering and preparing the data collected for analysis 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 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. The contractor shall analyze the data in the manner described in the approved data analysis plan. 

Subtask 7.3.  Prepare interim report.

The contractor shall prepare a report and a non-technical executive summary summarizing study findings after each year of data collection. The contractor shall submit an outline for approval before beginning work on the report. The contractor shall include descriptive and analytic information that addresses the research questions contained in the contract and as agreed upon by the COTR in any subsequent meetings or correspondence. The contractor shall write the report and executive summary in a manner suitable for distribution to a broad audience of policymakers and educators.

The contractor shall submit the first draft of the interim report and executive summary to the COTR no later than 35 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit a second draft to the COTR no later than 36 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 3-week ED review, the contractor shall submit the final version of the report to the COTR no later than 38 months after the effective date of the contract. The contractor shall also send the report to the Government Printing Office and have 200 copies sent to the COTR.

Subtask 7.4.  Review data collection instruments.

The contractor shall review all data collection instruments annually 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 no later than 1 month after the draft interim report is submitted. After a two-week review by ED, if approved by ED, the contractor shall prepare a copy of the revisions for submission to OMB for approval no later than 1 month later.

Task 8. Collect and analyze data, school year 2003-04.

The contractor shall conduct all data collection and reporting in accord 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.

Subtask 8.1.  Collect data.

The contractor shall collect data in all sites (including assessment of professional development activities in the summer preceding the school year of data collection). The contractor shall administer the surveys (questionnaires and interviews), reading achievement tests, teacher knowledge tests; ask schools to provide copies of school planning documents and student achievement data; and conduct site visits to the schools selected for case studies and classroom observations, in accordance with the methodology and instruments approved by OMB. The contractor may collect written data items through Internet-based reporting. The contractor shall complete the school year 2003-04 data collection no later than 46 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 8.2.   Process and analyze data.

The contractor shall develop coding materials for entering and preparing the data collected for analysis 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 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. The contractor shall analyze the data in the manner described in the approved data analysis plan. 

Subtask 8.3.  Prepare interim report.

The contractor shall prepare a report and a non-technical executive summary summarizing study findings after each year of data collection. The contractor shall submit an outline for approval before beginning work on the report. The contractor shall include descriptive and analytic information that addresses the research questions contained in the contract and as agreed upon by the COTR in any subsequent meetings or correspondence. The contractor shall write the report and executive summary in a manner suitable for distribution to a broad audience of policymakers and educators.

The contractor shall submit the first draft of the interim report and executive summary to the COTR no later than 47 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit a second draft to the COTR no later than 48 months after the effective date of the contract. After a 3-week ED review, the contractor shall submit the final version of the report to the COTR no later than 50 months after the effective date of the contract. The contractor shall also send the report to the Government Printing Office and have 200 copies sent to the COTR.

Subtask 8.4.  Review data collection instruments.

The contractor shall review all data collection instruments annually 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 no later than 1 month after the draft interim report is submitted. After a two-week review by ED, if approved by ED, the contractor shall prepare a copy of the revisions for submission to OMB for approval no later than 1 month later.

Task 9.  Collect and analyze data, school year 2004-05.

The contractor shall conduct all data collection and reporting in accord 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.

Subtask 9.1.  Collect data.

The contractor shall collect data in all sites (including assessment of professional development activities in the summer preceding the school year of data collection). The contractor shall administer the surveys (questionnaires and interviews), reading achievement tests, teacher knowledge tests; ask schools to provide copies of school planning documents and student achievement data; and conduct site visits to the schools selected for case studies and classroom observations, in accordance with the methodology and instruments approved by OMB. The contractor may collect written data items through Internet-based reporting. The contractor shall complete the school year 2004-05 data collection no later than 57 months after the effective date of the contract.

Subtask 9.2.   Process and analyze data.

The contractor shall develop coding materials for entering and preparing the data collected for analysis 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 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. The contractor shall analyze the data in the manner described in the approved data analysis plan. 

Task 10. Prepare final report and archive data.

Subtask 10.1.  Prepare final report.

The contractor shall prepare a final report and an executive summary, summarizing the findings of the study over the 4 years of data collection The contractor shall include in the final report descriptive and analytic information that answers research questions associated with the evaluation objectives. 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, and administrators of educational programs, as outlined in the dissemination plan. 

The contractor shall submit a descriptive outline for the final report no later than 53 months after the effective date of the award. After a two-week review by ED, the contractor shall submit a proposed outline no later than 54 months after the effective date of the award. 

The contractor shall submit a first draft of the final report no later than 57 months after the effective date of the award. After a 2-week ED review, the contractor shall submit the final report no later than 59 months after the effective date of the award. At the same time, the contractor shall submit the final report to the Government Printing Office to print 1,000 copies to be delivered to the COTR.

Subtask 10.2.  Prepare public use CD-ROM with study data.

The contractor shall ensure that the archived materials are in full compliance with the Privacy Act. No individual student, teacher, or other respondent shall be identifiable. The contractor shall complete this subtask no later than the end of the contract – 60 months after the effective date of the contract.

The contractor shall prepare at the end of the study a data CD-ROM that can be formatted to the 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. 

Upon completion of the study and ED transmission of the final report to Congress, but no later than 60 months after the effective date of the contract, 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

F. Deliverables

The contractor shall meet the following schedule for deliverables (due dates are calculated from the effective date of the contract). The calendar dates in column 4 are provided for reference only. Deliverables are due by the last working day of the week or month listed in column 3 below. 

The contractor shall e-mail all items in Microsoft Office format to the COTR and shall e-mail all final items to the CS. 

For some items, the contractor shall also submit one or more hard copies, as designated below.

Task and Subtask
Deliverable
Due after Contract

Effective Date
Calendar
Number of Copies 

(E-mail plus…)

Task 1:  Implement oversight and performance measurement

1.01
Revised baseline management plan
2 weeks

2

1.02
Contractor performance and measurement system
2 weeks

2

1.03
Monthly progress and financial reports
Every month for duration of contract
Monthly
2

Task 2:  Develop and implement communication plan

2.01
Draft Children’s Reading Growth Study Overview booklet
1 month
Oct 2000
E-mail only

2.01
Final Children’s Reading Gains Study Overview booklet
2 months
Nov 2000
50

2.03
Draft dissemination plan
1 month
Oct 2000
E-mail only

2.03
Final dissemination plan
2 months
Nov 2000
E-mail only

Task 3:  Refine evaluation design, data collection, and data analysis plan.


Draft evaluation design and plans
2 months
Nov 2000
E-mail only


Revised evaluation design and plans
3 months
Dec 2000
3

Task 4:  Prepare and support data collection instruments

4.01
Draft data collection instruments
4 months
Jan 2001
3

4.01
Brief memo on pilot test results to COTR
5 months
Feb 2001
E-mail only

4.02
Draft OMB package for data collection instruments
6 months
Mar 2001
3

4.02
Revised OMB package and data collection instruments
7 months
Apr 2001
10

4.03


Final data collection instruments – mock-up
1 week after OMB approval
Aug 2001
3

Task 5:  Select and notify sample and relevant organizations


Proposed list of sites
8 months
May 2001
E-mail only


Final notification to schools, districts, and states
1 week after OMB approval
Aug 2001


Task 6:  Collect, analyze, and report data for school year 2001-02

6.03
First draft interim report 
23 months
Aug 2002
E-mail only

6.04
If appropriate, need and justification for revised data forms
1 month after first draft interim report
Sept 2002
E-mail only

6.03
Second draft interim report
24 months
Sept 2002
10

6.03
Final interim report
26 months
Nov 2002
200

Task 7:  Collect, analyze, and report data for school year 2002-03

7.03
First draft interim report 
35 months
Aug 2003
E-mail only

7.04
If appropriate, need and justification for revised data forms
1 month after first draft interim report
Sept 2003
E-mail only

7.03
Second draft interim report
36 months
Sept 2003
10

7.03
Final interim report
38 months
Nov 2003
200

Task 8:  Collect, analyze, and report data for school year 2003-04

8.03
First draft interim report 
47 months
Aug 2004
E-mail only

8.04
If appropriate, need and justification for revised data forms
1 month after first draft interim report
Sept 2004
E-mail only

8.03
Second draft interim report
48 months
Sept 2004
10

8.03
Final interim report
50 months
Nov 2004
200

Task 10:  Prepare final report and archive data

10.01
Draft descriptive outline of final report
53 months
Feb 2005
E-mail only

10.01
Final outline
54 months
Mar 2005
E-mail only

10.01
Draft final report 
57 months
June 2005
10

10.01
Final interim report
59 months
Aug 2005
1,000

10.02
CD-ROM
60 months
Sept 2005
10

10.02
Hard-copy of data and codebook
60 months
Sept 2005
1
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� This information is available for potential offerers from Dorothy Yates, U.S. Department of Education. Call 202 260-8228; fax her at 202 260-8969; or e-mail a request via Internet to dorothy_yates@ed.gov.


� This booklet is available for potential offerers from Dorothy Yates, U.S. Department of Education. Call 202 260-8228; fax her at 202 260-8969; or e-mail a request via Internet to dorothy_yates@ed.gov. The COTR will also furnish this booklet to the contractor one week after the contract’s beginning date for use as a model.
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