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PART I.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A.  Introduction
In preparation for the next full-scale Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) in 2007-08, the Census Bureau conducted a pretest of 1,100 schools in the 2005-06 school year.  This pretest was designed to explore a number of methodological issues that could potentially improve the general efficiency of the planned full-scale collection.  This report evaluates the various components of this pretest and presents recommendations for the 2007-08 SASS. 

B.  SASS Overview

The SASS is a large, interrelated set of surveys sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  Public and private schools are sampled, and data are collected from the school, the school principal, teachers, and library media centers.  Districts of the sampled public schools are asked to complete questionnaires.  The SASS also includes a Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS), conducted with a subsample of the SASS teacher respondents, in the year following the SASS.

Altogether, the SASS has been conducted five times -  in 1987-88, 1990-91, 1993-94, 1999-2000, and 2003-04.   It is designed to provide state-level estimates for public schools and affiliation-level estimates for private schools.  A TFS has been conducted following each SASS year.

The general data collection procedures planned for the 2007-08 SASS are similar to the procedures used during the first four collections.  The survey starts with an initial screener questionnaire that is used to determine the school’s eligibility and a Teacher Listing Form (TLF) used to obtain a listing of teachers with some limited information about each teacher for sampling purposes.  Next, the school is sent the School, Principal, and Library Media Center (if public) questionnaires.  Once the TLF is received, the teachers are sampled and questionnaires are mailed to sampled teachers at their school address.  The school receives additional questionnaire mailings, telephone reminder calls, and telephone calls attempting to obtain the information over the phone.  If these procedures do not result in interviews, field representatives pursue the cases in person.

In the year following the SASS, the SASS schools are sent a Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS-1) questionnaire requesting information regarding the status of each interviewed teacher.  Teachers are categorized as “stayers” (still teaching at the same school), “movers” (still teaching, but at a different school) or “leavers” (no longer teaching).  Samples of each type of teacher are selected and teachers are mailed either a “Stayer/Mover” questionnaire or a “Leaver” questionnaire.  The teachers are typically contacted through the home addresses obtained on the original SASS questionnaire.  

C.  Overview of the 2005-06 Pretest
Since the field efforts are very expensive and time consuming, the 2005-06 pretest was designed to determine if there were ways to increase the response rates prior to the point where cases are sent for Field Follow-up.  In this pretest, the schools were divided into three groups to determine the impact of establishing a “school coordinator” to facilitate the completion of data collection at each school.

· Group 1 (366 schools) – attempt to establish survey coordinators with a $20 incentive

· Group 2 (367 schools) – attempt to establish survey coordinators without a monetary incentive

· Group 3 (367 schools) – no attempt to establish survey coordinators

The first contact with the school was a mail-out of an advance letter and TLF.  One of three versions of the advance letter was sent to all each school.  Attachment A contains a copy of all three versions of the advance letter.  The SASS-14(L-GI)X letter was mailed to group 1 (coordinator with incentive).  The SASS-14(L-GN)X letter was mailed to group  2 (coordinator without incentive).    The SASS-14(L)X letter was mailed to group 3 (no coordinator).

The school was then “screened” (1) to determine whether the school was in-scope or out-of-scope and (2) to establish a school coordinator when appropriate.  Those in group 1, who agreed to participate as school coordinators, were immediately sent a $20 gift card along with the school’s questionnaires.  As part of the pretest, the advance letter requested that the school assign a coordinator and have this person call our toll-free number at the beginning of the screener operation to help us facilitate a working relationship and to encourage prompt completion and return of the questionnaires.

Half of the schools in each of the groups were sent materials through FedEx (the first two mailings) and half were sent materials by way of first class mail.

The intention of the pretest was to answer the following questions through an experimental design:  

A) Does establishing a survey coordinator at the school improve response rates prior to field follow-up?

B) Does paying a small incentive ($20) to a survey coordinator at the school improve response rates prior to field follow-up? 

C) Does sending the advance letter and Teacher Listing Form by FedEx improve response rates prior to field follow-up?

At the same time, through general observation of the pretest, we planned to monitor and answer the following questions:


D) What did the pretest teach us about how best to recruit survey coordinators?

E) What percentage of schools call in to verify eligibility and to provide the name of a survey coordinator?

F) What percentage of teachers provide an e-mail in the SASS questionnaire?

G) Does collecting additional information on the Teacher Listing Form help to identify a higher proportion of teachers who are movers and leavers in the year following SASS?

H) Is it better to have field staff just do follow-up on Teacher Listing Forms in the fall, or should they also be assigned the associated Principal, School, and LMC questionnaires for those schools?

I) How effective is the telephone follow-up phase that focuses on collecting data?

For the most part, the pretest utilized the same questionnaires that were used in the 2003-04 SASS with 2005-06 dates.  The only content differences were the addition of an e-mail address request (placed near the other contact information items) on the Teacher questionnaires and the use of a modified Teacher Listing Form (TLF) (Attachment B).  The modified TLF collected the following information about each teacher in the school:

· Subject matter taught (Special education, general elementary, math, science, English/language arts, social studies, vocational/technical, and all other teachers),

· Part-time or full-time teaching status,

· Race/ethnicity,

· Teaching experience (3 years or less, 4 to 19 years, or 20 years or more), and

· Expected teaching status for next school year.

Expected teaching status for the next school year was a newly defined item added to the TLF for this pretest in order to identify teachers believed to be more likely to change schools or leave teaching in the year following the SASS.  Increasing the number of these teachers sampled in the SASS will make it possible to increase their numbers in the Teacher Follow-up Survey Pretest to be conducted in the fall of 2006.  Since “movers” and “leavers” are of great analytical interest, it is important to pull as many into the SASS as possible. 

D.  Pretest Design Features
The pretest used a stratified sample from states in the Detroit and Charlotte Census Bureau Regional Offices (ROs). These regions were selected because they have the capacity to handle the work and offer a wide range of schools in various kinds of urban, suburban and rural settings.  There were also efficiencies in training and supervising a limited number of regional offices for the pretest. 

In this pretest, the Charlotte RO was assigned the task of following-up on TLFs as well as all School, Principal, and Library Media Center Questionnaires for schools where the TLF had not been received in the National Processing Center (NPC) as of late November 2005.  The Detroit RO was assigned the task of following-up on outstanding TLFs only.  The Jeffersonville Telephone Center (JTC) followed-up on the School, Principal, and Library Media Center Questionnaires from schools within the Detroit RO’s physical boundaries, and also followed-up on those same forms from schools within the Charlotte RO’s physical boundaries if the TLF was received in the NPC before late November 2005.  The JTC also followed-up on all Teacher questionnaires.  Again, the purpose of these distinctions in work assignment was to test for a more timely and cost- efficient methodology for increasing response rates.

The public school sample was drawn from a public school frame that included only schools in districts that are known not to have protracted survey approval processes.  Given the timing of the project, there was no time to get advance permission from districts that require such permission.  Only a few such districts were eliminated from the frame.  However, these few districts are often in major cities, so conclusions drawn from this pretest may not be as applicable to schools in central cities.

The sampled schools were asked to complete a TLF.  The TLFs were then used as the teacher sampling frame.  Because of the SASS interest in new teachers, teachers with less than 3 years of experience were over-sampled.  Most teachers identified as possible future movers or leavers were selected for sample so as to increase the sample size for follow-up in testing the new question.

E.  Pretest Time Schedule
The time schedule for the pretest was as follows: 

	Sent sample to FirstData for address and telephone updates
	7/20/05

	Received OMB approval for the Pretest
	9/26/05

	Mailed advance letter packages to schools 
	10/14/05

	Received calls from schools regarding eligibility and school coordinator 
	10/17-10/23/05

	Called remaining schools regarding eligibility and school coordinator
	10/24-11/9/05

	School, Principal, and Library questionnaires mailed as soon as eligibility was established
	11/04-

11/18/05

	Sampled teachers and mailed Teacher questionnaires
	10/24/05 –

1/30/06 

	Called schools that had not returned the TLF
	11/14 –

11/23/05

	Field follow-up to schools 
	11/28/05 –1/13/06

	Telephone follow-up to remind non-respondents that they need to return their questionnaires
	11/28-1/27/06

	Telephone follow-up to collect data from nonrespondents
	1/24/06-2/28/06

	Preliminary Report:  Analysis and recommendations of findings through completion of non-response follow-up
	3/24/06

	TFS-1 mail-out
	9/1/06

	Check-in and key TFS-1
	9/10 – 

10/13/06

	Analysis of the TFS-1 findings
	10/16-

10/30/06

	Final report
	11/8/06


PART II.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The final response rate reports reflecting the response rates for the various components of the pretest are contained in Attachment C.  Each response rate report shows the comparisons between the three ‘school coordinator’ analytical groups, and the comparison between the FEDEX and postal groups.  The following tables in Attachment C are referenced in the sections that follow:


Table 1
Teacher Listing Form Response Rates


Table 2.
Principal Questionnaire Response Rates


Table 3.
School Questionnaire Response Rates


Table 4.
LMC Questionnaire Response Rates


Table 5.
Teacher Questionnaire Response Rates


Table 6.
All Questionnaires—Response Rates by Type of Coordinator (Principal/Other)


Table 7.
School Response Rate (School, Principal, LMC All Completed)


Table 8.
School Response Rate (School, Principal, LMC, and All Teachers Completed)


Table 9. 
Telephone Screening Operation Response Rates--First Week


Table 10. Telephone Screening Operation Response Rates--Final



Table 11. Telephone Reminder Operation Response Rates


Table 12. Field Follow-up of School-Level Forms, Charlotte Regional Office


Table 13. Field Follow-up of Teacher Listing Forms, Charlotte Regional Office


Table 14. Field Follow-up of Teacher Listing Forms, Detroit Regional Office


Table 15. Telephone Data Collection Follow-up Response Rates

A.
Does establishing a survey coordinator at the school improve response rates prior to field follow-up?
The screener operation began on October 17, 2005 when the JTC began receiving calls from the schools.  On October 24, 2005 the JTC began making calls to remaining schools. The screener operation closed out on November 9, 2005.  The TLF telephone follow-up operation was conducted from November 14 - 23, 2005.  Field follow-up and telephone reminder follow-up began on November 28, 2005 and closed out on January 13, 2006.  The telephone follow-up to collect data from non-respondents was conducted from January 24 through February 28 of 2006.  School coordinators were established during the screening operation and were the main point of contact through all operations up to the data collection telephone follow-up. 
The establishment of a survey coordinator at the school did not significantly improve response rates prior to the start of the field follow-up operation (Tables 9, 10).  The establishment of a survey coordinator also did not significantly improve the final response rates of the TLF, Principal, School, or LMC Questionnaires (Tables 1-4). However, establishment of a survey coordinator did improve response rates for receipt of the Teacher Questionnaires, particularly toward the end of the SASS pretest,(during non-response follow-up (Table 5).  Also, the establishment of a survey coordinator significantly increased the proportion of schools that were entirely closed out (Table 8).

In order to better evaluate the effectiveness of establishing a survey coordinator to help facilitate data collection, the Census Bureau conducted two teleconference debriefings:  one with the JTC and another with the Detroit and Charlotte ROs.  Feedback from both debriefings was unanimous and emphatic:  the establishment of a school coordinator absolutely improved facilitation of data collection. On this point, there was no dissention.  (Attachment D provides summary findings from the Field teleconference debriefing.)


B.
Does paying a small incentive ($20) to a survey coordinator at the school   
improve response rates prior to field follow-up?


The final response rate reports contained in Attachment C indicate that the 
payment of a $20 incentive did not significantly improve the response either before or after field follow-up began.  This result was consistent throughout the data collection.  


During the JTC debriefing, comments from interviewers and supervisors indicated that the incentive payments did little to encourage timely cooperation and participation by survey coordinators.  The JTC staff did indicate that respondents were interested and would be motivated by resources that would help their school.  This comment was also made by several of the participants in the SASS Focus Groups conducted by ORC MACRO in April 2005.  

C.
Does sending the advance letter and Teacher Listing Form by FedEx improve response rates prior to field follow-up?
The final response rate reports contained in Attachment C indicate that sending the advance letter and Teacher Listing Form by FedEx did not significantly improve the response rates prior to field follow-up.  The FedEx group did call-in more often during the initial week of screening, and did report receiving the mailout more often than the Postal group (Table 9), but ultimately the response rates did not differ.

During the debriefing with the JTC staff, interviewers suggested that using a more “eye-catching” envelope on subsequent mail-outs to the schools could prove beneficial.  This is discussed in further detail in III.B below.
D. What did the pretest test teach us about how best to recruit survey coordinators?

Six hundred fourteen coordinators were established during the screener; 312 coordinators received an incentive; 302 did not receive an incentive.  Of the 312 coordinators receiving an incentive, 178 were the school principals (57%).  Of the 302 coordinators who did not receive an incentive, 168 were the school principals (56%).  Of the 312 TLF contacts established, 201 (64%) were school principals.  Fourteen survey coordinators were established during the Telephone Reminder Operation.

The type of school coordinator (principal versus other staff) did not impact final response rates.  This result was consistent for all forms (Table 6). 

In order to better evaluate how best to recruit an effective “gatekeeper,” the Census Bureau conducted debriefing interviews with survey coordinators as soon as the Non-Response Telephone Follow-up Operation was completed.  From schools that participated in the pretest, 50 survey coordinators receiving an incentive, and 50 survey coordinators not receiving an incentive were sampled.  The interviews took 10 minutes on average to complete.

The results of this debriefing show that almost all of the coordinators who were not principals, were either secretaries or other school administrators.  With very few exceptions, the school principal assigned the role of school administrator to a particular person. 

When asked what position they thought would make the most effective coordinator, the responses were split mostly between principal and secretary.  Several indicated that an assistant principal or school counselor would be effective as well.

When asked about the best time frame to receive the SASS questionnaires, responses varied greatly.  Generally, late August, early September, late November and December were unsatisfactory, as these are very busy times for schools.  One respondent indicated that any time between the football and basketball season would be ideal.  ☺  

The responses were split on whether there was enough time during work hours to perform school coordinator activities.  We heard strong opinions and complaints about the extreme length of time it took respondents to complete the lengthy questionnaires.

When asked about the mode of mailing and the use of incentives, the responses again were evenly split.  

When asked about obstacles they encountered and suggestions they had, we received the following:

· 
Reduce the questionnaire content

· 
Make fewer reminder calls and have only one person call

· 
Use e-mail reminders for the coordinators (instead of telephone calls)

· 
Use bold print when stating when to return the completed questionnaires


· 
Continue the use of checklists

·   
Send a “thank you” letter to the school

E. What percentage of schools call in to verify eligibility and to provide the name of a survey coordinator?

As part of the pretest, we requested a coordinator to call the Census Bureau’s 1-800 telephone number at the beginning of the screener operation to help us facilitate a working relationship with this person and to encourage prompt completion and return of the questionnaires.  During the first week of the screener operation the Telephone Center only received calls; no outgoing calls were made.  Approximately 11 percent of schools called in during the first week.  The percentage of schools that called in and provided a survey coordinator is shown in Table 9.  Approximately 24 percent of the schools called the 1-800 number altogether.  As mentioned, the FedEx group had more positive results (Table 9) but final response rates did not differ (Table 10).

F. What percentage of teachers provide an e-mail in the SASS questionnaire?

In this pretest, 5,205 teachers were selected to receive teacher questionnaires.  Of these, 3,098 teacher interviews were completed. As of March 16, 2006, we have keyed and received 2,175 home or work e-mail addresses.

The Census Bureau provided the NCES with the teacher e-mail addresses.  The NCES was instructed by the OMB to send a simple and timely “thank you for participating” e-mail response to the teachers.  (Note:  we are waiting to receive feedback from the NCES on the percentage of e-mails that were not operable).

G. Does collecting additional information on the Teacher Listing Form help to identify a higher proportion of teachers who are movers or leavers in the year following SASS?

In order to answer the above question, a Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS) Teacher Status Form (TFS-1) will be mailed out in September 2006 to all schools interviewed in the 2005-06 SASS Pretest.  The results from this TFS will allow us to analyze and report on how well the additional information on the TLF helps in identifying a higher proportion of teachers who are movers and leavers in the year following the SASS.  Analysis and recommendations from this operation, as well as recommendations for revising other items on the TLF, will be issued in November 2006.

H. During the field follow-up of Teacher Listing Forms in the fall, should field be assigned just the TLFs, or the TLFs and the other school-level forms?

In the field test, the Detroit RO was assigned only TLFs, while the Charlotte RO was assigned the TLFs and other non-responding school-level forms for those schools.  Telephone follow-up of the school-level forms for the Detroit schools took place concurrently with the field follow-up of TLFs.

Detroit (TLF only) had a higher response rate on the TLFs they were assigned, 74 percent, than Charlotte, 58 percent (Tables 13 and 14).  Follow-up of school-level forms by Charlotte yielded a response rate of 58 percent (Table 12).  The concurrent telephone follow-up of school-level forms for the Detroit schools exceeded this with a response rate of 66 percent (Table 11).

I. How effective was the telephone data collection follow-up?

At this stage of the data collection, staff contacted respondents directly.  Table 15 shows that approximately 41 percent of the 4,421 questionnaires were completed during this phase. Notably, mail returns exceeded telephone interviews by a factor of nearly 6 to 1.

PART III.
RECOMMENDATIONS  
This section presents recommendations for the 2007-08 SASS as a result of the 2005-06 SASS Pretest.  Parts A, B and C address the major questions (coordinator, FedEx/Postal, incentive).  The remaining parts focus on other recommendations.


A.  Establish a Survey Coordinator


We should establish survey coordinators for the 2007-08 SASS.


Although the establishment of a survey coordinator at the school did not 
significantly improve response rates for the school level forms, it was meaningfully significant for improving response rates for teacher level forms.  The establishment of survey coordinators also significantly increased the proportion of schools that were entirely closed out.  

In addition, feedback from both the JTC and Field Teleconference debriefings indicated that the establishment of a survey coordinator definitely improved the facilitation of data collection and made their jobs much easier.  In fact, even for group 3, where no formal attempt was made to establish a survey coordinator, a “TLF contact” (who often acted like a coordinator) was almost always established (unless the school was not screened).  In cases where a school coordinator was not established, interviewers and FRS almost always contacted a non-official contact person because it facilitated keeping track of and collecting questionnaires. 

B.  Use one consistent, professionally-designed, high-quality envelope for all mailout operations (not FedEx)


One half of the schools in sample were sent materials through FedEx for the first 
two mailings.  The other half in sample were sent materials by way of first class mail 
using a white envelope printed with a red apple for the first two mailings.  

The differences between FedEx and USPS were not significant. 


Comments from staff at the JTC debriefing indicate the need for more eye-catching 
envelopes for respondents to be able to identify subsequent SASS mailings and re-
mailings. To provide more consistency and uniqueness to the SASS mailings, we 
recommend the use of one professionally designed, high-quality envelope that is commercially printed for all mail-out operations.  The purpose is to distinguish the SASS mailings from everything else the school receives, which in turn may prompt a higher and faster response from schools.   

C. Include a well-designed, high-quality pamphlet with previous SASS results 
 with the initial mail-out and difficult follow-up cases (instead of monetary incentives).  Consider other promotional materials as well.


The results of the pretest show that payment of a $20 incentive did not significantly improve the response rates.  

Comments received during telephone center debriefings and participants in the SASS Focus Groups conducted in April 2005 by ORC MACRO reflect an interest in summary SASS data results and/or other resources that could benefit the particular school in sample.  Because of this, we recommend designing and enclosing a high quality, eye-catching, easy-to-read pamphlet presenting previous SASS results in the initial packet mailed to the schools in the 2007-08 SASS.  This pamphlet should also be used for difficult follow-up cases.  
Attachment E illustrates an example of a high-quality, eye-catching, easy-to-read pamphlet that was used in another Census Bureau national demographic survey.  This pamphlet was mailed along with the advance letter and reference aids for the National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation.  The pamphlet was well received by survey participants and helped to improve response rates.

D.  Timing Issues:  Start SASS in September and Avoid Data Collection Deadlines Around Holiday Seasons 

The advance letter was mailed to all schools on October 14, 2005.  This initial contact was about one month later than originally scheduled because of delayed OMB approval.  The delayed start date was unfortunate because it forced the timing of the various data collection components to be compressed, and forced major portions of the telephone and field follow-up operations to be conducted around the Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays.  This was a very busy time for schools, and a very difficult time to collect the SASS data.  This fact is represented in the response rate reports in Attachment C and from comments received from both the JTC and Field Teleconference Debriefings (Attachment D).

It is imperative that the 2007-08 SASS begin earlier for two reasons:

(1) to avoid data collection operations during busy holiday seasons; and

(2) to allow needed time for data collection given the enormity of the 2007-08 SASS workload.  


Based upon feedback from the school coordinator, JTC, and Field debriefings, we 
recommend that we begin the 2007-08 SASS no later than mid-September 2007. 

Attachment G provides a chart indicating the suggested timing of the steps of data collection. 

E. Mail-out questionnaires with the initial mail-out (not just advance letter and TLF)

During this pretest, questionnaires were mailed to the school after the school was screened.  Schools that were not contacted during the screener phase were still sent questionnaires after the close-out of the screener operation, in the hopes that the in-scope question on the TLF would suffice and a coordinator could be designated during the telephone reminder operation.


The 2007-08 SASS will still conduct a telephone screener operation to determine
if a school is in-scope and to establish a school coordinator.  However, by including
the School, Principal, and Library Media Center Questionnaires in with initial mail-out package, up to four weeks could be cut from the schedule of sending forms to the school. The advance letter and screener call will still emphasize completion of the TLF prior to completion of the other questionnaires.  Out-of-scope schools that still send in completed forms will be defined as out-of-scope at check-in. 

F. Use different, brightly-colored paper stock to help school coordinators distinguish various questionnaires


To help school coordinators facilitate the work that the Census Bureau requests of 
them, we suggest printing the covers of the various questionnaires on different, brightly-colored paper stock and communicating this information to JTC Interviewers and Field Representatives during their training.

For example, during a telephone follow-up operation, an interviewer could remind the coordinator that the bright-green Principal Questionnaires and bright-pink Library Media Center Questionnaire still have not yet been received, while the orange School Questionnaire was already completed and mailed in.  This color-coded technique on the questionnaire covers
may be helpful for some school coordinators.  

G. Make enhancements to the automated instruments used for screening schools, establishing school coordinators, and follow-up on the data collection of all questionnaires to allow for more flexibility in operations.

Attachment G provides a chart indicating the suggested timing of the steps of data collection, and a second chart summarizing changes that would need to be made to each automated instrument.  The major changes would be to allow different kinds of contacts to be made during each phase of telephone calls to schools, depending on the status of the school’s questionnaires.  In addition, the telephone follow-up of the Teacher Listing Forms would be automated (paper operation during the field test).  

Four telephone operations are proposed:

· First Telephone Operation: (1) Screen schools.  (2) Establish school coordinator.  (3) Explain all forms.  (4) Attempt to have school staff fax in TLF or mail in it in as soon as possible, or collect it by phone right away.  

· Second telephone operation: (1) The major focus will be to collect the TLF by phone or have it faxed in.  Also during this operation, (2) Screen remaining schools.  (3) Continue to establish coordinator, (4) If TLF received, alert them on Teacher forms. (5) Reminder to mail in other forms.  

· Third telephone operation:  Encourage school coordinator or respondents (Principal, School, LMC, Teachers) to complete questionnaires and mail in.  Final effort by Dec 15 to get any remaining TLFs that were in progress, or held up due to LEAs.

· Fourth telephone operation: Contact individual respondents (all forms) to complete interviews by phone. 

Schools should be included in the third operation (reminder phase) for a limited amount of time to avoid alienating the coordinator by making too many contacts.  Schools (all questionnaires) should move from the third operation to the fourth (data collection) after the teachers for the school have been in the reminder phase for approximately two weeks.

The field test did not include the field follow-up phase that follows telephone follow-up.  The 2007-08 SASS will include field follow-up of remaining non-respondents.  We suggest that schools (all remaining non-respondent questionnaires) move from the fourth telephone operation (data collection) to field follow-up in two phases:

· Schools with outstanding school-level forms (Principal, School, and/or LMC questionnaires) should be assigned to field follow-up in the first phase so that these forms can be closed out by the end of February.  The associated Teacher questionnaires would be assigned along with the school-level forms.

· Schools with only Teacher questionnaires as remaining non-respondents should continue in the fourth telephone operation through the end of February.  In March, remaining Teacher questionnaires would be assigned to field follow-up.

H. Continue to request that schools call our JTC in order to conduct the screener and establish a survey coordinator


One hundred twenty five schools (11.3% of the total workload) called in to our JTC during the first week of the screener operation.  Twenty-four percent called in altogether.  They called at their convenience and initiative and it proved to be an efficient methodology for making positive contact between schools and JTC.  In fact, the JTC obtained a survey coordinator for every school that called in and was in-scope.

I. Be prepared to receive faxes of the TLF during the first three telephone operations


During the pretest, JTC received faxes of completed TLFs.  We should be prepared 
to receive and efficiently process faxes of the completed TLF during the first three 
telephone operations for the 2007-08 SASS.

J. Incorporate the TLF into the Blaise instrument
We should incorporate the TLF into the Blaise instrument.  The TLF from the 2003-04 SASS was automated, and could be used as a starting point for modification.  However, after the Teacher Follow-up Survey is conducted in the fall of 2006, recommended changes to the TLF are expected.  We need to ensure there is enough time to incorporate these changes into the Blaise instrument for the start of the 2007-08 SASS.  In addition, we need to ensure that format and timing of the TLF data to DSMD is conducive to quick turnaround for the sampling of teachers. 

K.   Incorporate the reminder scripts into the Blaise instrument

For the pretest, there was not enough time to incorporate the reminder scripts into the automated instrument.  Therefore, the JTC staff used scripts from paper forms when calling and reminding schools to participate.  We definitely recommend incorporating these scripts into the Blaise instrument for the 2007-08 SASS.  These will not only streamline pre-enumeration processing operations, but will help facilitate the interviewers at the JTC.

L. Do not include schools in both CATI and Field Operations simultaneously

Based on emphatic feedback from both Field Division and the JTC, we should not allow one school to be in both a CATI Telephone Follow-up and Field follow-up at the same time.  For example, while a field representative at the Detroit Regional Office was following-up on the TLF, the JTC was following-up on School, Principal, and Library Media Center Questionnaires at the same time in the same school.   Despite efforts to train interviewers and field representatives on their particular aspect of data collection follow-up, there remained confusion and miscommunication between the school, telephone center, and field representative.  This was a major source of irritation to all three.


M.   Consider assigning only Teacher Listing Forms to field-follow-up in the fall.

The Charlotte RO had lower response rates for the TLFs (compared to Detroit, who only had TLFs to complete), and for the school-level forms (compared to the reminder follow-up of these forms).

N. The National Processing Center (NPC) should label all materials for the Field follow-up operation
Based on observations of materials preparation in the Charlotte Regional Office (see 


Attachment F) and comments received during the Field Teleconference Debriefing, we recommend that the preparation of all materials for the 2007-08 SASS Field Follow-up be completed in the National Processing Center (NPC).  The NPC should preprint the addresses onto the questionnaires and sort the workloads by Regional Office and Field Representative code so that RO staff can easily handle the assignments.  This will also ensure that the correct questionnaires are used and labeled properly.

O. Send postcard and e-mail reminder to the school coordinator before conducting telephone reminders.  Limit number of telephone calls and allow more time between telephone calls in various telephone operations 

During the JTC and survey coordinator debriefings, interviewers and survey coordinators strongly recommended that we allow more time between calls in all the various operations.  Because the time was compressed for all the data collection components in the pretest, the screener calls, TLF follow-up calls, reminder calls, field calls, and non-response follow-up calls ran back-to-back. This seemed to harass the school respondents, making them less inclined to participate.

Hopefully this will be less of an issue during the 2007-08 SASS, because we will be able to start earlier, and therefore allow more time between telephone operations.  Even so, sending postcard reminders and e-mail reminders to the school coordinators (obtained during the screener) before telephone reminder operations would allow us to reduce the number and allow more time between telephone calls. Sending postcard and e-mail reminders would likely reduce the irritation caused by making so many telephone calls. 

P. Be prepared to conduct interviews toward the end of the Telephone Reminder Operation, as well as during Non-Response Follow-up


During the JTC Teleconference Debriefing, there was a strong plea to allow 
interviewers the ability to conduct the questionnaire interviews toward the end of the Telephone Reminder Operation.  In the pretest, interviewers were only equipped to conduct the questionnaire interviews during the non-response follow-up operation.  Because Non-response Follow-up began immediately after the close-out of the Telephone Reminder Operation, the procedure of re-mailing questionnaires was stopped toward the end of the Telephone Reminder Operation. (245 of the 1744 school level questionnaire re-mails were requested during the Telephone Reminder; 193 of the 5118 teacher questionnaire re-mails were requested during the Telephone Reminder.)  Occasionally, when school respondents realized that we would not be sending a re-mail and would be calling again to complete the interview, they were eager to answer the questions at that point.  The problem was that the JTC interviewers were not equipped to conduct the interviews until the final phase of the pretest, and so an ideal opportunity to collect the data was lost.

Q. Consider automating the teacher questionnaire for non-response follow-up, and provide blank questionnaires designed for telephone follow-up to the JTC
Of the 4,421 cases sent to the JTC for non-response follow-up, only 270 interviews were conducted and completed by telephone.  Primarily because of the very low telephone response rates during data collection follow-up, we do not support the expensive and time consuming investment of converting paper questionnaires for the schools, principals, and library media centers to automated instruments.  We may still want to consider automating the teacher questionnaires, time and funding permitting.  

We recommend that we provide blank questionnaires designed for telephone follow-up to the JTC.  This will relieve some of the difficulty interviewers face when trying to conduct lengthy interviews over the telephone.

Attachment A:

Advance letters

______________________________________________

 (Letter 1:  Request for survey coordinator /incentive)

September 15, 2005






DEAR PRINCIPAL:

Your school has been selected to participate in the 2005 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS).  The sample size for the SASS is 14,000 schools, which makes this project the nation’s largest survey of the characteristics and conditions of American schools and the teachers and principals who work in them. 

The U.S. Census Bureau is conducting this survey for the U.S. Department of Education.  Answers to questions that you may have about the history and purpose of the SASS, your school’s time commitment in this survey, results from earlier SASS results, and how this impacts you are located on the reverse side of this letter, as well as in the enclosed brochure.  Additional information can be found on the web at: http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass. 

Most immediately, we need your cooperation in two ways:

1.
We would like to establish a coordinator at your school, for efficiency sake, to help us facilitate the completion and prompt return of several questionnaires. Please have this coordinator call us by September 30 at 1-800-555-1234, so we can establish a working relationship with this person.  As an expression of our appreciation for their timely help, we have a $20 American Express gift card to give this person.  Our staff of interviewers is anticipating your call.  

2.
Please complete the enclosed Teacher Listing Form and mail it back in the return envelope by September 30.

The information you provide on this form will give us a list of all teachers who teach at this school. From this list, the Census Bureau will randomly sample about 15 percent of the teachers at your school for interviews.  

In October, we will mail the following forms to your school for completion:

· Teacher questionnaires
 (for a sample of teachers)


· general school questionnaire 

· Principal questionnaire 

· Library media center questionnaire
Thank you in advance for your participation in this important study.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey A. Owings

Associate Commissioner

National Center for Education Statistics

Elementary/Secondary and Library Studies Division

(Letter 2:  Request for survey coordinator/no incentive)

September 15, 2005






DEAR PRINCIPAL:

Your school has been selected to participate in the 2005 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS).  The sample size for the SASS is 14,000 schools, which makes this project the nation’s largest survey of the characteristics and conditions of American schools and the teachers and principals who work in them. 

The U.S. Census Bureau is conducting this survey for the U.S. Department of Education.  Answers to questions that you may have about the history and purpose of the SASS, your school’s time commitment in this survey, results from earlier SASS results, and how this impacts you are located on the reverse side of this letter, as well as in the enclosed brochure.  Additional information can be found on the web at: http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass. 

Most immediately, we need your cooperation in two ways:

1.
We would like to establish a coordinator at your school, for efficiency sake, to help us facilitate the completion and prompt return of several questionnaires. Please have this coordinator call us by September 30 at 1-800-555-1234, so we can establish a working relationship with this person.  Our staff of interviewers is anticipating your call.  

2.
Please complete the enclosed Teacher Listing Form and mail it back in the return envelope by September 30.

The information you provide on this form will give us a list of all teachers who teach at this school. From this list, the Census Bureau will randomly sample about 15 percent of the teachers at your school for interviews.  

In October, we will mail the following forms to your school for completion:

· Teacher questionnaires
 (for a sample of teachers)


· general school questionnaire 

· Principal questionnaire 

· Library media center questionnaire
Thank you in advance for your participation in this important study.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey A. Owings

Associate Commissioner

National Center for Education Statistics

Elementary/Secondary and Library Studies Division

 (Letter 3:  No survey coordinator)

September 15, 2005






DEAR PRINCIPAL:

Your school has been selected to participate in the 2005 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS).  The sample size for the SASS is 14,000 schools, which makes this project the nation’s largest survey of the characteristics and conditions of American schools and the teachers and principals who work in them. 

The U.S. Census Bureau is conducting this survey for the U.S. Department of Education.  Answers to questions that you may have about the history and purpose of the SASS, your school’s time commitment in this survey, results from earlier SASS results, and how this impacts you are located on the reverse side of this letter, as well as in the enclosed brochure.  Additional information can be found on the web at: http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass. 

Most immediately, we need your cooperation in two ways:

1.
We would like to establish a contact at your school to help answer a few general questions about the school.  Please have this person call us by September 30 at 1-800-555-1234, so we can establish a working relationship with this person.  Our staff of interviewers is anticipating your call.  

2.
Please complete the enclosed Teacher Listing Form and mail it back in the return envelope by September 30.

The information you provide on this form will give us a list of all teachers who teach at this school. From this list, the Census Bureau will randomly sample about 15 percent of the teachers at your school for interviews.  

In October, we will mail the following forms to your school for completion:

· Teacher questionnaires
 (for a sample of teachers)


· general school questionnaire 

· Principal questionnaire 

· Library media center questionnaire
Thank you in advance for your participation in this important study.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey A. Owings

Associate Commissioner

National Center for Education Statistics

Elementary/Secondary and Library Studies Division

______________________________________________

Attachment B:

Teacher Listing Form

______________________________________________

[image: image1.wmf]             First                     Last

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Yes

No

 

Ex.*

Andrew      Shaffer

X

1

2

1

X

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

FORM SASS-16 (5-29-2003)                                                      

    

PLEASE CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE 

                                                              

Page 5                                         

Math

Science

             (c)



 Teaching Status at 

This School 



Enter the number 

which corresponds to 

the teaching status of 

each teacher at this 

school.



Include as part-time:

Itinerant teachers 

who teach full-time in 

this or other school 

districts but part-time 

in your school.  



Teachers who 

perform 

other functions in this 

school in addition to 

part-time teaching.  

For example, a 

teaching guidance 

counselor should be 

counted as a part-

time teacher.



1

 - Full time

2

 - Part time



        (d)



  

Teacher's  

Race/Ethnicity



Enter the 

number(s) 

which 

corresponds 

to each 

teacher's 

race/ethnicity.



1

 - White

     (non-

     Hispanic)

2

 - Black

     (non-

     Hispanic)

3

 - Hispanic

     (can be of 

     any race)

4

 - Asian or 

     Pacific 

     Islander

5

 - American

     Indian or

     Alaska 

     Native

                        

       (a)



                 Teacher's Name



Please list all of the full-time and part-time 

teachers who TEACH at THIS SCHOOL.



List each teacher only once.  

Please see the reference card for 

important information about itinerant 

teachers, substitute teachers, librarians, 

principals, and other staff that may teach 

at your school.



*Line Ex. is an example of a full-time art 

teacher who is in his first year of 

teaching.

Line number

PLEASE READ THE REFERENCE CARD BEFORE CONTINUING

(A removable reference card is printed on the last page of this booklet.)

                     (b)



      

Subject Matter Taught



Mark (X) the column which 

corresponds to the subject 

taught 

most

 by the teacher.  

If the teacher teaches 

two 

or more subjects equally

, 

mark (X) 

all of the columns 

that apply

.  



Mark the "Other"  subject 

matter column for teachers 

who teach art, foreign 

language, music, physical 

education, English as a 

Second Language and any 

other remaining subjects

English/Language Arts

Social Studies

Vocational/Technical

Other

Special education

General elementary

         (e)



  

 Teaching  

Experience  

 at This or  

Any Other  

Schoo

l 



Enter the 

number 

which 

corresponds 

to each 

teacher's 

experience 

at this or any 

other school.



1

 - 3 years 

     or less

2

 - 4-19

     years

3

 - 20 or

     more

     years

     (f)



Teacher 

Status 

for Next 

Year





Do you 

think it is 

likely that 

this 

person 

will be 

teaching 

in THIS 

school 

next 

year?



Mark (X) 

Y(Yes) 

or N(No).


______________________________________________

Attachment C:

Final Response rate reports ______________________________________________

______________________________________________

Attachment D:

Field Teleconference Debriefing Summary ______________________________________________

Field Debriefing Teleconference Minutes

Tuesday, February 7, 2006

Detroit Regional Office

1. Was there any indication from either the school coordinators or respondents that the principal supported participation in the SASS?

· Mixed experiences.  

· Had schools that were supportive and one even filled out the questionnaires in the school while the FR stood there.

· Charter schools were reluctant because they thought they were being targeted by the Department of Education, competition for students with the public schools, and they were being unnecessarily harassed, etc.  

· The amount of phone calls placed put some schools off because they thought they were being harassed.

· Principals were supportive in Charter schools, but reluctant in others.

· Some schools felt directly targeted.

· A staff member in the school wanted to respond because he/she uses the NCES website often, but the principal still refused.

· Some schools felt they were mislead by Telephone Follow-up, and did not have to fill out the other forms.

2. What school staff position(s) did you find was most effective in acting as the school coordinator?

· The business manager was more helpful in larger schools, but not the secretary (they had less time and were very protective of the principal).

· Some but not all secretaries were helpful.

· Secretaries were more helpful in smaller schools.

· Getting an appointment with a coordinator was more effective.

· Secretaries can sometimes help convince the principal to participate.

· Secretaries in the larger schools tend to make or break the position. They decide whether or not an FR gets an appointment with the principal or coordinator.

· Principals were good when you are able to reach them.

3. What school staff position(s) did you find was least effective in acting as the school coordinator?

· Secretaries in some schools, due to large turnover and a different secretary each time.

· The secretaries were, at times, quite protective of their school’s teachers, their records, and their administration (specifically the principal).

· Small schools – assistant principals because they were very busy.

· Large schools – secretaries.

· Staff problems – sometimes the regular staff is answering phones. 

4. How effective do you think the school coordinators were?

· The effectiveness of coordinators was mute because they were no longer there at the school in most cases.

· FRs did not always have the correct and/or most up-to-date information.

· About ½ of the schools had coordinators.

· FRs were confused because not all the cases had coordinators designated. 

5. Was it easier to contact and work with schools that had designated school coordinators?

· It was easier to work with a coordinator because he/she was aware of the survey.

· Yes, because the FR had a person’s name and he/she already knew about the survey in many instances.

· Yes, but sometimes the FR had to establish a different contact if the coordinator was too busy.

· Also, depended on school type.

· Sometimes the coordinators delegated their duties, and it was difficult to get the correct person.

· It was easier to work with coordinators but there still was a time issues (close to the holidays). 

6. Were there any difficulties in working with schools without coordinators?

· When speaking to non-coordinator office staff they could not figure out whom to speak to.

· Charter schools without coordinators were more difficult because many times they had more than one site.

· The refusal rate was higher for cases without coordinators.

7. What obstacles, if any, did you encounter in trying to reach the school coordinator/respondent?

· Secretaries, at times, were no help.

· Secretaries and other administrative staff did not always have the authority to release records.

· Large schools – principals were in a lot of meetings.

· Small schools – you were basically left with the principal or the secretary, even if a coordinator was already established.

· Coordinators didn’t have any authority.

· Charter schools didn’t tell you the availability of the coordinator.  You had to just catch the principal.

· Hard to get phone calls returned (better to go in person).

· Hard to get time in December. 

8. On average, how many contacts did it take to get the forms or a promise to have them mailed in?

· It usually took 3-4 contacts to get the promise of the forms mailed or to get the forms.

· Contacts were of both types - telephone and personal visit.

· 2-3 contacts, mostly by phone or fax.

· Private schools required the least amount of contacts.

· Workable relationship and you go when he/she is available – 1 visit.

· Charter schools – vague/illusive

9. Were the telephone contacts productive, that is, were you able to reach the respondents, get them to mail the questionnaires, or get a promise to mail the questionnaire?

· Telephone contacts to reach respondents, get them to mail questionnaires back to the RO, or to get a promise to mail the questionnaire were productive. 

· Too many calls (even the maximum of 2 calls from CATI) turned some respondents off.

· Yes, schools faxed the forms right after the phone conversation.

· Yes, once the FR got hold of the correct contact.

· Many times the school didn’t know where the materials were, so the FR had to re-establish contact with someone that he/she felt could help.

· No, some others required personal visits.

10.  Do you have any suggestions for how we can improve the effectiveness of the school coordinator? 

· It was stated the effectiveness of the SASS pretest would have improved if it had not been conducted during the holidays.  January might be a good time, as well as one or two weeks after school let out for the summer.  This would give the schools more time to cooperate.

· In the advance letters, HQ needs to thoroughly explain the responsibilities of the coordinator, the time it will take, what’s expected, that the coordinator needs to have the authority to release the data, etc.

· Right after school starts is the toughest time of the year for schools, as far as time.

· Personal visit is better.

· The less intrusive it is, the better.

11. What recommendations can you make to remedy the following situation, which we frequently encountered: the FR/school said they mailed the forms and the NPC had not received them after a reasonable time period.

· Many schools were duplicates, so this caused problems in sending forms out in a flow process due to filtering out the duplicates and sending the proper school information to NPC.  

· Send a self-addressed FedEx envelop to the respondents so they can overnight the forms to NPC.  

· Let the FRs pick up the forms and then send them to NPC or have schools send the forms to the FR then the FR FedEx them to NPC.

· Many times schools said they sent the forms 2-3 weeks prior to the FR contact.  Either forms are getting lost in the mail, or the school didn’t really send the forms in.

· LMRs came in at closeout, more than a month late for many cases.  Why?

· LMRs need a quicker turnaround.

· FR/RO FexExed packets, and when they were tracked, they were showing up as received in NPC (signed for), but the cases were still not coming off the laptops as LMRs.

· Business Reply Mail – slower than regular mail.  (Looked into this and that is not the case.)

· Schools already mailed forms, FRs don’t want to wait 2-3 weeks for an LMR to be removed from the laptops.  They want to attempt to collect the forms again because time is running out.

12. What, if any, difficulties did you encounter as a result of only following up on the Teacher Listing Form?

· Since schools eventually got all forms, they were confused about which one was the TLF.  

· Volume of calls made to respondents – both CATI and FLD.  Don’t have CATI and FLD Follow-up going on at the same time.

· CATI should not tell the schools that an FR would be contacting them.

· Limit CATI calls.

· Difficulty determining what they (the schools) initially were sent.

· Need to communicate better to field as to what happened prior to Field Follow-up.

13. What, if any, difficulties did you encounter while:

printing labels;

affixing labels; and

      

preparing assignments

· No major issues for this question

14. Do you think that the time period for the Field Follow-up operation was long enough (not long enough/too long)?

· The follow-up was long enough for TLF follow-up only, because not too many cases were assigned per FR.

· The timing during the school year was poor because the FRs had to really press the schools during the holidays.  It takes most schools time to get settled during/after the holidays, then some of them go on semester break around that time.

15. Do you think that our training adequately prepared you for what was expected?  If not, what was unclear and/or omitted?

· Training was adequate; however, they would like more leeway in how the TLF was collected.

· FRs would rather not have to wait around once a school says they sent the forms to NPC.  

· FRs want an automated TLF so they can collect it on the spot.

16. In the event that Field Follow-up and the Telephone Reminder operation occur simultaneously in the future, do you have any suggestions for how we can minimize confusion and misinformation between the schools, regional offices, and the telephone centers?

· Counterproductive with CATI and FLD Follow-up going on at the same time.

· A limit should be set for the number of times CATI can attempt to call a school (e.g., 4 calls) before it gets sent to FLD.

· CATI notes

· Need a short time period between operations (time for LMRs to be checked-in, all info in ROSCO?).

· Calling/showing up. This is a credibility issues.

Question:  Do you think having a special NCES badge would have been helpful when contacting schools?  

· Depending on what’s going on politically, it could be confrontational.

· Charter schools probably would not cooperate with a Department of Education badge due to budget conflicts going on politically.

· Teachers were more receptive to the Census badge.

Field Debriefing Teleconference Minutes

Tuesday, February 7, 2006

Charlotte Regional Office

17. Was there any indication from either the school coordinators or respondents that the principal supported participation in the SASS?

· One FR reported 2 supporting principals.

· Others stated that the coordinators at their assigned schools were not helpful.

· Very cooperative over the phone.

· Cooperation from principals, but not from coordinators.

· Mixed batch

· If you personally reached them, they were helpful.

· Principal pushed to get it done.

18. What school staff position(s) did you find was most effective in acting as the school coordinator?

· The principal or the principal’s secretary was helpful.

· In some cases the assistant principal.

· Assistant principal was better than any coordinator.

· Secretary

19. What school staff position(s) did you find was least effective in acting as the school coordinator?

· Some cases quite ineffective when using secretaries as school coordinators.

· Secretaries were very protective, in some cases, of the principal/teachers. 

· Secretaries were not always the most efficient means pertaining to using a coordinator.

· Secretary – because they didn’t want to burden the other staff with extra work.

· Always bad timing for secretary. 

20. How effective do you think the school coordinators were?

· Some had no experiences with coordinators.

· Half of the coordinators were helpful.  

· The other reaction was that, when there, coordinators were very effective in their role.  

· There were not CATI notes passed, so there was no knowing whether or not a contact/coordinator had been established for cases with no coordinator designated.

· Some incorrect coordinator information was passed to field. 

· Coordinators lean on the principals to get it done.

21. Was it easier to contact and work with schools that had designed school coordinators?

· Had to designate a coordinator because they had no coordinators assigned.

· Would rather have had coordinators established.

· Having a coordinator’s name was more helpful half of the time.

· FR established their own coordinators.

· Coordinators need to be established up front.  

· More times than not, the coordinator had more knowledge than the principal of what had been received.

22. Were there any difficulties in working with school without coordinators?

· Speaking to a non-coordinator in the office staff brought about confusion because the school official that the FR spoke to did not know whom the FR should speak with.

· Needed letters with deadlines and contents of packages to be sent to schools.

· This showed poor and/or lack of communication in some area schools which hindered CATI and Field Follow-up.

· It was tougher to find out who could actually help you.

23. What obstacles, if any, did you encounter in trying to reach the school coordinator/respondent?

· Easier using in-person follow-ups

· This issue also brought up the difficult situation of the number of CATI follow-ups, the timing of the calls, and the fact that too many personal visits and CATI calls made the respondent feel “harassed”.  

· On a side note to that, the fact that the follow-ups were conducted during the holidays was not the best timing because there was not a lot of faculty to assist the FR or even respond to the CATI follow-up.

· It was hard to get anyone to return calls; therefore, hard to set up an appointment, but usually people would talk to you in person.  FRs would prefer to do a personal visit.

24. On average, how many contacts did it take to get the forms or a promise to have them mailed in?

· 4-5 contacts to get the promise of the forms mailed or to get the forms.

· Contacts were of both types – telephone and personal visit.

· 2-3 with a combination of personal visits and phone in some cases.

25. Were the telephone contacts productive, that is, were you able to reach the respondents, get them to mail the questionnaires, or get a promise to mail the questionnaire?

· Telephone contacts were helpful; however, too many calls could be a turn-off for respondents.

· Half and half – telephone contact was helpful some of the time.

26. Do you have any suggestions for how we can improve the effectiveness of the school coordinator?

· Include the secretary in completing the School form and only give the principal one form to complete.

· Establish coordinators in person instead of ahead of time.

· Have ALL coordinators established in enough time to be loaded into ROSCO on the original input file.

· Make sure the coordinator is chosen well – the coordinators need to be in a position that they understand they have the authority to release the information needed and they need to have the time to do it.

· Relieved by faxing option of the TLF.

27. What recommendations can you make to remedy the following situation, which we frequently encountered:  the FR/school said they mailed the forms and the NPC had not received them after a reasonable time period.

· When the forms were sent by Priority mail they arrived in NPC later then when they should have in the flow model; therefore, in some cases materials came in the wrong in order.

· Send a self-addressed FedEx envelop to the respondents so they can overnight the forms to NPC.  Also, we’ll have the ability to track.

· Let the FRs pickup ALL forms and send them to NPC, instead of having respondents mail them to NPC.

· Some FRs gave a school a whole new set of forms and waited while they filled them out, rather than having the school mail them.

28. What, if any, difficulties did you encounter as a result of following up on all of the questionnaires, including the Teacher Listing Form?

· Had difficulties on following up on all of the questionnaires because the schools had difficulty in figuring out what they received initially.  Many times the school said they “sent back whatever you sent us.”

· Make each questionnaire cover in a different color so that the school can remember which ones they’ve completed and which ones they haven’t.

· FRs felt limited on how they could follow-up on the TLF; would like more freedom on how they can follow-up.

· CATI following-up at the same time.

· Didn’t know the schedule of events that had occurred prior to Field Follow-up.

29. What, if any, difficulties did you encounter while:

printing labels;

affixing labels;

assembling school packets; and 

preparing assignments

· Needed a standard size label used by ROSCO instead of a special size. 

· Labels ordered were to small so it cut off some text on the label. 

· The labels, in some cases, were difficult to affix to the forms due to such issues like “curling” of the label making it difficult to place on the forms.  

· Need more clerks for the assembling process.

· Crossing off LMRs then peeling them off – too much to do.

· Desired sort options not available, which made making assignments difficult.

· Include State & County (PSU) in the control number.

· Print labels in NPC.

30. Do you think that the time period for the Field Follow-up operation was long enough (not long enough/too long)?

· It was not long enough. 

· Needed 3 weeks after the holidays.

· Poor time of year.  

· It should have started 3 weeks after the holidays.

31. Do you think that our training adequately prepared you for what was expected?  If not, what was unclear and/or omitted?

· Inadequate training for FRs - did not have instructions on refusal follow-up.

· FRs would have liked to have a copy of each of the forms to look at when completing the training.

· FRs would like better instructional letters/memos about what materials are used and when they were sent to the schools, when to mail things, how to feel the respondent out, etc.

· FRs would like a master schedule of when major phases took place (e.g., mailout/mailback, Screener, CATI, Reminder, etc.).

· May be helpful to let FRs tell schools how we sample so they don’t feel targeted and singled-out.

· Would like procedures about how to handle a case when the principal referred an FR to the district.

· FRs should have a letter to accompany materials if the FRs need to send more questionnaires to the school.  The letter should explain what the materials are, and be flexible enough so that any combo of questionnaires could be sent out.

32. In the event that Field Follow-up and the Telephone Reminder operation occur simultaneously in the future, do you have any suggestions for how we can minimize confusion and misinformation between the schools, regional offices, and the telephone centers?

· Counterproductive with CATI and FLD Follow-up going on at the same time.

· CATI shouldn’t tell the schools that an FR will be “visiting” them; “contacting” them would be better.

· No CATI notes.

· Need time in between operations so everything is up-to-date.

· Stop CATI when Field Follow-up begins.

Question:  Do you think having a special NCES badge would have been helpful when contacting schools?  

· No difference.

· Liked having the NCES badge in the 2003 SASS.  Found it helpful in gaining cooperation.

______________________________________________

Attachment E:

Example of a Pamphlet 

that Could Be Used As a  Prototype ______________________________________________

______________________________________________

Attachment F:

Observation Report of the Field Materials Preparation Activities of the Pretest

______________________________________________

December 8, 2005

MEMORANDUM FOR
Steven Tourkin

Chief, Education and Coordination Surveys Branch

From:



Lisa Berman

Supervisory Survey Statistician

Education and Coordination Surveys Branch

Subject:


Observation Report of the Field Materials Preparation Activities for the 2005 School and Staffing Survey (SASS) Pretest 

I observed staff in the Charlotte Regional Office (RO) prepare Field Representative (FR) materials for the 2005 SASS Pretest on November 17 and 18, 2005.  This included printing the questionnaire labels, removing the appropriate labels that were received as late mail returns (LMRs), affixing the labels to the questionnaire and stuffing the appropriate materials into a Ziploc bag.  Each school had its own Ziploc bag.

Printing the Labels

The labels should be sorted and printed by state rather than FR code.  It was very time consuming to locate the appropriate label when the labels were sorted by FR code.

Pulling the Late Mail Return (LMR)
There was a problem with the “sort” of the LMR file that the RO received.  Not all of the control numbers were listed together.  There were also many control numbers on the LMR file that were not included in the ROSCO database.  We wasted a lot of time ensuring that these extra control numbers were not part of the workload.

The school name should have been included on the LMR file.  This would have been helpful as verification that we were pulling the correct school.  The list of control numbers was a bit overwhelming to work from and mistakes could have easily been made.

Affixing the Labels
The Charlotte RO was in the process of getting new furniture so workspace was at a premium.  It was difficult to tell from my observation viewpoint if the staff was affixing the correct label to the corresponding questionnaire.  When starting the second school package, I asked if the correct labels were being placed on the questionnaires.  The staff double-checked and realized that they were not.

Overall, affixing the labels and assembling the school packages went smoothly.

Pre-assembly of the School Packages

The Field procedures instructed the RO to pre-assemble the school packages.  Not all of the school packages had been pre-assembled when I arrived.  While labeling the questionnaires and assembling the packages, we discovered that it was cumbersome to pull the questionnaires and envelopes from the already pre-assembled Ziploc bag and then stuff them back into the ZipLoc bag.  It worked out very well that all the school packages were not pre-assembled.

The RO staff thought it would be beneficial to include pre-printed Federal Express labels and envelopes in the school packages.  Not all FRs are located near a Federal Express location.

Recommendations

My recommendation is that we not pursue the preparation of the Field materials as was tested during the Pretest.  Pulling the LMRs from the preprinted labels was an extremely time consuming process.  The NPC should docuprint the address onto the questionnaires, sorted by RO and FR code, so that the assignments can be prepared easily and quickly by the RO staff.  This will also ensure that the questionnaires are labeled properly.  The school packages should only be pre-assembled with the generic materials and then the questionnaires and return envelopes can be added later.

cc:
L. Berman (DSD)



C. Hryczaniuk

S. Montfort 

T. Derby

J. Parker

S. Green (FLD)

L. Chavez


E. Whitaker
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� These response rates count all questionnaires completed during the TLF field follow-up period.  Completed questionnaires include all those received by mail during these operations, in addition to any received directly by field staff or by phone or fax by telephone staff.
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Math

Science

             (c)



 Teaching Status at 

This School 



Enter the number 

which corresponds to 

the teaching status of 

each teacher at this 

school.



Include as part-time:

Itinerant teachers 

who teach full-time in 

this or other school 

districts but part-time 

in your school.  



Teachers who 

perform 

other functions in this 

school in addition to 

part-time teaching.  

For example, a 

teaching guidance 

counselor should be 

counted as a part-

time teacher.



1

 - Full time

2

 - Part time



        (d)



  

Teacher's  

Race/Ethnicity



Enter the 

number(s) 

which 

corresponds 

to each 

teacher's 

race/ethnicity.



1

 - White

     (non-

     Hispanic)

2

 - Black

     (non-

     Hispanic)

3

 - Hispanic

     (can be of 

     any race)

4

 - Asian or 

     Pacific 

     Islander

5

 - American

     Indian or

     Alaska 

     Native

                        

       (a)



                 Teacher's Name



Please list all of the full-time and part-time 

teachers who TEACH at THIS SCHOOL.



List each teacher only once.  

Please see the reference card for 

important information about itinerant 

teachers, substitute teachers, librarians, 

principals, and other staff that may teach 

at your school.



*Line Ex. is an example of a full-time art 

teacher who is in his first year of 

teaching.

Line number

PLEASE READ THE REFERENCE CARD BEFORE CONTINUING

(A removable reference card is printed on the last page of this booklet.)

                     (b)



      

Subject Matter Taught



Mark (X) the column which 

corresponds to the subject 

taught 

most

 by the teacher.  

If the teacher teaches 

two 

or more subjects equally

, 

mark (X) 

all of the columns 

that apply

.  



Mark the "Other"  subject 

matter column for teachers 

who teach art, foreign 

language, music, physical 

education, English as a 

Second Language and any 

other remaining subjects

English/Language Arts

Social Studies

Vocational/Technical

Other

Special education

General elementary

         (e)



  

 Teaching  

Experience  

 at This or  

Any Other  

Schoo

l 



Enter the 

number 

which 

corresponds 

to each 

teacher's 

experience 

at this or any 

other school.



1

 - 3 years 

     or less

2

 - 4-19

     years

3

 - 20 or

     more

     years

     (f)



Teacher 

Status 

for Next 

Year





Do you 

think it is 

likely that 

this 

person 

will be 

teaching 

in THIS 

school 

next 

year?



Mark (X) 

Y(Yes) 

or N(No).
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                 Teacher's Name

Please list all of the full-time and part-time teachers who TEACH at THIS SCHOOL.

List each teacher only once.  
Please see the reference card for important information about itinerant teachers, substitute teachers, librarians, principals, and other staff that may teach at your school.
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      Subject Matter Taught

Mark (X) the column which corresponds to the subject taught most by the teacher.  If the teacher teaches two or more subjects equally, mark (X) all of the columns that apply.  
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 Teaching Status at This School 

Enter the number which corresponds to the teaching status of each teacher at this school.

Include as part-time:
Itinerant teachers who teach full-time in this or other school districts but part-time in your school.  

Teachers who perform 
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Mark (X) Y(Yes) or N(No).
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