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Understanding Effective K-3 Reading Programs Based on Scientifically Based Reading Research

A. Justification 
1.  Explain the circumstances that make the collection of information necessary.  Identify any legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection.  Attach a copy of the appropriate section of each statute and regulation mandating or authorizing the collection of information.

The National Institute for Literacy (NIFL) is authorized under the No Child Left Behind Act, PL 107-110, Part B, Subpart 1, Section 1207 to “…identify and disseminate information about schools, local educational agencies, and State educational agencies that have effectively developed and implemented classroom reading programs that meet the requirements of this subpart (Reading First)…” The NIFL understands this statutory charge to mean providing detailed information about the schools’ approaches to reading instruction rather than relying on general information from sources such as school websites.  To find this information, the NIFL plans to conduct a set of case studies, Identifying Schools with Effective K-3Reading Programs, to be implemented by a research team from Education Development Center, Inc. (EDC) using a series of data collection instruments.   

Studying effective schools as a vehicle for identifying practices and strategies that support high achievement in children has a history dating back to more than 30 years.1 Earlier studies focused on “outlier schools” to examine why these particular schools obtained achievement outcomes that surpassed the typical performance of schools serving similar low SES students. Findings provided the educational community with insight into effective pedagogy, policy, and other contextual factors that contributed to their success.2,3 While these studies are important because they launched a critical line of inquiry, they were not definitive; more recently, effective practices have been more carefully scrutinized and defined. What has emerged is a consensus around practices identified through the examination of findings from scientifically-based research and the need for reading programs to incorporate them. 

Study Overview

The key question driving this information collection is: What instructional and organizational strategies characterize schools with effective K-3 reading programs?  In order to gather some data to answer the question, case studies of six elementary schools within three districts will be conducted.  The schools, all of which have histories of high levels of reading achievement in grades K-3, were identified through a multi-step, data-driven process.  An array of methods will be used in the case studies, including document review, surveys, interviews and two multi-day (2.5 days) visits—one in Fall 2009 and one in Winter 2010.   

Data will be used for both formative and summative purposes.  Analyses conducted in the early phases may help refine procedures and contribute to the development of a grounded theory of an effective reading program.  In accordance with the varied sources of data collection, a mixed-methods approach to data analysis will be used.  For example, surveys will be analyzed using simple descriptive statistics such as frequencies, ranges, means, and standard deviations. Classroom observations will be analyzed using a coding scheme designed to elucidate the common and differing strategies used in these six schools with effective reading programs.

2.  Indicate how, by whom, and for what purpose the information is to be used.  Except for a new collection, indicate the actual use the agency has made of the information received from the current collection.

This study is a new collection. The purpose of the study is to surface school- and classroom-based strategies employed by schools with effective K-3 reading programs. The NIFL will publish the findings from the case studies as a report.  While findings from case studies should not be construed as guidance to schools seeking to improve their K-3 students’ reading outcomes, the information from this study may bring to light information that contributes to a deeper understanding of effective reading instruction and informs future research on K-3 reading instruction.  For that reason, the report will be disseminated to reading researchers as well as administrators and other educators interested in reading.

3.  Describe whether, and to what extent, the collection of information involves the use of automated, electronic, mechanical, or other technological collection techniques or forms of information technology, e.g. permitting electronic submission of responses, and the basis for the decision of adopting this means of collection.  Also describe any consideration of using information technology to reduce burden.

The information uses some forms of information technology but primarily relies on other approaches.  To address some teachers’ lack of familiarity with on-line surveys, the information collection proposes a paper-and-pencil approach.  Interviews will be done in person in order to provide respondents with a chance to reflect on more in-depth topics without the burden of written composition.  Classroom observations must be administered in person by trained site visitors.  These data will be supplemented by audio and video recordings of the site visits. The video recording provides an audit trail to verify observational notes.  The document review will be largely carried out electronically with documents such as district and state learning standards, district and state professional development plans and other documents that are relevant to infrastructure regarding K-3 reading instruction. 

4.  Describe efforts to identify duplication.  Show specifically why any similar information already available cannot be used or modified for use of the purposes described in Item 2 above.

To help inform a rigorous, objective process of selecting the schools to be studied, project staff conducted extensive background research on state and privately-funded efforts to develop and apply methodologies for identifying high-performing schools and subsequent studies of those schools.  The results of the background research did not find any other studies that followed the identification and data collection and analysis protocol established for this project. The information requested in the surveys and the interviews is not uniformly available elsewhere. Data collected in classroom observations will be idiosyncratic to the events observed.

5.  If the collection of information impacts small businesses or other small entities (Item 5 of OMB Form 83-I), describe any methods used to minimize burden.

The primary entities for the study are elementary schools. All primary data collection will be coordinated by EDC employees to reduce the burden on school employees.  Data to be collected is clearly limited to that which is directly relevant to measuring the outcomes targeted by the study and limiting our data collection from Reading Specialists/Literacy Coaches to a survey. Principals will participate in a brief pre-observation interview and a survey. District Language Arts/Reading Supervisors will also participate in a brief survey.  All K-3 teachers will be asked to complete a survey.  In addition, the teachers whose classrooms are observed will be asked to participate in a brief interview.

No special provisions are necessary for small organizations or small businesses. The size of the program is not relevant to this data collection effort.
6.  Describe the consequences to Federal program or policy activities if the collection is not conducted or is conducted less frequently, as well as any technical or legal obstacles to reducing burden.

If the proposed data are not collected, the NIFL would be unable to carry out its authorized activity to provide information on effective K-3 reading programs.  The NIFL also would be forced to cancel or at least dramatically revise the contract it awarded to EDC to conduct this work.  The value of the project’s final report also would be significantly compromised.
Every effort has been made to limit the frequency of data collection. Teacher, Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach, and Principal surveys will be administered only once. Project staff will visit a subset of one classroom per grade (k-3), two schools per district in 3 districts in the country (total of 24 classrooms). There will be four one-day observational visits per classroom, the minimum number of visits acceptable to provide sufficient reliability. Because classroom observations do not impose any burden on the persons being observed, the frequency of the classroom observations should not create a hardship on the teachers or students.

7. Explain any special circumstances that would cause an information collection to be conducted in a manner:

· requiring respondents to report information to the agency more often than quarterly;

· requiring respondents to prepare a written response to a collection of information in fewer than 30 days after receipt of it;

· requiring respondents to submit more than an original and two copies of any document;

· requiring respondents to retain records, other than health, medical, government contract, grant-in-aid, or tax records for more than three years;

· in connection with a statistical survey, that is not designed to produce valid and reliable results than can be generalized to the universe of study;

· requiring the use of a statistical data classification that has not been reviewed and approved by OMB;

· that includes a pledge of confidentiality that is not supported by authority established in statute or regulation, that is not supported by disclosure and data security policies that are consistent with the pledge, or which unnecessarily impedes sharing of data with other agencies for compatible confidential use; or

· requiring respondents to submit proprietary trade secrets, or other confidential information unless the agency can demonstrate that it has instituted procedures to protect the information’s confidentiality to the extent permitted by law.

No special circumstances apply to this study.  Respondents will not be asked to complete surveys in fewer than 30 days from receipt.  In regard to the generalizability of the information collected through the surveys, since this is case study research, no generalizability is claimed beyond the collection of the six schools and three districts under study.   However, as noted above, this study may bring to light information on school- and classroom-level approaches to reading instruction that contributes to a deeper understanding of effective reading instruction and informs future research on K-3 reading instruction.  
8. If applicable, provide a copy and identify the date and page number of publication in the Federal Register of the agency’s notice, required by 5 CFR 1320.8(d), soliciting comments on the information collection prior to submission to OMB.  Summarize public comments received in response to that notice and describe actions taken by the agency in response to these comments.  Specifically address comments received on cost and hour burden.

Describe efforts to consult with persons outside the agency to obtain their views on the availability of data, frequency of collection, the clarity of instruction and record keeping, disclosure, or reporting format (if any), and on the data elements to be recorded, disclosed, or reported.

Consultation with representatives of those from whom information is to be obtained or those who must compile records should occur at least once every 3 years – even if the collection of information activity is the same as in prior periods.  There may be circumstances that may preclude consultation in a specific situation.  These circumstances should be explained.
a.
Federal Register Announcement
The 60-day notice for this collection was published in the Federal Register on August 19, 2009 and ended on October 19, 2009. The 30-day notice was published in the Federal Register on October 26, 2009 with the comment period ending on November 25, 2009.
b.
Consultation Outside the Agency
The NIFL staff consulted with members of its Advisory Board to define the approach to the project.   Board members urged approaching the activity “from scratch,” developing a new methodology for identifying schools for study and gathering data from those schools.

Staff from Education Development Center, Inc. (EDC) designed the research plan and will execute it.  The following staff has provided services and expertise to the project:

Nancy Clark-Chiarelli, Principal Investigator

Nancy Brigham, Co-principal Investigator

Julie Hirschler, Research Scientist

Jackie Bourassa, Senior Curriculum Design Associate

Gail Bolte, Senior Curriculum Design Associate

Outside consultants to EDC include:

Chrys Dougherty, Senior Research Scientist, National Center for Educational Achievement

Beth Gamse, Principal Associate,Abt Associates

Timothy Shanahan, Director of UIC Center for Literacy, University of Illinois at Chicago

9. Explain any decision to provide any payment or gift to respondents, other than remuneration of contractors or grantees.
Each participating school will receive a banner recognizing its participation in this study. No payments will be provided to respondents.
10. Describe any assurance of confidentiality provided to respondents and the basis for the assurance in statute, regulation, or agency policy.

All project staff will follow the confidentiality and data protection requirements established by the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002, Title I, Part E, Section 183. The confidentiality of all information collected for the study will be protected and used for research purposes only. The report will not identify specific schools, states, or individuals nor will strategies and/or practices by linked to specific schools, states, or individuals. No information that identifies any study participant will be released. Information on respondents will be linked to their institution but not to any individually-identifiable information. No individually-identifiable information will be maintained by the study team. All institution-level identifiable information will be kept in secured locations and identifiers will be destroyed as soon as they are no longer required. All members of the research team with access to the institution-level data have been certified by EDC’s Institutional Review Board as having received training in maintaining confidentiality and data security. EDC will not access NCES databases of files containing personally identifiable information so has not submitted the Affidavit of Non-Disclosure. EDC will complete and submit Affidavits of Non-Disclosure if asked to access the above-referenced databases or files. 

11. Provide additional justification for any questions of a sensitive nature, such as sexual behavior and attitudes, religious beliefs, and other matters that are commonly considered private.  The justification should include the reasons why the agency considers the questions necessary, the specific uses to be made of the information, the explanation to be given to persons from whom the information is requested, and any steps to be taken to obtain their consent.

None of the requested information on the surveys is sensitive in the traditional sense.  Teachers will be asked information about their education and professional backgrounds.  Such items may be sensitive to some respondents; however, they are key variables that may be associated with the study results. 

12. Provide estimates of the hour burden of the collection of information.  The statement should :

· Indicate the number of respondents, frequency of response, annual hour burden, and an explanation of how the burden was estimated.  Unless directed to do so, agencies should not conduct special surveys to obtain information on which to base hour burden estimates.  Consultation with a sample (fewer than 10) of potential respondents is desirable.  If the hour burden on respondents is expected to vary widely because of differences in activity, size, or complexity, show the range of estimated hour burden, and explain the reasons for the variance.  Generally, estimates should not include burden hours for customary and usual business practices.

· If this request for approval covers more than one form, provide separate hour burden estimates for each form and aggregate the hour burdens in item 13 of OMB Form 83-I.

· Provide estimates of annualized cost to respondents of the hour burdens for collections of information, identifying and using appropriate wage rate categories.  The cost of contracting out or paying outside parties for information collection activities should not be included here.  Instead, this cost should not be included in Item 14.
The total reporting burden associated with data collection for the Technical Assistance on Identifying Schools with Effective K-3 Reading Programs study is 70 hours.  This includes 35.5 hours for the teacher surveys, 24 hours for the teacher interviews embedded in the ELLCO observation tool, 3.0 hours for the Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach surveys, 1.5 hours for the District Language Arts/Reading Supervisor Interview, 3.0 hours for the Principal Survey, and 3.0 hours for the Principal Interview. The Classroom Observation tools, the two protocols to be used for observing reading instruction and content area instruction, are not included in the burden calculations because they do not affect teachers’ normal daily instructional plans. Table 3 provides a summary of the instruments, total sample sizes, estimated response rates, number of administrations, and the total burden. All estimates of time are shown in hours. 

The estimated monetary cost of burden is $2559.90 based on an hourly rate of $36 for teachers and reading specialists/literacy coaches, a District Language Arts/Reading Supervisor hourly rate of $50.60, and an average principal hourly rate of $46. 

Table 3. Estimates of Hour Burden

	Task
	Total Sample Size
	Estimated Response Rate
	Number of Respondents
	Time Estimate (in hours)
	Number of Administrations
	Hours
	Estimated Monetary Cost of Burden

	Teacher Surveys (all K-3 teachers in selected schools)
	72
	100%
	72
	0.5
	1
	36
	$1,296.00

	Teacher interviews - ELLCO observation 
	24
	100%
	24
	0.5
	2
	24
	$864

	Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach Survey
	 6
	100%
	6
	0.5
	1
	 3.0
	   $108.00

	District Language Arts/Reading Supervisor Interview
	3
	100%
	3
	0.5
	1
	1.5
	    $ 75.90

	Principal Survey
	 6
	100%
	6
	0.5
	1
	 3.0
	   $108.00

	Principal Interview
	 6
	100%
	6
	      0.5
	1
	3.0
	     $108.00

	Totals
	117
	100%
	       117
	3.0
	7
	            70.0
	$2559.90


13.  Provide an estimate of the total annual cost burden to respondents or record keepers resulting from the collection of information.  (Do not include the cost of any hour burden shown in Items 12 and 14.)
· The cost estimate should be split into two components: (a) a total capital and start-up cost component (annualized over its expected useful life); and (b) a total operation and maintenance and purchase of services component.  The estimates should take into account costs associated with generating, maintaining, and disclosing or providing the information.  Include descriptions of methods used to estimate major cost factors including system and technology acquisition, expected useful life of capital equipment, the discount rate(s), and the time period over which costs will be incurred.  Capital and start-up costs include, among other items, preparations for collecting information such as purchasing computers and software; monitoring, sampling, drilling and testing equipment; and record storage facilities.

· If cost estimates are expected to vary widely, agencies should present ranges of cost burdens and explain the reasons for the variance.  The cost of contracting out information collection services should be a part of this cost burden estimate.  In developing cost burden estimates, agencies may consult with a sample of respondents (fewer than 10), utilize the 60-day pre-OMB submission public comment process and use existing economic or regulatory impact analysis associated with the rulemaking containing the information collection, as appropriate.

· Generally, estimates should not include purchases of equipment or services, or portions thereof, made: (1) prior to October 1, 1995, (2) to achieve regulatory compliance with requirements not associated with the information collection, (3) for reasons other than to provide information or keep records for the government, or (4) as part of customary and usual business or private practices.


Total Annualized Capital/Startup Cost
: $ .00

Total Annual Costs (O&M)


: $ .00







 ____________________


Total Annualized Costs Requested
: $ .00
There are no additional respondent costs associated with this data collection other than the hour burden accounted for in item 12.

14. Provide estimates of annualized cost to the Federal government.  Also, provide a description of the method used to estimate cost, which should include quantification of hours, operational expenses (such as equipment, overhead, printing, and support staff), and any other expense that would not have been incurred without this collection of information.  Agencies also may aggregate cost estimates from Items 12, 13, and 14 in a single table.
The estimated cost for data collection required by this study is $134,712.  See Attached Spreadsheet labeled “IC Data Part 1 Q14 Backup” to see a breakdown of hours, operational expenses, and other expenses anticipated in conducting this data collection.

Table 4: Estimates of Annual Cost to the Federal Government

	Study Year (dates)
	Activities
	Total Study Costs 

	Year 3 (10/1/09 to 09/30/10)
	· Collect survey data from 72 teachers, reading specialists/coaches, 6 principals, 3 district language arts/reading supervisors

· Interview principals and district language arts/reading supervisors

· Conduct document review

· Conduct two visits to six schools and observe 24 classrooms (2 days each visit)
	$134,712


15. Explain the reasons for any program changes or adjustments to #16f of the IC Data Part 1 Form.
This request is for a new information collection.

16. For collections of information whose results will be published, outline plans for tabulation and publication.  Address any complex analytical techniques that will be used.  Provide the time schedule for the entire project, including beginning and ending dates of the collection of information, completion of report, publication dates, and other actions.
The NIFL will publish Education Development Center, Inc.’s final report on school- and classroom-based strategies that characterize schools with effective reading programs.  The following timeline outlines the milestones in the research upon which this final report will be based.

Begin data collection







Sept. 2009

Surveys distributed







Sept. 2009

Language Arts/Reading Supervisor Interviews



Sept. 2009
Survey return and analysis






Oct. 2009

School Visits #1







Oct.-Nov. 2009

Analysis School Visits #1






Nov. 2009-Jan. 2010

School Visits #2







Jan.-Feb. 2010

Analysis and Synthesis of Data





March-May 2010

Final Report on Strategies of Schools with Effective Reading Programs
Sept. 2010

17. If seeking approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection, explain the reasons that display would be inappropriate.
Approval to not display the expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection is not being sought.

18. Explain each exception to the certification statement identified in Item 20, “Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions,” of OMB Form 83-I.
There are no exceptions to the certification statement.
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