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[bookmark: _Toc426407717]OMB SUPPORTING STATEMENT A
[bookmark: _Toc426407718]A1.	Necessity for the data collection
The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) seeks approval for the pretest of the Examining Data Informing Teaching (EDIT) measure, which is part of the “Assessing Early Childhood Teachers’ Use of Child Progress Monitoring to Individualize Teaching Practices” project. The EDIT will provide information about how teachers use ongoing assessments and individualize instruction. The entire scope of the proposed data collection involves nine classrooms participating in EDIT observations. The pretest will be conducted by Mathematica Policy Research and its partners, Judith Carta, Ph.D. (University of Kansas) and Barbara Wasik, Ph.D. (Temple University). 
[bookmark: _Toc426407719]Study background 
In 2012, the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE) at ACF engaged Mathematica Policy Research and its partners to undertake a project aimed at identifying key quality indicators of preschool teachers’ use of ongoing assessment to individualize instruction and create a measure to examine this process. This measure is the EDIT. Initial development of the EDIT measure took place through pretesting with nine respondents from preschool classrooms in 2014 (primarily Head Start programs). The goal of this information collection request is to continue developing and refining the EDIT measure using a combination of new items and items from the initial pretest.  
Research demonstrates that teachers who are supported in using ongoing assessment to individualize their instruction design stronger, more effective instructional programs and have students who achieve better outcomes than teachers who do not assess progress (Connor et al. 2009; Fuchs et al. 1984). The use of ongoing assessment data—often merged with other professional development supports, such as mentoring—is also linked to growth in literacy outcomes in preschool through first grade (Ball and Gettinger 2009; Landry et al. 2009; Wasik et al. 2009).
Recent policies have brought about a rising interest in how teachers use ongoing assessment to adjust their teaching to best meet each child’s needs. In recent years, the Office of Head Start  has elaborated on its vision for preschool child and family outcomes, strengthened its focus on monitoring program and classroom quality, and developed tools to support ongoing assessment in daily practice (Administration for Children and Families 2015; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2010; Atkins-Burnett et al. 2009). Currently, all Head Start Centers are required to implement some form of assessment to monitor children’s progress and collect individual child information three times a year (Administration for Children and Families 2015). In addition, individualized teaching is a requirement in the Head Start Performance Standards (Administration for Children and Families 2015). 
Although Head Start emphasizes the importance of using ongoing assessment data to guide instruction, very little information is available on how early education teachers actually collect and use these assessment data to tailor their instruction (Akers et al. 2014; Yazejian and Bryant 2013; Zweig et al. 2015). In pursuit of better educational outcomes, policymakers, practitioners, and researchers continue to stress the need for research in this area (Bambrick-Santoyo 2010; Buysse et al. 2013; Fuchs and Fuchs 2006; Hamilton et al. 2009; Marsh and Hamilton 2006). To determine whether teachers are implementing ongoing assessments as intended and using the data from them to inform instruction tailored to children’s individual needs and skills, researchers and policymakers need a measure to assess teacher implementation and use of ongoing assessment. ACF is developing the EDIT measure to meet this need. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407720]Legal or administrative requirements that necessitate the collection 
There are no requirements that necessitate the collection. ACF is undertaking the collection at the discretion of the agency. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407721]A2.	Purpose of survey and data collection procedures
[bookmark: _Toc426407722]Overview of purpose and approach
This data collection will be used for the purposes of informing OPRE’s and ACF’s development of the EDIT measure. The EDIT measure is designed to examine how a teacher conducts ongoing assessments and uses them to guide instruction. Pending OMB approval, the EDIT team plans to conduct data collection between October 2015 and March 2016 in nine classrooms to further pre-test the EDIT instrument and teacher interview. The primary goals of this pre-test are to implement and refine the newest EDIT rubrics and ratings, and continue to assess the overall feasibility of the EDIT protocols, procedures, and materials. 
Research questions
The purpose of this collection is to further refine and develop the EDIT measure and answer the following research questions: 
Do the EDIT items capture a range of quality in teacher implementation of recommended practices for ongoing assessment and individualizing instruction?
Are the EDIT procedures feasible in a variety of preschool classrooms using different ongoing assessment tools?
What variation is evident in how these nine teachers implement ongoing assessment and individualizing instruction and how does the EDIT account for this variation? What types of practices are used more frequently? What types of practices are seldom observed?
Are there patterns in teachers’ implementation of ongoing assessment and individualization of instruction, as measured by the EDIT, which vary by teacher characteristics, as measured by a self-administered questionnaire?
Does implementation of ongoing assessment and individualization of instruction, as measured by the EDIT, vary by structural support (such as planning time or assessment system) characteristics, as measured by a self-administered questionnaire?
[bookmark: _Toc426407723]Study design
The EDIT development team will collect data from preschool classrooms that will be purposively selected based on use of English in the classroom,[footnoteRef:2] use of a curriculum-embedded ongoing assessment system, use of a standard ongoing assessment tool (for example, general outcomes measures), and willingness to participate. The team sends a letter to the program director in advance of contacting the director by phone (Attachment A). The team will ask a point of contact at each center to help select a teacher in an English-speaking classroom within each center. In Attachment B, we provide the script of the language to be used for recruitment. All selected teachers and the parents of all children in the classroom will be asked to give consent for study participation.[footnoteRef:3] (Attachments C and D include memos describing the consent process to the program and the teacher respectively. The teacher consent form is provided as Attachment E; the parent consent form is Attachment F.) We will ask each teacher to select two focal children to be video recorded for observation—one child with learning challenges in language and literacy or social-emotional development, and another child who is doing well in these areas (Attachment G includes a brief memo describing the focal child selection and project activities for the program and Attachment H includes this description in more detail for the teacher). We also include illustrated instructions on use of the video equipment for teachers (Attachment I). Prior to our visit, we will call the program to confirm the visit (Attachment J contains the reminder call script).  [2:  The members of the research team need to be able to review and discuss the assessment evidence collected during the visits, and the researchers are not all fluent in Spanish.]  [3:  We will let the teacher know who has consented and who has not. The teacher will structure the small groups so that s/he only records those with permission. In prior pretesting, teachers did not report difficulty in video recording only those with consent.] 

The focus of the EDIT is on the processes the teacher uses for planning what child assessment information to collect and how to do so, collecting valid data, organizing and interpreting the data, and using the data collected to inform both overall and individualized instruction. EDIT data collection will involve the use of three primary sources—a document review, video-recorded observations, and a teacher interview. The EDIT uses a multimethod approach in gathering evidence, including checklists, ratings, and rubrics that describe how the teacher collects and uses assessment to inform instruction (Attachment K). 
EDIT raters will review pre-existing assessment and instructional planning documents gathered by the lead teacher of each classroom, as well as video recordings of classroom assessments and instruction recorded by the teacher. Raters also will conduct a 55-minute individual semi-structured teacher interview to probe for additional explanations about the documents and observations, and obtain information on the teacher’s planning and implementation of instructional adaptations, modifications, and individualized teaching strategies. The protocol for this interview is provided in Attachment L. We also will ask the teacher to complete a 5-minute self-administered questionnaire about teacher and classroom characteristics (Attachment M). Further, the team will invite teachers to debrief for 20 minutes by phone after the visit about the burden and whether the directions were clear. The protocol for this debriefing is provided as Attachment N.
Two EDIT development team members will visit each classroom to score the EDIT; the full development team will debrief between visits to classrooms (see Figure A.1). This iterative process will allow the development team to evaluate the research questions related to the EDIT items and procedures, and to refine the measure as needed. If any changes are made to EDIT items or procedures based on the debriefing sessions we will send updated materials to OMB as a nonsubstantive change. Collection of the self-administered questionnaire will allow ACF to begin to understand how practices in those classrooms may relate to teacher characteristics and structural supports. Once data collection is complete, the updated EDIT measure will be included in a final report for ACF, which will also propose a plan for future development and testing of the EDIT. 
This information collection request (ICR) requests clearance for the following instruments and protocols to be used for pretesting of the EDIT measure in nine additional classrooms:
Examining Data Informing Teaching (EDIT) Measure DRAFT Instrument Package (an observational instrument) (Attachment K)
Examining Data Informing Teaching (EDIT) Semi-Structured Teacher Interview Protocol (Attachment L)
Examining Data Informing Teaching (EDIT) Caregiver Questionnaire (Attachment M)
Examining Data Informing Teaching (EDIT) Participant Debrief Protocol (Attachment N)
Universe of data collection efforts
The team will conduct the proposed pre-test with nine English-speaking Head Start or preschool teachers; it will include document review, video-recorded observations, and individual interviews. Teachers may be bilingual, and classrooms may include children from households with Spanish speakers; however, the majority of video-recorded instruction should be in English. Video- recorded observations will provide examples of how the teachers typically collect ongoing assessment information and provide individualized instruction for the consented children in their classrooms. We will inform teachers who has consent and who does not so that only consented children are included in the video recordings. In addition, we will ask each teacher to participate in an individual interview (providing additional clarification and reflecting on assessment and individualization practices), complete a self-administered questionnaire, and debrief about the process by phone after the visit.
The EDIT is an observational instrument completed by the EDIT raters. Two raters will visit each site. (See Figure A.1.) Ultimately, the pretest will include visiting one classroom in each of nine different centers (a total of nine classrooms). Because the goal is to develop the best possible measure, the EDIT instrument is refined through an iterative process, and the EDIT development team will review and discuss observations in periodic team debriefings to refine the EDIT items further.
Figure A.1. Phases of data collection for the iterative EDIT pretest
[image: C:\Users\smonahan\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\RQBXDSPS\Figure 6 1_pretest activities_revised 081715.png]
The EDIT draws from three data sources generated by respondents. The teacher assembles documents for review, records videos of classroom activities, and participates in a semi-structured teacher interview. Data collected from the EDIT measure as well as a subsequent phone call with the teacher (the teacher debriefing) are intended to help determine the answers to the research questions depicted in Table A.1.
Table A.1. Research questions addressed by the study instruments
	
	EDIT measure activities

	Research questions
	Gather documents
	Video record classroom activities
	In-person interview
	Teacher questionnaire 
	Phone debrief 

	1.	Do the EDIT items capture a range of quality in teacher implementation of recommended practices for ongoing assessment and individualizing instruction?
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	2.	Are the EDIT procedures feasible in a variety of preschool classrooms using different ongoing assessment tools?
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	3.	What patterns are evident in how these nine teachers implement ongoing assessment and individualizing instruction? What types of practices are used more frequently? What types of practices are seldom observed?
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	4.	Are there patterns in teachers’ implementation of ongoing assessment and individualization of instruction, as measured by the EDIT, which vary by teacher characteristics, as measured by a self-administered questionnaire?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	5.	Does implementation of ongoing assessment and individualization of instruction, as measured by the EDIT, vary by structural support (such as planning time or assessment system) characteristics, as measured by a self-administered questionnaire?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	


The team drew all of the questions on the EDIT teacher questionnaire from a previously approved self-administered questionnaire used in a different project, the Quality of Caregiver–Child Interactions for Infants and Toddlers (Q-CCIIT)  (OMB # 0970-0392). Approximately half of the items had minor revisions; these are identified in the teacher questionnaire. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407724]A3.	Improved information technology to reduce burden
The team plans to use a multimethod approach to minimize burden on teachers, including the following: limiting the request for assessment and instruction documentation to a specified time frame and requesting only documents the teacher already has; replacing in-person observations with video recordings of typical classroom activities that can be collected at the teacher’s convenience; minimizing the frequency of video-based observations to six total observations over a two-week period; limiting the self-administered questionnaire to 5 minutes; limiting the teacher interview to 55 minutes, scheduled at the teacher’s convenience; and limiting our debrief call to 20 minutes, scheduled at the teacher’s convenience. Because of the size of the sample and the need to implement changes to the EDIT continually in the interest of producing a more refined measure, it is not feasible to develop a computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI) or web instrument.
[bookmark: _Toc426407725]A4.	Efforts to identify duplication
This research does not duplicate any other work being done by ACF. The purpose of this clearance is to better inform and improve the quality of the EDIT measure. The literature review for this data collection indicated that no similar measure exists. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407726]A5.	Involvement of small organizations
The research to be completed under this clearance is not expected to impact small businesses. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407727]A6.	Consequences of less frequent data collection
This request involves a one-time data collection. If it were not carried out, the EDIT measure would not be able to undergo necessary refinement. This would significantly limit ACF’s ability to consider the measure for future use in studies of Head Start classrooms.
[bookmark: _Toc426407728]A7.	Special circumstances
There are no special circumstances for the proposed data collection efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc426407729]A8.	Federal Register Notice and consultation
[bookmark: _Toc426407730]Federal Register Notice and comments
In accordance with the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-13 and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) regulations at 5 CFR Part 1320 (60 FR 44978, August 29, 1995)), ACF published a notice in the Federal Register announcing the agency’s intention to request an OMB review of this information collection activity. This notice was published on September 15, 2014, Volume 79, Number 178, page 54985, and provided a 60-day period for public comment. During the notice and comment period, the government did not receive any comments in response to the Federal Register notice.
[bookmark: _Toc426407731]Consultation with experts outside of the study 
During the development of the EDIT measure, team members received valuable input from members of an expert panel. Members of the expert panel are listed in Table A.2.
Table A.2. EDIT expert panel membership
	Name
	Affiliation

	Stephen Bagnato
	University of Pittsburgh

	Linda Broyles
	Southeast Kansas Community Action Program

	Virginia Buysse
	FPG Child Development Institute

	Lynn Fuchs
	Vanderbilt University

	Leslie Nabors Oláh
	Educational Testing Service

	Sheila Smith
	Columbia University

	Patricia Snyder
	University of Florida



[bookmark: _Toc426407732]A9.	Incentives for respondents
We have attempted to minimize burden through our data collection procedures. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the burden that participation entails. Our plan to provide tokens of appreciation is based on one used effectively in the previous pretest of the EDIT with nine participants and attempts to acknowledge the burden to respondents. We propose offering a $50 gift card to centers and a $75 gift card to lead teachers as a token of appreciation. Teachers will also receive a $20 gift card as a token of appreciation after participating in a debrief call following the EDIT site visit. These amounts were determined based on the contractor’s experience with data collection activities in other preschool settings, and the estimated burden to teachers and centers who participate. For example, in FACES 2009, teachers received ten dollars for every report about children that they completed, and each report was estimated to take an average of ten minutes. Teachers completed an average of eight reports. Teachers in this proposed study will be asked to videotape their classrooms, gather data, and participate in a one-hour in person interview, and follow-up call. The gift cards are expected to encourage participation in this important pre-testing activity.
[bookmark: _Toc426407733]A10.	Privacy of respondents
Information collected will be kept private to the extent permitted by law. Respondents will be informed of all planned uses of data, that their participation is voluntary, and that their information will be kept private to the extent permitted by law. We are submitting an Institutional Review Board package to the New England Institutional Review Board. The team will ask teachers and all parents to provide consent for the video-based observations and ask the teacher to share documents about the focal children (Attachments E and F). We will obtain consent from teachers and children before beginning data collection with each classroom. 
The Contractor shall protect respondent privacy to the extent permitted by law and will comply with all Federal and Departmental regulations for private information. The Contractor has developed a Data Safety and Monitoring Plan that assesses all protections of respondents’ personally identifiable information. Procedures for maintaining strict data security, include a system for protecting and shipping paper copies of documents with personally identifiable information such as consent forms to the Contractor’s office.  Videos are completely removed from their recording devices when collected from each site. Study data and video files are housed on secure servers behind the Contractor’s firewall, thereby enhancing data security. The Contractor shall ensure that all of its employees and subcontractors who perform work under this contract/subcontract, are trained on data privacy issues and comply with the above requirements. All contractor staff are required to sign a confidentiality pledge as a condition of employment and are aware that any breach of confidentiality has serious professional and/or legal consequences.
As specified in the evaluator’s contract, the Contractor shall use Federal Information Processing Standard (currently, FIPS 140-2) compliant encryption (Security Requirements for Cryptographic Module, as amended) to protect all instances of sensitive information during storage. The Contractor shall securely generate and manage encryption keys to prevent unauthorized decryption of information, in accordance with the Federal Processing Standard.  The Contractor shall: ensure that this standard is incorporated into the Contractor’s property management/control system; establish a procedure to account for all laptop computers, desktop computers, and other mobile devices and portable media that store or process sensitive information. Any data stored electronically will be secured in accordance with the most current National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) requirements and other applicable Federal and Departmental regulations. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407734]A11.	Sensitive questions
There are no sensitive questions in this data collection. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407735]A12.	Estimation of information collection burden
In total, over three weeks, the lead teacher for each selected classroom is expected to spend approximately three hours participating in activities related to the EDIT. This time includes one hour collecting classroom documents and one hour recording videos of classroom activities; in addition, on-site interviews with the lead teacher and completion of the self-administered questionnaire are expected to last 55 minutes and 5 minutes, respectively. A debrief phone call after the site visit is expected to last 20 minutes. Table A.3 summarizes burden and costs for instruments associated with the EDIT data collection, which are calculated for respondents during one year of data collection. We calculated costs of the time for teachers using the Department of Labor statistics for full-time workers 25 years and older with a Bachelor’s degree only.


Table A.3. Total burden requested under this information collection
	Activity/instrument
	Total/Annual number of respondents
	Number of responses per respondent
	Average burden hours per response
	Annual burden hours
	Average hourly wage
	Total annual cost

	Attachment B: EDIT – recruitment call
	27
	1
	0.17
	5
	$28
	$140

	Attachment H: EDIT —assembling documents for review
	9
	1
	1
	9
	$28
	$252

	Attachment I: EDIT—recording videos
	9
	1
	1
	9
	$28
	$252

	Attachment L: EDIT teacher interview protocol
	9
	1
	1
	9
	$28
	$252

	Attachment M: EDIT teacher questionnaire 
	9
	1
	0.08
	1
	$28
	$28

	Attachment N: EDIT teacher debriefing protocol
	9
	1
	0.33
	3
	$28
	$84

	Estimated Annual Burden Total 
	36
	
	$1,008



[bookmark: _Toc426407739]Total annual cost
Data collection with nine pretest classrooms is proposed for this pretest over a period of one year. For center directors and teachers, we used the median salary for full-time employees over age 25 with a bachelor’s degree ($28.28 per hour, rounded to $28.00).The total estimated time for center director respondents during recruitment calls for this data collection is 5 hours. The total estimated time for teacher respondents to this data collection is 31 hours. The total estimated annual cost is $1008.00.
[bookmark: _Toc426407740]A13.	Cost burden to respondents or record keepers
There are no additional costs to respondents.
[bookmark: _Toc426407741]A14.	Estimate of cost to the federal government
The total cost for the data collection activities under the current request will be $240,527. Annual costs to the federal government will be $240,527. These costs include recruitment, data collection, revision of the EDIT, and reporting. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407742]A15.	Change in burden
This is an additional information collection under generic clearance 0970-0355. 
[bookmark: _Toc426407743]A16.	Plan and time schedule for information collection, tabulation, and publication
a.	Plans for tabulation
With a small purposive sample and refinements to the EDIT items throughout the data collection, we will not conduct any statistical analysis of the scores for the nine classrooms but will examine the availability of evidence for making ratings on the instrument, identify the need for additional clarifications or behavioral descriptors in the measure, and consider whether the observed variation is captured in the current items (e.g., look at descriptive item level statistics such as the range and mean). The EDIT raters’ experiences using the EDIT will be used to refine the items. Information collected in the teacher self-administered questionnaire and themes that emerge from the debriefing calls will be summarized for ACF in a methodological report with recommended changes for the EDIT instrument. The final EDIT instrument will be included in this report.
b. 	Time schedule and publications
This study is expected to be conducted over a one-year period, beginning September 2015. This ICR is requesting burden for one year.
Table A.4. Schedule for the data collection
	Activity
	Date

	Selection of sites and teachers for inclusion in the data collection
	September 2015–March 2016

	EDIT site visits (assembling documents, video recordings, teacher interviews)
	October 2015–March 2016

	Collection of teacher questionnaires
	October 2015–March 2016

	Debrief phone calls 
	October 2015–April 2016



A methodological report describing the pretest and summarizing recommended changes to the EDIT measure will be submitted to ACF in May 2016.
[bookmark: _Toc426407744]A17.	Reasons not to display OMB expiration date
All instruments will display the expiration date for OMB approval.
[bookmark: _Toc426407745]A18.	Exceptions to certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions
No exceptions are necessary for this information collection.
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