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Part B. Supporting Statement for Paperwork Reduction Act Submission[bookmark: _Hlk153197423]The Institute of Education Sciences within the U.S. Department of Education requests an extension of the Comprehensive Literacy Program Evaluation: Comprehensive Literacy State Development Grant Program (1850-0945, approved on February 26, 2021). The extension is to complete the collection of state administrative data. The extension is needed because the state administrative data for the 2022-23 school year will not be ready to collect prior to the February 29, 2024 expiration date in all 13 CLSD grantee states.      

No material change in the collection instrument, instructions, frequency of collection, or use of information is being requested.



This package requests clearance from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to conduct data collection activities for the legislatively mandated evaluation of the Comprehensive Literacy State Development (CLSD) Program. The evaluation will provide information on the implementation of the program and its impact on student reading achievement. The Institute of Education Sciences (IES), within the U.S. Department of Education, contracted with American Institutes for Research (AIR) and its partners—Abt Associates, National Opinion Research Center (NORC), and Instructional Research Group (IRG)—to conduct the study. 
This is an extension of the CLSD evaluation, which is the second component of an evaluation of the U.S. Department of Education’s comprehensive literacy programs. An earlier clearance package (OMB control number 1850-0945) covered the first component of the evaluation—an implementation study of the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program (the precursor program to CLSD).
[bookmark: _Toc36336894][bookmark: _Hlk519675213]The CLSD evaluation will examine program implementation, estimate the impact of CLSD funding on student achievement, and compare trends in achievement in CLSD and similar non-CLSD schools. The Department awarded CLSD grants to 13 state education agencies (SEAs) in fiscal year (FY) 2019 and awarded 11 CLSD grants to 10 new SEAs in FY2020, for a total of 24 grants to 23 SEAs.[footnoteRef:3] We will include all FY2019 and all FY2020 grantees and subgrantees in implementation data collection activities and achievement trend analyses; we will include a subset of FY2019 subgrantees (cohort 1) and a subset of FY2020 subgrantees (cohort 2) in impact data collection activities. This package requests clearance for all of the data collection activities through the 2022-23 school year. A separate package will be submitted at a later date for the last two years of data collection needed for the achievement trend analyses, which will take place following the 2024-25 school year.  [3:  One SEA received both a FY2019 and a FY2020 CLSD grant.] 

Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods
[bookmark: _Toc274743224][bookmark: _Toc26946415][bookmark: _Toc36336895]B1. Respondent Universe and Sampling Methods
[bookmark: _Toc248565462]We will examine implementation in the universe of the 13 2019 CLSD state grantees and their district subgrantees and the universe of the 11 2020 CLSD state grantees and their district subgrantees. In addition, we will compare achievement trends for students in CLSD-funded schools with a matched set of comparison schools in the 23 CLSD states that received a FY2019 and/or FY2020 CLSD grant.[footnoteRef:4],[footnoteRef:5] We will conduct the randomized trial to estimate the impact of CLSD funding in a purposive sample of 130 elementary schools across 25 CLSD districts located in the 23 grantee states.  [4:  There were 262 districts that received subgrants through the FY2019 state grantees (approximately 20 subgrantees per state, on average). For FY2020, we have assumed 25 subgrantees per state, or about 275 districts across the 11 grantee states. In total, we estimate 550 district subgrantees across FY2019 and FY2020.  ]  [5:  For FY2019, we estimate that the total number of CLSD-funded schools across the 13 CLSD states will be approximately 2,919, and we expect about one matched comparison school for each CLSD school. For FY2020, we estimate that the total number of CLSD-funded schools across the 11 CLSD states will be approximately 2,470. Thus, across the 24 CLSD grants awarded to the 23 SEAs that received awards under FY2019 and FY2020, we expect about 5,389 CLSD schools, each with one matched comparison school. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc274743225][bookmark: _Toc26946416][bookmark: _Toc36336896]B2. Procedures for Data Collection
Below we explain the samples included in our analyses of implementation, impact, and longitudinal outcomes.
Statistical Methods for Sample Selection
Implementation of CLSD
To examine CLSD program implementation, we will ask CLSD state grantees to participate in a telephone interview and provide contact information for subgrantees. CLSD district subgrantees will be asked to complete a survey. We will include the universe of all 24 state grantees covered by the 2019 and 2020 CLSD grants in the interviews. Similarly, we will include the universe of all approximately 835 districts that receive a 2019 or 2020 subgrant to complete a survey.
Impact of CLSD Funding
To estimate the impact of CLSD funding on student achievement and teacher practice through a randomized trial, we will recruit a purposive sample of approximately 25 districts from the 23 SEAs that received a FY2019 and/or FY2020 CLSD grant that together include about 130 schools that are eligible for and willing to participate in the study. We will administer a school leader survey to principals or literacy leads and a teacher survey to reading/English language arts teachers in Grades 3, 4, and 5 (the focal grades of the randomized trial) at each participating elementary school. Below we explain in more detail how we will select districts, schools, school leaders, and teachers for the randomized trial. 
Selection of school districts. We will recruit districts and schools that meet the study eligibility criteria. District eligibility requirements are as follows: districts must meet state-established eligibility criteria for a CLSD subgrant; apply for a subgrant; indicate willingness to participate in the randomized trial; have two or more elementary schools included in their CLSD subgrant plan;[footnoteRef:6] and receive a CLSD subgrant award. We will recruit, on average, 5–6 elementary schools from each district. Based on the Common Core of Data and the available state-established eligibility criteria for a CLSD subgrant, 1,473 districts across the 23 CLSD state grantees meet these criteria. This will result in a purposive sample of districts that are eligible and willing to participate, and that are representative of the types of districts that receive CLSD subgrants from state grantees. Although we will not be able to generalize to all schools, we will obtain valid estimates of the impact of receiving CLSD funding for a sample of schools located in one or more districts in each grantee state.  [6:  We will further restrict recruitment to districts that have two or more non-SRCL elementary schools included in their CLSD subgrant plan. We will exclude current SRCL schools because we anticipate that it would be too disruptive for a current SRCL grantee to have a break in their SRCL/CLSD funding if that school were to be randomly assigned to the second funding group. ] 

Selection of schools. We will work with participating districts to determine which eligible elementary schools will participate in the randomized trial. To be eligible, schools must serve at least two of the target grades for the trial—Grades 3, 4, and 5—and must have at least 20 students per target grade. Based on the Common Core of Data and the available state-established eligibility criteria for a CLSD subgrant, 16,031 schools across the 1,473 potentially eligible CLSD district subgrantees meet these criteria. If an eligible district has more eligible schools available to include than the trial can accommodate, we will work with districts to identify a subset of schools to participate that are representative of all elementary schools the district plans to include in their CLSD subgrant. 
Selection of school leaders. For each participating school, we will identify a school leader who is best able to describe the literacy activities implemented in the school. We anticipate that this leader may be the principal or the literacy lead. We anticipate recruiting 130 schools to participate in the randomized trial, and thus we expect to include 130 school leaders—one from each school. 
Selection of teachers. Within each participating school, we will identify reading/English language arts teachers who teach Grades 3, 4, and 5. We anticipate, on average, each school will have three reading/English language arts teachers per focal grade, for an average of nine teachers per participating school. Thus, we anticipate including 1,170 teachers in the randomized trial. 
Trends in Student Outcomes for CLSD and Non-CLSD Schools
To compare trends in longitudinal student achievement outcomes for CLSD and non-CLSD schools, we will collect statewide, student-level data from each state, covering all schools in the state. Specifically, we will collect data for the universe of schools serving students in one or more grades that are typically included in states’ standardized assessments for reading/English language arts and math (Grades 3 to 8 and one high school grade). We will then match CLSD-funded schools to comparison schools that exhibit a similar trend in student achievement during the years before CLSD. Across the 24 CLSD grants awarded under FY2019 and FY2020, we expect about 5,400 CLSD schools, each with one matched comparison school.
Data Collection
This study includes multiple data collection efforts to examine implementation, estimate the impact of CLSD funding, and compare trends in student outcomes for CLSD and non-CLSD schools. The study team will designate a Field Manager to serve as a consistent point of contact for state grantees and participating districts during the evaluation. 
Implementation of CLSD
Policy documents. We will collect and review grantee applications, states’ requests for subgrant proposals, subgrantee applications, and state comprehensive literacy plans. These documents will be submitted electronically by grantees.
Subgrantee contact information. To obtain contact information for the subgrantee survey administration, we will request complete lists of all awarded subgrantees in each state, including districts and consortia, as well as the schools funded by each subgrantee. Lists of subgrantees and corresponding contact information will be submitted electronically by all grantees. We will also work with districts to identify a School Coordinator to serve as the point of contact for teacher and school leader surveys that will be administered at participating schools.  
Grantee interviews. We will conduct a 1-hour telephone interview with representatives (e.g., state CLSD project director) from each of the 13 states that received a 2019 CLSD grant and each of the 11 states that received a 2020 CLSD grant to understand the ways they allocate subgrant awards and support subgrantees’ implementation. Prior to each interview, the interviewer will carefully review the state’s CLSD application and request for subgrant proposals to ensure he or she does not ask any questions that could be addressed through extant documents. A note-taker will join interviewers on the telephone interviews, and each interview will be recorded digitally. 
Subgrantee survey. To collect information about the use of subgrant funds, selection of schools, selection and implementation of CLSD activities in schools, and continuous improvement efforts, we will administer an online survey to a representative from each 2019 and 2020 CLSD subgrantee. The surveys will be programmed using the MRInterview platform, and for security purposes, will require a unique PIN/password to login. A toll-free line and project email account will be set up prior to any outreach. Should respondents encounter problems with the survey, a member of our survey administration team will respond within 24 hours. A notification letter with information about the study, and instructions for how to complete the subgrantee survey, including the survey web link and login information, will be sent via USPS Priority Mail to the designated subgrantee staff member (identified during recruitment). We will monitor the rates of completion, conducting non-response prompting efforts via telephone and email. Information regarding the status of individual cases within a district will be monitored using custom production reports and the case management system (CMS) that will be developed for this evaluation, which will provide information in real time. Field Managers will conduct email and telephone outreach within 2 days of expected receipt of the letter and will follow up with up to two contacts (by phone or email) per non-responding subgrantee. 
Impact of CLSD Funding
School leader and teacher surveys. We will administer an online survey of school leaders and reading/English language arts teachers in schools participating in the randomized trial, to collect information about the literacy activities in their schools and classrooms. We will generate advance letters with unique login information, and send those individual letters to each respective School Coordinator via Priority Mail for distribution to the individual school staff. Within 2 days of the expected receipt of the packet of letters at the school, a Field Manager will contact the School Coordinator to ensure receipt and respond to any questions or concerns. We will follow up with the School Coordinator throughout data collection and ask him/her to assist with prompting school leaders and teachers that have outstanding incomplete surveys (an average of up to four contacts per School Coordinator, via email or phone). A school will be considered complete when the school leader and all relevant Grade 3–5 teachers have completed their surveys, or it has been determined by the project that no additional survey data will be obtained.
Teacher rosters. To identify the school leaders and teachers to be surveyed, we will reach out to the School Coordinator at schools participating in the randomized trial to collect school leader (principal or literacy lead) and Grade 3–5 teacher roster data. School Coordinators will be provided a simple form to complete and will be asked to provide the names and background characteristics of the designated school leader and active teacher staff, including grade and subject(s) taught. School Coordinators will be asked to complete the form (a spreadsheet template) within 5 business days. Upon receipt of the roster information, the Field Manager and study team will review it for completeness, with clarification from the School Coordinator as needed. Once the roster is final, the school leaders and teachers will be loaded into the CMS, unique IDs and survey PIN/passwords will be generated, and survey advance letters will be prepared for the school.
Student achievement data. To estimate the impact of CLSD funding on student achievement outcomes, we will rely on extant student achievement data for the 130 schools, drawing on the same data source as the comparisons of trends in student outcomes for CLSD and non-CLSD schools (described immediately below).
Trends in Student Outcomes for CLSD and Non-CLSD Schools
Student achievement data. To compare trends in student achievement outcomes for CLSD and non-CLSD schools, we will collect student-level data from each 2019 and 2020 grantee state, covering all schools in each state. For all students in Grades 3 to 8 and one high school grade, we will request deidentified data on student state math and reading/English language arts assessments, along with the name of the school attended and the following student background characteristics and program participation data: gender, ethnicity, race, English learner status, special education status, and eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch. These data will allow the team to study student subgroups in addition to all students in a school. The team will request data on students with a common identifier across years, starting with the 2016–17 school year (3 years before CLSD funding is received by districts) and ending with the 2022–23 school year.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  States did not administer standardized achievement assessments in the 2019–20 school year due to the COVID-19 public health crisis. Our approach to dealing with the missing 2019-20 data for research questions 2 (What is the impact of CLSD funding on student reading/English language arts achievement in Grades 3–5, after 2 years?) and 4 (How do trends in reading and math achievement differ for CLSD-funded schools and similar non-CLSD schools?) differs for FY2019 and FY2020 grantee states. To address research question 2 for FY2019 grantee states, we will use data from 2018–19 as the final pre-intervention year to establish baseline equivalence. To address research question 4 for FY2019 grantee states, we will use data from 2016–17, 2017–18, and 2018–19 to assess trends for 3 years prior to the time of the CLSD grant awards to establish the pre-intervention trend. To address research question 2 for FY2020 grantee states, we will use data from 2020–21 as the final pre-intervention year to establish baseline equivalence. To address research question 4 for FY2020 grantee states, we will use data from 2017–18 and 2018–19, and 2020–21 to assess trends for 3 years prior to the time of the CLSD grant awards, to establish the pre-intervention trend.] 

Estimation Procedures
We will draw on the data to examine the implementation of CLSD, the impact of CLSD funding on student and teacher outcomes, and to examine longitudinal outcome trends in CLSD and non-CLSD schools. 
Implementation of CLSD
We will describe CLSD implementation at the state and district level through descriptive analyses that draw on policy documents, subgrantee information, subgrantee survey data, and grantee interview data. Specifically, we will describe how participants in the CLSD program were selected. We also will describe the amount and distribution of funding received by participating states, districts, and schools, and the primary activities, strategies, programs, and supports participants implemented.
Impact of CLSD Funding
To estimate the impact of CLSD funding on student reading/English language arts achievement in Grades 3–5, after 2 years, we will use a school-level randomized controlled trial (RCT). We will conduct random assignment separately in cohort 1 and cohort 2. Within each participating district in cohort 1, we will randomly assign about half of the participating elementary schools to receive CLSD funding and begin implementing CLSD activities in the 2020–21 school year (first funding group) and the other half to wait to begin implementing until the 2022–23 school year (second funding group). Within each participating district in cohort 2, we will randomly assign about half of the participating elementary schools to receive CLSD funding and begin implementing CLSD activities in the 2021–22 school year (first funding group) and the other half to wait to begin implementing until the 2023–24 school year (second funding group).
The RCT will focus on Grades 3–5, because state accountability testing programs include these grades and thus achievement outcome data will be available without requiring the burden of additional testing for the study. For cohort 1, the analyses will focus on the average impact over 2 years, for students who are in Grade 3 in the 2020–21 school year and Grade 4 in the 2021–22 school year; and students who are in Grade 4 in 2020–21 and Grade 5 in 2021–22. For cohort 2, the analyses also will focus on the average impact over 2 years, for students who are in Grade 3 in the 2021–22 school year and Grade 4 in the 2022–23 school year; and students who are in Grade 4 in 2021–22 and Grade 5 in 2022–23. Impact will be estimated by comparing outcomes for students in schools assigned to the first funding group relative to those assigned to the second funding group, pooled across the two cohorts.
To estimate the impact of CLSD funding on student achievement, we will specify a hierarchical linear model, estimated with robust standard errors that account for the clustering of outcomes within schools. The covariates will include baseline math and reading achievement, student demographic characteristics (such as gender, race, ethnicity, free or reduced-price lunch eligibility, special education status, and Limited English proficiency status).[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Again, because states did not administer standardized achievement assessments in the 2019–20 school year due to the COVID-19 public health crisis, we are not be able to include this “pre-treatment” year in our analyses, thereby reducing our power slightly.] 

Trends in Student Outcomes for CLSD and Non-CLSD Schools
To examine trends in reading and math scores of students in CLSD-funded schools relative to those for students in similar non-CLSD schools, we will conduct a comparative interrupted time series analysis (CITS), separately in each CLSD state. The CITS will focus on Grades 3–8 and one tested grade in high school—the grades for which testing is required under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. For the CITS, we will first match CLSD-funded schools to comparison schools that exhibit a similar trend in student achievement during the years before CLSD. As a second step, we will measure the degree to which student achievement improves in CLSD-funded schools relative to comparison schools. We will examine CITS results for FY2019 grantees and FY2020 grantees separately and pooled together. Conducting a CITS analysis in conjunction with a school-level RCT will allow us to compare the impact estimates obtained using the RCT and a CITS based on the set of subgrantees included in the RCT. To the extent that results are similar, we will have greater confidence in the results of a CITS analysis that represents all schools and districts that received CLSD funds.
Degree of Accuracy Needed
The analysis of CLSD implementation will be based on interviews with all 2019 and 2020 CLSD grantees and a survey of the universe of CLSD subgrantees. Because the data are based on the universe, descriptive statistics will not be subject to sampling error. Although we will survey the universe of subgrantees, we anticipate some non-response. Given an assumed 8% non-response rate, we anticipate an error of no more than plus or minus 5% in estimating a population percentage (for example, the percentage of subgrantees using funds to purchase evidence-based programs). 
We designed the randomized trial to be able to detect an impact on achievement of 0.10 standard deviations, which is a reasonable effect given prior studies of literacy interventions (Basma & Savage, 2018; Gersten, Newman-Gonchar, Haymond, & Dimino, 2017; Wanzek et al., 2015; Wanzek et al., 2018). This estimate assumes the following: (a) 80% power and a two-tailed test with a significance level of 0.05; (b) on average, nine teachers per school and 20 students per teacher; and (c) half of the units are assigned to receive first group funding and half to receive second group funding. Key assumptions for RCT designs for achievement are as follows: (a) intraclass correlation (ICC) is 0.10 at the school level (Hedges & Hedberg, 2013) and 0.10 at the teacher level; (b) 20% of the variation is explained at the student level; (c) 30% of the variation is explained at the teacher level; and (d) 75% of the variation is explained at the school level. 
[bookmark: _Hlk51909214]The comparison of trends in student outcomes is designed to detect a policy-relevant difference between CLSD and non-CLSD schools, if one is present. We do not yet know the precise number of subgrantees or schools that will be funded through 2019 or 2020 CLSD subgrants, but we estimate that 5,389 schools will receive funds. Given this assumption, plus an equal number of comparison schools, we will be able to detect a difference in reading/English language arts and math achievement of 0.03 standard deviations for analyses with schools in FY2019 states or FY2020 states, and of 0.02 standard deviations for analyses that combine schools from both FY2019 and FY2020 states. Effect sizes smaller than this would amount to a shift in reading achievement of about a percentile point or less, and thus are too small to be policy relevant. This estimate uses the same assumptions as the RCT, with the following additional assumptions: (a) three prefunding time points; (b) four postfunding time points; (c) between-cohort (level 2) ICC is 0.02 (Bloom, 1999); and (d) 40% of the variation is explained at the cohort level.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Because states did not administer standardized achievement assessments in the 2019–20 school year due to the COVID-19 public health crisis, we will use data from 2018–19 as the final pre-intervention year to establish baseline equivalence for analyses conducted to address research question 2 (What is the impact of CLSD funding on student reading/English language arts achievement in Grades 3–5, after 2 years?).] 

Unusual Problems Requiring Specialized Sampling Procedures
We do not anticipate any unusual problems that require specialized sampling procedures.
Use of Periodic (Less Frequent Than Annual) Data Collection Cycles to Reduce Burden
In order to limit respondent burden as much as possible, we have carefully considered how to structure the timing of data collection. For example, we will request administrative data no more than once a year, and whenever possible, we will request multiple years of data within a single request to reduce the number of separate requests.
[bookmark: _Toc274743226][bookmark: _Toc26946417][bookmark: _Toc36336897]B3. Methods to Maximize Response Rates
To maximize interview and survey response rates, we plan to rely on the methods we used for similar surveys conducted as part of the implementation evaluation of the SRCL program, approved in an earlier clearance package (OMB control number 1850-0945). 
Strategies include establishing positive relationships with respondents and school and district staff; sending letters to respondents to alert them to upcoming requests to complete surveys or interviews; and assigning a Field Manager to consistently serve as the point of contact for states, districts, and schools. In addition, we will employ the following methods to maximize response rates on the survey and interview data we collect for the CLSD evaluation. 
[bookmark: _Hlk522479884]Maximizing survey response rates. We will reassure respondents on the confidentiality of the data they provide, work with districts and schools to accommodate their calendars during busy times (such as assessment testing), offer a $25 incentive to school leaders and teachers for completion of a survey, and regularly follow up with non-responders. We will include a statement indicating that participation is voluntary, but will also emphasize the importance of each response for the evaluation’s findings. 
Maximizing interview response rates. As with the collection of survey data, we will reassure respondents on the confidentiality of the data they provide, work with state representatives to accommodate their availability, and remind them that their participation in the grantee interview for this Department-sponsored study is expected as a condition of their grant. 
[bookmark: _Toc274743227][bookmark: _Toc26946418][bookmark: _Toc36336898]B4. Tests of Procedures or Methods to Be Undertaken
[bookmark: _Toc274743228]The survey instruments and the grantee interview protocol are heavily based on those used for the implementation evaluation of the SRCL program (OMB control number 1850-0945). We used cognitive interviews with principals and district coordinators to pilot survey data collection instruments to ensure that they are user‑friendly and easily understandable, which increases participants’ willingness to participate in the data collection activities and thus increases response rates. In addition to providing an estimate of respondent burden time, the cognitive interviews included a debrief with the respondent about survey items or instructions that were difficult to understand, were poorly worded, or had other problems. The cognitive interviews were used to revise and improve the survey. Although we did not conduct a pre-test of the grantee interview protocol, we have used it to successfully collect useful information on SRCL implementation over 2 years and do not anticipate needing to make adjustments to the protocol that would impact burden. 
[bookmark: _Toc26946419][bookmark: _Toc36336899]B5. Individuals and Organizations Involved in Project
AIR is the prime contractor for the evaluation, with subcontracts to Abt Associates, NORC, and IRG. The project director is Dr. Jessica Heppen, the deputy project director is Dr. Eleanor Fulbeck, and the co-principal investigators are Drs. Michael Garet and Barbara Goodson. The project leaders are supported by an experienced team of researchers leading the major tasks of the evaluation. Contact information for the individuals and organizations involved in the evaluation is presented in Exhibit B1.
[bookmark: _Toc223416674][bookmark: _Toc274743355][bookmark: _Hlk519085695]Exhibit B1. Organizations and Individuals Involved in Project
	Responsibility
	Contact Name
	Organization
	Telephone Number

	Co-Principal Investigator
	Dr. Michael Garet
	AIR
	(202) 403-5345

	Co-Principal Investigator
	Dr. Barbara Goodson
	Abt Associates
	(617) 349-2811

	Project Director
	Dr. Jessica Heppen
	AIR
	(202) 403-5488

	Deputy Project Director
	Dr. Eleanor Fulbeck
	AIR
	(650) 350-9045

	Implementation Study Lead
	Dr. Kerstin Carlson Le Floch
	AIR
	(202) 403-5649

	Survey Recruitment and Collection Task Lead
	Cynthia Simko
	NORC
	(312) 759-4066

	Sampling Statistician
	Kirk Wolter
	NORC
	(312) 759-4206


In addition, we have secured a technical working group (TWG) of researchers and practitioners to provide input on the data collection instruments developed for this evaluation as well as other methodological design issues. The TWG consists of researchers with expertise in issues related to literacy, instruction, grant implementation, and evaluation methods. We will consult the TWG throughout the evaluation. TWG members include the following:
Kymyona Burk, Mississippi Department of Education
Cynthia Coburn, Northwestern University
Thomas Cook, George Washington University
Barbara Foorman, Florida State University
Pam Grossman, University of Pennsylvania
Carolyn Hill, MDRC
James Kim, Harvard University
Julie Morrill, Georgia Department of Education
Timothy Shanahan, Center for Literacy, University of Illinois at Chicago
Elizabeth Tipton, Northwestern University
Sharon Vaughn, University of Texas—Austin 
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