DOCUMENT RESUME
ED 042 817 T8 000 107
TITLE Draft: Joint Federal/State Task Force on Evaluation

Comprehensive Fvaluation System--Current Status and
Development Requirements.

INSTITUTION Scientific Educational Systems, Inc., Washington,
D.C.

PUB DATE Jan 70

NOTE 170p.

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MP-$0.75 HC~$8.65

DESCRIPTORS Pata Analysis, Data Collection, *Evaluation,

Evaluation Criteria, Evaluation Needs, Evaluation
Techniques, *Federal Programs, Federal State
Relationship, Input Output Analysis, Management
Systens, Measurement, *Measurement Instruments,
*Proqgram Fvaluation, Reports, Sampling, School
Statistics, State Agencies, State Departments of
Fducation, Statistical Surveys, *Systems Analysis,
Systems Approach

IDENTIFIERS Belmont Group Project, FElementary and Secondary
Education Act, ESEA, JCES, *Joint Comprehensive
Evaluation System, National Defense Education Act,
NDEA, Vocational Education Amendments Act

ABSTRACT

The Joint Federal/State Task Force on Evaluation
(the Belmont Group) is currently developing a Joint Coaprehensive
Evaluation System (JCES} for the federally funded programs under the
federal acts listed above. It is planned that JCES will replace the
multiplicity of evaluation systems (and paper work}) undet the
separate existing programs. This report covers Phase II of the
project and emphasizes a systems analytic viewpoint. One of the
distinctive features of JCES is its concern with the evaluation of
the management of the funding process, as vell as with the inpact of
the substantive programs being funded. The JCES evaluation model is
described in some detail, including goals, objectives, systeas
elements, and variables. The statistical data subesysteams, including
the instruments to be used, are characterized and analyzed. The
system reporting requirements are discussed and specified. The data
analysis plan requirements are outlined. JCES iaplementation
schedules, vorking organization, and manpover requirements are noted.
Political and practical impleaentation problemas are discussed. The
sampling designs to be - jed are described in detail. Finally, brief
discussions of the requirements for the further developsent of the
total JCES are included. The appendices to this report are available
as T 000 108, { Page 54 is blank and oumitted.} (DG)




EDO 42817

Scz'enh'ﬁ’c Eucational Séslem 5, Ghe.

sUITE 607
010 I7TH BTRERT, NN,
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20C08
202 8338028

DRAFT

JOINT FEDERAL/STATE TASK FORCE ON EVALUATION
COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION SYSTEM

CURRENT STATUS AND DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTO
PREPARED FOR

THE JOINT FEDERAL/STATE TASK FORCE ON EVALUATION
AND SUBMITTED TO
THE U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D, C.
BY

SCIENTIFIC EDUCATIONAL SYSTEMS, INC,

WASHINGTON, D, C,

JANUARY 8§, 1970

V8 BLPARIMENT OF REALTR EOUCATION
& WEEARE

Nt mAS & 0
tmnvunmmrwnmnmm
CEGANZATION ORGAATING 11 PO TS OF

VIEW OR OPINX 8 $1ATED DO WMOY WECES
SA!\V REFRESENT OFPICIAL OFFICE OF HDU
CATION ®0PN0 1 O/ PR Y



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOREWORD .

INTRODUCTION.............:...-...........................1
The Joint Comprehensive Evgluation System.......vo0000s:.9
Evaluation System and System Elementu¥......0ov0ue0vnes 2032
System Reporting Requirements..........covvviiiinernsnes?b
JCBS Proposed Implemeantatfon...ooovvivivsnersnsonesnns 108

Requirements for Further Development for JCES
Isplementation........161



FOREWORD .

This report covers Phase 11 in a continuing effort to develop
& comprehensive review and critical examination of the Comprehensive
Evaluation System being developed by The Joint Pederal/State Task
Force on Evaluation, The first (Phase 1) report was primarily
descriptive of the varfous aspects and purposes of the JCES as of
that date (22 November 1969). It attempted to review the JCES in
some detail, but prcvided only the beginnings of integrative and
criticalvcomment.

The present document presents a more refined view of the JCES,
emphasfzing a systems analytic viewpoint. Since the system {s con-
stantly evolving, it has been necessary to bring the review up to
date to describe the system as ft {s envisioned as of the present
time. The current system description anl teview incorporates many
of the analytic data and conclusions derived from ongoing enalytic
studies. This is especially true in the areas of evaluatiun
concepts, systems concepts and data analysis and reporting require-
ments,

Inclusion of these data has yielded a much more comprehensive
view of the JCES and {ts future developmental requirements than was
possidbie during Phase 1 of the study.

In future phases of this work, {t is expected that the systeme
concepts, and the reporting and data unalysis plans will be fully
developed,

SES wishes to exptess its nppreciation for the help of many of
the USOX Staff in the collection of data pertinant to the prepsration

of this dozpnent.

*
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INTROJUCTION
The 138t two decades have witnessed increasing concern
with the effectiveness and efficiency of the American education-
al process. This growing concern has led naturally to the growth

and development of Federal funding programs designed to support

and augment various edlucational endeavors on the state and local

levels, In the wake of these funding programs (particularly
since the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) there
hae come fncreasing concern that these support programs actually
accomplish the objective of improving American Education (how-
ever this may be defined)., Therefore, more and more attention
has been paid to the principle of accountability in the expen=
diture of Federal funds, and to the "evaluation" of Federal
support programs.

There have of course been many responses to the pressure
to evaluate. One of the most aignificant ones has been the
recent establishment of the Joint Federal/State Task Porce on
Evaluation consisting of repreaéntattvei of the U.S, Office
of Education and of the Chief Sta.e School Officers of 20 of
the States. This Task Force (sometimes called the Belmont
Group after the place where the organizational meeting was held)
signed an Agreement®* under which it {s attempting to develop a

Joint Comprehensive Evaluation System (JCES) through which to

* The Belwont agreement is shown as Appendix A to this report
and the twenty Belmont States arc listed as Appendix B

\
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meet the fincreasing demands for evaluation in connection with
Yederal/State funding programs in education., It {s the nature
and characteristics of thie JCES with which the present study
is concerned.

It is important to recognize at the outset that one of
the distinctive features of the JCES is its concern with the
evaluation of the (management of the) funding érocess, as well
as with the impacts of the substantive programs befng funded.
That this dual concern s essential becomes obvious when the
rnature of the Federal support System {s analyzed, It can
readily be seen that to a very large degree, tho Federal support
system {8 a ''delivery system' designed to transmit the funds
appropriated by Congress to State and local levels where they
are translated into educatfonal programs. Thus, the JCES must

fn large measure consider the adequacy of the funding process,

and {ts management,as well as the impact of the conseguent
educational programs on schools, teachere, pupils, etc.
Furthermore, i’ is {n this respect that the JCES becones a
valuable management tool, as well as an assessment system, for
it 18 well-known that good management demands a constant flow
of feedback information regarding the effect and impact of
current management practices,

With the above background, and full appreciation of the
importance assigned to "management" {n the JCBS concept, it is
appropriate to discuss in more detafl belew the basic concepts,

needs, and purpoaes underlying the development of the JCES.
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As the JCES is particularly concerned with evaluation as it
relates to management, a goodly portion of the discussion
centers on defiiing the relationships between the JCES and
management consfiderations,

In a sense, development of the JCES can be viewed as
an extension of the normal management review and evaluation
practices nccessary to the efficient management and control
of large organizations and distribution chains. Everyday
good management practic. demands that the managers at each
levael be informed of both the effectiveness of their own
staff procedures and the effects that their actions may have
on the end products of the organization. The development of
the JCES fs in reality the retinement and redesign of a set
of existing evaluation requirements originally derived from
legislation, Thes2 early requirements had been developed in
haste at the beginnings of Federal support to educational
development, and sibsequent events have shown them to be not
entirely adequate to the management review task, Thus, the
development of the JCES should be considered an experimental
development of a needed management tool, particularly with
respect to the evaluation of the funding processes and of the
effects of these processes on the target groups.

This view of evaluation 18 based on the racognition that
management consists primarily of two major functions: planning
and executfon, but that each functional ast of the manager must

be based on his knowledge of the results of his prior planning



A\

R

' v D A I A T L L FURE S R § o e A P IR

-4 .
and executfon and its success or failure, In this light, the
evaluation of effect is a necessary step to provide feedback

to managers about the adeqﬁacy of their decisions, plans and
acts,

Some Problems a eeds

The recent proliferation of Federal fundtqg for educational
programs at State and Local Levels has resulted in a rather
unwieldy management system across the three levels of managemant
responsibfility, It has also led to a recognized, but generally
unsatisfied, need for an adequate evaluation methodoloyy to as-
sess the processes and products of the various educational pro-
grams developed. BEach of the Federal Acts and Titles author-
feing either general or special funds for educational support
has also called for efther perfodic or continuous evalustion
of the resulting Programs. While legal requirements rfor eval-
vation and reporting are usually not specific, they tre at
least implicit fn all Titles. The implementation of these
educationsal grant Programs and the development of substantive
programa in States and Local agencies has frequently been done
hurriedly. D%yelopers were usually operating under time cons
straints which imposed expedient rather than optimal managesent
aed evaluation procedures for this installation.

This may be fllustrated by the vertjcal (by Program or
Title) management structures which developed within USOR and
wete soon paralleled in most of the State and local agencies.
Such vertical structuring of the organizational components of

an sgéucy can be very efficient for getting something done,
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such as the rapid dispensation of large sums of money in this
case, But it can also result in a large degree of overlap,
with parallel peiionnel performing the same functions and
handling the same or similar information and data; frequently,
the counterpart persoas may not even be aware of the duplica-
tion,

Such duplication has appar;ntly occurred throughout the
Federal/State/Local management chain, at least to the extent
that many separate Programs and their (sometimes) redundant
personnel are required to report highly similar information to
higher levels in the form of program-related, fiscal, or other
reports, This is best fllustrated by the current requirement
for approximately 123 separate statistical reports imposed on
the State and Local agencies reporting on the various Programs,
The exact degree of content redundarcy {8 unknown but the
overlap of report titles would indicate considerable content
overlap, also. Regardless of actusl content redundancy, the
multiple requirements post a heavy burden for clerical and
managerial personnel at all .cvels in the management chain.

Multiple veporting tas bosef other problems also. It has
resulted fn some lacks of croas-program information required
for efficient management of the overall Funding and Program
development process. For example, precise information is
lacking froo many Programs and agencies f{a thtee specific areas
crucial to effective Program management:

1) What are the specific needs for support in State and
Local areas?
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2) What is the amount of money required? and;
3) What educational projects and programs work best
under which conditions?

These data are frequently lacking at all three major management
levels and this lack is likely to be as detrimental at the local
agency level as at the Federal level.

Ehe Joint Comprehensive Evaluation System {s directed
toward meeting these information needs and evaluative require-
ments at all three levels. Further, the system ia intended to
provide a vehicle for obtaining project/pupil oriented data,
as well as management orfented data. This will allow an adequate
basis for evaluation of both the processes of the Federal/State/
Local "delivery system" for educational support, and the
products of the Projects fnstituted through the Pederal/3tate
support programs,
Purposes of the JCES

There are three related, broad purposcs being supported

by the JCES development. These are:

1) To consolidate and reduce the proliferation of
statistical and evaluative reports which have
been generated under current requirements;

2) 170 develo; a more management-oriented evaluation
capability, together with a product-oriented evalu.
ation capablility, to perwmit more effective program
planning and oore efficient management of Program
Funding disbursement and Substantive Program planning;
and,

3) To develop and :;<.eminate materials and techniques
for study amm . :lng related to local staf! devel.
opment to assis¢ in high quality, consistent, local
evalvation efforts.
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JCES Benefits

The current evaluation system development is unique in
that it may be the first time that parties from Federal and
State levels have joined together to examine(and to do some=
thing about) the problems surrounding the management of dis-
bursement of Federal funds. Here, for the firsF time, State
personnel arc becoming involved in deyining the processes
whereby both the needs of their States and the effects of
programs within their States are to be assessed. This Joint
effort provides the States the opportunity to participate to
some degree in the Federal planning and simultaneously should
provide them a better view of the true extent of needs for
both specific funding supports and for management improvements
within the Federal/State/Tocal allocation and disbursement
system,

In addition the implementation of the JCES should result
in a number of more tangible benefits for Local, State and
Federal agencies. The System implementation should:

1) provide a better assessment of the needs of pupils,
schools, Districts and States;

2) provide a better capability for the estimation of
the Program strategies necessary to meet these
defined needs;

3) provide indications of the levels of funding required
to implement the strategies;

4) provide some indication of the mix of funds (by
mandated uses)

5) improve grants management at both Federal and State
agency levels; '
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6) ald determination of the nature and extent of

technical assistance required at the local levels; and

7) 1increase the focus on training requirements for

evaluators and program managers at the State and Local
levels.

Thus the JCES implementation should become an important
management tool for Agency Managers, Program Managers and
Grants Managers at each managenent level thrcugh provision of
a capability for near-continuous monitoring of the grants
management and program developments. This monitoring and tl.e
proposed direct feedback toadl consumers can provide Federal,
State, and local administrators with up-to-date, program-
relevent, assessments of program processes and the sequential

progress that results.
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THE JOINT COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION SYSIEM

This section presents a description of the development and the
current status of the JCES and its elem2nts. The first part of this
section formulates an important distinction which appears necessary to
the discussion of the JCES, This is the identification of the operating
"Delivery System'" and its discrimination from éhe developing evalu;tion
system. While the evaluation system will be a tool for thé management
portions of the Delivery System, the 'Delivery System" itself is the
overall system concerned with the transmittal bf funds from funding
sources through to substantive programs. A description of the Delivery
System, and 1ts operating objectives and goals is presented below., This
description is done at a quite gross yfvel but should provide sufficient
clarification for the discussion of the evaluation system development.

The Delivery System

The Federal/State/Local Delivery System for funds distribution
and translatio: of dollars into substantive projects is illustrated in
Exhibit 1. This diagram sketches the relationships between the several
management levels in the flow of dollarg through the Fundirng Subsystem
into and through the Substantive Subsystem to achieve an impact on the
schools, teachers, and pupils. The Funding Subsystem may be considered
to be almost entriely a fiscal munagement chain, which deals'with the

problems of grants applications, approvals, dollars, and fiscal account-
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ability. This management chain operates at each level ﬁccording to
predefined rules to pass down the Federal monies and to fund specific
programs or projects in either Btate or Local or school end-points,
Some funds also go toward augmentation of on-going actieities, so not
all funding 1s related to establishment of new projects in schools.

The Substantive Subsystem is concerned.with the type and level
of activities which are needed, or are to be activated with the funds
received, at the State, District, or school levels. Persons in this
subsystem must be capable of defining and developing educational
programs, curricula, and activities, and should be capable of perform-
ing the evaluative tasks necessary to assess their success or failure.
This subsystem may be thought of as functionally separate from the
Funding subsystem; however, the persommnel performing the two sets of
functions at many levels are the same persons or at least the same
types. Frequently there is another type of overlap, in that the
functions required of one person may simultaneously affect both sub-
systemg, Conceptually, however, these are two distinct subsys;ems of
the Delivery System, and, on the basis of the differences in skills
apparently'required for fiscal and for educational decisions, it Qould
appear most desirable for different persons to operate in the two
systematic functions most of the time.

An important concept for evaluation inherent in this distinction
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is that either of these two subeystems could conceivably be operating
with a high degree of efficiency (within some constraints) even 1if the
other subsystem were not functioning well at all, That is to say, while
the Substantive Program subsystem could certainly be limited in innovative
or augmented program development without funding, it might still accome

{ plish @ts functions even 1if the'fundiné managem;nt were operatirg
inefficiently. Similarly, the Funding dietribution subsystem could be
operat%ng smoothly and efficiently within a State and Local chain, but
the conversion of funds to substantive programs could be quite ineffici-
ent and ineffective at the same time.

This major distinction is drawn to underscore the importance

of process measures of the systecms operation in addition to the product
measures associated with student changes., Without the process type of
measures, such as those related to the efficiency of operation of the
Funding Subsystem, erroneous conclusions could be drawn from product
measures like Pupil achievement scores alone, Process measures allow
one to examine the how and why of a successful or unsuccessful program
as well as simply the what happened, indicated by the terminal results.
This is especlally important iu: view of the partial interdependence of
the subsystems in the Delivery System to be evaluated here. (The

¢ implications of the distinctions between process and product evaluation

will be fully developed as a part of Phase III of the current effort.)
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The JCES Goals and Development Approach:

Development of systematic evaluation procedures, instruments,
and techniques to assess the effectiveness of the Delivery System des~
cribed above requires detailed coﬁsideration of both the Delivery System
goals and objectives, and the basic objectives of the JCES itself. That
is, the Delivery Syetem 1s designed to perform.certain functions>at some
desired level of adequacy and these can be thought of as the system goals
or objectives. Similarly, the evaluation system is designed to answer
certain defined questions about the system performance and to report
these answers to designated users; these can be thought of as the JCES
objectives. The development of goals is considered below. Additional
developmental considerations persented in tuis sectioun include, the
developmental approaches to be applied, and the basic evaluation model
which describes the JCES development.
Delivery System Goals

Prior to evaluation of any system the goals or objectives of that
system must be specified in sufficient detail to allow developmeni of
) criteria or this step has not yet been completed for the Federal /State/
Local Delivgry System, and the developmént of these criteria will require
a somewhat lengthly and detailed process of defining system and program
objectives in measureable terms. For the moment, the general legislative

goals must be accepted as sufficient goal statements. These statements
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reduce to a set of requiremente imposed on the management structure of
the Delivery System chat demand the production of "good" results (better
educational opportunities, and more effective educational programs for
the educationally deprived, whether these persons are disadvantaged,
soclally deprived, or otherwise partially incapacitated in their freedom
to achieve a 'good" education.)' The 1egislativ; goals could be sf%ted

at much greater length, but they boil down to about the above statement
and, as is readily observable, are not of much help in defining precise
goals and objectives for the Delivery System's operations. These require
much more precise and detailed specification prior to the eventusl
evaluation of the performance of the system., Such a specification can
and must be ddne early in the subsequent development., It ig only against
such definitive objective statements for the system that its actual
effectiveness and efficiency may be justly evaluated., This specification
is expecially critical for the management aspects of the Delivery System,
since this part of the system is the least definable in terms of per-
formance objectives,

JCES Objectives

The evaluation purposes of the Joint Task Force are to assess,
and to relate to intended utilization,the effects of the various Funding
and Substantive Programs resultant from the various legislative Acts and
Titles with which the JCES is to be concerned (See Exhibit 2), The

evaluation system will not evaluate the adequacy of the legislation per se
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EXHIBIT 2

Listing of the Legislative Acts and Titles of Programs
.to be evaluated under the JCES¥

1.

19.

ESEA Title I:

a. Low Income Groups

b. Neglected and Delinquent Children

c. Migrants

ESEA Titles II

ESEA Title III

BSFA Title V, Section 503 - Flow Through Funds
ESEQ ™tle VII

ESEA Tifle VIII

Soan

NDEA Title III
NDEA Title V -A.

Civil Rights Act, Title IV

Follow-Through

The above Acts and Titles fund Programs which are undev the supervision

of tte Bureaus of Elementary and Secondary Education and of Adult, Vocat-

ioral and Technical Education.

The Vocational Education Amendments Act may be added to the set of Titles/

Programs to be evaluated at & later date.

* Appendix C presents a detailed review of the evaluation requirements
and authorizations of each of these Legislative Acts and Titles,
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although such might result, serendipitously, from the evaluation of
effects, Rather, the system mugt provide for appropriate inputs to
legislative and administrative thinking through reports of progress and
effectiveness as well as of needs 8till unsatisfied by currént programs.
Thus, the evalution is directed at the effects of the legislation, and
toward possible modification, but not at the législation, itself,

Effects of legislation and the delivery of funds to States and
local agencies are comprised of several types. Among these are:

1) Specific, unique, and novel management requirements
laid on the Federal, State and local agencles, requiring additional
expenditures of time, manpower (pevhaps uniquely unavailable skills),
and Federal funds for administrative chores, or overhead tasks,

2) Specific substantive program developments instituted
within local agencies, schools and classrooms =~ these have specific
effects on the individual pupils and on the total classes, which may be
on academic skills, scocial development, or other student characteristics.

3) Other non-specific effects of the dollar inputs to local
agencies which may or may not be reflected in specific programs directly
affecting the individual children in the school area.

Other individual types of effects could be identified but these seem to
be representative of both the complexity of the problem and the two general

types of effects: Management effects, or Process-related effects of
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Programs; and, Pupil/project effects in schools and districts, or
Producterelated effects, The evaluation must be able to deal with these
two types of effects of Programs wherever they may occur,

On the basis of the above, the goals of the Joint Comprechensive
Evaluation System are to provide the capability for accurate assessment
of school and pupil educational achievement; tolevaluate the differential
effectiveness of the various Federally funded Programs on the basis of the
educational and telated results of the projects instituted; aud to
evaluate the process of funds distribution through the Delivery System.
The planned evaluation system will provide this capability for multiple
effectivenese evaluation and will directly assess the results of the
diverse projects, activities and treatments in the schools of the Natioa.

Tﬁe evaluation system will also investigate the degree to whinh‘
various needs of the students, local agencies and schools, are being met
through current Federal contributions in conjunction with the local and
State financing., This goal includes identification and assessment of the
needs not being met as well as of the degree to which current programs
are effective for recognized neecds,

The‘goals of the JCES may be restated as the following objectives,
toward which the instrument development and the planned implementation
are directed (Note that the descriptive material Is relevant to the

evaluation of process, as well as background for product evaluation):
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1) Describe individual school characteristics and pupil character=-

istics at the school level; {?

2) Describe the projects, activities, of treatments in which

pupils are participating at the school level;

3) Relate school and pupil characteristics 4o specific projects,

activities and treatments; .

4) Describe overall Program progress;

5) Identify successful projects, activities or treatments; and,

6) Assess needs in terws of:

a) flow of services, b) populations being served, c) projects,
activities, or treatments i.ot being provided, and d) pupil
changes not vccurring.,

In order to assess the attainment of these goals, the components
of the JCES must collect the necessary data. 1In f“ effort to determine
whether or not this data will be collected a set of first level evaluation
questions has been identified, These questions w§11 be compared against
the various system components to determine if all the required information
has been considered. The evaluation questions themselves have been
abstracted from a set of policy questions provided by OE and represent
the types of questions asked by OE program managers., (For measurement
purpose such questious must be refined, A beginning and further discuss-

lon are given in Appendix D. The evaluation questions are:
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1. What are the background characteristics of the general

student populatfon at the echool, district and state level?
2. ‘'hat are the background characteristics of the students
who participate in OE programs anc of those who should part-
fcipate and don't?

3, What are the characteristics of thé schcols and school
facilities that participate and that do not participate in
the 0.E. program?

4, bWhat types of School personnel - from adwministrator to
teacher - participate in O.E., programs?

5. W.at are the various types of general services provided
to the school, school personnel and students?

6. How are the various programs adeministered at the state,
district and local levels?

7. What are the costs of these programs and what are the
varfous sources of funds available to cover then?

8. What are the special programs with services directed at
well defined target groups or selected populetfons?

9., How effective are these programs in meeting the needs o&
the groups they are intended to serve?

10. What are the identifiable benefits fiom these programs

to the school, schocl personnel and students?
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11. What is the extent and results of program research and

development activity?

12. How do the schools finteract with the community and local

governmeint agencies to solve community problems?

It should be remembered that these evaluation questions are
offered at this time as being representative but not exhaustive of those
which might be asked, cutting across specific programs, and emphasizing
the kinds of questions which maj be asked of the JCES in the future.

Basic Developmental Approach -

The basic approach taken in the development and implementation
of the JCES is founded on two major points: *

1) Obtaining close cooperation of the States, and thereby the
Districts, through a joint development effort directed toward providing

evaluation and lessened workload payoffs to both the States and Districts,

¥ Certain practical and political considerations have influenced

the approach tsaken in the develcpment of the JCES. These included a
variety of items which might be construed to be obstacles or hindrances
to the development and installation of any comprehensive evaluaticn
system - particularly were such a system to impose new work loads on

the contributing agercies in the States and Districts. They also include
a number of legal and internal regulations which tended to restrict the
time limits for application and completion of the evaluation system.

ihese considerations are discussed later in this report.



[

- 21 -
as well s to the USOE; and,

2) Designing and developing the data collection subsystem so
as to consolidate and reduce the exieting evaluation reporting requirements
of local agencies, by emphasizing the interventions of existing data-
streams and minimizing the requiremeats for new Iinformation from these
agencies,

The first point above led to the development of a Joint Fedcral/
State Task Force (the Belmont Group) under e cooperative working agreement
directed toward the development of a comprehensive and consolidated
evaluation system. Such a Joint group appeared tc be the optimal found-
ation for the development of a comprehensive evaluation system fully
responsive to the needs of both Federal and State and local evaluation
interests. Furthermore, such a working group was deemed highly desirable
from the view of effectiveness in attaining both the cooperation and the
information essential to the successful development of the JCES.

The second point dictated a review of all existing data streams
and other locally available data to evaluate the suitability of these
data for the overall comprehensive evaluation purposes. Some of the

current data sources available (or replacement) by the JCES are listed

‘in Exhibit 3, These data sources, expecially the multiple, separate ones

related to individual Funding Program evaluation based on currently mane

dated reporting requirements, proved to be highly redundant. Thus, the
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EXHIBIT 3
Some current Data Sources available for
Conversion or Replacement under tﬂe JCES.,
1. Grants Applications Forms
2. Project Evaluation Reports
3. Fiscal Reports
4, Statistical Reports
5. Program Evaluation Reports
6. Natfonal Evaluation Studies
a, ESEA Ti{tle X
b. ESEA Title II
c. NDEA Title IIIX
d., NDE§ Title V=A,
7. Educational Audits

8. Progress Reports
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ma jor effort was defined as the specificatlon and selection of those
data streams which could be successfully intervened for the purposec
of the comprehensive evaluatioa of all Federal programs and the necessary
modlflcafion of the i{nstruments, etc., related to each data stream, to
meet the precise needs of the JCES.

The formation of a joint group to déflﬂp and implement the JCES
is believed likely to be highly effective in reducing many of the State
and local problems previously encountered in Federal evaluation efforts,
Since State and local agencies participate in the design and {mplementation
planning of the effort, this Joint group also has advantages for the States,
etc,, since evaluation data will be rapidly fed back to the local agen-
cies to aid them {n their management and educational program development
functiones, It is anticipated that the joint effort will result in
considerable payoff to all concerned in terms of reduced workloads,
reduced externsl reporting requirements, and more accurate and more
comprehensive evaluation of both management and educational activities
at all levels of the Delivery System's operations. .

aluation Models

aetumr. Smgrm—

A pajor function of the developing JCES is to evaluate the
effectiveness of the various Federally sponsored prograzs which have
been introduced into the school environment, As with mcst evaluation
schemes, th.s system is based on the observation and assessment of

changes in the target populations over time and the evaluation of the
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programs on this basis., This is essentially a longitudinal change model

for evaluation and is based partially on the assumption that the treatments

(programs and activities) intorduced will, {f they are eifective, produce
a set of desirable, objectively measurecable, changes in the target
populations. Such as an assumption i{s the basis of all change study
evaluations,

Ar additional dimension of evaluatfon is required, however,
centering on the management aspact of the Federal Programs and their
implementatiox within the States and Localities. This evaluation require=
ment derfves from the necessity for all managers at all levels to be
fnformed about the adequacy of their own operatfons in order to modify
them toward improved functfoning. This, requires evaluatjive data
collection, analysie and feedback of data and reports to Agency Managers,
Program Administrators and Grants Managers at all involved levels.

The same longitudinal change model postulated above a&s necessary
for substantive yrogram evaluation can be used to assess management funct-
fons aleo through the direct incorporation of process variable metasure-
ment and feedback to the concerned managers. However, evaluation of the
adequacy of performance of these managerial functions requires the
development of cpecific standards or criterfa for such task performances,
and these are wostly still lacking within the operating system. Therefore,

cuch criterion development must be & part of the evolution of the
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comprehensive system. It appears that such criterion development should
be undertaken by the combincd forces of the Federal/State/local agencies
and peraonnel who would be most affected by their application. Certainly,
these criteria must be both performance oriented and pragmatically sound
in relatfon to the specific management taska and functions performed.
Exhibit 4 presenta an {llustration of ;he goal model approach to
evaluation in this context. Thia approach characterizea the funding and
substantive program development and management as the overall Input and
Process activities within a measurement paradigm designed to fidentify
the adequacy of performance of these activities on the basis of relation-
ships between specified Process and Outcome {dependent) varigbles. The
approacn assumes the definition of the specific process variabl)za aas-
ociated with a given Program developement and implementation (including
fts management) and the capability for associating measures of these
with criteria for their performance and also with the Outcome variables.
The Outcome variablea msut also be specified and related criterion
values tn order for the goal inodel approach to be fully effective in
sasessment of the valuea or benefits derived from a given program &ctivity.
For individual programs and for comparisons between Programs, the
appropriate analysis and evsluation of the variables suggested by this

paradigm and the changes in each aet over time, through a sequential
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analyais, would allow the correlation of process variabtle changes with
outcome variable changes. Such analyses could provide the basis for
assessment of both management snd {mplementation performance in relation
to the products of these programs = the changes in the student population.
Such evaluation would provide at least partial answers to questions
cencarning whether or not specific programs work and also which of
several related but different program implementation approaches work
better than others.

The extension of this goal model approach to multiple programs
would be termed the systems model approach, and an abbreviated paradifm
of such compar/sons {8 fllustrated in Exhibit 5. This shows the situ-
ation which cousld exist given adequate measurement of the Inputs/Processes/
Programs and Income and Outcome variasbles for & set of parallel Program
fmplementations - either between schools, or districts, or States, or
even conceivably between Federal funding programs and management tech=
niques as applied to different programs and activities. The multivariate
comparisons which could be drawn between the Program and process variables
{n relation to the outcome variables, as well as simply those between
processes and between dutcomes, separately, would allow the evaluators
to draw conclusions related to the overall adequacy of the different
programs on each of several bases - {ncluding managemwent, implementation,

in-school projects or processes, and pupil changes.
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The above model defines four types of variables, which are
listed, with some examples of each, in Uxhibit 6, These types are:

Population variables, relating to the definition of the characteristics

e

of the incoming students for any given program or project in a school or

districe; Input/Process/Program Varfables, relating to the characteristics

of the managment and implementation of the specific funding and substan-

tive programs which are impacting on the given incoming population in

the school; Intermediat: variables, which define the set of "internal"

characteristics of the students which may or not be modified by the
programs and, 1f modified, may or not affect mecasures of the fourth
category; the Dependent Variables, which can be though of as the ultimate
outcome measures and include the overt behaviors of the students and are,
in general, those characteristics of the student population which are
intended to be modified by the educational support programs.

The concepts and models described above are believed to be
adequate to meet the essential evaluation requirements posed by the
Federal /State/Local Delivery System, It is further believed that the
longitudinal change model applied to the comparative evaluation of both
outcomes and input/process variables will actually allow formulatfon of
the cormparative judgements about different programs and processes, of both

ranagement and operation of programs, which are necessary to the {terative
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development of a well managed and effective system of educational support

programs,
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EVALUATION SYSTEM AND SYSTR ELEMENTS

The conceptual development of the evaluation system Iin relation to
a simplified depiction of the Delivery System is illuscrated in Exhibit
7. This shows the Evaluation system functioning in an overlying
monitoring and controlling relationship to the total Devlivery System,
as it must in order to perform its major functions related to the total
management tasks. This Exhibit alss indicates the eventual relationships
between the Delivery System, the Evaluation system, and the developing
management plans of USOE and the State and Local Agencies. As shown,
the outputs of the evaluation system, both internal and external are
intended to provide data and reports fee@bgck directly to the State
and Local Agencies as well a; to the Federal managers and evaluation
personnel. This feedback, together with the potential for detailed
interpretation of data and incorporation of thes¢ into the overall
management plans, can be used to aid the gradual evolutiun of the State
and Local management plans and capabilities. Whether this will operate
through direct outputs to the State and Local Agencies, as indicated
above, or through the Chief State School Officer (CS50's) association
with the developing Belmont organization is incidental to the actual
system development, but such involvement could develop through either
route and probably will include both.

The major management loop implicit in the overall system development

and its extensions is that leading to the managment plan developments
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mentioned above. The provision of data to the USOE/CSSO management
persconnel will contribute to decislons and development of policy and
position statements, program memos and related evaluative and management
products directed toward the States and local districts, or to Congress,
as warranted by the data indications drawn from the system. These
USOE/CSSO policy developments and position papers will also be inputs

to the development of State and Local management plans.

These management personnel, responsible for the crucial decisions
about Funding Programs, Grants Applications and Federal Policy are
critically important internal users of these evaluation system data.

It is assumed that these personnel can have access to all data sheets

and internal and external reports routinely generated by the System

and the associated personnel. They should also have the capability to
make specific inquiries of the systém data base and fo institute new
searches or analyses of data to obtain data needed for decision making
but not anticipated in the original decign of routine output cepabilities.
These decision maiers and their currently identified needs, must play a
large part in the initial development of the evaluation system and its
data analysis plan through definition of their information requirements.
The JCES data system must be designed, explicitly, to provide the infor-
mation and data needed by these persounel.

Exhibit 7 also indicates roughly the kinds of reports which will
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be output from the system and some of the potential users of these
reports. Without detailing these for now (See System Reporting Require-
ment, below), they will consist primarily of either data sheets,
containing essentially raw or summarized data, or finished, interpreted
reports of avalyses related to either Programs or to Target Groups. Since
the major output of the system will include the mandated Program reports,
the external reporting requirements include the dissemination of these

and similar reports to Congress, to the Educational Research Information
Center (ERIC) and to other external consumers.

This exhibit also indicates the development of a User Interface
portion of the evaluation system. Whether this be a manual or man-machine
interface (assuming part of the evaluation system will be computerized)
is undefined at this point; the impotrtance of recognition of this inter-
face lies in its relatiopship to the provision of data sheéts and reports
generated for specific purposes. This interface supplies the various
users - both internal and external to USOE - with the required data out-
puts to answer either routine or special questions based on the data a-
vailability and the data analysis system.

Total System Approach

The development and implementation of the JCES as described above
is intended to follow a total systems approach; that is, the elements of

the system are intended to follow an integrated development and applica-
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tion plan and the aralysis and evaluation of the resultant dava will be
based on a cumprehensive data analysis plan, relating all of thLe data
from all ingtruments,

The totel systew can be throught of as accomplishing two major
tasks and supporting a third activity, external to the system itself but
related to the continuing evaluative development of the Declivery System.
These are:

1) The system will directly accomplish the reduction and con-
solidation of the various statistical; fiscal and evaluative data
input requirements of management evaluation for the Federal, State,
and local agencies; and, it will be designed to provide direct feedback
reports on a hierarchical basis, and on-demand, to personnel operating
at each ¢f these levels. These personnel served include Agency Managers,
Program Administrators, and Grants Managers at each level, as well as
eventually the Congressional and public information needs associated
with this area.

2) The system will allow direct assessment and evaluation
of that subset of educational projects included within the sampled groups
(those actually evaluated with the different instruments) and an extrap-

. olation, on the basis of the samples, to the entire population of projects.

This assessment and evaluation can juclude the assessment of which kinds

of projects work best under what conditions and for which kinds of target
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pupils, as well as the identificaiion of the additional needs among
target groups for educational support of various kinds.

3) Secondarily, through the accomplishment of the evaluative
functions above, the system will contribute directly to the continuing
modification and improvement of management activities at all levels
of the deli;ery system. This contribution to the better interactive
management of the Funding Programs énd translation of these into educa-
tional projects can only accrue under conditions of mutual Federal/State/
Local recognition, acceptance and dedicated application of the infore
mation to be derived from the satisfactory performance of the above
two functions. This ancicipated outcome of system development and
implementation is more dependent upon external "people factors' than
on the specific development of the JCES; however, this aim is important
to the development and specific implementation of the system elements
and to the report generation capabhility, in particular. These’must be
designed to facilitate the mutually interactive utilization of the data
derived and processed by the system.

Development of the system necessary to meet these functional needs
is likely to require an iterative cycle of continuing refinement due to
changing recognition of arising needs in both the management and project
evaluative areas. Modifications of -vailable data usually result in the

evolution of novel desires for utilization which may cause new data
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collection or analysis needs, or simply the generation of new reporting
formats. In any case the current intent is to design the total system
and to implement it to the degree possible and to allow it to evolve
to meet such new needs as may be defined later. The curreat design
calls for an integrated set of instruments aimed at obtaining statistical,
financial, student, and project data and a complete aata analysis system
to provide the interrelated analyses necessary to provide the summary
and evaluative outputs required for effective management and evaluation
practices to be instituted at each level of the Delivery System. Each
element of this system will serve a definite purpose and will not general-
ly be redundant with other instruments. Some redundancy is probably un-
avoidable in survey and data collection instruments to be administered
at separate times in the same levels, schools, etc., but this is to be
reduced to the bare minimum consistent with the demands for both data
identification and data consistency checks.

The expansion of the evaluation system desigr shown in Exhibit 8
indicates the set of instruments currently under development and the
relationship of these to the the three major data collection and analysis
functions which can be identified as: the General Statistical Data
éubsystem; the Management Evaluation Subsystem; and, the Project/Pupil
Centered Evaluation Subsystem. Instruments comprising these subsystems

are described below with repect to purposes, deta types and applications.
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Descriptions here are general, but Appendix E presents detafled degcrip-
tions of all instruments together with an item-by-Item indication of the
required data.

The General Statistical Data Subsystem

This 1s not really a new development but rather an incorporation
into the system of two existing NCES instruments and files to serve pri-
marily as reference sources and as descriptions of the population of
Districts, schools and pupils, These finstruments are the Elementary and
Secondary Education General Information Survey, (ELSEGIS) and the
Universe File. Together they comprise the basis for geuneral information
development about the total population with respect to some very limited
population and numbers data.

1) ELSEGIS - This instrument is a survey instrument used to
assess the existing school systems and pupils of the country and its
cmphasis 1s on collection of these data about all schools instead of on
those involved in Programs under ESEA or NDEA, as other instruments
sometimes do. It collects data on: the number of schools in local
systems by organizational level, grade, and size of system; enrollment
and pupil/teacher ratios in local public school systems by account and
size of system. These data are collected by 2 mail survey of a sample
of public school Districts developed and implemented by NCES.

The degree to which this instrument will be incorporated into the



- 41 -
total JCES is not yet fixed. The data collected partially overlap with
that from the CPIR (discussed later) and this may indicate that the
redundancy should be eliminated. But decisions on these points must
await detailed examination of both sampling and data analysis plans
which are not yet complete for either instrument. In any case, the
ELSEGIS data would be the basis for Foutine statistical summaries similar
to those already prepared. These summaries could be useful to the man-
agers and decisions makers at all levels, so whether the {nstrument and
its raw data are incorporated in to the JCES or not, it is likely that
the end-products of the survey will be incorporated into the output
system of the JCES.

2. Universe File =~ This {s essentially a canvassing of all
schools in the country and the determination of their enrollment by
grade and the instructional staff they maintain. These data are
collected through a mail survey completed at the District level. The
major purpose of the File resulting has been, and will continue
to be, its utility as a sampling frame for sample generation for other
survey applications.

The Universe File Data will certainly be incorporated into the JCES
development for the sampling purposes. These data would probably be
maintained in NCES as they are currently, but the availability as a

sampling frame would be used in the design and implementation of the
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various other JCES instruments, As indicated above the outputs of
the gencral data subsystem will at least be uged in thz JCES by selected
internal and external consumers, but it is not expected that any novel
reporting will be gencrated from these instruments. The single possi~
. bility for such unique analysis and reporting would be the cross relation
of these data with those from other instruments, and this would be only
possible at a general level because ;f probable lack of sample daplication,

The Management Evaluation Subsystem

This subsystem contains the set of instruments directed at obtaining
the basic data required to evaluate the major management functions at
each level of the management chain. There are three instruments which
are to be developed and applied to this evaluation purpose. These are
the Program Reference File (also important to the Pupil/Project
Evaluation process), the Consolidated Program Information Report (CPIR),
and the 'still embryouic State Education Agency Management Evaluation Sur-
vey (SEA-MES). These are outlined below.

1, Program Reference File - This instrument will create
a permanent file, to be updated annually, that will contain information
on all schools and school districts in the 20 State Belmont Group. In
addition to the name and address of each school and its school districts,
the following data will be stored in the file:

Name of District Superintendent
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Name and Telephone Number of Person Responsible for Federal
Programs

Grade Span of School
School Membership
Degree of Urbanism in School Attendance Area

Listing of Federally Supported Aid Programs in Which Schools
Participate by Grade level. '

This instrument and the Filec will be partially based on the Universe

File in that the initial gereratisn of the basic {dentification data
will be used to canvass the Belmont State Schools for the additional
data required. Once these data are available, they will comprise a
rneeded universe record of the programs active in schonls and Districts
for the Belmont States., As such this File will serve as the basic
sanpling frame for development of spaclial State orfented samples and
Belmont aggregate samples for the special studies of these States using
the major instruments of the JCES and perhaps some supplementary instru-
ments as might be developed in conjunction with the individual States
(or all States.)

2. Consolidated Program Informatf{on Report (CPIR) - ihe
CPIR {s designed to serve three broad purposes: a) to permit State and
Federal program officers to deterwine the extent to which Federal/State
programs and services reach pupils and schools as intended; b) to assess

the broad elements of program vffectiveness and efifcfency at the local
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district level; and c) to satisfy Federal statistical reporting require-
ments for Federal Funds. The CPIR will replace many of the 123 statis-
tical reports that were previoualy required by USOE., In replacing these
various reporting requirements, the CPIR and {ts central analysis, together
with the capability for feeoback to all management levels, will provide
the capabllity for direct output of summary and raw data to LEAs, and to
SFAs as well, which have been prevlo;sly unavailable. It is presumed
that these data avaflsbilities will {ncrease the capability of Agency
and Grants Managers to monitor and {mprove the management activities
for which they are responsible,

Among the data that will be collected by this {nstrument uie:

a) Dollars expended by source of funding

b) Services and programs provided by these funds

c) Identification of the number of chfldren by “arget group

needing services and number-beneflting from the programs and

services

d) Staffing patterns by programs and services

e) In-service education by source of funding

The instrument will for the first time provide a coordinated

look at the varinus Federal funding programs impacting on local echool
digtricts. The 19069 CPIR has been sent out to the school districts and

the 1970 form 18 presently in preparation,
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3. State Educational Agency Management Evaluation Survey
(SEA-MES) - Although in the planning and development stage currently,
the SEA-MES will be an instrument (or more than one) designed to collect
information required to evaluate the State and local agency management
of Federal funding accounts and grants for specific projects. It is
intended that the instrument(s) wil{ replace many of the specific fis-
cal accounting reports currently required from Local and State agencies
through incorporation of these separate reports into a consolidated
instrument set. Application of some of thesc instruments may be as
often as quarterly but the major reporting will probably be summarized
fn an annual documentation.

At the moment, this is in the initial planning stage with a work-
ing draft planned for presentation at the second quarterly Belmont
meeting sometime in July 1970. The fnstruments are viewed as question-
nairessomewhat similar in design to the Consolidated Program Information
Report. This evaluatfon will be limited to details about the management
of the program, Por example, they will deal with areas such as:

What programs do you administer?

What types of people assist you in managing these projects?

How many of each type?

that funding levels are dealt with, etc.?

The information accumulated will then be analyzed and used to evaluate

how effectively the program was managed.
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As a separate par: of the SEA-NES rhe questions of '"'needs assess~
ment'" will probably be addressed. This would be a continuatfon of
current assessment requirements, since @s part of the ESPA Title III
program, the 50 states were alloted funds during FY '68 and FY'69 to
make an assessment of each of thefr needs in the area of educatfon.
These assegssments have been completed and reports hive been recefved
which fdentify the educational needs of each state, In additfon, the
states were asked to determine which of the fdentfififed educational needs
are critical and to determine those for which Title III might effective-
ly demonstrate inncvative and exemplary programs. However continuing
re-assessment through the medium of the SEA-MES would assist Federal
and local managers in fund allocatfon decisions. The previous report
data could also be incorporated into the JCES, Lf desfrable. These
could then be analyzed by OE to summarize the most critical needs of
the Nation to determine & strategy for the Title IlI program in relation
to other Programs,

These instruments and the data collected will form the basis for
multiple specific outputs of the evaluation system. As separate f<scal
accounting requirements for the USOE and/or State or local Agencies
develop, separate reports may be specified to neet these needs. However,
an additfonal and major aspect of these data will be their utilization
fn relation to Project/Pupil evaluation data (see below) to provide
fndications of benefits/costs ratios for different programs and projects.

Thus, these man.zement data will provide the basis for direct managesent
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evaluation by managers at all levels and will simultanecously allow the
more effective evaluation of the product aspects of the Substantive
Program Subsystem of the Delivery System.

The Pupil/Project Centered Evaluatfion Subsystem

This subsystem forms the heart of the product evsluation capability
of the JC:&S since it fs the source of all specific data about pupils,
thefr progress, and the specific acéivities which have been provided,
either under Pederal, State or Local funding programs. The Iinstruments
to be described below will allow data collection concerning specific
Districts, schools, teachers and pupils in addition to the development
of descriptions and evaluacions of local projects which have been fwple-
rented under diverse funding programs. These data can be analyzed to an-
swer the crucial questions relating to project effectiveness in the
field and what kinds of projects work best with which target groups
under wha! kinds of conditfons.

1. Comprehensive Pupile Cantarad Instruments - This set
consists of four parts designed to gather data on the schoul district,
the school, the teacher, and the pupil. Part of the Pupil Centcred
Instruments will be afmed at determining the extent to which individual
students participate in the varicus project and activities described
through the Project Descriptor (See below). 1In addition, the Tvpil

Centered Instruments will gather data on the background of the students
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participating in the projects, and their school achievement,

data:

The

Scho:l District Questionnafire collects the following types of

a) General Information (fncluding salary data and number of
schools i{n the district)

b) Test Data Information

¢) Parent Involvement Information

d) Personnel Training Informatfon

Principal Questionnaire collects data of the following types:

a) 8eneral School Informatfon (including location, membership,
and attendance data)

b) Instructional Organization

c) School Facflities

d) Student Body Description

Teacher Questionnaire collects the following types of data:
a) Teacher Background

b) Class Characteristics and Organization

¢) Teaching Method and Progrem of Instruction

d) Teaching Concerns

Pupil Questionnaire collects data as follows:

a) Ceneral Information (including grade, sex, age, and absences)
b)  Pupil Background Characteristics

¢) Academic Program Participation
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d) Ancillary Service Participation
e) Pupil Behavior
f) Pupil Performance

Only the Pupil Centered Instruments for Elementary Schools have
been developed in draft form. The final version of these instruments
will be submitted to NCES and the Bureau of the Budget for clearance
on January 16. Work has not yet begun on the secondary school instru-
ment.

The Pupil/Project Centered Evaluatfon Subsystem will depend primarily
on the set of data generated through the four Instruments described above
since these are the only i{nstruments which are likely to be {mplemented
throughout the Belmont States at this ttm;. However, there are three
other somewhat related i{nstruments under development which may be used
in various ways in conjunetion with the JCES to augment the data avafl-
able to the usesg of the system. These three {nsttuments are considered
as part of the Project/Pupil Evaluation approach and thus are described
briefly below. |

2, Common Status Meagures « These consigt of two tests,~
Basic Verbal Status and Occupational Cognizance, They were originally
developed at two levels for application to National samples of children
at the 4th and l1th grades. Currently, these measures are viewed as the
fntroducticn of a new Natfonal gurvey, anc the desire to avoid the bdbur-

dens of rew surveys suggests that these {nstruments may find only limited
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use in special evaluations of special programs or groups, or might
be welcomed into some or all of the Belmont States on a local survey
basis.,

The Basic Verbal Status measure has 12 questions. The skills being
measured are vocabulary recognition and reading comprehension. In no
case 1is the student required to make aﬁy generalizations or inferences
abecut the selection. The Occupationhl Cognizance measure i{s designed
to assess the student . knowledge of occupations and his occupational-
ecucational expectations. This measure will have 12 questiong, the
first ten of which will test the pupil's kﬁowledge of:

a) the education or training required for specified occupations
b) the nature of work involved in spec{fied occupations
c) the relationship of other occupations to a specific occupa-
tion
d) the recognition of the field of work corresponding to a
specified occupation,
The last two questions ask about the student's own occupational and edu-
cational expectatfons. The Common Status Measures are presently in
draft form and both the elementary and secondary school forms are
currently being pre-tested.
3. Project Descriptor Questionnaire « This {nstrument is

based on a taxonomy of projects, programs, and activities. It will pro-
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vide information on the various types of projects and wrograms operating
in the schools., For each project the following types of irformation will
be gathered:

a) Type of Project or Activity

b)  Source of Fundivg

¢) Duration of Project

d)  Number and Background Characteristics of Participants

e) Organization for Instruction Including the Teaching Methods
Employed, Subject matter, and Characteristiss of Cognizant
Personnel

£f) Pacilities, Equipment and Materials Ut{lized

g) Project adminfstration (including planning, evaluation, and
dissemination)

The analysis of the deta from the project descriptor will provide
detailed information relative to the services provided through each Fed-
eral legislative title., For example, reports will indicate the structure,
methodology, materials, equipment, and personnel used in projects in com-
pensatory reading in secondary schools. Because the descriptor will ine
clude information in the types of pupils participating in the varfous
projects, anszlyses will repart the kinds of services being rendered to vare
fous kinde of pupils within States. When the entire system {s imple-

mented, the relative effectiveness of various kinds of services for vari=
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ous kinds of pupils will be reported. Program managers in State agencies
and at the U, S, Office of Education will thus have comprehensive pictures
of the kinds of services each of the Federal programs {s generating.

4. The Local Evaluation Handbook (AIR Guide) - This is a
manual which is designed to assist local and State personnel in the
preparation of local project evaluation reports in standardized format.
It contains guidelines for the conte;t and preparation at the level of
narrative reports on Federally-funded projects. These reports parallel
the informatfion obtained at the school level by the Project Descriptor,
which was developed separately from the Guide. In order to further
standardize these reports and bring them in line with the data collected
from the Project Descriptor, it has been recommended that the Project
Descriptor Taxonomy be 1n¥luded as an appendix to the AIR Guide and used
in conjunction with it,

The National application of these two new instruments, the Project
Descriptor and the Local Evaluation Handbook, faces the same prodblems
discussed under the Common Status Measures, above. However, they hold
much promise for development of an important set of data about local
projects and their implementation that is not generated by any other
current source., On this basis it has been suggested that these instru.
ments be implemented through the Federal/State/Local management chain on
an informal basis, probadbly starting through the Belwmont Organization and

perhaps extending eventually to other States,

\ S S
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It is not anticipatad that this approach would be universally
succesaful, in that many local systems and school might be utable or
reluctant to participate. However, even a small and no?-representatlve
group of spch coordinated and standardize project evaluations, developed
by locel personnel, would be useful to all levels of managers in the
Management chain. Such evaluations could lead to a much clearer pic-
ture of what is working, and where, ;nd how. Such data are simply not
available now, and they could be of much use to Program Administrators
and Grants Managers in determining the substantive suitability of new
project applications. They could also be disseminated widely to Local
adminigtrators and be useful in informing these personnel of what has
worked and what has been only marginal in other locations and applications.
Such information might assist the more effective application of local
as well as Federal and State funds in the Districts. With limited
fundi;g (a constant local problem) informed decisions about such alloca-
tion are required to improve effectivenens, And for these purposes the
information from other projzct developments and their evaluations by
the local pergsoannel could de invaluable.

Relationghips of JCES to Exigting Evaluation Activitieg

The relationship of the JCES development to the ELSEGIS and Universe

File of the existing activities has been descrided above., However

additional ties and substitution relationships also exist. Some of these
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are briefly described here. The JCES does not represent the first

effort to evaluate the functioning and effectiveness of Federal education-
al support programs. Evaluation efforts have been carried out in the
past in coanection with ESEA Titles I, II, III, and NDEA Titles III

and V-A*, The frequency of these studies has not been annual, but
some have been carried out more than énce. In addiflon to these,
there have of ccurse been a great mény state and local studies attempting
to evaluate the impact of Federal programs in education, Further, the
fiscal accounting system of legislation, requires a continuing series of
financial reports both quarterly and annusl,

It should also ba noted that the JCES effort pertains, at this
time, only to the 20 Belmont states. Thus, {t is legitimate to ask
the extent to which the JCES duplicates or parallels an exfsting evalu-
ation system, The answer to this question is "not at all." There is
really no present "system' {n any systematic sense except for the fin-
ancial and narrative formatted reports requred by USOE, It is planned
that these evaluatfoit efforts will be consolidated into the various
subsystems of the JCES, Two parts of the JCES, the Consolidated Program

Information Report and the Elementary Pupil Centered Instruments will

* As noted previously, a review of all Legislative Titles which will

be evaluated by the JCES {s presented in Appendix C to this report.

(Note: page 54 blank)

-
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be extended to all 50 of the states in the near future, and it is hoped
that the remainder of the JCES wili be ready and accepted into thie 50
states by 1973. 1In fact, much of the present evaluation effort will be
ef  tively subsumed under the new system, since the 1969 Survey of
"t -ory Bducation (Title I, ESEA) forms the basis for the new
5./0 Pupil Centered Instruments (covering all Titles) and will be ex-
tended in 1970 to all 50 states. |

The System will handle program information sources such as: 1)
Application reports, 2) Fiscal reports, 3) Project Evaluation reports,
4) Statistical reports, 5) Program Evaluation reports, 6) The previous
national evaluation studies referred to above, 7) Educational audits,
and 8) Program reports. With respect to the CPIR, the 60 million or so
response ltems contained.in these reports, requiring some 32 man years
per year to punch and edit, will be reduced on the CPIR to about 4
million items needing only 8 man-years to punch/edit.

Thus, the components of the JCES are designed ultimately to replace
the many separate studies and reports for OE funded elementary and secons
dary programe, For example!

. ‘ 1. The CPIR replaces existing local statistical report for
ESEA Titles I, II, III, NEA Titles III, V-A, and the neglected

and delinquent statistical report under ESEA Title I.
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2. The School/Pupil Instruwents replace separate national
surveys in ESEA Titles I, II, IIT, and NFA Titles III, V-A,
3, The Project Bescriptor Instruments and the AIR Guide
ultimately may be used to standardize local project reports

mandated for ESEA Titles I, ITI, VII and VIII,

4, The SEA Mavagement Report ultimately may revlece mandated.

State statistical and evaluation reports for some titles of

both ESEA and NDEA.
Comprehensiveness and Redundancy Analysis

As part of the detailed study of the developing JCES, a series of
analytic examinaticas of the various elements of the JCES were con-
ducted., These included analyses of the comprehensiveness of the
elements of the system with respect to the basic evaluation questions
asked by Program Managers, and analysis of relationships of element
coverage to the currently required reporting schedules for all legis-
.ative Titles, and an examination of the item-by-item redurdancy
among the system instruments. The results of these analyses are re-
ported below under the headings of Comprehensiveness and Reduvndancy.
Some discussion of potential modifications of elements and their
applications follows these reports.

Comprehensiveness of JCES Elements

A major quéstiOn in examining an attempt to evaluate anything
is: '"Does evaluation approach actually cover and evaluate every-
thing it is ?upposed to?" The question asks whether the system is
coﬁprehensive of the evaluation needs with respect to the subject
of evaluation. This question has been examined for the JCES

elements through two approaches: first, the coverage of the JCES

L v e e QIR




elements in relation to the basic evaluation questions posed by
Program Managers in USOE was reviewed; second, the relationship
of the JCES elements to the current USOE reporting requirements
(from States and Local Agencies) was reviecwed. These two exami-
nations are reported below.

Evaluation Questions and JCKS Elements - A series of

twelve evaluation questions were formulated from the sets of
ﬁolicy and evaluation questions posed by USOE Program Managels.
These were presented earlier as part of the Section on JCES, Goals
and Development. These questions were abstracted fruom the several
highly similar se’s of policy questions prepared by the Programs
Managers of the various Titles within the various Bureaus of USOE.
The questlon examined was whether or not the current JCES elements
provide coverage of each of these formalized questions. Exhibit 9
presents the matrix of JCES elements set against the 12 Evaluation
Questions. (The questions are abbreviated for exhibit purposes.)
Within the body of the matrix, a check has been placed at the
intersection of an evaluation question with a JCES instrument if
that instrument provides some (not necessarily all) of the data
required to provide an answer to the specific questions represented
by the short titles shown herein. It should be noted that only
the major intents and the main sections of each instrument werxe
considered in relation to the questions at this time. An item-
by-item analysis of these relationships has been partially completed
This preliminary analysis indicates that the JCES elements
can provide most of the kinds of data required to answer the ques-
tions posed forlresbonse by the Program Managers. The matrix
also shows that several different elements of the JCES can be
expected to provide some data in relation to most of the questions.
Although this does not necessarily imply redundancy of the separate
instruments, this initial analysis and examination of the general
contents of the individual elements led to the conduct of an item-by-

item analysis of the overlap across instruments.
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The results of this redundancy analysis are reported later in this
section of the report,

Reporting Requirements and JCES Elements. == An

analysis similar to that presented above was performed to evaluate
the comprehensiveness of the JCES elements with respect to the
current legislative requirements for reporting. These were derived
from a table picvided by USOE/PPE and were examined against the gen-
eral content and major sections of the various instcuments. As ia
the above examination of the JCES indtrument coverage, a matrix

was constructed and checks were entered at the intersections of the
individual elemente and a report title to which it was believed

the JCES instrument pertained. This matrix is presented as Exhibit
10,

Two facts should be pointed out here., First is the fact that
this examination was performed without benefit of any detailed informa-
tion on what the listed reporting requirements were supposed to be
comprised of in the way of data. The comparison that was made in H
creating this matrix was between the Title of the report and the
general content and major data indications drawn from the JCES
instruments. Thus, there may be many wrong inferences in this
matrix, simply because they were made on the basis of the report
titles alone. The second major fact to be made clear is that this
comparison has been made on the basis of equally putative inferences
srith respect to the contents and coverage of the to-be-developed
SEA-MES, the State management evaluation survey device. This device
is in the planning stage only, with no draft instrument or outlines
available for examination. These two facts combine to render the
comparisons shown in Exhibit 10 very tentative. Nonetheless, the

Exhibit provides a useful broad picture of the coverage of the system.
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EXHTBIT 10

COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION SYSTEMS LLEMENTS
AS RELATED TO CURRENT BESE/BVTE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

ELEMENTS

BESE PROGRAM REPORT
REQUYREMENTS

Application
Proposals [Level

(AIR Guide) -
Pupil Cen.
Instru.

CcSM

Prog.
Descrip.
Local Eval,
ELSEGIS
CPIR
SEA-MES

I Prog. Ref.
File

ESEA 89-10 as amended Title I
Education Deprived Children in , N/A - Approval ay
low income areas . SPFA level
1.SEA Evaluation of Title I x | x 1 X
Programs (Admin) OE 4320
2.CPIR - OE 4484 X X
3.Survey of Compensatory X X
Education
OE 4434,4434-1,4434-2,
4434-3 ‘
4.SEA Admin. Expenditures & X X 1
LEA Program Expenditures
OE-4319
5.Quarterly Report on Dis- ? ?
tribution of funds to LEAs
OB-4384
6.AIRS Project descriptions X
{proposed) '
7. List of ESEA Title 1 71 x ?
LEA - OE 2320

ESEA 89-10 Title [ N/A - Approval
Neglected and Delinquent at SEA level
children in Institutions
1.Evaluation of N&D Program b3
(SEA,State Agencies & In-
stitutions) OE 4426
. 2.CPIR - OE 4484 X
3.Stat. Report from State In-
stitutions OE 4375-1 - ? X ?
4,.5tate Agencies Expenditures X X ?
for N & D Program Expendi-
tures OE 4319
" 5.Annual Survey of Institu- x ?
tions for Neg. & Del.
children - 4376
6.Summary of Approved Pro- x
jects OE 4453
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Pupil Cen. &
[ ]

Instru.
CSM

i

Application
Proposals/Level

Prog. Ref.
File
Prog.
Descrip.
Local Eval.
AIR Gu
ELSEGIS
CPIR -
SEA-MES

[
S

"~ 7.Quarterly on distribution
of funds to State agen-
cles 4384

-d

ESEA 89-10 Title I :
Migratory Children of Migra-
tory Agri Workers

l.State Application
OF 4389, 4389-1,

. 4389-2, 4389-3

2.SEA Evaluation.of Title X X b x
I Migrant Program
OE 4427

3.CPIR - OE 4484 X X

4.SEA Statistical Report x | x X X X
OE 4375-2

5.8EA Migrant Program -
Expenditures OE 4319 X X

6.LEA Sumary of Approved T 117 1
Projects -« OF 4389-3

7.Quarterly Report on ? ?
Amounts of Migrant Funds
Expended OE 4384

S

ESFA 89-10 Title I
Indian Children in BIA Schools

l.Application
(Suggested formst as
uszd by LEA's)
(nnnumbered)
2.Evaluation Report from x X X X
BIA (unnumbered)
3.Statistical Report from x X X
BIA (Same data elements
as CPIR OE 4484)
4.Financial Report on Pro- 1 x X b
gram Expenditures OE 4319
5.Record of Approved BIA ? X X
Title I Projects

EOA 88-452 90
Follow Through & State Techni-
cal Assistance

1.Application for
Follow Thru OE 447#
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ARk AIRSIEEE H 8 | Proposals /Level
2.Application for
State Tech Ass't.
. OF 4455
3.Application for
. : Supplementary
Training OF 4475
4,Bvaluation OE Report x | x x| ? Tl ox
(Conducted under OE
contract) )
5.CPIR = OE 4484 X . x
6 .Expenditure Report on LEA X x| x
Program Expenditures
OE 4473-1
7.Follow-Thru Classroom ? ?
Roster OE 4485
ESEA 89-10 Title II _
School Library Resources
1.State Plan (SEA)
OE 4306
2,Degcription of
Project OE 4357
(LEA)
3.Evaluation OE 4310-2 a|? X 1 7| x
4.National Survey (OE 4450,
4451 & 4452) 7 X ? x | x
5S.CPIR - OE 4484 X P
6.Annual Financial Info. ? x | x
OE 4320
ESEA 89-10 Title III
Supplementary Centers &
Services :
_ 1.8tate Plan OE 4441
. : ’ 2.Summer Program
OE 4442
: S 3.LEA Applications
. ' OE 4470,4470-1,
4470-2,4470-3,
4470-4,4470-5, &
4470-6
4.SEA Program Effectiveness X X ?
OE 4462-1
t.Dissemination X
OF 4462-2 i
6.State Advisory Council X
OF 4462-3
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7.CEIR - OE 4485 x X
8.SEA Statistical OE 4462 x | x X
9.SEA Financial Report X x | x
OB 4462-4
10.LEA Proposed Budget Summary ? X X
Expenditures Report
OE 4351 .
11.SEA Report on Approved X
Projects OE 4461
(semi-annually)
ESEA 90-247 Title IV
State Planning and Evaluation new
(Reports Ungpecified) ? 7117 7117 7 ]
ESEA 89-10 Title V
Strengthening State Depart-
ment of Education
1l.Application for
Grant to strerngth-
en SFA OE 4464
Amendment QB 4464-
1 Certification
OF 44642
2.Application (595)
OE 4439
3.Application to
Consolidate SEA
Admin Funds
OE 4437
4.,Annual Report of (503) of
Federal Ass't Program OE
4464-3 ? Tl 1
5.Annual Report of Federal ? O 1
Asg't Program OF 4438
6.Resource of SEA's OE 7] ? X
4446 Part I '* ~ :
OE 4446-1 Part II
7.CPIR Section 503 OE 4484 .
8.Annusl Report of Federal ? [ X
Ass't Program (505)
OE 4440
Personnel & Expenditure
9.Federal Share of State 7 X

Administered Financial
Agg't Programs OE 5188
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FSEA 90-247 Title VII
Bilingual Education
' l.Preliminary Pro-
posal OF 4468
2.Formal Proposal
OE 4481
Stat OE 4481-1
Narrative
OE 4481-2
Budget CE 44814
Assurance
OE 4481-3
3.4pplication for
Continuation
OE 4481-1, 4481-4
4481-6 & 4481-7
4.EBxd of Project Report: b x| x x| x X
Stat OE 4481-1, Eval OE
4481-5, Dissem OE 4481-6
5.Narrative OF 4481-2 b X 1
6. CPIR - OF 4484 X X
7.End of Budget Period - X X X
Flnal Expenditure Report
OE 4481-6
8.Quarterly Program Status X ? X
(Proposed) OE 4487
9.Estimated Expenditure - X ? X
OFE 4481-6
10.0E 5140 1 x ? x
11.0E 5141 X 1 X
12,Record of Grant Trans- X ? X
actions
13.Ledger Account X ? X
. Y4, Alteration of Approved x ? X
Projects :
ESEA 90-247 Title VIII
Dropout Pr vention
1.Preliminary OF 4456
2.Formal - 0% 44850
(4480-1,4480-2,3,4)
3.Application for
Continuation
. OE 4480-1,5,5 & 7)
4.End of Project Report: b X x X | X X
Stat OE 4480-1 Eval OE 4480
«5, Dissem OE 44807
Progress Report & Proposed

" “Activitiee OE 4480-6
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Aok g’sead R OB |5 Proposals /Level
5.Narrative OB 4480-2 x | x 1 )

6.CPIR - OF 4484 X X

7.End of Budget Period -
Final Expenditures OE
4480-6

8.(Same type nf report as X ? | x
used for Title VII ghove) ’
8 thru 14

-]
x
-]

NDEA 85-864 Title III

Science, Math, Modern Foreign

Languages and Other Critical

Subj. (incl. Arts & Humanitiea

(Grants to States)

1.State Plan OE 4193

2.Description of
Projected Activitiy

ORE 4129
J.Narrative OE 4131 X |x X
4.CPIR - OR 4484 X X
5.Financial OE 4125 . X X | x

NDEA 85-864 fitle V-A

& NFAHA

Counseling, Guidance & Test-

ing (Grants to States)

1.State Plan OE 4275

2.Description of
Projected Activi-
ties OE 4135

J.Narrative OE 41234 x Ix x
4.CPIR - OR 4484 x x

S.Financiel OB 4139 x x| %

NDEA Title I1l (305), NFAMA
89-209 Loans to Private None
Profit Schools \l.Loan Application
‘ OR 4018, 4018-1,
4018-2, 4018-3,

: 4018+4
2.Loan Payment Note OR 4032 ?

NDEA Title V-A

Testing {n Non-Public Schools
(Reports Unspecified) 1 1 ] ? 1] ?

2.Apglication for
Test!np OFE 4122
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Application
Proposals /Level

(AIR Guide)
Pupil Cen.

Prog. Ref.
Descrip.
Local Eval.
Instru.

| CSM
ELSEGIS

File

SEA-MES

Prog.
CPIR

CRA 88-352 Title IV
Equal Educational Opportunities
1.Application
(unnumbered)
2.Annual Evaluation : X x X
3.CPIR - OE 4484 X X
4.Final Fiscal Report X x | x
OE 1115 .
5.Fiscal Operations OE 1115 X x | x
(Semi-annually)

BVTE PROGRAM REPORT
REQUIREMENTS

88-210 as amended by PL 90-576
" Vocational Education
Title 1
Part A - State Advisory
Councils
Part B - Programs for Stu-
dents with Special Needs -
Bagic Grants to States
Part D - Innovation
Part B « Kkegidential Voc.
School
Part F - Consummer & Home-
making
Part G - Cooperative Voc,
Educa. Frograms
Part H - Work Study Programs
Part I « Currficulum Develop-
ment
Title III, Planning & Bvalua-
tion, 1.State Plan - Annual
: Description of Pro-
jected Activities
O 3110-1
2.Descriptive Rpt. of Voc. Ed 3 x x
Program Act. OE 4130
3.N0. & Type of Voc. Ed. x x x x
Schools OR 3134
4,Polloweup of Voc. Ed, Barol x x
Of 3139
5.Enrollment & Completion in % x| x x X x
Voc. E4d. ORE 3138
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6.No. of Teachers in Voc.. X X . x | x
Ed. OE 3156
7.Status of Teachers OE X b3 x | x
OE 3136
B.No. of State & Local Admin x X x { x
Personnel OE 3135
9.Financfal State of Voc. X | x| x
Ed. Funds OB 3129 .
10. Bxpend{tures by Source X x | x
OE 3130
11.Expenditures by Level X x |
OE 3131
12.Expenditures by Purpose X x | x
. OE 3132 :
13.Projected Status & Esti- x X x . x {x
mated Expenditures o
OE 3133

89-4 anended by 90-103
Appalachian Vocational Educa.
Construction Grants & Supple-
mentary Construction Grants
(Reports Unspecified) ? ? t1? ? I T A 1.State Plan -
(States follow
provisions of
their state plan
under PL 88-210)

e

81-920 Civil Defense Education
1.State Plans for

Participation
(Unnumbered)
2.Financial and Inventory ? [
Rpt. OF 3047-1,2,3 & 3c
3.Monthly Activity Report ) 1
OB 5126

MDTA 87-415 as amended
Manpower Develop. & Training
Title II =~ On the Job Training
Title II B - Inst., Tiaining
Title 11 C - Redevelopment
Areas . 1.State Training Plan
OR 2117 & OR 3117-1
2.Training Proj. Info
OE 13055
3.Project & Budget
Approv. OR 312}




1
[,
o3

2

Application
Proposals /Level

{AIR Guide)
Pupil Cen.
Irst u.
CSM

Prog. Ref.
File

Prog.
Descrip.
Local Eval.
ELSEGIS
CPIR
SEA-MES

4, Expenditure Rpt. for ?
Ste : Direction & Super-
v on OR 3056

5.Cost of occupational ? 1
Training OR 4000

6.Federal excess personnel ?
property available for
transfer OE 3126 .

7.Request for Inventory ?
Adjustment OR 3127

B.Auxiliary List Amendment ?
OE 3128

-3
->

ESEA 89-750, 90-247,90-576
Title III

Adult Basic Education
Grants to States

Special Projects

Teacher Education

1.State Plan OE 3051
. : 2.Fiscal Bstimates
OB 3052
3.Application for
Grant OR 312i,
3121-1 & 2
4.Project Applica-
tion OR 3120,
3120-1 & 2,
5.Survey of Participants in 11 ? ?
Adult Basic Rducation
OE 3081
6.Teacher Training Partici- 1 { ?
pants Form OR 3120.)
7.Annual Pinancial OR 3059 ? ?
3.Annual Expenditure ' ? ?
OE 3119
9.Annual BExpenditure t !
OB 3120-4 . '
10.Quarterly Program Rpt. 1 t
LB 3091
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On the basis of this extremely preliminary analysis, {t
appears that the large majority of the current reporting requirements
of the States to USOE can be fncluded (with some degree of compre-
hensiveness) in reports tu be generated by completion and analysis
of the data entries required within the JCES elements. This is
actually based on the assumption that the SEA-MES will in fact
cover all State management reporting requirements as these were
listed in the original table.

JCES Element Redundancy

Following the two analyses of elemenl: coverage reported above,
an ftem-by-item analysis of each of the JCE3 element instruments
was performed. The ftems were then inspected for i{nter-element
redundancy. (The ftem-by-ftem listing of elements i{s included
as part of Appendix EJ Although a superficial look
at the instruments might lead one to expect many fully redundant
ftems, a wore detafled examination shows that the situation is more
conplicated than that. The analysis showed that although questions
way be worded in exactly the same manner on two or more instruments,
the veference groups to which they are directed differ. Examples
of this sftuacion ave discussed below.

Funding = The Project Descriptor Instruaent (PDI) asks
for the amount of federal funds "requested' and '"received" for the
current fiscal ycaxr by Title. &Since the PDI is filled out at the
School District level for each specific project separately, the
amount of funds relates to cne projiit only. This prqject way be
fn operation in cne grade level, several grade levels, one school,
‘several schools, all schools, etc. The Pupil Centered Instrument
(PC1) District Questionnaire asked about the amount of funds
“approved'" for current fiscal year by Title. This item may sound the
samec as the PD1 ftem, but slnce this item of the PCI (s filled



out at the District level, the amount of funds relates to all pro-
Jjects in the District under a specific Title. Tne 6%nsolidated
Program Information Report (CPIR) which is also answered at the
District level, asks about the amount of funds "expended" (for the

. former school year) for various types of services and activities
by Title in each District. This is a finer breakdown than was
called for on the PCI as it reports funds by type of service or
activity. From this, it can be seen that these items are not
strictly redundant. Additionally, tﬂe questions ask for funds
requested, received, approved, and expended. These terms are
certainly not entirely redundant, although the PDI's "received"
might correspond to the PCI's "approved" in some cases.

Impact Area - The PDI asks for the characteristics of the
population in an impact area for a specific project. Data on
variabies such as per capita income, uanem;loyment rate, total
population, urbanism, and ethnic or racial group membership are
collected. The FCI School Principal Questionnaire asks about the
characteristics of pupils and their families in each school,
specifically minority group membership, public welfare recipients,
parents' education and urbanism of school's location. The PCI
Pupil Questionnaire also asks about pupil characterfistics. This
questionnaire contains {tems relating to minority group member-
ship, public welfare recipient, latguage spoken in the home, employ-
ment status of parents and family fncome. Even though thete three

' instruments collect the same type of data, they are not redundatt
becausc they are applied to different sets of paople {i.e. - profect
participants, school, population, and class.) Data from the PCI
Papil Questionnaire cannot be summed to yield accurate school

information because o=ly a amall number of pupils ave sampled
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in each school. Finally, the PDI data and PCI School Principal
Questionnaire data do not overlap because schools and projects do

not always overlap.

Number of Schools - Both the Pupil Centered Instrument

School District Questionnaire and ELSEGIS collect data on the
number of public schools in a school district by grade span. The
PCI School District Questionnaire asks for the number of schools
in each of the following categorieg: PRE-K, ¥-3, 4-6, and 7-12.
ELSEGLS asks for a finer breakdown, but the information is largely
redundant.

School Attendance - The CPIR collects data on public

school membership for districts for each grade level from Pre-
Kindergarten to Grade 12. ELSEGIS collects data on pupil
enrollment in school district for nursery school, kindergarten,
elementary, and secondary. This can be derived from the CPIR. The
PCl School Principal Questionnaire asks for the average daily
attendance and school membership for Kindergarten and Grades 2,
4, and 6. The PCI Teacher Questionnaire asks the teacher to
indicate the number of pupils in his class. There 18 some redundancy
here betweea the PCI Principal and PCI Teacher Questionnaire
since the Teacher Questivnnaire is administered to all 2nd, 4th,
and 6th grade teachers in each sampled school.

Staffing - ELSEGIS asks for the number of instructional
staff by type and the number of classroom teachers by highest
level of education completed in each distrfct. The Project
Descriptor Instrument collects data on the number of personnel by
type for each project. This 1s not a redundancy since the data
is collected for two noneequivalent groups.

Instructional Approaches + Both the PDI zad the PCl Teacher
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Questionnaire ask about approaches to the presentation of instructional
materials, 1.e., whether a topic, subject matter, unit, skills, or
activity centered approach is used, In the PDI, the teacher is

asked to describe the individual project with respect to the

above, while in the PCI Teacher Questionnaire, the teacher is asked

to describe the approach used in math, reading, and language. The
quest{on is not exactly redundant since the questfon i3 asked

regarding two different groups that- cannot be equatéd.

In-service Jraining - The PCI Questionnaire collects data

on the amount of funde and number of personnel by type that are
participating in In-Service training programs in each school
district, The CPIR collects this same information for each
district. This is perhaps the only truly redundant question with
respect to both type of information and reference group.

The questions cited above are the only ones in the JCES
System that have any redundancy at all. It is clear that not very
many items could be eliminated from the present inscruments on the
basis of redundancy alone without a resultant loss of information
necessary according to the original designs for the system
development and implementation,

Summary of Element Anayses

On the basis of the findings of the reviews reported above, it
appears that the JCES are, in general, both relatively comprehensive
in meeting the general evaluation requirements and relatively non-
redundant with respect to specific item coverage.

Certain reservations must be placed on this statement, however.
First, with respect to comprehensiveness, there i8 a serious lack
in the instrument set at this time because of the non-exlstence of

the SEA-MES. 1This instrument is intended to provide evaluation data




- 73 -

with respect to the management chain functions with’n the States
(and perhaps local) agencies. Since it does not yet exist,

the statement of relative comprehensiveness is bused on the
assumption that the SEA-MES can be developed as a comprehensive
instrument which will fulfill its purpose in a satisfactory and
complete manner,

Second, also with respect to comprehensiveness of the
instruments, an item-by-item appraisal with respect. to the evalua-
tion needs {s still needed. The estimation of comprehensive
coverage of an instrument in relation to the evaluation questions
and the reporting requirements were made on the basis of an over-all
review of the instruments and their contents. The actual instru-
ments wexe used in this estimation process, but not on an {tem by
item basis. Therefore, it can not be said that the instrunents
are totally complete with respect to every possible question which
should be asked. However, {t may never be possible to say this
about any set of evaluaticn instruments designed for any purpose,
and the JCES instruments currently available appear "comprehensive
enough" to accomplish a large part of their massive job.

On the question of redundancy, an ftem by ftem check and
comparison was made across all instruments. Some redundancies were
discovered, but only a few. Other iftems which had {aitially
appeared redundant from finstrument to instrumeat werc generally
asking for about the same information, but were reguesting it from
different levels in the management chain of the Delivery System.
Thus, little real redundancy exists across the currently

developed instruments,and {t {s not thought to be a serfous problem,
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SYSTEM REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

This section presents the results of current analyses of the report-
ing requirements and the dates analysis developments necessary to support
the developiag JCES, Included herein are discussions of the major
functions to be served by the information processing porticn of the
evaluation system, the consumers and their utilization of the JCES and
its data, the reporting requirements.for congumers, some examples of
various report types whi~h might result from the developing report
generation system, and a preliminary view of the data analysis plan
necessary to develop the detailed reporting requirements and the specific
data sets necessary to provide the ouviputs.

System Functions and System Reporte

Each agency in the management chain has several major functions
which must be carried out and reported on!: {t must function as a

grantor; as a monitox of projects funded under the grants; and as an

evaluator of the effec*iveness of the program. Each agency must also function as
8 reporter of the effects to higher levels to the Congress, and to the
general public.
As (an example of) A grantor, BESE wake funds avaflable to States and
local school systems. Funds can be made available in a general non-categorie
cal format or with categorical restrictions on uttlfzation. In the former

case, atteampt i3 tade to assess the impact of the additio-.al money on the

[ - Sma e e e e e e v —— —————
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program and the granting agency (SAFA is a good example) uses relatively
simple criteria to dectermine the needs of the local education agency.
Under other Titles/Programs, the agencies are required to asgess the
equity of the allocation of grants. Under some title, monies must go
to specific area of educational need according to the level of need
(Title I grants to local education agencies is a good example). In
other caser, specific target populaéions or types of programs must
receive the aid.

The JCES will serve these needs by collecting statistical inforwa-
tion concerning the areas of relative educational need through the
CPIR and SEA-MES., The resulting information will be used to determine
boih the equitability of grants allocations and the budgetary require=
ments for the future.

Each agency must monitor its activities also and must collect
data on {ts day to day performance whether at USOR, SEA, LEA, or local
school levels. These data must be related to the management effectiveness
of persounel within the agencies as well as to informaticn on program
effectiveness i{n the substantive progranms taking place in the schools,
Both management performance reports and program performance reports
should be available and should be related to cther atatigtical information
fn the JCES, Field reports of monitors should be included also as a

retrievadle part of JCES. These would include reports of visits to
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various education agencies to corroborate reports of management
effectiveness submitted to the JCES,

JCES is also designed to assist each agency's operation as an
evaluating agency. Several major areas of evaluation can be identified.
The first of these has to do with the direct observation of the operating
agency, itself. This i{s viewed as a self-evaluation of management
effectiveness, Thus, the JCES must.provtde a tool for Program Managers,
Adninistrators, Agency Chiefs, and Grants Managers to use in exar!ning
their own performance, identifying areas of need, and defining remedial
action., A second kind of evaluation concerns the evaluation of each
stage of the delivery system and involves regional interests, state
education agencies, local education agencies, and frequently, sub-divisions
within the local education agencies having program decision responsibili-~
ties but not eungaged in educational services. Develvpment of an adequate
evsluative pattern for this complex delivery system will be a major
goal of the present effort.

Finally, each agency must serve as an evaluato: of substantive programs
carried on in schools by real people working with real children. The
task 18 difficult but the broad outlines of evaluation of this form of
sctivity have been laid down. Information is collected concerning the
relative level of skill, abilities, etc. of the recipients of the service;
a specified treatment or activity f{s carried out: the subsequent levels of

the skills and abilities are related t-. the earlier measurement; and
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the program i{s "meapured” in terms of the fmprovement or change which
occurs in the recipients. Information for reports of this type must al-
80 be collected in JCES.

System Output

On the basis of the above designation of the Delivery System and
JCES interrelationships, the following is a list of the most likely
consumers of the JCES output reports:

1) Congressmen, who want to know what the‘money has been
spent for and what effects have resulted;

2) Agency Managers -~ at all levels: Federal, State, and Local
- who want to know what theilr agencies have accomplished and how well it
has been done;

3) Grants Manager - again, at all levels - who want to know
just how the money has been disbursed, for what and under what conditions
it 1s being applied;

4) Program Administrators - at all levels - who want to know
what has been done within both funding and substantive programs, and what
effects tne efforts have had on the intended target groups;

5) Reéeafch and Evaluation Personnel - both within and ouiside
the Federal/StatefLocal chain - who want to know what is going on, who is

being served, by what kinds of programs and projects, and under what
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conditions; also are concerned with the effectiveness of which programs
in terms of what level of effects can be observed under which of the
combinations of initial conditions and Project applications;

6) State and Local level Adminstrators (CSSO's and Superin-
tendents), who want to know how well their State or Local schools and
students are doing in relation to other States, etc,, and in relation to
expenditures under the various Fede;al and State funding programs;

7 The educational and general public, who are interested
in the educational progress in schools and also in the relative costs
expended to achieve given degrees of excellence, as well as in the questions
as to which kinds of educational programs actually produce results in
the schools,

Probably there are other potential users of the system outputs,
but this partial 1list will suffice for the moment, since it indicates
a broad scope of interests and a broad set of outputs required to meet
these interests.

It should be pointed out that the major users both in number and
frequency of usage will be th: management and evaluation personnel
within each level agency related to the JCES. This means that the major
‘outputs of the system will be those required by the Agency Managers, the
Program Administrators, the Grants Managers and the Research and Evaluation
personnel at each level of the system's operation. Although all of the

users identified above will use some of the outputs of the system, it
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is these latter persons w' o must be satisfied in the initial éevelopment
of the reporting subsystem of the JCES, It appears that the reporting
requirements of these personnel can be satisfied through a combination of
statistical (descriptive), fisca. accounting, and evaluative reports
centering on the program processes and the products of the substantive
projects in the schools., Some characteristics of the report types
these personnel will require are discussed next.

System Reports

When the work "report" is used about a management activity such as
the Delivery System (from Congress, through the Secretary and Commigsioners
of BESE and hence to the SEAs, the LFAs, and individual school programs
or projects) we must define our meaning carefully. Reports of varying
levels of specificity and purpose range from visitation reports from
monitors to annual reports published by the Secretary of HEW, They can
vary in form from a single sheet of figures entered in a quarterly
fiscal report to a comprehensive source of detailed fiscal data, such
as the SAFA Annual Report.

A complication here is shift in the perception of a report which
occurs when it leaves the reporting agency =.ud travels to the recelving
agency. Materials traveling upward in the system are throught of as
reports by the initiating agency. But, the receiving agencies may con-
sider these to be items of data to be entered into their own report

generating system. That is, they view incoming reports not as reports
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at all, but as “statistical bits'" to be entered into their files.

This same ;hift in the meaning of the work report can take place
within US0E, For example, incoming information from the field is used
to create a file from which a "report" of grants approved, children
served, or monies expended can‘be genérated. However, once this "first
stage report'" comes inco being it, in turn, becomes a resource unit in
a larger proeess: that of generatiﬁg annual reports or dissemination‘
documents. These aspects of 'reports' must be‘considered in the further
development of the report genérating ;ystem within the JCES,

ort es

The reports to be generated by the JCES can be categorized along
several conceptual dimensions. For example, there will be reports which
serve che needs of individuals or small groups of persons and other
reports which will be widely circulated to large number of persons.

Report can also be categorized along the dimension of numerical
versus narrative. Some reports wili consist almost entirely of statis-
tical and fiscal data organized in numerical tables with no significant
amount of verbal explanation. Other reports will contain largely
narrative and interpretive information and depend only in minor ways on
the use of statistical or fiscal 1nformapioh. Finally, many reports will
be hybrids; with considerable amounts of narrative or 1nterpref@ve

wiiting to support and call attention to the statistical information.
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Reports can also be categorized according to the purposes to which
tney will be put: administrative aﬁd management decision-ﬁaking; report-
ing to Congress and the public; development of legislative proposals aud
budgetary requests; dissemination of information concerning exemplary
projects and effective approaches to local schools; ctc. Some of these are
described briefly below.
Individqal Reports: Feedback to States, e;c. ~ The
information available in the data base of the JCES can be made useful to
individuals aud small groups at various levels within the overall Delivery
System. A significant aspect of the JCES plan is a cooperative relation-
ship between the states and the Federal government. IXn order to reduce
the nurber of reports flowing from the LEAs and SFAs to the Fedetai
level, a system of comprehensive reports is under development to
significantly reduce the total number of forms required undér the various
programs at the local and state levels. At the same tiwe, consideration
is being given to the information needs of the states. Thus information
generated at any level can be moved to higher levels where it can be
merged and manipulated to provide the requi?ed-information for Federal
purposes. At the same time specific summafy printouts by State and/or
District can be derived and returned to the States and Districts for
their use; thereby avoiding duplicated effort in the collection and process-
ing of information. Thus, a major function of the JCES repo;ging activity

will Le the provision of appropriate statistical printouts for the
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individual States or Districts. Such "reports" will be in the form of in-
dividualized data printout designed to meet th; needs of sipgle managers
or evaluators or a small groun of decision makers within a branch.
Inquiry Concept Another form of individualized report will
be produced by the JCES is responge to 'one-ofwa-kind'requests. An
important part of development of the JﬂéS capability is the development of
a methoddlgy for prompt and appropriate information retrieval (or genér#tion)
"on demand,”" This information retrieval capability should not be limited
to a simple "drawing account" for "statistics'. The inquiry capability must
provide for data manipulation es well,
The inquiry system will permit managers and administrators to inter-
face with programmers and researchers to formulate specific questions
that can be addresséd to the JCES. These questions might be developad
in response to special ralls, legislative calls and budget calls received
by the Bureeu. A well designed inquiry system can also serve more general
needs: 1t ¢ n identify the frequently-asked questions and thereby perform
twb functions
a) provide regular reports on these questions or issues.
b) 1identify areas cf congressional ur Bureau concern and
interest which warrant re-examination and the possible
generation of legislative proposals.

The proposed inquiry system represents a powerful instrument, there-
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fore, in the éeneration of special reports in response to special calls,
budget calls, and legislative calls.

Publighed Reports = Several major classifications of published
reports‘can be identified. Some are periodic and repetitive iu nature
(the SAFA, NDEA and, more recently, the ESEA Survey Reports, are typical
of these repeating or serial reports)., Other reports grow out of the .
continuing interest of the Bureau in specific areas.of educational
acti&ity or pract.ce. Some examples are: the Public School Finance
Report, the Educational Directory of States (mandated, but format varies
from year to year), the Handbook on Exemplary Practices, etc. These
reports draw upon, but are not directly derivative from, the types of‘
information to be available in the JCES. Taken together with the legis-
lative review reports mentioned above, they can constitute the general sys-
tem of reporting-available at present.

Anather form of published report which may be generated from JCES
statistics will be reports focused on the special target groups.
Such reports would identify the multiple impact of various legislative
titles on a specific group of persons (for example, migrants, dropouts,
etc.). Such reports would also focus on educational sub-groups &nd report
the impact of multiple programs.

Report Specifications

The following Exhibits (lla through 11g) present some preliminary

specification for some of the reports to be generated from data derived
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EXRIBIT 1l-a

SPECIFICATION FOR:
USERS DATA SHEETS: MANAGEMENT

Audience:

Program and Grants Manragers in Federal, State and/or Local
Agencies who need aggregated data concerning their level of -
interest. OE-BESE will work through the Belmont Group to
determine all persons or job titles by whom such information
will be required.

Authorship:
To be generated directly by JCES Data System On Request or as

Routine Request. Specific data content will be defined by
persons at each level of interest.

Content:

These reports will be in the form of data printouts. They
may merge data from the LEA's or the States to form state-
wide or National counts, tallies and other cumulative indices,
as required by the level of interest.

Some cross-tabulation, or intar-action of variables information
will be available to managers through this feedback system.
Statistics will more usually be actual counts, percentages and
averages.

(Analyses or data base queries of a more complex nature will
be requested through the inquiry system. Frequently-requested
inquiry items may then become parts of the regular feedback
system. Infrequently requested data manipulations will be
dropped from system.)

Next Steps:

Sit with Agency Managers, Program Administrators, Grants Mana-
gers, Fiscal Officers of typical programs at ecach level to
work out the format ani data contents most appropriate for
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EXHIBIT 1ll-a(continued)

title with which they are concerned. Concentrate on data
needed for effective management as opposed to data required
for published reports. Prepare Mock-ups of Printouts for
evaluation and approval by division and branch managers.
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EXHIBIT 11-b

SPECIFICATION FOR:
GRANTS MANAGEMENT INFORMATION REPORT

Audience:

SEM or USOE Grants Managers and Agency Managers, Congressional
Committee Members, and Committee Counsel. Other persons inter-
ested in the general problem of -disbursing funds through State
Coordinating Agencies to local users of funds. The reports
should indicate where bottlenecks are occurring, where unspent
monies are accumulating, where '"feast/famine" conditions are
occurring, or where cycles of fund disbursal are conflicting
or out of phase with funding needs, etec.

Authorship:
Prepared (using Functional Users Data Sheets) by responsible

SEM or USOE divisions and branches concerning their own grants
management program.

Content:
Focus on Funding programs (perhaps across programs).
* Amounts of noney allocated {(deliveries)
* Funds remaining (inventory)
* Grants and Proposals processed
« Applications received and proressed by SEA's
* Evaluation of Application (sales)
* Decision making speed
* Re-allocation cycle
* Management services provided
* Personnel resource allocation problems
* State and Local Management allocation problem
areas

Next Steps:
Work with title coordinators to develop standard table of

contents and report format.
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EXHIBIT 1ll-¢

SPECIFICATIONS FOR:
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION REPOR':

Audience:

A report useful to managers at SEMS and USOE to share infor-
mation on the goals, problems, thrust of each program;
useful to Congress, especially members of the House Education
and Labor and the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committees,
in hearing from administrators how the intent of congress is
being carried out, how local! area needs are being met, what
legislation is needed, etc. And useful to the educational
publics (i.e., NEA, NAVA, etc.) in helping them develop an
understanding of the programs, policies, problems, etc. that
are assocliated with the program,

Separate Program Reports are to be prepared for each Title or
related cluster of activities.

Authorship:
Prepared by individuals responsible for Grants Management/Pro-

gram Administration within a specific title area. Summaries
of data as required can generated directly by the JCES Data
System,

Content:
Each report focuses on one Congressional Mandate and reports
the degree of success of the manager of that program in meet-
ing the intent of Congress. Each report presents JCES data
which help to:
' Report implementation of programs

Monitor conduct of programs

Indicate program success

Indicate projéct successes

Spotlite weaknesses in current programs

Indicate needs for new programs

Show whether present funding levels are adequate

Indicate if program is missing target population

This report could bec me a valuable resource during annual
reporting to Congress and to the President. 1t serves as a
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EXHIBIT 1ll-c (continued)

This report could become a valuable resou.:ce during annual
reporting to Congress and to the President. It serves as a
vehicle for converting JCES data into legislative recommen-
dations, support of continuing programs, and for presenting
plans for reallocation of effort from one area to another, etc.

Next Steps:
Discuss published report needs with persons regponsible for

! program administration and offices, prepare draft 'table of
contents" for sample report.
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EXHIBIT 11-d

SPECIFICATIONS FOR:
MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES DISSEMIMATION REP(RT

Audience:

A report useful within OE as a device for dufining mancgement
activities, methods, procadures and useful to SEA and LEA pro-
gram managers to clarify how management information of the

type generated by the LEA can be used at federal, state, and
local levels to strengthen management; can be used for training
and development of management and evaluating personnel at OE,
SEA and LEA levels; and useful with Congress and the éducational
public to show how effective management principles are being
""required" by the JCES.

Content:
This report (probably broken down into a series organized by
program) wculd relate the CESystem to the management technique
or system. Some of the possible areas of focus would be:
*+ Paper flow and Documents used
* Accounting:
Cost
Pupil
* Procedures at:
SEA levels
LEA levels
* Training and Staff Development
* Reporting Techniques (uses for data at SEA and
Lea levels -« schoul boards and public)
* Efficiency Measurement

These reports would also interpret to LEA and SEA managers
the impact and ugses to which they can put the JCES data for
their state or local area. They would also serve as models
for within-state paper-£flow charting and encourage improved
management plannfing at SEA and LEA levels.
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EXHIBIT 11-d (continued)

Next Steps:

Develop a clearer picture of the needs of member states in the
way of Management Information amd Development; prepare outlines
for specific titles in the Meznagement Information Report Series;
work with existing materials showing paper flow and approval
structures within the OE,
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EXHIBIT lli-e

SPECIFICATIONS FOR:
EVALUATION REPORTS: TITLE-BY-TITLE

Audience:

Useful with Administrators, Congressmz:n, as a device for
interpreting the purpose, intent, goals, degree of success,
types of approaches, etc, that are associated with the par-
ticular TITLE reported upon; useful with project officers and
professionals within LEA's and at the school level to show them
({by inference} how they compare with other projects under same
title; shows them where they stand; what to aspire to, otc.;
also for public dissemination and to ERIC.

Content!

These reports would provide specific, detailed statements of

the costs/benefit assocfated with the Title Program being
reported. Characteristics of typical programs; characteristics
of unusually successful programs; and characteristics of unusual-
ly weak programs would be reported.

These reports would focus on Title programs. ‘They might be
broken down along such lines as:
* Recipients - percent reached; intensity of service,
pupil hours, etc.
* Services ~ content, techniques, approaches, etc.
* Materials -« equipment, tests, community resources,
etc.
* Staffing - types of people, roles, man-hours, etc.
* Costs - actual, attributed, etc,

Some special problems associated with specific titles, would
be covered in this series. An example is the problem of iden-
tifying schools with exceptional educational need for Title I
ronies. The new JCES data may provide information for bdbetter
distribution of funds.
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EXHIBIT ll-e (continued)

Next Steps:
1. Prepare "Table of Contents" for each of a proposed list of

"Title Evaluation Reports',
2. Review concept and contents with OE title coordinators.
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EXHIBIT 11-f

SPECIFICATIONS FOR:
EVALUATION REPORT: TARGET GROUPS

Audience:

Useful with Congress and Educational Publics to show how actual
progress is being made with specific populations (i.e., degree
to which needs of East Coast Migrant Stream children are being
met) and to solve specific problems (re: Identification of
Methods used to raise reading scores of children in all prog-
rams), Useful for representatives of minority group popula-
tions to provide measures of progress and with specific educa~
tlonal public and general public (i.e., Remedial Reading
Teachers) to show the relative value or effect of various
teci'niques or approaches.

Content:

This series of reports would focus on the specific target
populations and educational goals mandated by all the various
legislative titles. Some would concern themselves with pupil
progress; i.e. changes in attitude toward learning, improvement
in reading scores, better attendance records, etc. Evidence

of suvch changes would be cited, withia and across titles, and
specific correlative factors would be cited where possible
{1.e., correlation between breakfast and attendance; reading
material type and reading score gains, etc.)

Such reports would also attempt to determine the combined
effect of multiple programs on populations cf children with a
common need.

Next steps:
Prepare 1ist of possible titles using the titles and output

chart; work up sample report; develop priorities among
proposed reports; Review concept within OE,



EXHIBIT 11-g

CONTENTS OF REPORT BY TARGET GROUPS (EXAMPLE)

Report of Services to Disadvantaged

Al

ESEA Services

ESEA 1 General Afid Program

ESEA 1 Granted Project

ESEA iII Supplementary Services
ESEA VII Bilingual Disadvantaged
ESEA VIII Disadvantaged Dropout

OEOQ Supported Disadvantaged Follow Through

Vocational Services:

Vocational Education Research Projects
Smith/Hughes Grants Projects
George/Barden Grants Projects
Vocational Education Act '63 Support
Work Study Program Support

Residentfal Vocational Education Aid

Summary: Combined impact of Services to Disadvantaged
Children
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from the JCES. These begin with r specification for the Special Purpose
Data Sheeé repor: type, Exhibic 1lla which would consist of.raw or merely
surmarized data drawn directly from the JCES data base, to be disseminated
directly to the requestor (or routine reéipient, 1f pre~defined) at which
ever level required. This type of data sheet report could be generated
directly by the JCES when data become Available or on request i{f a non-
routine request éor special data. Hoth data cOntenés and formats will |
have to be developed for what will probably be a large number of such
data sheet reports. These cen only be defined by the specific ugers,
and this development will require a large amount of effort.

Other preliminary specifications presented below are for reports

defined as!
1. Grants Management Informetion Report (Bxh, 11b)
2. Program Administvation Report (Bxh. 1le¢)
3. Management Procedures Dissextnation Report (Exh. 11d)
4. Bvaluation Reportn; Title =~ By « Title {Bxh.1lle)
5. Evaluatfon Reports{ By Target Croupa (BExh. 11f)

An example of the passible contant of a report of this last type is
shown as Exhibit 11-g. This fe& an extremely preliminary set of
specifications and will be revised and extended f{n later studies of the
specific report needs.

The process of development of more detailed report specifications is

actually the first step in the development of the Master Data Analysis
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Plan and is discussed in some detail fn the next section.
Master Data Analysis Plan: Development Requirements

The heart of the JCES's capability to produce the various reports
of statistical, fiscal and inter-related data from the various imstruments
of the system will be the detafiled data analysis plan to be developed, Only
through efficient planning and detafled specification of data manipulation
and data relation requirements can the plan and the system be efficient
in rapid and accurate productfon of data reports of any kind from the JCES
data seis. Thie section dogs not develup the Master Data Analysis Plann
required for this purposes; it simply defincs some of the required char-
acteristics of such a comprehensive plan and outlines the developmental
steps nacessary to {ite design and completfon.

Data Analygis Plan ent

Any efficient data aralyeis plan must perform several specifiable
operations or tasks to prepare to yield the desired products. It must:

1. Identify the output information requiremants of esach de-
fined analysis process or requirements - that ig, specify the infoivation
products required for each analytic step.

2, Ildentify and fsolate each data element (item response)
involved {n the information requirement for the output - that is, locate
and store for ready retrieval each element required to enter into the

product.,
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3. Identify and specify tha combiﬁatorlal or computational
steps necessary to turn the data elements into output information elements.
4, Define the exact processes for manipulation of the combined
data and preparation of the output information in the desired formats, .
etc., for the initial requirements. )

The JCES Master Data Analysis Plan (MDAP) muat'accohplish these same
steps, but instead of defining these fgr 2 siﬂgle set of data elements
(item responses), it must consider {;terrelationshlps of the data sets
derived from the separate instruments, as well. This will require a
more extensive job of date {dentiffcation (Step 2) than might be requred
for a single instrument analysfs pian. However, this is largely an
enlargement of tha normal procegss of Step 2 and {8 entirely dependent upon
the successful accomplishment of Step 1 - the successful identification
of the exact information required for the product, When the detailed
products have been specified, the analyses to determine data element
fdentification and manipulation requirements (Steps 2 and 3) become
relatively direct processes; although the selection of specific analytic
techniques and the determination of data utilization can both become
difficult, time consuming activities. This {s also true for the manipu-

lation processes for producing a report from the combined data elements.

Development of MDAP for JCES

Before detailed discussion of the development cf the MDAP an overall
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view of the expected relatiénship between the MDAP and the required JCES
data processing system should>be examined. Exhibit 12 presents such a
view, showing the MDAP (and its developmental steps) in direct relstion-
ship to a postulsted JCES information system. The Exhibit shows the basic
Data Bagse Dzvelopment occurring at the left of the diagram, with data
input from the JCES instruments being converted to ppnch cards and merged
into tape files which wpuld then entér directly into the formatted Data
Base., éome collected data, such as narrative reports not easily processed
into the main data base, would be shunted to an ancillary data base for
later availability to evaluation or other users, either within or
external to USOE. The main formatted data base would become the
reservolir of all numerical or categorical data inputs from each major
JCES instrument. This reservoir would then form the basis for all report
generation activities through the System Interface shown to the right
of the Computerized Data Processing section of the Exhibit,

Report generation {other than raw data dumps) v Jld always involve
the application of the Master Data Analysis Plan, shown at the upper
part of the Exhibit, The MDAP will serve the major function of director,
or data analysis executive, for all data manipulation and reports
generation by the system, Whether the MDAP becomes computerized or not
will depend largely upon the data processing system design approach. It

could be developed as elther an oneline or off-1ine portion of the
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computerized system. In efther case, its influence must be the same, only
the personnel required and the actual operations would be different (that
is, both programmers and research analysts would be required in the com-
puterized version whereas only the research analysts might be needed for
off-l1ine operation,) This influence of the MDAP is indicated in the
Exnibit at the interface between the MDAP Development block (top) and the
Computerized Data Processing block. ‘Thls indicates that the Analysis Plan
will @ither directly or three programmers) direct the input-output (I/0)
operations of the computer as well as the specific statistical computations
to be performed on data elements, also specified by the MDAP. It should
be noted that this data processing system conceptualization i{s based on
preliminary data and primsrily those related to instrument processing,
analysis requirements, and reports requi rements.

The performance of the four steps listed earlier for MPAP development
are indicated by the five bubbles at the top -of the upper block of Exhibit
12, These are shown as: the interactive determination of information
requirements for report spacification development, with the interaction
being between the report users and the analysts (Step 1); the development
of data element specifications to meet the information needs of the re-
port specification(s) (Step 2); the specification of the mathematic and
statistical computational/analystic procedures necessary to convert the

data elements to the required informational forms (Step 3); and, the
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design snd specification of report formats to meet the userd' specifications
(Step 4). |

Performance of thése four steps through interactive consultation
with the report users will accomplish the major development of the MDAP.
The actual {terative process for performance of Step 1 will be discussed
in detail to 111us;rate the approach.. Since the data outputs of.each
analytic process will be the information requiremen;s for a given dat;
report, the iterative process illustrated in Exhibit 13 will define the
products of the analysis as well as the detalled information requirements
for each report. The Step 1 process starts with reporf specifications
such as those presented in preliminary form in the last section and
carries out a series of 1tera£1ve steps to obtain detailed ppecifications.
As indicated, the first step 1s to review the preliminary formats and
propused information contents with knowledgeable report users in USOE/BESE
and with some of the State representatives of the Belmont States. This
is intended to determine the exact information requirements for the
various reports, the desired formats, and the frequency of reporting
to be required for each type. When the report user has defined thesc exact
requirements, the analyst must consult the JCES instruments and the data
gnalysis plans to determine whether the report requirements can be met. If
so, the analyst would then prepare a series of draft report formats and
consult with the user until the final draft were approved. This final
draft would then be made a part of the JCES data processing specifications

and could be programmed for production runs as required. If the data
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were not found to be avallable or producible within the currently planned
data collection and analysis, the report user would be consulted to deter-
mine whether the specifications could be modified; if so, a modified
report would be drafted and eventually approved by the user. If the
report specifications could not be modified, other data source would be
checked for the requirements of the user; if found, these data specifica-
tion generated as above, If no othér data source were found to meet the
requirement, the JCES instruments would be revised (after the usual
requirements of forms clearances, etc.) and the report specification

and final formats would be derived through iterative consultation with
the user, as above.

For simple data sheet reports, this process is seen to be fairly
simple, given that the needed data are being collected in existing JCES
instruments; but for more complex reporting requirements, involving detail-
ed analyses or interrelations of several kinds of data, the report specifi-
cation development may be rather difficult and time consuming. For
management data, the modifications to instruments might be considerable
efforts, also. Or they might force more frequent collection of some
data. types, with more applications of the relevant instrument to the pop-
ulation of concern.

In any case, this iterative process will allow final detailed
specifications for all required reports to be developed., These specifica-

tions will actually contribute as weel to the final development of both the
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MDAP and the report generation system.

This iterative process will partially accomplish the Step 2 effort
algo, since the examination of the individual ingtruments' item contents
and responses will generally define the data elements entering into the
product. For a simple data tabulation or cross tabulation, thig iterative
process will entirely define the data élements required. For more complex
analyses, the report information products will imply all the elements
involved and the examination of the instruments will lead to exact
specification of these through an iterative process similar to the above.
Report specifications will also be the basis for specification of the
combinatorial/computational manipulation of date in Step 3, and the for-
mat specifications will imply the manipulative requirements of Step 4.
Each of these steps must be laid out in detail prior to further develop-
ment of the MDAP, However, the basis approaches described here will be
followed throughout further work on the MDAP. A major assist to this
process will be derived through incorporation of some current detailed
analysis plans for the individual instruments (e.g., Dyer & Fortune Plans
for PCI-1969 version.)

Some Preliminarv Data Processing Consideration

The preliminary data processing system depicted in Exhibit 12 above,
is an extremely preliminary concept. However, it is based on current
knowledge of the JCES instruments, implementation plans, multiple user

requirements, etc.,, and therefore has some relations to reality; how much
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remains to be seen. This development and consideration of the data
processing system's potential operations have led to additional considera=
tion of a set of possible difficulties or at least decision points which
must be passed prior to actual system development and implementation.

First, it appears obvious that the reports generation required of
this system dictates a rather large gata storage processing, and analysis
development., This is indicated by the extent of the data accruable within-
the system in a gingle year, alone. However, the potential size of the
data bank to accrue over years of instrument application, (as is required
for sequential analyses of Program activities), will be much more exten-
sive. When this requiement is considered together with the time
limitations which are currently imposed for deporting on evaluation of
Programs to Congress, this implies a highly sophisticated and highly
integrated -lata processing development. This is especially true if
frequent requests are anticipated processing development. This is espe~
cially true if frequent requests are anticipated to be put to the data
bank, and if these cannot be predefined so as to ease the burdens of
"data spinning" necessary to obtain selected data bits within a large
data base. This latter point refers mostly to the "inquiry" capability,
discussed under repofts. Such a development would allow the research and
evaluation personnel, as well as all managers to enter the data base with
specific questions which were not predefined as necessary outputs and to

obtain the data requested without weeks of delay due to special programming
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requirements. While this and similar types of data availability are
highly desirable, there is a real question of developmental time and costs
as to whether these techniques should be incorporated into the JCES develop-
ment.

Another major consideration related to this data system development
was obliquely referred to abowe - ;he freq;ency of reports generation
to meet the defined requests, Since most instruments will be applied.
only annually (or less frequently), this may be a determining factor,
But if the SEA-MES is to operate to provide management information outputs
to the SFA's and LEA's which are current and therefore meaningful, the
frequency of such report generation probably should be quarterly, and
perhaps even more frequently. Management information gets old and
“cold" rapidly, and such information may be of very little value a year
after the facts. The volume of such outputs must be considered also, since
if data sheets are to be provided to 20,000 LEA's on a quarterly basis,
this is rather large data output, and should be processed differently
than an output of a few hundred printed sheets once or twice. a year would
be.

A third consideration is the actual degree of "built-in" stacistical
sophistication which is desired. A highly sophisticated statistical
analysis program can be easily handled within the machine capability of the

current USOE/OMI IBM System/360 machine. But the combination of sophisticated
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statistical capabilities together with large data bank requirements poses
somewhat different and more extensive (and expensive) system developments,

Unfortunately, there are no answers currently available for the questions
raised in these congiderations. They must be answered through further
analysis of the detailed data requirements and of the desired of the
USOE and the Joint Task Force with respect to sophistication and rapidity
and frequency of reporting. They are raised here only because they must
be answered, along with many other questions, prior to final specific

data system definition and specification.
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JCES PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION

The JCES is to be implemented over the next several years with
individual instruments already in effect and others to be developed
and installed within the next school years. This section discusses
the proposed implementation plans and the requirements for the
organization and manpower required to accomplish this., It also dis-
cusses the proposed development of research/sampling designs conducted to
this point. |

Scheduled Implementation

The planned implementation of the various components of the JCES
is summarized in Table 1 and discussed below. In the Fall of 1969 the
CPIR was administered to collect Fiscal '6%3 data. This administration was
made in all 50 states. In the Spring of 1970 the Elementary Pupil Centered
Instruments will be administered to collect data on the '69-'70 school
year to grades 2, 4 and 6 in all states. It is also possible (low
probability) that the elementary level Common Status Measures will be
administered in grade four only.

In the Fall of 1970, the elementary/secondary Froject Descriptor
Instrument will administered, collecting data on the school year of
1970-71, and this administration will be only to the Belmont states.

Also at this time, the CPIR will be re-administered to collect data for
fiscal year '70 in all 50 states, and the Common Status Measures are
scheduled for administration in the Belmont states for grades 4 to 11
(again perhaps doubtful). Finally, the Project Reference File question-
naire will be administered in the Belmont states, if it is possible to
add these two questions to the National Center for Educational Statistics

standard questionnaire. If not, it may be necessary to administer these
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two questions separately.

In the Spring of 1971 the Pupil Centered Instruments are tenta-
tively scheduled for administration although it may be decided that
these instruments will be administered biennially irnstead of annually.
If administered they will be given to grades two, four, and six in all
50 states covering the 70-71 school year. Common Status Measures
(elementary and secondary) are also scheduled for adwinistration in the
Belmont states. For the Fall of 1971 the schedule for administration |
i{s the same as it is for the Fall of '70, and in the Spring of '72 the
schedule is the same as the Spring of '71 with the addition of the
secondary level Pupil Centered Instruments, grades 9 and 11, in the

Belmont states only.
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TARLE 1
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR JCES

Time Instrument Sampled Group

Fall 1969: CPIR 50 States

Spring 1970: Elementary Pupil Centered Grades 2,4,7; 50 States

- (FY 69-70)
‘ Common Status Measure Belmont - Grade 4%

Fall 1970: Project Descriptor Belmont
(FY 70-71)
CPIR (FY 70) 50 States
Common Status Belmont - Grades 4 & 11
Project Reference File Belmont¥**

Spring 1971: Common Status Belmont - Grades 4 & 11
Elementary Pupil Centered** 50 States = Gradrs 2,4,6
(FY 70-71)

Fall 1971: Project Descriptor Belmont
(FY 71-72)
CPIR (FY 71) 50 States
Common Status Belmont - Grades 4 & 11
Project Reference File Belmont*#*#*

Spring 1972: Elementary Pupil Centered 50 States - Grades 2,4,6
Common Status Belmont - Grades 4 & 11
Secondary Pupil Centered Belmont -~ Grades 9 & 1l

* There is still some question about the administration of these.

%% A decision may be made to make the Pupil Centered Instrument
biennial: this would then be postponed to 1972,

. *kk Some parts of this file are derived from the NCES Universe file
covering all 50 states.
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Belmont Working Organization and Staff

The Belmont JCES working organization is shown in Table 2 . Karl
T. Hereford and Michael Russo, both of U.S.0.E,, are co-directors of
the Joint Task Force, members of which are shown in Table 3 . The
design team is directed by Daniel Antonoplos of O.E. Its membership
is shown in Table 4 . Table 5 shows the Support Téam. The Coordinafiﬁg
Committee is headed unofficially by Mr. Charles Nix of Texas. Under
this are three working committees each chaired by a representative
from one of the States and composed of both federal and state personnel,
The Program Information Committee with Mr, Jess Elliot of Georgia
as chairman is concerned with the consolidation and improvement of the
system for reporting the statistical information required by the multi-
tudinous pieces of legislation covering tne activities of the O.E. Bureaus.
The Consolidated Program Informaticn Report (CPIR) was developed to
make 1t possible to report on one set of forms information concerning
the flow of dollars to services and to target groups from several
legislative fupding sources. The CPIR will eventually allow for the
collection of information at the district level which will show the
impact of the flpw of dollars by source and the flow of services to the
various target populations. The target populations will then be the

primary unit of analysis for the interpretation of the data.
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TABLE Q

TCES WORKING ORGANIZATION

JOINT AGREEMENT

~
Council of ' De,m f‘y
Chief State Comm)issioner
Scheool Officers of usoe
(

Towmt Task Forcel

KT Hereford, Co- Director
M, Russo, Co- Direc:fer;

Coerd Ma."’l'n? C‘c:\mw\;‘f")'e,cj‘F Des:gn Teaw,
D. AnTono,olos/
Director
Proqraw\ Schoe| and Evel uaticn Sapper ¥
_ . . Tmmm, aud. Teom
fn‘corm«ton P:;:{‘ i + Lo°“|+ .
o InsTrame € valugtiey
Committee Chcumi‘f‘f;e.’* CemmitTee.

.*Comfoud o‘F L.;H\ Falcvre.‘ aual Sfa‘fe, fe\'SOmN_I.
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TABLE 3

JOINT TASK FORCE

K. Hereford, Co-Director

Russo, Co-Director

Crawford
Harrison
laMoure
Lichtenberger
Mayeske
McGuinness
Fitts

Fose

Wallman
Willis
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TABLE 4

DESIGHN TEAM

Daniel Antonoplos, Chief Evaluation Design

Consultant Staff:

Henry Dyer, Educational Testing Service

Gene V. Glass, Laboratory of Education Research
Bob Haw. und, Ohio State University

Robert Heath, Stanford Unfveraity

Gerald C, Helmstadter, Arfizona State University
Phillip KearneY, Michigan

William Maddow, Stanford Univereity

David Orr, Scientific Educational Systems
Robert &take, CIRCLE

Dan Stufflebeam, Ohio State University
Willavene Wolf, Ohio State University

Office of Education Staff:

N. Br‘dley
C. Hammer

7. Lipkowite
S. Smith

L. Tomic




Dorothy Giiford
Harry Piccariello,
Robert Kane,

Beth Drake Roy,
Richard Carlson,

Leon Schwartz,
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TABLE 35

SUPPORT TEAM

National Center for Educational Statistics

0.E. Office of Program, Planning, and Bvaluation
O.E. Office of M;nagement Information

Bureau of Budget

Bureau of Budget

0.E, Office of Administration
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The School and Pupil Centered Evaluation Instruments Committee,
chaired by Dr. Phillip Kearney of Michigan, is concerned with evaluation
data reflecting on the outcomes resulting from the flow of dollars to
schools in the form of services and activities to pupils. Thus, a
set of instruments was needed to obtain information which would describe
the activitiea and services provided in the achools, the context in which
these various programs were offered, and the outcom;s for varioua typeé
of individuals who participated in the services and activities. This
effort 1is an attempt to relate the various kinds of students participating
in different programs to the outcomes which occur. Ratber then building
on the national surveys which had been undertaken in past years to eval-
uate four Federally funded programs, a new inatrument is in the proceas
of development which will provide a comprehensive evaluation of ten
prograﬁs: Titles I, II, III, V, VII and VIII of ESEA; Titles III and
V-A of NDEA; Vocational Amendments of 1968; and Title 1V of the Civil
Rights Act , including these four.

The third working committee is the Evaluation Training and Local
Evaluation Committee, chafred by Mr, Cherles Nix of Texas. The committee
haa the responsibility for exploring long range evaluation needs at the
state and local levels. In dealing with this responsibility, the wembers
of the group agreed that assistance in providing orientation and training
in evaluation for local staff personnel was necessary. Therefore, part

of their effort was the design of several one-week institutes intended



117

to acquaint stste and local personnel with evaluation tools and techniques.
In addition, the committee sought to develop a Guide for use by individuals

responsible for local evaluation and report preparation.

JCES Manpowr:r Requirements

Table 6 shows the O.E. manpower requirements in_manmonths for
the various tssks required for develapment of the JCES instruments. Thé
figures on the table are essentially a summary of the ten individusl Gsntt
Charts prepsred by U.S,0.E, and reflect full time Office of Educatioﬁ
employee requirements only. They do not take into account any contractor
personnel. The total requirement for the period from FY70 through FY73
is 2489.4 menmonths (357.5 for FY70; 678.7 for FY71; 682.2 for FY72;
and 771.0 for FY73.) The JCES instruments included in the table are:

1. Consolidated Program Information Report

2. Pupil Centered Instrument (Elementary)

3. Project Descriptor Instrument

4, Common Status Measutres

5. Program Reference File

6. Pupil Centered Inatrument (Secondary)

7. State Mansgement Report

R. Consolidsted State Application

9. LEA Consolidated Application

10. Aqchor Test

- E .- - —_— PR - P N - . e —— e m—— - —
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. TABLE &
MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS (MANMONTHS) FOR JCES
: FY70
TASKi DESCRIPTIONS J_ A 5 0 N b J F u A H 3 I8
3 A. Develop & Install : .
Instrument
1. Review & Evaluate
present ianformation S5O SO0 10 10 6 20 &0 36.5
2, Draft Instrument
Content 25 A5 20 0 45 20 23.5
3. Review Content-OE 20 3 2005 45 30 20 12.5
4, Review Content-SEA 05 3 2005 10 15 20 40 14.5
' .5. Draft Instrunent 18 35 15 2015 OS5 15 25 10 12.8
6. Approval of Draft 20 Q5 15 1520 05 Q5 65 45 19.5
7. Form Clearance/Field ,
Test . 30 -3 15 1S 20 4 15.%
: . 8. Field Test 15 15 40 35 QS 10 10 Q5 20 15.5
‘ 9. Revise Dreft 05 Q3 15 2505 Qs 1P 6.8

9A. Local Target Pop.
Census Procedure
9B. Develop Attribution : _
Manual 10 20.10 Q5 10405 Q5 QS 6.0
9C. Stratification models
for Instrumentatfon
Sample Designs
* 10, Develop Analysis Plan .
10A. Prepare Table Shells 05 Q5 20 20 132 D 1

1.2
10B. Review-OE Qs 05 05 k1) 4.5
10C. Revise Table Shells 03 as 20 1% 4.3
11, Sample Selection 40 20 B0 80 80 35 60 I 42.5
12. Final Forms Clearance 10 20 19 2010 & 1D 14.0
13. Determine External
Flow 03 O 0310 22 05 Q@ 5.3
14, Final Instrument
Revision & Approval Q5 10 151 15 20 6.8

14A. LMR Instrumentation
148, SMR Instrumentation
14C. Secondary Instrumen-

tation .

15. Print Instrument o2 02 10 10 L 3.9
16, Mafl Out Date Q3 Q) 02 05 Qs 1.9
16A. Validation Studies .05 10 10 Qs 10 W0 5.0
47, Date dve fn 08 . . e —-
B. Develop Requirements .

Specifications 15 18 ) ¥ 0 3 15 19.0
C. Automstic Data Pro-
. cessing

1. DADP 10 20 20 10 20 30 & 6o 23.0

2. Bureaus 25 25 &0 9.0

0.0

D. Final Report 1p 20 30 20 10 10 1
E. Redeveloping and .
Recurring Costs
}. Instruments Re-
development to
Mafl Out Bureaus 20 60 80 80 24,0
,) ADP - O‘HI - o . . e
T0TAL 123 145 28 2910300 210 MDD 424 320 234 XD 425 )57.5
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TABLE 6 CONT.
MANPOVER REQUIREMENTS (MANMONTHS) FOR JCES
i Fy71 i TOTAL
TASK DESCRIPTIONS . J A 8§ 0 N D J F M A M J FOR YEAR
A. Develop & Install
Instrument
1. Review & Evaluate .
present informatfon 60 60 60 10 1O : 20.0
2. Draft Instrument
: Content
. 3. Review Content-OE ‘80 S0 4D 4D 18.0
4. Review Content-SEA ’ sp 50 & & 18.0
7.0
6.0

S, Draft Instrument ' .3 40 .
6. Approval of Draft 20. 0 5 40 1
7. Form Clearance/Field

Test & 20 40 &0

. 8. Field Test 4 &5 20 ) 50 25

9. Ravise Draft 20 15 0 15 15
9A. Local Target Pop.

Census Procedure
9B. Review-Of - Q5 10 Q5 2,0
9C. Stratification models .

for Instrumentation

Sample Designs
10. bevelop Analysfs Plan

. 10A. Prepare Table Shells 0 10 90 10 12.0
i 10B. Review-NE Q5 10 a5 2% : §.5
10C. Revise Table Shells 10 o 30 5.0
11. Sample Selection 15 2 & W 8.5
12. Final Forms Clearance 40 20 40 30 &0 17.0
13. Determine External

Flow 02 12 21 12 20 05 7.2

14, Final Instrument ) )
Revision & Approval 20 12 48 10 10 6.0

16A. LMR Instrumentation
14B. SMR Instrumentation
14C. Se¢ondary Instrumen-

: tatfon .
15, Print Instrument 15 10 02 10 Q) 4:0
S 16. Mafl out Date 65 02 05 @ 1.3
16A. Validation Studies 10 10 v 1w 0 6.5

_ .11, Date due in OF
B. Develop Requirements

D A ] [ L L P S S

specifications A5 60 4D 40 10 15 30 230
C. Automatic Data Pro-
. " cessing .
1. DADP A0 60 €0 GO 10 80 10 &) &0 &0 80 & 88.0
' 2. Buresus ¢ 80 &0 8% S0 30 90 80 &0 2n &0 &0 83.5 .
D. Final Report 10 10 20 20 &0 60 4D 70 10 20 8.0

E. Redeveloping and
Recurring Costs
1, Instruaents Re-
development to

Mafl Out Bureaus 80 80 80 110 180 220 260 26D 260 26D 260 260  231.0
2, ALP - OMI - O ° 1020 20 M 30 W ¥ M 3 2).0

TO1AL 497 452 518 55D 584 565 ¢Qs 605 53D 540 640 500 678,27
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TABLE ¢ CONT.
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TABLE 6 CONT. '
MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS (i{ANMONTHS) FOR JCES ;
FY73 TOTAL GRAND

TASK DESCRIPTIONS J A 8 O N D J F M A M J FOR YEAR TOTAL
A, Develop & Install
Instrument . : : .
1. Revicw & Evaluate 56.5
present {nformatfon .
2. Draft Instrument . 23.5
Content . : .
3. Review Content-OE ] . 35.5
4. Review Content-SEA ) ; o 32.5
5. Draft Instrument i . 24,8
6. Approval of Draft : ) 35.5
7. Form Clearance/Field
29.5
Test . '
8. Field Test 42.0
9. Revise Draft 19.3

9A. Local Target Pop.

Census Procedure
9B, Develop Attribution

Hanuval : 8.0
9C, Strati{ffcation models

for Instrumentation

Sample Designs

. 10, Develop Analysfs Plan

10A. Prepare Table Shells o 26.7
10B. Review-OF : 12,0
10C. Revise Table Shells . 1.5
11, Sample Selection oL, . 58.0
12, Final Forms Clearance : i 32.0
1). Determine External Flow 15.4
14, Final Instrument .

Revision & Approval . 15.8

14A, LMR Instrumentation

148, SMR Instrumentation

14C. Secondary Instrumene
tation,

15, Print Instrument 9.3
16, Mall Out Date 4.1
16A. Validation Studies 10 05 10 10 Q8 4.0 19.5
17. Date due in OR 63.0
3. Develop Requiremente =~ =~~~ TTTTTTTTTT et - Ak
Specifications
C. Automatic Data Pro-
tesaing
1. DADP 100 100100 80 80 80 &) 80 80 80 80 60 100.0  302.0
2. Bureaus %0 180 180 1720 140 140 &0 80 100 6P 80 40 130.0 317.0
D. Final Report 40 4D 40 220 220 40 90 9D 20 80.0 164.0

E. Redeveloping and )
Recureing Costs
1. Instruments re-
development to
Hafl Out Bureaus 34D 340 350 340 34D 34D 34D 330 34D 34D 34D 340 408.0 1019.0
2. ADP - OMI « O _30_30_ 20 40 40 %0 %0 %0 50_50 50 49.0 _  106.0
T0TAL 370 655 650 650 &40 630 740 225 610 620 640 5L0 171.0 2,489.4
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The following {s a description of the tasks as listed in the left

hand column of the table:

Instrument Task Descriptions

A'

Develop and ingtall instrument

1,

4.

Review and evaluate present information -~ This task encompasses
the collection and review of forms, informational interviews
with management, review of ;lans. etc,

Draft consolidated instrument(s) content - Based on the
information acquired in the previous task, construct a list

of proposed data elements.

Review proposed instrument content with OE management - This
task will require review with OB, Bureau, division and program
level managément.

Lkeview proposed instrument content with SEA representatives -
the proposed instrument content will be reviewed initially by the
States represented in the joint SEA/OR Task Force on Evaluation.
Comments will be solicited on the reportability of the data re-
quested and relevance to SFA needs., Regfonal meetings will be
conducted after the initial Task Force review to involve the
remaining states.

Draft instrument format - The information acquired in.the three

previous tasks will be codiffed and evaluated and a draft instrue
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ment will be prepared.

Obtain approval of draft instrument - This task will repeat the

review channels utili{zed in steps 3 and & sbove in order to

obtain preliminary approval. AAy necessary revisions will be

made during this task.

Forms clearance for field test - Obtain BOB clearance for field

test of draft instrument.

Fleld test - The instrument will be reviewed with intended

respondents to determine feasibility of {mplementation and

use.

Revise draft - Based on experience gained in field test, revise

{nstrument content and/or format and prepare {nstrument {n ADP

format.

Develop analysis plan - Draft table shells

a. Draft table shells - Tiis task will relate the fnput datae
elements to the previously determined management information
needs in the form of output table shells,

b. Review with OE management - The proposed tables will be
reviewed and cleared with all levels of management {n OE,

¢. Revise table shells - Table shells will be revised, if
necessary, to reflect management comments recefved {in above

task,
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12,

13,

14.

15.

16.

17.
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Sample Selection - Specifications for the saople will be for-
warded to NCES or a contractor and a sample will be drawn

based on the purposes the {nstrument is designed to serve.

VObtain final forms clearnace - This task includes ti~ preparation

of a package containing the {nstrument, narratives describing
data utilization, and the sample plan and clearanée through

OE forms cl?arnace channels and the Pureau of the Budget.
Determlée external flow - The procedure flow gnd responsible
channels for wailfng and return to OE of the instrument(s) will
be deteruined.

Final {nstrument revision and appruval ~ Revise ingtrumeat,

as required, by foruw clearance authorities. Prepare requisition
for printing and mafling and obtain admlniatras}ve clearance.
Print instrument - This task encompasses the time line for
wonitoring and actual printing of the instnuwent through the
Government Printing Officé.

Mc {1 out ~ Accomplishrent of this milestone vill in all cases
be keyed ;o the success of the total {mplementation to the
DHEW Printing Office.

Due date to OE « This milestone ind{cates the date specffied

on the instrument for return to OF or a desf{gnated contractor.

Rormally this 1s also the date follow-up of late respondents

will begin,
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B, Develop requirements specification - This specification will include
¢e a minimum; the input inscrument format and data definitions; the
output formats and data relation to the imput, the internal #low
and control procedure, the specific time requirewents, and the
interface requirements with previously developed instruments sub=

. systems,

C. Automatic Data Processing (ADP’
1. Automatic Data Processing Divigion
A. Developr ADP system specifications
a) system flow chart(including, interface with other
sub=systems).
b) system computer configucation
¢) manpower, time, and cost analysts
B. Prepare package for contracting, 1f regquired.
C. Develop sub-system(s)
a) detail desiyn
b) programing
¢) testing
. D. Develop system
a) integrate sub-system(s)
b) system testing

E. Review system results with management.
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F. Revise system as required.
G, Complete system d-cumentation for production control,
H, Implement system
a) capture data (keypuch, etc,)
b) training
¢) production
2. Bureaus
A, Editing and eiror correction
B, Follow-up on respondents
C. Review of sample system outputs with ADP
D, Training in use of system's inputs/outputs
Prepare Congressional Reports and Program Publications-Most instru-
ments have as their primary end product a report to Congress., This
task involves the selection and preparation of gignificant tables
fér inclusion and a narrative interpretation of the data. The
steps in preparation involve program officers, information
specialists and Division, Bureau and OE management levels.
Instrument Redevelopment and Recurring Costs
1. The instrument must be reviewed each year to take into account
changing legislative and program information requirements and
experfence gained in implementation. The steps involved in

initial instrument development must be retraced on an annual
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basis to accomplish the redevelopment task., For example,
program officers, Burean menaget.ent and OE managenent must be
reinterviewed to insure instruments are meeting their needs.
‘ 2, A congtant data processing effort of system maintenance and re-
development will be required in order to maintain sys;gms
that are responsive to ever changing end increasing tequite?'
ments, Special output requiremen:, usually "one-time' in
frequency, are also included in this task,
Contractual Requirements

In addition to the O,E, staff wembers that will he required, outside
organizations under contract will be used to assist in the development
and implementation of tle system's deta collection inscruments.

For the Consolidated Program Information Report (CPIR), contractors
will be used during FY70 to revise the draft instrument, develop the
attribution manual, assist in the development of the data analysis plan,
print and disseminate the instrument, conduct validation studies, assist
in the data processing snd prepare the final report., During FY71,
contractors wiil continue with the development of the attribution manual
for the CPIR, print and disseminate the instrument, conduct validation
étudies, assist Qith'the data processing, and prepare the final report.
During FY 72 and FY73, contractors will be required to conduct velidation

studies on the data collected by the CPIR, assist with data processing
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and preparation of the final report, and help with any instrument redevel-
oprent.

For the Pupil Centered Instrument (Elementary), contractors will be
used in FY 70 to prepare the instrument content, assist with the data
analysis, print and disseminate :he instrument, conduct validation studies,
assist in the data processing, and prepare the final report. During
FY71, 72, and 73, contractors will assist with the déta processing,
prepare tne final reports, and help with any inutrument redevelopment.

For the Project Descripter Instrument, cuntractors will be required
in FY70 to prepare the instrument content and assist with any requived
content revisions, During FY71l, contractors will be needed to print and
disseminate the instrument and assist with the data processing. During
both FY72 and FY73, contractors will be used for any instrument redevelop-
ment tasks and for data processing.

For the Common Status Measures, contractors will be used during FY70
to draft the instrument content, print and disseminate the instrument, and
assist with the data processing. During FY71, 72, and 73, contractors will
be required for assistance with the data processing and for any instrument
redevelopment(a;suming the CSM are retained as a part of the SCES),

During FY70, contractors will be used to assist with the sample
dégign for the Prggrag Reference File. During FY71, contractors will be
needed to print and disseminate this instrument, assist with the data

processing and prepare the final report. Contractors will be used
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during FY72 and 73 to asgist with the data processing, prepare the final
reporv, and help with any ingtrument redevelopment.
For the Pupil Centered Instruments (& condary)contractors will be re-
“ quired iuring FY7l to review and evaluate plins and information for the
development of the instrument. During FY72, contractors will assist
with the data analysis plans, print Pnd disseminate 'the instrument, :cons
duct validation studies, assist with the data processing, and help with
any instrument redevelopmeﬁt. During FY73, contractors will be required
for the preparation of the final report, and for assistance with any
instrument redevelopment and data processing.
For the State Management Report, contractors wi.l be used during
FY70 to review and evaluate plans and information for the development
of the instrument. Duriny FY72, contractors will be used to primt and
disseminate the instrument and to help with any instrument redevelopment,
During FY¥73, contractors will be needed for the preparation of the final
report, for assistance with data processing, and for help with instru-
ment redevelopment.
For the Consolidated State Application, contractors will be required
* during FY70 to review and evaluate plans and information for the develop-
nent of the instrument. During FY71, contractors will help with the final in-
strument revision, print and disseminate the instrument, and assist with

the data processing and any instrument redevelopment. During FY72 and 73,
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contractors will be needed to assist with data processing and instrument
redevelonpment.

For the LEA Consolidated Application, contractors willvbe required
during FY71 to identify the local target populations, assist with the’
final instrument revision, print and disserinate the instrument, and assist
with tha data proc 3sing. During FY72 and 73, contractors will assist
with data processing and any instrument redevelopment.

Finally, contractors will be needed to conduct test studies during
FY70, 71 and 72, to develop score equating for reading tests, math tests,

and otner subjects.
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Political and Other Considerations in Implementation

This section atems from discuisiona with USOE Task Force rembers and
from snalytic review of the evaluation system problems taken in relation
to previous experience. Some of these problems concern somoc of the poli-
tical and practical considerations which must enter into development of
an enterprise of this nature and scope. The ssction attempts to sum-
marize the important consideraticns in this area but does not essey
solutions to these problems. .

f.ome Political Considerations

Many considerations are involved in the planning and developmeni of
an evaluation system and not the least of these is the relationships which
exist between the evaluatore (USOE) and thooe who may tend %o feel they
are being evaluated (The States and LEAS). 3uch relationships are extremely
important to the success of this system, since all iaput data comes from these
sources and their cooperative contributions are essential to success of
the systsm. Under curreat circumstances, the USOE must negotiate
separately with each of the fifty States in order to gain cooperation at
that level, and further there must be a separate transaction with each
school system or district which is to be contacted; still further, in
some cases it is necessary to negotiate the cooperation directly with the
schools within a distrio%. Other problems may arise at times in the
attemptud application of a survey instrument, e.g., the sometimes difficult
negotiations with teachers' unions and similar special groups.

At tho same time, the curreat relationships of USOE,and the Federal

Qovernment in general, with the States and local agencies periodically
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become somewhat strained d.'¢ to the heavy workloads imposed by the present
reporting requirements, referred to earlier., States, districts, schools
and teachers all tend to resent the imposition of any additional work-

load and ia many cases this resentment builds to concrete resistence to
performance of the requested tasks. Therefore, insofar as possible, the
developing JCiS should be based on the principle of non-increased workloads
cn teachers, schools, distiricts orVState agencies, and it should be
designed to reduce these loads wherever possible, without sacrifice of

data quality and sufficiency.

Some Practical Limitation on USQR

A major factor affecting the conduct and reporting of any evaluative
effort iz the basic requirement for an aniual report to Cﬁngress of these
efforts - due 31 January of each year, This reguirement, with the due date
in the middle of the school year, works to f'orce the US0E to conduct
2ither "old evaluations" |data from last year being evalu:zted) or 'quick
and dirty" evaluations of the current year's data. 3Ivaluations besed on
surveys which must be majled to school, or districts, and then must be
returned, analyzeu, interprated aad reported, are simply not easily done
and, whea the whole process is limited to a few months of time, they are
unlikely to be either comprehensive or reliable. Thus any survey
initiateu in the Fall is threatensd with inadequacy because of the siringent
time period for completioan. 'The only possible answers to this problem
seems to bs either to remove the limitation of time for cdata collection
and reporting - through later reporting dates or perhaps biennial
evaluations ~ or to develop so comprehensive and coordiunated an evaluation
process that the whole job of data collection, analyeis, and interpratation
runs quickly and smoothly from start to finish, with rio hitches (and

probably with no possibility for asking or answering any unique questions
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in any application of the survey)., Such a completely routinized evaluation
system would undoubtedly handle most of the evaluation requirements of
the USOE and related agencies, but i% might well result in a rather stag-
nent evaluation process, as well, which mipght partially negate the advantages
of ths process. .

ven though there are some serious drawbackes to a routine evaluation
system such as envisioned above, this coancept of a coordinated, complexly
interreleted, elatively routinized system should probably form the heary
of the new JCib. ‘lhis should be augmeated with an innovative, interrelatea
inguiry system 2llowing derivetlion of answers to non-routine questions and
should also provide a methoduvlogy and techniques for updating aad modifi-
cation of the iastruments used for data ccllection from year tc¢ year.

Such a system will not eliminate certain other internal problem areas
related to system develcpment and applicaticn, aud these may still force
a real, if not legalized, requirement to fall back to a two year system
of reporting despite the routinized data collection and evaluation capability.
These inieraal items are certain regulations and practices related to the
areas of instrument deveclopment or modification, survey conduct and local
agency cooperation, and report preparation and ciearance fur external
releasse. For example, in the development or modification of a new survey
instrument alone, thore are multiple internal hurdles to clear:

1) Pirst, the development of a major instrument requires a
contractual arrangement for development and standardization. This requires
an RFP and contractor selecticn process, which caa rarely te accomplished
in less than 60 days. Coniriouting to, and prubadly adding to, this time

are the three internal levels which must be cleared before funds can be

\
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released: a) USOZ/Bureau level; b) Plans and Programming Secretariat (USOE)
ard ¢) Bureau of the Budget. These clearances may be quickly or slowly
obtaired and variations are unpredictable. Delay at any level lengthens

the period prior to contract agreement. After the contractor is aboard,

the delays necessary for actual development or modification of the

instrument ensues.

2) As part of the development and application of any instrument,
it is necessary to have the iNational Center for Educational Statistics
(NCES) review or develop the research/sampling design for the use of the
inétrument. This requires internal cocrdination and frequently adds to
the delay in application,

3) Following completion of the instrument and approval or
construction of the sampling designs by NCES, the instrumeats themselves
must be cleared for application in the field. Again there are multiple
levels of clearance: USOZ clearances include, again, NCES an& the PFE
Secretariat, and the formri must be cleared by the Bureau of the Budget as
well, unless used strictly for rescarch purposes ani nct to be routinely
applied. These clearances add again to the period of time necessary to
develop and implemeat any survey instrument,

Repoft preparation and submission is subject to a similar saeries of
examinations and reexaminations which include clearancs by: a) NCES for
statistical appropriateness; b) USOE/PPE for substantive treatment and
clarity of reporting; and, c) the Fress Office must clear the report for
general acceptability and concordance with other related data reported
or existent. These delays add to an approximately six to nine month lag
between the receipt of a contracted or internally proepared report and its

delivery to Congress or other external users.
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£Evaluation Criterion Problems

The JCES implementation will encounter all of the usual problems
assooiated with the development and implementation of any svaluation
procees or tystem. Thepe certainly include the basic measurement
problems related to the instruments and their analysis, such as reliability
and validity; but thess are complicatod here by the multiple criterion
nature of the process and products which are to be evaluated. This
relates to the basic difficulty of adequate measuremont for each of the
program processad under examination, but also extends to the probdlem of
attribution of effects to probable causes, since the Congress and tle
Public waat 1o know what they have asccomplished for their monay spent.
Cause-effeot identification is always diffizult but will be espacially so
in the situation described in the Delivery System. With the Funding
Subeystem and the Substantive Program Subsystem overlapping to the deygree
indicated, one will seldom be asure which of the various funding programs
have contributed most (or any) t0 a particuiur Substantive Program and
tho resultant changes occour in pupil belavier.

Thus, subatwntive programs may te evaluated by asaessing changes
in the pupile, or the communities, if so directed. But these changes, or
lack of changes, might not necessarily refléct the values of the Funding
Programs, since usvally a true substar.tive program resultuy from funding
under several of the various Tivles. Another aapect of this difficulty
i that the Fuading Subcystem may define the general) area of even the
iatended content of a Substantive Program for application, but the actual
presentation of the Program may be consideradly different from what was
intended and approved. Obvious.y, such changeas may be gocd or they msay
be bad, but the rfact of changsy negates the use of the products of such a
Substantive Program as valid meaeures of the Funding Subsystea's effective-

ness., Such Prograasatic changes may be directly indicative [ the quality
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of local management or directiveness, and might be uveed to assess needs for
modification of management procedures or in-gervice training projects; but
they are not sufficient measures of the total management structure's euc-
cess of failure nor should they be used as sufficient indicators of a
Funding Program's total wortu.

Implementation of Surveye

Another factor affecfing the development and implementation ¢f this
system is the set of variables related to the management and administra-
tion of the surveys., Since all eurveys are mailed to schools or districts,
the adequacy and completeness of the data derived are dependent upon the
conscisntiousness and compatenca of the persons completing the survey
instruments. The evaluation of thu total delivery system, including both
the Funding and Substantive Pfogram Snbsyatems, is entirely dependunt upon
the willingness anl skills of persons about whom theee qualities are
usually almost unknown. Because of these local survey adminietration
problema, USOZ takes the position that the best approach, where possible,
is to establish the responsibility of one person for local completion of
the inetruments and their return to the USOBE., Thise precaution is likely
to result in both a higher rate of return of data instruments and a higher
degree of reliadbility and validity of the data entries,

A related point concerns the kind and degree of data "editing" or
local quality control = of both the data reported and of the pupils and
projecte on which they are reperting - which may be exercised in the
process of instrument completion., While instructions always attespt to

etandardize such processes (and to eliminate the selection of especially
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favorable data, for example) thie facet of data colleotion is eseentially
beyond the control of the USOE. The b9et which can be done is to develop
complete and concise indtructione for such collection and to attempt to
estimate the degree of veracity through related reliadility and validity
studies on subsamples of the original groups aesessed. An adjunctive
appreach ie poseible through the development and implementation of
standardiged adminietration/evaluat1on guides (like.tho Local Evaluat;oq
Handbook, developed by AIR and intended for use in conjunction with the
JCES) or of local in-mervice training programe on evaluation, survey
collection requirements, and related topics.

EBffacte of Biaeas

The above considerations are complicated still further in the
evaluation attempt by the various local or individual biseee to be found
with reepect to educational objectives, Federal intervention, evaluation
purposee and many other topics, of which the biases for or against tests
and testing is not the least difficult to deal with. Although all such
biaees will affeot the degree of cooperaticn and the adeqiacy of tie data
obtained from State and local agencies and in the schools, themsolves,
testing Liases, and feare related to testing results, pose a uniforaly
difficult problem. State and local personnel frequenily raact negatively
to the concept of (perhape unfavoratle) coaparisona which they feel may be
inherent in any evaluation syetem., Such reaotions have led States and
districts to deny the iaplementaiion of instrumente iz their eysteas

before and may do 80 in the present instance.



138

Al)l of tho abovs considerations muast influence the development and
implementation plaaning for the ianstallation of the Fedoral/snto Joint

Comprehensive Evaluation System.
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Eesearch/Sampling Degigns:

Current Developments

The current implementation schedule,presented earlier in this
gsection, indicates that the CPIR has already been applied to a sample
of gcnoul districes. Similarly, the 1948 Survey of Compensatory
“urcation and the 1269 Survey were applied to samples of schools in
th- Yvring of tha vespective years; These Surveys are the forerunners
of the JCES Elementary level Pupil Centered Instruuents (PCI) in the
Spring of 1970, again to a sample of schools and a sample of children
within scbools.

For each of these instrument applications, the National Center for
Educational Statistics has developed a sampling plan ccnsistent
with the research/evaluation aims of the instruments and has drawn the
actual samples, For example, the 1968 Survey was administered at
four levels - District, School Principal, Teachers (2nd, 4th, and 6th
graces), and Pupils (completed by the Teachers) - within 465 districts
across the country. These 465 Districts were determined by a sample
plan developed by NCES and were drawn from four strata of districts
(divided on enrollment population). Following selection of Districts
via stratifiad random sampling (with the largest size stratum being
gampled exhaustively), schools were sampled within Districts in the

ratio of 1:1.4. Within the saapled schools, all Principals were sure
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veyed, as were all Teachers of the three grades ccncerned. Each Tescher
veported on pupils at the approximate rate of 1/5 of tneir c:lass
memberships. This, in brief, is the sampling proceus whicn was applied.
And the same sample was used for the 1969 Survey of Compensatory
Education, also.

Analyses of the 1968 Survey data revealed that the sample yielded
excessively large Coefficlienis of Variation on seve;al important mea- '
sured characteristics, snd that these were especislly large within the
top most strata (which had included Districts with student population
of 40,000 and above.) These findings led to the design of a larger
sample of Districts and schools for the application of the FY 1949
CPIR (applied in Fall, 1969) and this sample will alsc be used for the
collection of the PCl1 data in April 1970. This sample and its develop-
ment process will be discussed below, since this is the most current
and thus most representative, of the sa»pling/research designs developed
by BESE/NCES for JCES use.

The 1969 sample derivation followed generally along the lines
of the 1968 sample. It utilized a stratified random approach to
sampling first 830 Districts, (from a list of those District of over
300 student enrollment and receiving State Plan funds from Federal
Titles); &nd, second, schools within these Districts, drawvn randomly from

a 1ist of district schools ordered on their "average within-grade size,"



- 141 -
for 2nd, 4th, and 6th grades., Strata boundaries used i{n the 1969 sample

differed from those of the 1968 sample, as did also the number of pupils
reported on by Teachers. Certain other variations were obtsetved Lln the
sample development, bu* these were the most {mportant ones. The
survey semple was augmented for the FY 1369 CPIR administration by
adding all LEA's receiving direct grant funds, yielding a total CPIR
sample of approximately 1500 Districts. This augmentation is not
anticipated for the 1970 PCI application, and only the 830 gelected
Districts 311l be surveyed.

The following table describes the characteristics of the derived

sample of Districts:

Stratum Boundarfies Number of districts Sampling Number of
(Student Enrollment) in Population Fraction districts in
Sample
125,000 - 13 1n 13
35,000 -~ 125,000 95 1/1.3 72
9,000 - 35,000 699 1/6 117
3,000 - 9,000 2272 1/9 252
300 = 3,90 8671 R Y Y &) 376
Total= 11750 830

As may be seen the stiata usod were five in number, instead of the four
sampled in the 1968 Survey sample devclopment. This was done in an
attempt to reduce the extremely large within stratum variance found in
the upper stratum (40,000 and up) of the 1968 sample. Breaking this
stratum, consisting of 92 Districts {n 1968, approximately two strata

of 35,000 to 125,000, (with 95 Distyicts), and 125,000-plus with 13
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Districts, should have reduced the variance in the topmost stratum
to a level which would be more commensurate with the other within-
stratum variances. In fact the boundaries of these strata were deter-
mined primarily through the process of {teratlve comparigons of within
strata variances with di{ferent stratum boundaries until the variances
became as nearly equal as feasible. It should be noted that the variances
being manipulated for this purpose were the variances of student enroll-
ments for districts in the strata examined. That 18, when a given
boundary set was used, the resulting population was examined acroas
strats on the size of the variances within-strata in student enrollment
per districts within the stratum. The process wss actually performed
using the Coefficient of Variation for each "experimental" stiatum,
but the desired effect is the sam2 as were one to use variances.
Following the derivation of the above }isted stratum boundaries,
the number of districts to be sampies in each stratum was determined
using the Strats variances in the normal computation to determine
sample size required.* Each derived sample sirze was then multiplied by
111X to allow for non-response, Tais resulted in the individual strata
sample numbers shown in the above table, with the highest stratum being

sampled exhaustively again, as i{s a common result in such allocation

;r‘lhlo computation used the standard % 2 signma interval to produce
an p large enough to yleld Coefficients of Variation of 5% at the

.95 confidence level.

e M e e e e ———
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techniques,

Thie derived sample (4 those LEAs receiving dircct Federal Grant
Funds) was sufficient for the CPIR administration, since that Instrument
is completed at the District level only. Rowever, for the purposes of
the 1970 PCI survey, this sample of Districts must be subsampled for
schools to surveyed. The process to be applied here involves first
the determination of how many schools need be sampled in each district
and then the selection of these randomly from a list of district scheols
ordered on "average-within-grade-size'" for the three grades of iuterest.
The first point, how many schools within districts, is to be determined
as follows:

1. The number of classes per grade for the three grades
per school will be determined, within each District sampled.

2. Since the number of pupils to te veported on will be
four per class per grade, per school, (ail classes of those grades
within a sampled school will be surveyed) the total number of schools
necessary depends on the total number of pupils desired in the total
sasple. (This number has not yet been set, when it is, the following
steps can be performed.)

3. Given the total number of pupils within grade levels
desired in the school sample, this number should be allocated among
Districts in proportion to the mmber of clssses (teachers) within the

District for each of the three grades of interest.



- 146 -

4, Since one quarter of the sllocated number of pupils
desired from each District will equal the number of classes required
for the District sanmple, this number divided by the total number of
classes in the District (within grade level in each case), will yield
a ratio which can be used as the sampling ratio for schools within that
District and which will yield very nearly the desired number of pupils
in the District and in the tocal sample of 83C dlatr;cts.

The PCI survey in April of 1970 will send the various level forms to
the sampled Districts, schools and teachers derived according to the
processes described above.

Further S2mpling Developments Required

Alttsugh the current instrument applications are intended to pro-
vide only a Nationally representative set of data, furture demands of
the JCES and the Belsont States needs will make State representative
samples much more desirable. This ia planned for development for the
FY 1970 application of the CPIR (Fall 1970 collection.) The eample
develcpment for that application will .nclude approximately 4000 LEA's
and will be comprised of State ssmples for the Belmont States at
least. This development of State-repres2antative samples is likely to
continue and to be required for most of the Natfonal survey applications
of the various instruments. Thus is is predictadle that the PCI survey
in 1971 will be performed on a State and Nationally representative

sample.

e e ———
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The development of additional sampling plans to meet these needs
is & current requirement for development to assist the JCEé in meeting
the comnitments to the Belmont Stateg, Therefore, the deveéopment of
such State reprecentative samples of districts and schools must be
accomplished within the next six months to provide for the proposed
applicatfon of the CPIR to auch State samples. The precise approaches
to these developments have not been defined, but lt.may be assumed N
that they will be highly similar to those applied to the recent survey
implementations,
Future Sample/Regearch D n uirement

The following discussion and comments represent additional considers
ation of the problems associated with design of State and National
samples for the implementation of the various JCES instruments. They
relate directly to an extension of the current designe descridbed adove.

Comments Concerning Future Sampling Plang

Futura sanple plan developments for the JCES implementation
require some additional consideration of the problems of mweaningful
stratification factors de sampled to the various strsta or cells of
the derived designs. Some pertinent comments are presented below,

1. Stratification Foacisra Revisited.
In the sampling plans described above, the only stratifica-

tion factor used was the student enrollment of the Districts; student

enrollment was also to be used to order sthools within Districts,
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This is not a su>-stratification, but rather an ordering process to
assure that the sequential draw would yield a dispersion of sample
schools on enrollment siza within District. However, it appeare that
stratification on enrollment, wss done because it was the major factor
on vhich population data were availaeble for computation of the populstion
variances (for use in adjusting stratum boundsries, as descrihed pre-
viously.) When the survey data become avaflahle fr;m the 1968 and 1965
Surveys of Compensatory Education, the CPIR sdministration, and the

1970 cpplicat fon of the PCl's, these datu could be used to examine the
effects that shifring the boundaries of enrollment-afze-stratification
nigtthave on the Coefficients of Variation for estimates of these
variables of major interest: e.g , - acadenic achievement scores or,
from the CPIR, total Pederal Iunding by 1itle and Target group. This
study could be played off in the same manner in which the boundaries of
enrollment sice strata were determined previously. There the shifte in
boundaries were to produce near-equivalent Coefficient of Variatdon on
enrollment cstimates across all strata, This study would be directed at
shifting school data on the variables of interest back and forth, from
one stratum to another, ‘n the sane manner es above and examining the
changes in the CV's of the major variables of interest as a function

of stratum boundary shifts. This study would provide data to support
ot deny the effectiveness of stratification on enrollment size alone for

obtaining the desired presision of estimatfon with reapect to other
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variables,

Obviously, the study suggested would require time and effort on
the part of NCES, BESE, or OMI, and this expense should not be squander-
ed. To avoid the necessity for such a study for all variables of inter~
est, a preliminary inveatigation of the relationships between.the vari-
ables of interest and district enrollment ‘size shou%d be performed,
Correlation of district mean values for each variable with district
size would provide an indication of the degree to which these variables
are related. This relationship would then indicate the suitability of
using enrollment as a stratifier. If correlations of r = ,60 or
upwards were coﬁsistently obtained for all variables, then stratification
on these other variables instead of enrollment size would be unlikely to
improve the precision of estimation very greatly. But, 1f some
or many correlations between enrollment size and other variable means
were to be on the order of r = ,20-to .50, one might suspect that
stratification on enrollment size was failing to contribute significant-
ly to precision in the esntimates for these variables. In that case,
the study suggested above should be done to determine the degree of
effect of sample size boundary shifts on the precisfon of estimation of
the variables of interest. This could conceivably result in coming
up with better bases for stratification {even if still on enrollment
size, but with the boundaries determined on the basis of the known

effects of size variations on other variables.)
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Another question for consideration is the effect of performing

the same study using school size and school mean valucs for the other
variables. The results of this study might differ significantly and
importantly from those based on district data. If this were to be so,
then the use of District based samples for deriving variable estimates
for schools migh be seriously quest%oned.

2., Allocation Methods

This comment concerns the method used to predict and
allocate the sample size across a strata. For the most part, surveys
are aimed at the estimation of parsmeters of only a few variables,
usually one or two. The majérity of the JCES instruments are c¢ollecting
data and estimating parameters on-a dozen or more variables. Experience
hes indicated that when this is the case, the optimum allocation model
should probably be used to predict total sample size required and allocate
this number across the cells of the strata. Hanson, Hurwitz and Madow
indicate that ﬁhe additional power gained through application of this
allocation model far outweighs the extra effort necessary to deal with

the different ﬁeighting factors involved.*

* Hanson, Hurwitz, and Madow, Sample Survey Methods and Theory,

Vol. 1, New York: Wiley and Sons, s P. 227,
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3. Double Stratification

The use of two or more stratification variables can greatly
increase the efficiency of the design with respect to the precision of
estimation on rhese meaningful variables that ere - ertially correlated
with each of the two variables used as stratifiers., Under a double
stratification paradigm, the use of enrollment size a8 an initial strati~
fier might become more utilitarian 1f the second stratifier were
something Like socio-economic status, or some other factor presumed highly
correlat 1 with the variables of major interest, Such a doubly
stratified design can use the optimal allocation model to deteruine
total sample size necessary Qnd the allocation of this sample over the
levels of the main stratification factor, and then this assuredly suffi-
cient size for each stratum could be distributed over the levels of the
second stratification factor on the basis of an equal probability model.
Other more complex techniques are also available for optimum allocation
to all cells of such a matrix and could be epplied,

4, Overlapping Samples

An important point to remember in the development of samples
for the implementation of the individual JCES instruments ls the need to
be able to interrelate estimates and data derived from the varlous
instrumenta whenever this is possible. This implies that, wherever

possible, the samples used for different instruments in a given year
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should either be identical or highly overlapping. This will result in
development of data from various instruments on the same gréups of
schools, districts and pupils. Such a procedure could liave three
advantages: a) This could allow the direct relation of data from one
survey to that from another if data are sctually derived on the same
group, permitting better interpretability of the data sets; b) Use of the
overlapping samples for two different instruments (o; for reliability |
or validity studies on one instrument) could allow the extrapolation
of data from the subsample to the larger sample through use of the
nyper-geometric sampling distribution for extrapolation of values and
ranges; this might prove valuable for certain evaluative comparisons
among instruments or data from the various instruments; and, ¢) The
costs associated with drawing of multiple samples would be reduced
and this could perhaps allow design of more representative and more
efficient samples in the first place.

Use of the same sample, or of overlepping samples, for the application
of multiple instruments would be reasonably sound from the point of
view of representativeness of the population, at least, as long as
the reuse of tlie sample were in the same year as it was originally
dgveloped. During a single year the populations of most districts,
schools and pupils would not change by an awount important enough
to demand s new random sample draw; and if one's sample were random
the first time used, it would be random the second time, also.

Furthermore, even if the populations did change within a year, updated
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information with which to draw additional samples would usually not

be available within the year in a form suitable to be used in a new

draw,
. General Guideline for Sample Development
The 1970 simpling requirements call for the generation of
. Elementary school samples, separately, which are representative oﬁ a

State by State basis (or within a State). These samples sre to be used
{or the administration of the PCI's within the Belmont States. Aggre~
gation of these to a National level sample will involve additional
sampling of Non-Belmont States, Some general guidelines for the
research/sampling design deveiopment are presented below:

1) The desired evaluations are to be Local and National so the

development of interrelated samples and designs is necessar; .

The~ - should include:

(a) For each of the cooperating States gseparately, a design
to allow direct comparative evaluation of school and
pupil characteristics through the various data instru-
ments of the Evaluation Package. This cells for a

' discrete sample, for each State; represéntative of the
State to a degree sufficient for generalization at the
level ‘of individual pupils and schools within the State.

(b) A design for the same evaluation capability on the same
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characterigtics for the aggregate of the Belmont States,
It is presumed that the sample for this aggregate is
simply the combination of samples for the individual
States. However, there may be good reasons for con-
structing State sub-samples to represent this agyregation.

(c) A sample which allows cbmparative evaluation of character-
istics of pupils and schools for the.Nation, to at
least the same degree of precision obtsined for the other
samples. It_is assumed appropriat: to incorporate
smaller portions of the other (Non-Belmont) States such
that these can be appropriately weighted in relation to
the 3elmont Stafes to collectively represent the National
population,

2) These samples, should be linked through School Districts to
7 livit the administrative loads of USOE; States and Districts,
3) The research designs must concentrate on the Programs and

their individual components as major ft tors for the stratifica-

tion or identification of different groups of pupils and/or

schools in order to assess the differential effectiveness of

various Federal Programs and funded activities in the schools

and Districts. These samples will be used to &nswer research

questions of interest to BESE. The basic research questions
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to be answered are indicated by the evaluation system objec-
tivest the system is to agsess and compare the pupils and
schools within and among States and between and among Program
activity classes. This requires the data collection on a
sample of the defined population of pupils and schools
corresponding to the types in question énd'operating un&er
the conditions of interest. Whether all such questions could
be answered through applicat ion of a single design, is
unanswerable at present, It i1j certain that, given the
universe of schools and the admiuistration of the system
instruments (to inéerrelated or discrete samples), the sample
can be defined to meet specified resee.’ci question requirements
and can allow collection of adequate date to answer the ques=-
tions,

Sample definition to collect data to answer such quesgions
requires precise formulation of the questions to be answered,
specification of the data types required to answer them and
definition of the level of precision of description desired.

. | These items are required because they determine what the basic
unit sémpled will be and how many units will be sampled.
' The level of precision of description desired determines

the units to be sampled., For exampla,arecent study developing
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a sample of elementary school students in fourth, fifth

and sixth grades for the re-standardization of the reading
subtests of commonly used Achievement Test Batteries used

the gchool as the sampling unit. This was done in this
instance because the unit of generalization of the data was to
be children, Conversely in the 1968 and. 1969 Title I Surveys
of Compensatory Education and for the 1970 CPIR and PCI
applications interest was centered at the District level,
since it is mostly at the Districts that the various
differences in funding occur, The basis unit is the district
for tnose designs.

When the sampling unit has been determined, the next
question involves the number of units to be sampled and the
manner in which they are to be sampled. Stratified random
sampling should be utilized, and thz size of the sample
drawvn should be determined by variables measured and the level
of precision required. Allocation of total sample size to
strata-should be by the optimum allocation method.

If Project Reference File 15 developed it will be an
ideal sampling frame, since it will allow 1location of
those schools, districts or States with programs of interest

to them. 1In addition it will contain information which allows
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for meaningful stratification of the population, -
The Project Reference File is to contain the following
data types for each school entry:
1) State and County of location
2) School mailing .address
3) School operating status
4) School District name
5) School District superintendent's name
6) Name of person responsible for Federally funded
programs
7) Area codé and telephone number of #5, above
8) Name of school building
9) Grade span of school
10) School membership by grade
11) Number of high school graduates for previous year
12) Degree of urbanism of school attendance area {four
categories have been suggested for use: rural,
small city, suburban, large city),
« 13) Lists of federally .upported categorical aid programs
in wheih the school participates, (Either for the
total school or by grade).

14) And such other information which the State may

AN
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desire to enter for schools.

Among these datsa types, the following variables would

be meaningful in stratification of the population for sampling:

19
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

State and County of School Location
District Name (and Size)

Grade Span of School

Enrollment (Total or by Grade)

Size of Graduating Class Last Year
Urbanism of School

Program participation (by Program and Title.)

Referring to the 1970 National and Sta e sample needs,

and ignoring temporarily the National Sample requirement,

sampling will occur within a State. The following factors

are of major concern in such sampling for the indicated

reasons:

1)

District Size (and location): Districts are fre-
quently equivalent to counties and are always geo-
graphically distributed. District size variations are
very large in some States and these variations

are indicated to be related to variations in

academic achievement and other variables of interest.

If stratification by size is used appropriately, this
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will group the more similar clusters (districts) into
the same stratum and this will reduce the between
cluster variance for the stratum, and thus increase
the accuracy of estimation of parameters.
2) School Enrollment: If Schools within Districts can be
. stratified by enrollment/grade, this-will further contri-
bute to reduction of the within stratum variance for
those variables correlated with school size.

3) Urbanism: While highly correlated with Districts (due
to locations), this variable is also somewhat correlated
with socio-ecbnomic status, intelligence and academic
excellence. This factor should at least be considered
for use in stratifying the population, .

4) Program Participation: This variable is one of major
concern to the total USOE paradigm. Stratification on

this factor will work more effectively than any other to

reduce the within-stratum variance of measures which are
"atteibutable in whole or in part, to differences in
. program participation. In other words, when variables
are affected by Programs, stratifying on programs will
yield the least error of estimation for thuse measures.

If any one of these factors were to be discarded in favor of a
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smeller matrix of cells it should be the Urbanism factor since
this is partially cverlapping (due to locatiuns) with District size,
School enrollment would be next factor suggested for elimination from
stratification use, since it also overlaps in potential variance
reduction with District size. Thus, a highly reduced set of two
stratification variables might consist of:

1) Program Projécts,'and

2) District Size

State and National Research Designs

Given the requirements for State and National Sample/Research
Desings as outlined by JCES implementation needs, it is possible
to specify the approaches which can be taken to define and determine

the eventual designs which should and can be developed. It is not

possible to provide final sampling plans for these samples since no
Universe File or Program Reference File, data are yet available.

The following set of guidelines for State and Naiicnal sampling for
UBOE's current problem have been derived from the consideration above and
the basic needs to provide estmates at the level of pupils within schools.

1) Sampling should be by a three stage cluster sampling
me;hod to lower basic costs of the sample and data
collection and to provide adequate repreéentation of each

State and all of the ccoperating States within che Nation,
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2) The first stage clustering should be from a stratified frame
based on the School Districts, stratified by size and by
Program participation. (District sampling is indicated by the
results of the 1968 Title I Survey.)

3) The second stage clustering should be of schools within the
stratified District. Schools should also be stratified by
program participation level; {f possible, to provide data
from schools with and without Programs.

4) Third stage sampling should be of students within grades
within gchools selucted from the primary units, the Districts.
The selected grades'should be such as to yield data comparable
to that derived from the earlier Title I Surveys. Elementary
Grades suggested are the 3rd,:4th, and 6th, (overlapping the
Title I surveys' 2nd, 4th, and £th, but avoiding the observed
lack of data availability for the 2nd gredes).

5) Pupil sampling should be by ssmpling within each class section
of the desired gradcs (this avoids the introductionof the
fourth-level sampling of classes and then students.)

These guidelines summarize the approach which could be taken in

this derivation of each of the Belmont State samples and also, with
different levels of sampling in the non-Belmont States, fcr the National

sample. This general approach is for a three-level sud-sampling of




- 160 -
students, within schools, within Digtricts, It is also intended to
obtein a self~-weighting, epsem, sample of pupils (epsem - equal pro

bability of selection method.)
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REQUIREMENTS FOR FURTHER DEVELOPMENT FOR JCES IMPLEMENTATION

This scction presents a brief summary of the major develop-
mental efforts remaining fur the proposed implementation of the
total JCES iu relation to the Federal/State/Local Delivery
Syétem. There 18 no attempt hereln to develop the speéific
approaches to the further developments, Some of these have been
suggested in the previous sections of this report and others have
not yet been attacked. The following paragraphé conesist primarily ‘
of a listing of the obvious and scvere needs for this development
and brief discussions of the needs.

Report Content and Format Specifications

This requirement 18 a most critical one for the further
developmenf of the total JCES., As diicussed under System Reporting
Requirementz, previously; this requivement is critical to several
wther areas; to wit!

1. Detailed reports sgpecifications are necessary in order to
be sure that the vatrious JCES instruments encompass and collect
all of the data elements required to present the desired informa-
éion to the menagers and evaluators who are users of the outputs
of the system.

2. Detailed report specificaticns are needed for the final
development of the Master Data Analysis Plan (see below, also),

As indicated under Master/Data Analyeis Plen Development,
previously, these specifications should be the basis for the
detailed analysis plan development since they comprise the basic
fnformational output requirements that the system is expect-d to

. rovide. Althougi. MDAP development could proceed without detailed
report specifications, (for example, as based on best

guestimates™ of any and all analytic processes which might be likely
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to be required), the detailed report specifications development
would greatly simplify and speed the MDAP and eventualvdata
processing system developments.

3. Report specifications appear to be especially critical to
the definition and development of the State Educational Agency
Management Evaluation Survey (SEA-MES). With the development of
this survey or set of {nstruments in a very preliminary stage, the
early definition 18 needed of those reports essential to allow
tile managemant system to best uﬂderstand its own operations and
to evaluate different appruaches whichmight be iried out in
various agencies. The developing SEA-MES concept can be furthered
greatly by an approach which defines the specific data needs of the
survey(s) as early as possible. This would also contribute to the
completeness of the MDAP development, since the MDAP should be as
all-inclusive as possible to provide the optimum basis for develop-
ment and impi.nentation of the data analysis and data processing
system necessary to support the over-all JCES efforts,

A procedure was suggested préviously in this report for
development of detafled 1eport specifications, including both
formats arnd detailed information requirements for the various
individual data sheets tu be generated to support both management
and evaluation functions of the JCES and USOE/State Belmont
Organization, It is recommended that the suggested procedure or
something aimed at more efficient accomplishment of these same
aims be instituted as soon as possible to further this critical
developmental requirement.

Required Development of JCES Instrumentaticn

Several of the propoced JCES instruments remain to be finalized

at this time. Actually, tbe CPIR and the Local Evalusation Handbook (AIR
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Ouide) are the only newly developed instruments which are complete
(excluding here the ELSECIS and the Universe File). The PCI's for 1970
have undergone extensive revision from the 1969 Compensatory Education
Survey instruments and should be finished (final draft) on/about 16
January 1970, Assuming that final review by the Belmont Oroup does
not result in significant requireaents for changes, this instrument
ghould be ready for clearance, processing, and later dinremination
to schools £t approximately the desired time - April 1970.

The Project Descriptor Instrument is etill in draft form,
but is being further evaluated and is to be refinsd into a more
streamlined instrument if this proves feasidle. Contractual develop-
ment of this instrument ie planned for completion during January 1970,
and aesuming USON approvals, clearances, etc, should be ready for the
planned implementation }n the Fall of 1970, Whether further refinement
of the end-product of the coatractor's effort should be undertaken
by the Joiat Federal/staQe Taek Force cn Evaluation itself, is atill
in question due to the rather unwieldy aspects of the latest draft
inetrument reviewed Continuing contractor efforts may well alleviate
these prodlems and result in aa instiument practicable for installatiun
as part of the JCSS.

The Current Status Measures (CSM) instrument is in a some-
what similar situation to the PDl, in that ie still in a
rather preliminary draft stage and there are some serious
questions regarding its appropriateness for use, The major
problem concerns the content of this instrument which appears to
contain come serious cultural biasea within the item pools prepared
for each of the two intonded scales. With respect to the contents
of both the Basic Verbal scale item pool and tht for
the Occupaticnal Cognisance scale, one can seriously
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question the degree to which they are bifased toward concepts on which
white, native, North Eastern or Western Americans would tend to score
consistenly higher than other ethnfc or even geographic gvoups might.
The degree of severity of any such biases cannot be easily

estimated, but they would appear serious enough to suggest that the
proposed 12 - {tem scales to be buflt from these itewm pools would be
prone to yfeld grave differences amcng large groups which might
result from the bilases rather than from real differences.

The question of real or apparent differences in CSM scoric zmong
groups raises another serious question about these scales: = they are
very short, and thus may be expected to have low velfabflities. With
fnstruments of low reliability, dependable conclusfons are difficult
to come by, even for groups, and of course such instruments should
never be the basis for conclusfons about individuals.

These questions about the constructs, content and utfility of
the CSM scales as currently developed should be considered with re-
spect to possible revisions. Whether these scales could be used,
as 18, in spite of the current inherent difffculties to gather any
useful interpretable data is a moot question.

The last instrument, the Program Reference File, 18 f{ntended
to be an expansfan of the cortent of the Universe File collection
of data on school activ’ties {r Federally funded programs. It
was originally intended to substitute for the Universe File ~
questionnaire. This was disallowed within USOE, and the next concept
was to apply the additional {tems to the Belmont State schools
population. Whether this {s currently to be done or not is still
undetermined. The purpose of such additfonal data collection was
to provide program participation data, by schools and by grade level,
together with data on the urbanfsm of the schools, for use {n

stratification of districts and schools on these factors.
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This approach would substitute somewhat more meaningful factors
for the currently-used enrollment size of school as a major
stratifying factor.

Refinement of Sampling/Research Plans

The research/sampling plan developments for the implementation
of all survey instruments require updating or completion at this
time, since even those for the PCI's (for April 1970) and the CPIR
{Fall 1970) require expansion under the current.plann. Furthermofe,'
the development of representative State samples, whether within the
Belmont States or Nationwide, might nucessitate some slightly
different considerations as the bases for sample development.

In any case, the existing samples do require nugmentation for the
purposes of {ntended applications in the coming months.
Master Data Analysis Plan Development

As indicated earlier in the report, the develcyment of the
analysis plans has already been undertaken for some of the
fndividual instruments - notably, the 1959 Survey, which is closely
similar to the 1970 PCI. However, even with precise individual
instrument analysis plans, the necessity would remain for the
interrelation of thess. plans, and for the development of a master
plan for integrated analysis and reports generatfon. This {s a
critical remaining requirement, especially in view of the desire
to implement a large portion of the total system, including the
data processing capabilities within the next year.

Data Processing System Specification, Development ard Implementation

This aspect »f system implementatfion was briefly discussed
previously, also, and it need only be reiterated here that, regard-
less of the eventual extent of data processing capability which is

settled on to support the JCES, no cxtensfve planning or design work
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has yet been undertaken. With the widely recognized tendency for data
processing system developments to require two to three times as long
as predicted, this item is one which should be accelerated.

Consfderatfions Relating to the Management Syster:; Including SEA-MES

Several points rvelated to the developing management chain
within the Delivery System and the evaluation of the processes within
the chain might be pointed out for additional attentfon. These

¢ {nclude at least the following:

1. The SEA-MES development was mentioned above under the
category of reports spec!fication. Obviously, that 18 not the only
aspect of this survey development which requires attention. Since
this survey device 18 in only the embryonic stage, as yet, a full-
scale effort is required for development and implementation of the
Survey. A major consideration in this develcpment might well be
the specification of the reports typifying the processes and activi-
ties on-going in State Agencies and the relétlon of these to tke over-all Delivery
System management chain. This approach would also clarify the inter-
faces between the Funding Subsystem and the Substantive Program
Subsystem of the total Delivery System. Such clariffcation would
asist the JCES Task Force on Evaluation and the othar working groupe
of the Belmont Organization in further defining the requirements of
the SEA-MES. 1t appears that the SEA-MES might even become
involved in assessment of management activities at the district
levels, as well as at the State and Federal levels. This statement
is based on the large quantity of District to State reports and
intercommunications which undoubtedly affect, even dictate, some
SXA activities. Over-all evaluation of "Program Administration
and Grants Management at the State level may well require scme

limited evaluation of these activites at the local levels as well.
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2. A major purpose of the Belmont Working Organitation in the joint
venture related to establishment of the JCES has been the increased
emphasie the JCES might etimulate at the State and local levels on
the development of staff members in areas of manageient and evaluation
technologies. This purpose has been undertaken on a limited basis
through the CSSO0's and other State representatives, and interest appears
to have been generated. Capitalizing on this g;owing interest and ihe
Belmont Organization's Federal/State level could bring about both the
planning and implementation of staff development practices within State
and local levels in the near future. In fact, an initial step hae been
taken in this direction with the recent presentation of thres one-week
institutes on evaluation tools and techniques. These institutes,
designed dby the Belmont Group Committee on Evaluation Training and
Local .Evaluation, were preeented in August, September and Octoder of
1959, It seems that the successful extension of these concepts depends
upon the development of a series of models for the following, which
could be applied by the State and Local Agencies for this purposei

~

a. Management and/or Evaluation - Staff Development Coals

b. Managemont Plans - directed at State and local level
activities related to the management and administration
of the Federal and State funding programs and the mazi-
mization of funde utilization to increase the payoffes
for the States and local etudent populatione.

c. Mansgement/Evaluation Training Sofiware - materials
sinmilar to the Local Evaluation Handbook (AIP Ouide)

which would allow doth individual and group action to



o
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improve capabilities relevant to grants management and/br
evaluation of both funding programs and substantive projects
in schools.
d. The set of items above could lead to the development of

a series of USOE/CSSO sponsored Management/Evaluation
Training Inetitutes or Workshops to be delivered at various
State and Local Agencies as requested. These could be
directed toward specific performanc. goals or toward
generalizable skills and knowledges in these areas.

3. In conjunotion with the last item, above, it is suggested that

the Joint Federal/State Task Force examine the possibilities for insti-

“tuting the requirement that the combination of the Project Descriptor

Inetrument (or an abbreviated version thereof) and the Local Evaluation
Hnadbook (AIR Guide) be used in preparation of the Local to State
narrative evaluations of Programes and Projects instituted under State
Funding management. Similarly, the USOE Bureaus couid investigate the
potential for ready acceptance of soms similar documentation to guide

the preparation of the lLocal reports to USOE related to the ¢valuation

of the Projeots developed under the Direct Granta Prograns. The utilisa-
tion of these two instruments in evaluative reporting to vpper management
would undoudtedly increase the standaniiszation of reporting and theredy
increase the effective capability for comparative evaluation of Program

and Project activities at both the State and Faderal levels.
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